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ABSTRACT

Improving the Retention of Special Education Teachers
In The Memphis City Schools

From October 1991 to December 1994, the Memphis City Schools joined with the
Research Triangle Institute (RTI), based in North Carolina, in a three-year research and
development project concerning the attrition of special education teachers from the district's
schools. Encompassing both research and strategic planning, the study was supported by the
Office of Special Education Programs of the U.S. Department of Education, and is one of three
major investigations of this issue in urban districts funded by the federal government. The
stimulus, for both the Department of Education and Memphis, is the shortage of special
education teachers and the desire to curtail the loss of talented teachers from the community by
determining sources of dissatisfaction with teaching and the conditions that would encourage
career longevity among teachers. These concerns of the Memphis City Schools (MCS)
administration pertain not only to special education teachers, however, but to all instructional
personnel in the district.

Research Findings

The MCS organized a local Advisory/Planning Panel of teachers, principals, parents, and
central administration personnel to provide leadership for this project. With the guidance of the
Panel, research studies gathered responses from several hundred special education and general
education teachers who left their MCS positions in 1990-91, 1991-92, and 1992-93. These
"exiters” were individuals who left their teaching positions, and almost all of these left the MCS,
although a few stayed in the district in a non-teaching capacity or moved from special education
to general education teaching positions. The findings showed that attrition rates were similar for
special educators and general educators. The rate of attrition for special educators was 5.8% to
7.9% per year, while the rate for general educators was 4.6% to 5.8% per year (excluding
retirements and deaths).

Although attrition of special educators has not been unusually elevated in Mempbhis, as
general and special education teachers' reasons for leaving were examined, and as the feelings
and perceptions of continuing teachers surfaced, the research results revealed vital information
for improving schools, teaching, and learning. While these studies were in progress, the MCS
was engaged in districtwide planning for restructuring. Therefore, the findings about teachers'
needs, views, and conditions began to be useful long before the project concluded.

For example, general and special educators gave similar reasons for leaving their
positions--primarily personal and family reasons, dissatisfaction with assignments, and

retirement--although special educators expressed greater dissatisfaction than did general
educators. In deciding to leave, 51.5% of special education exiters and 23.2% of general
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education exiters gave "dissatisfaction with assignment" as either the first, second, or third most
important reason for leaving.

As important causes for decisions to leave, special educators cited problems with role
overload (class size and range of pupil needs, too much paperwork, and lack of adequate support
staff). They also frequently cited "inadequate support from central office personnel and
principals," "inapproprate placement of students with disabilities," "inadequate facilities or
classrooms," and "student discipline problems." Similar proportions of special and general
educators cited several common factors associated with decisions to leave: lack of influence
over school/district policies and practices (8% of both groups); student discipline problems (18%
of both groups); problems with parents (5% of both groups); and stress associated with teaching
(13% of special educators and 17% of general educators).

Most teachers who left the MCS were employed in the following year. Thus, it appears
that finding employment may be a prerequisite to resignation--when teachers are dissatisfied,
they begin to look for other positions, and, when a suitable position is found, they resign. Few
of the exiters, however, went into employment outside of education, and few indicated that they
aspired to non-education occupations.

Among special education teachers who are continuing in the system, 7% said that they
"definitely plan to leave special education teaching as soon as I can” in both 1991-92 and
1992-93. (The proportion of special educators who definitely plan to leave is similar to actual
special education attrition rates.) Further, 24% of the 1991-92 cohort, and 16% of the 1992-¢3
cohort, said that they would "probably continue until something better comes along,” and 19%
and 16%, respectively, said that they were "undecided at this time." All of this adds upto a
potential attrition rate (and proportion of teachers who are less than satisfied in their work) that
may vary between 39% and 50% of special education teachers in the district.

On the other hand, among those who continued teaching in MCS, special and general
educators' primary reasons for staying in teaching related to intrinsic rewards associated with
their work: satisfaction of working with students, feelings of competence and success, job
satisfaction, and job challenge. Another important factor is a positive work environment created
by supportive principals and colleagues. During interviews, teachers gave many examples of the
importance of administrato: s' support (and, when this support is lacking, it becomes a central
factor in teachers' job dissatisfaction).

Generally, the findings of the Memphis research studies reflect conditions that are
similar to those in other major school systems (and certainly better than some). In Memphis,
however, the local Planning/Advisory Panel used research findings and other information to .
recommend solutions to strategic issues involving personnel.
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Strategic Planning

During 1993 and 1994, the Panel developed a vision of the desired future for the MCS
and a mission statement ccncerning teachers and teaching. On this basis, the Panel identified
trends, opportunities, and barriers related to achieving the vision and mission in the district.
These activities led to the identification of strategic personnel issues for the MCS, which the
Panel classified into four broad strategic areas, with goals, objectives, and strategies for each:

School climate and conditions.
Working conditions of personnel in the schools.
Relationships within the school among all programs and personnel.

Personnel employment, assignment, and professional development policies and
practices. .

BN~

In November 1994, the Planning/Advisory Panel was joined by 68 stakeholders from the
MCS schools and central administration, Memphis Education Association, Memphis State

- University, the Tennessee Department of Education, parents, and others from the community,

for an intensive review of the four strategic issue papers and the addition of implementation
activities, identification of those responsible for authorization and implementation, and
suggested time frames.

Following the November 1994 meeting, the four issue papers were merged into a final
Strategic Plan for Personne! Recruitment, Retention, and Professional Development, which
complements the Vision 2000: Strategic Plan for Memphis City Schools of the Board of
Education, as well as many specific current initiatives and future plans of the MCS central
administration in school redesign and restructuring. In January 1995, the Strategic Plan was
formally submitted to the MCS Superintendent of Schools, who has given assurances that its
recommendations will generally be adopted.

Although the project concluded in December 1994, its results are expected to have a
lasting and positive impact on teaching and learning in the MCS. Panel members view both the
process and outcomes as important. As one panelist has stated, "In the beginning, it was hard for
teachers to believe that their responses to research surveys would make any difference. But the
teachers' perceptions and the work of the Panel have been heard and understood. The MCS has
urged us on in developing this plan, and the time was exactly right, considering the district's
restructuring and the national climate for the types of change the plan suggests. This is an

" example where everyone up and down the ladder has played a big role, and our school system

has been changing in ways that allowed for that to happen.”
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Chapter 1
Introduction

The Research Triangle Institute (RTI) and its collaborators from the Virginia Polytechnic
Institute and State University, Memphis State University, and the National Comprehensive
System of Personnel Development/Collaboration Institute joined with the Memphis City Schools
(MCS) to undertake a three-year research cffort to describe and understand the broad range of
forces that are contributing to the attrition of special and generai education teachers in the MCS.

The study of teacher attrition and retention is important in this era of special education
teacher shortages. Many teachers do not want to teach in urban settings (Feistritzer, 1990) and
Haberman (1987) reports that the number of teachers leaving is markedly higher in urban
schools. As a result, the Department of Education (ED) has a substantial interest in issues
related to the retention of special education teachers and has funded three Cooperative Studies
that the ED funded to study the issue of retaining specia! education teachers in large urban
school districts. This study is one of those studies; the other two studies were conducted by the
Eugene (Oregon) Research Institute, San Diego State University, and the American Institutes for
Research (CA).

This report presents the findings of RTI's research. The study's background, purpose,
objectives, research questions, and general research approach are discussed in this first chapter.

Also presented in this chapter is the organization of the remainder of this report.
I. BACKGROUND

This background discussion is organized into four parts: (a) the status of the shortage
problem in both general and special education; (b) the attrition of special education teachers;
(c) difficulties with teaching in urban settings; and (d) undesirable consequences of special

education teacher shortages.




A. Th f the Teacher Sh Problem

Teacher retention and attrition are issues among general educators as well as special
educators. For example, 34% of teachers surveyed reported that they plan to leave teaching in
the next 5 years {Louis Harris & Associaites, 1988). Another concern is that the most
academically able teachers are the most likely to leave (Darling-Hammond, 1984; Murnine,
Singer, & Willett, 1989, Schlechty & Vance, 1983), and the least likely to return (Mumaite et
al., 1989; Singer, 1993b).

Studies of general education teachers indicate that there are many reasons for teacher
attrition. Some teachers leave because of the conditions associated with teaching, such as inade-
quate administrative support, inadequate -preparation and teaching time, and few opportunities
for professional exchange (Darling-Hammond, 1984). Others leave because of personl reasons,
such as retirement, family obligations, or work opportunities outside of teaching (Grissmer &
Kirby, 1987). Furthermore, the findings of these studies indicate that teachers' attrition rates
vary over time due to age, experience, demographic composition of the teaching force, other
employment opportunities, and the teaching environment (Grissmer & Kirby, 1987). For
example, attrition is high for younger teachers, low for middle:aged teachers, and high again as
teachers move closer to retirement age. Certain groups of teachers, such as those scoring higher
on the NTE, are more likely to leave teaching (Murnane et al., 1989).

Though attrition is thought to be higher among special educators than general educators,
much less is known about attrition among special educators (Billingsiey, 1993). Boe (1991)
estimates that total attrition among special and general educators to be 8.3% and 4.3%
respectively. In Virginia, attrition among general educators was 6.9%, whereas attrition among
special educators was 13.2% (Cross, 1987). In Wisconsin, similar findings were reported
(Bogenschild, Lauritzen, & Metzke, 1988). The higher attrition rate in special education may be
age related, due to a higher proportion of younger teachers in special education and the higher
proportion of young women teaching special education (Singer, 1933a).

According to the Thirteenth Annual Report to Congress (1991), an additional 29,774
special education teachers were needed to fill vacancies and replacé non-certified staff in the

U.S. during 1988-89. Boe (1991) used the annual reports to Congress to determine that the
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needed number of cully certified special educators increased by over 12,000 (or 74%) over a
recent four-year period, while the supply of new teacher graduates deciined by well over 7,000
(34%).

Reasons for teacher shortages in special education include: (1) the identification of
greater numbers of students with disabilities; (2) a decline over the past decade of special
education teachers graduating from personnel preparation programs (Billingsley, 1993); (3) the
number of special education graduates who do not assume teaching positions after graduation;

and (4) attrition, since new teachers are needed to replace teachers who leave (Grissmer &
Kirby, 1987).

B. Teacher Retention and Attrition in Special Education

Only a handful of studies have addressed why special education teachers actually leave

their positions. Lawrenson and McKinnon (1982) reported "hassles” with administrators, lack of
support from others, paperwork, lack of recognition, insufficient income, and poor relationships
with students as reasons for leaving among ED teachers. Dangel. Bunch, and Coopman (1987)
found excessive papecrwork and meetings as the primary reason for leaving among 30 former
teachers of the learning disabled (LD). Bogenschild et al.(1988) identified several factors as
important to teacher retention among special educators in Wisconsin, including support from
administrators and parents, and the ability to meet student needs. Recently, Billingsley and
Cross (1991) investigated why 286 special education teachers chose to stay in teaching, but leave
their special education assignments. The primary reasons cited for leaving special education
suggest that teachers transfer from special to general education becaus= of lack of administrative

support and the stress involv.  : 1 working with special education students.

C. Ir i
The number of teachers leaving teaching is markedly higher in urban schools (Haberman,
1987). Therefore, maintaining a qualified urban teaching force poses particular problems. Only

12% of teachers indicated that they would be willing to teach in a large urban city (Feistritzer,
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1990) and urban teachers are more likely to leave than teachers from other areas (Corcoran,
Walker, & White, 1988).

Lack of interest in urban teachiny and higher teacher attrition rates in urban areas likely
result from many of the problems associated with working in city schools. For example, the
Institute for Educational Leadership (Corcoran et al., i988) conducted a comprehensive study of
31 schools in five urban settings. In this study, Corcoran et al. interviewed over 400 teachers
and observed in all settings. Findings from this study provide a disturbing picture of urban
schools. They suggest urban schools are physically sub-standard and lack even the basic
resources for teaching, much less new technologies. Teachers in urban schools have little
confidence in the supervision they receive and need more assistance from administrators,
particularly with discipline problems. Urban teachers understand the cultural gulf between them
and their students but are not able to deal with aberrant students' behavior because of their own

orientations, skills, or lack of support with discipline.

D. Consequences of Special Education Teacher Shortages

There are a number of undesirable consequences resulting from teacher shortages in
special education. One is the number of unqualified teachers hired to fill vacant positions.
Schrag (1990) estimated that up to 30% of special education personnel are currently on
emergency certificates, compared to 10% in general education. It is conceivable that a student
with a disability could go through his/her entire school experience without being taught by a
certified special education teacher (Huang, Morsink, Baird, Howe, Houle, & Compton, 1990).
These uncertified teachers may have little or no training or experience in special education.
Although little is known about the effectiveness of teachers who lack appropriate training and
educational experiences, most are likely to have difficuity designing and implementing
appropriate instructional programs. The lack of qualified personnel may also result in local
efforts to reduce services to students requiring special education or raising class size limits. The
latter may actually conwibute to the attrition problem given the stress associated with increased

workloads.
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Promising strategies for increasing the number of special educators are to recruit more
prospective teachers and to retain those special edacators already in the teaching field. Boe
(1991) suggests that ret .ning qualified professionals is the most promising approach to
minimizing teacher shortages in special education since attrition is the major factor causing the
shortage problem. Unfortunately, teacher retention and attrition have received limited attention
from educational researchers, particularly in special education.

The MCS faces the teacher retention and attrition problems generally associated with
large urban school districts. It is the 15th largest school district in the nation; it serves 107,819
students in grades K-12, has 163 schools, and employs a total of 5,225 teachers, 627 of whom
are special education teachers (e.g., it 15 much larger than the Boston, Baltimore, Atlanta, San
Francisco, Cleveland, and Milwaukee city school systems). The city of Memphis (TN) has a
population of 640,000 and is the 18th largest city in the Nation (USA Today, June 14, 1991).
The racial composition of the city's population is 55 percent African American and 45 percent
European American, and the racial composition of the students in the MCS is 80 percent African
American and 20 percent European American.

Memphis is located in Shelby County, which maintains its own school system and is
considered a suburban setting. The population growth over the past ten years in the general
population and the Shelby County School System has been dramatic and caused by newly
arrived residents as well as those moving out of the city limits. The racial composition of
students in the Shelby County School System is approximately 80 percent European American
and 20 percent African American, as compared to 80 percent African American and 20 percent
European American in the MCS. The school system of choice for new graduates from the
Department of Special Education, Memphis State University is the county system. Therefore,
new teachers often have to "settle" for employment in the MCS. Many maintain an active file
with the Personnel Depariment of the Shelby County School System so that they may "go East"
for what they perceive as the better teaching opporiunity.




II. PURPOSE, OBJECTIVES, AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The critical teacher shortage in special education, the undesirable consequences

associated with teacher shortages, and the higher attrition rates among special educators all point

to the need to enhance teacher retention, particularly in urban settings. The purposes of this

research are to: (a) describe the broad range of forces, including factors related to personnel

preparation, that are contributing to the attrition rate of special education teachers in the MCS in

particular, and in urban schools in general; and (b) use this new knowledge to develop a strategic

action plan to enhance teacher retention in the MCS.

The objectives for achieving these purposes~are to:

a.

Develop and articulate a conceptual framework for describing and understanding
the complex variables that are associated with teacher retention in the MCS.

Identify and describe the factors that influence teacher retention and attrition in
the MCS by surveying:

. The population of special education teachers employed by the MCS in the
1991-92 school year. '

. The population of special education teachers and a comparison sample of
general education teachers employed by the MCS during the 1992-93
school year.

. All special education teachers and a sample of general education teachers

who exit the MCS classroom teaching positions they held in the 1990-91,
1991-92, or 1992-93 school years.

Determine teacher attrition rates for the 1990-81, 1991-92, and 1992-93 school
years. :

Develop a five-year strategic action plan, based on project findings and their
interpretations, for implementation by the MCS and its stakeholders to support
and retain special education teachers.

Disseminate research findings to school administrators, teachers, teacher

educators, State and Federal administrators and policymakers, the National Clear-
inghouse on Careers and Employment in Special Education, professional,
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advocacy and parent networks, and communication systems in a manner useful to
them.

To achieve these objectives, answers to eight primary research questions were pursued:

a. To what extent are special and general educators’ intent to leave teaching, job
retention, transfer, and exiting influenced by: (1) employment |professional
qualifications, work conditions, work rewards, employability, commitment] and
(2) personal {demographics, family considerations, cognitive/affective] factors?

b. From the special educators' perspective, what are the specific reasons/conditions
for wanting to leave/stay in their current positions?

C. What are the problems faced by special educators in urban settings, what effect
do these problems have on teachers' work and personal life, and what support is
needed to help with these problems?

d. What similarities and differences are there in the correlates of commitment, job
satisfaction, attrition, and retention between general and special educator groups?

e. What differences exist between general and special educators in personal
variables (e.g., gender, age race), professional qualifications (e.g., licensure and
career ladders, sense of efficacy), perceived work conditions (e.g., administrative
and peer support, perccived stress, role conflict), work rewards (e.g., intrinsic,
extrinsic), commitment (e.g., school, district, teaching field, teaching profession),
perceived employability, and career plans (i.e., stay, transfer, exit)?

f. What are the similarities and differences between general and special educator
groups who resign from teaching in the: (a) reasons they give for resigning from
teaching; (b) activities they assume after leaving teaching; and (c) intentions they
have to return to teaching?

These primary questions were expanded into a listing of over 100 specific questions that were
used to generate the questionnaire items for the various surveys. L

The research design to achieve the study's purposes and objectives and address its
research questions inciudes a comparison group of general education teachers. This design
enabled us to identify those attrition and retention variables that are specific to special

education.
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Ill. GENERAL APPROACH

The conduct of this three-year researcii project was guided by in Year 1 by a 13-member
Advisory Panel that included representatives of MCS' general and special education teachers and
administrators, teacher training institutions, the Tennessee State Department of Education, and
nationally recognized experts on teacher retention issues and policies. This Panel was
established to serve throughout the life of the study in order to help ensure its quality and
usefulness.

At the end of Year |, members of this Panel conducted a network analysis to determine
the composition of the Strategic PIahm'ng Team (SPT) that would conduct the strategic planning
in Years 2 and 3. Based on this network analysis, the Panel recommended that (a) it's members
serve as the core of the Strategic Planning Team (SPT) and (b) that six other persons be added to
the SPT membership to provide greater representation of parents, general and special education
supervisors, and principals. This recommendation was accepted and the SPT was expanded to
19 members. In Year 3 two more persons were added, resulting in a 21-member SPT that
provided excellent representation of the study's major stakeholders. This Panei was renamed as
the Advisory/Strategic Planning Panel. (Members of this Panel are listed in the
Acknowledgements to this report.)

Also advising on the study design and methodology were staff from ED's Office of
Special Education Programs (OSEP) and the three other organizations funded by D to study the
issue of retaining special education teachers in large urban school districts. The collaborating
firms are the Eugene (Oregon) Research Institute and San Diego State University and its
subcontractor, the American Institutes for Research. RTI research staff met eight times, and
communicated by telephone and mail, with staff in these firms to exchange ideas relative to
research issues, procedures, and findings. Since these firms are engaged in similar research in
other large urvan school districts, this collaboration aided in achieving a cumulative
advancement in knowledge and practices relative to retaining and supporting special education

teachers.
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This research project had two major components--a survey research component and a
strategic planning component. The first two years of the project focused on the survey research
component. Planning for the strategic planning process took place in the second year, and the
focus of the third year was almost exclusively on the strategic planning component.

The survey resez ch component consisted of four studies:

. A Screening Study conducted in Year | to provide (1) a snapshot of the job
) satisfaction and career plans of the current special education workforce and (2) a
data base for identifying a sample of teachers to be interviewed for the
Influencing Factors Study. This study was a mail questionnaire survey of all
MCS special education teachers employed in the 1991-92 school year.

. An Inflyencing Factors Study conducted in Year 1 to assist in: (1) understanding
the influences of career plans, commitment, and job satisfaction in a sample of
currently employed special educators; and (2) developing questionnaire items for
the other instruments to be used in the research. This study consisted of face-to-
face interviews with a purposive sample of the special education teachers who
participated in the Screening Study.

. An Exiter Study that involved a series of surveys of special and general education
tea. ners who were identified as exiters from the MCS classrcom positions they
held in the 1990-91, 1991-92_and 1992-93 schoo! years. Data collection for the
1990-91 cohort of the Exiter Study was completed in Year 1. Analyses of these
data was completed in Year 2. The 1991-92 and 1992-93 cohorts were surveyed
in Years 2 and 3, respectively. Each cohort that was surveyed included all exited
special education teachers and a comparizon sample of general education
teachers. Each survey gathered information about the teachers' background and
training, reasons for leaving their positions, and the nature of their current posi-
tions.

Exiters were defined as special education teachers who were employed in the
MCS but who left their MCS special education positions, and/or general
education teachers who left their MCS classroom positions. Under this
definition, all who left the MCS were considered exiters. Teachers who
transferred to other positions in the MCS, e.g., teaching other subject areas or
serving as supervisors or administrators, were also classified as exiters.

. A Comprehensive Commitment and Retention Study was conducted in Year 2,

and it included all special education teachers and a comparison sample of general
education teachers who were employed in the MCS in the 1992-93 school year. It
involved two mail questionnaire surveys, one for special education teachers and
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one for a comparison sample of general education teachers. These surveys
gathered information about teachers' educational backgrounds, training,
licensure/certification, career entry pattems, perceptions of the work environment
in the MCS, job/career satisfaction, and future career plans.

The strategic planning component involved the development of a five-year Strategic
Action Plan that states the intentions of, and set directions for, the MCS to enhance the retention
of special education teachers. Using the results of the survey studies and the “plan-to-plan"
developed jointly by the research team and the Advisory/Strategic Planning Panel, the Strategic
Action Plan was developed in Years 2 and 3.

As an initial activity, a conceptual model was developed to serve as a framework for
addressing the study's objectives and research questions and guide the design of these survey
studies. This conceptual model for attrition and retention has two components. The first
component is a schema for classifying teacher retention, transfer, and attrition patterns in the
MCS. The second component lists those primary variables that have been associated with
teacher retention, transfer, and attrition. These components are described below. This model
was revised slightly annually based on the results of each year's research findings. The version
presented below is the final version, which is a slight modification of the initial model

developed in Year 1.

A. Retention. Transfer, and Exit Schema

To understand the status of retention, transfer, and exit attrition of the MCS special
education teaching force in any year, three major categories need to be considered: (1) teachers
remaining in the same school and the same assignments in the MCS; (2) teachers transferring to
other special education positions (both within and outside of Memphis); and (3) teachers exiting
teaching. Exhibit 1.1 provides a schematic representation of the retention, transfer, and exit

categories and a further breakdown of subcategories.
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i
I B. n i Model of the Influen f Teachers' Career Decisions
l The conceptual model shown in Exhibit 1.2 provides an overview of the primary
variables that are hypothesized to influence teachers' career decisions and suggests possible
l relationships among the major variables. The dependent variable "career decision" shown in
Exhibit 1.2 includes a condensed version of the three major options (i.e., stay, transfer, exit)
l from Exhibit 1.1. This model proposes that these career decisions are influenced by "external,"
"employmeﬁt," and "personal" factors. (An elaboration of this model, which is based on our
l study findings, is presented in Chapter 7.
External factors include societal, economic, and institutional variables that are external
l to the teacher and the employing school district. These external variables are hypothesized to
have primarily an indirect effect on teachers' career decisions by influencing employment and
l personal factors. For example, during difficult economic times teachers are less likely to have
job opportunities elsewhere and therefore may stay in their positions for longer periods.
I S. Bobbitt (personal communication, 1992), using a national data base, reported that‘during the
recent recession, fewer teachers left their jobs. Societal factors include community
' characteristics and cultural norms and values. For example, undesirable or violent communities
. or the lack of prestige associated with teaching may cause some teachers to seek employment
I alternatives.
Institutions that may have an influence on teachers' career decisions include colleges and
l universities, federal and state education agencies, and teache: unions. For exampie, strong
teacher preparation programs may serve to increase teachers' skills and commitment, resulting in
l teachers' decisions to stay. SEA requirements influcnice ihe work environment of teachers by
regulating (or failing to regulate) factors such as class size and mix. Further, state regulations
i for certification (e.g., courses, test scores) sometimes create disincentives for remaining in
l special education (Smith-Davis, J., Burke, P.E.; & Noel, M., 1984). Teachers unions may
i
i
i

indirectly influence teachers' career decisions through the modification of work conditions.
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Special education federal and state compliance requirements influence teacher
attrition/retention since these requirements often resuit in role stress for teachers (Billingsley &
Cross, 1991). However, it is not known whether compliance and paperwork requirements are
“created by federal regulations or (by) schools' interpretation of them" (Schipper, 1992, p. 3).
Further, some school districts may reduce the bureaucratic burden on teachers by providing
greater support (e.g., through clerical assistance, scheduling, the use of technology).
Employment factors comprise the middle block of the figure, and are hypothesized to either
directly or indirectly influence teachers' career decisions. Exhibit 1 2 suggests that four major
employment factors influence teachers' career decisions, including professional qualifications,
work conditions and rewards, commitment, and employability.

Professional qualifications are comprised of teachers' past experiences (€.g., educational
preparation, prior work experiences) and present knowledge and skills that contribute to their

preparedness for their positions. Work conditions are comprised of both district and school

salary, benefits, and personnel may influence attrition. Other district and school variables, such
as size, location of district/schools, level of administrative support, collegial and parent support,
and teacher autonomy have been linked to teachers’ career decisions. Specific assignment
variables that have been associated with teachers' career decisions include grade level taught,
age and type of students taught, class size, and teachers' roles/responsibilities demands.

It is hypothesized that quali:ied teachers working in desirable environments will have
greater opportunities to experience work rewards (e.g., professional fulfiliment, recognition,
salary). These rewards should lead to increased levels of commitment (e.g., to school, district,
teaching field, and profession), and lead to decisions to stay in teaching. However, when
professional qualifications and work conditions are not as favorable, it is likely teachers will
experience fewer rewards, which may result in reduced commitment. Whether or not teachers
actually leave may depend upon their employability in other settings and personai options.

Personal variables (past and present) are also hypothesized to directly or indirectly
influence teachers' career decisions. For example, teachers may decide to retire, stay home with

children, or pursue new interests with minimal consideration of work factors. However,
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personal factors such as family responsibilities may interact with employment factors. Teaching
schedules (ancillary reward) may be compatible with family responsibilities, increasing
commitment and decisions to stay.

The relationship between these factors and teachers' career decisions is complex,
involving many interactions. Further, the influences of these variables on teachers' career
decisions likely change and evolve over time, depending on life circumstances, priorities, and
needs. It may be that certain variables are more important at specific career stages than others.
Not every variable within each block is assumed to have a relationship with all of the individual
variables across the connecting blocks. Obviously, many other specific relations could be

pronosed among the individual variables both within and across the three factors.
IV. ORGANIZATION OF THE REMAINDER OF THE REPORT

The attrition rates for the 1990-91, 1991-92 and 1992-93 cohorts of special and general
education teachers employed in the MCS are presented and discussed in Chapter 2. These
attrition rates were computzd from the employment files maintained by the MCS.

The methodology and findings of the four survey studies are presented and discussed in

separate chapters as follows:
L Screening Study in Chapter 3.
o Influencing Factors Study in Chapter 4.
L Exiter Study (all three cohorts) in Chapter 5.

® Comprehensive Commitment and Retention Study in Chapter 6.

Findings across all four of these studies are summarized in Chapter 7. Conclusions and
recommendations based on the findings across all three years of the study are also presented in
this chapter.

The methodology and results of the strategic planning activity are presented and

discussed in Chapter 8.
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Attachment A contains the "Memphis City Special Education Questionnaire," the survey
instrument used in the Screening Study.

Attachiment B contains the open-ended interview guide used in the Influencing Factors
Study.

Attachment C contains both of the questionnaires used for the 1990-91 cohorts of the
Exiter Study. One of these questionnaires was sent to the general education teachers and one
was sent to the special education teachers. Since these questionnaires (with appropriate title
changes) were also used for surveying the 1991-92 and 1992-93 cohorts, only one set of
questionnaires is attached.

Attachment D contains the questionnaires used in the Comprehensive Commitment and

Retention Study.
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Chapter 2
Aftrition Rates in the Memphis City Schools

This chapter presents attrition rates for various groups of MCS teachers who were
employed in the MCS during the 1950-91, 1992-92, and 1992-93 school-years. These rates were
computed based on data obtained from the MCS' personnel files and the mail survey of the exiter
cohorts for these years.

in Exhibit 1.1 (see Chapter 1), we provided a comprehensive schematic representation of
special education teacher retention, transfers, and attrition in the MCS, outlining all of the varied
possibilities. A simplificd representation of that schematic is presented in Figure 2.1 below to
illustrate the definition of teacher attrition adopted for this study. First, we defined "stayers." As
Figure 2.1 shows, stayers are those teachers who remained in their primary teaching positions in
the MCS. These "stayers" included teachers who remained in their previous year's assignments,
or transferred to similar teaching positions in another school within the MCS.

"Exiters" for the purposes of this study included only those teachers who fell into one of
the two categories defined in Figure 2.1 by the boxes labeled as "Leaves MCS" or "Transfers
Within MCS." "Leavers" include general and special educators who left the MCS employment
for any reason or purpose (e.g., to retire, to teach or administrate in another district, to work ina
non-education occupation, or to stay at home). "Transfers" include general and special
educators who are still employed in the MCS but are no longer teaching (e.g., they may have
moved to iron-teaching or administrative positions). Special educators who transferred to
teaching general education in the MCS, or gent -al educators who transferred to special
education teaching were also included as exiters. We considered these teachers "exiters"
because they substantially changed their primary assignments. In summary, we have a district

perspective of leavers, i.e., those who left their primary teaching positions in the MCS.
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To compute the attrition rates for these "exiters," each school year is defined by the first
day of the teaching contract. The dates for the three relevart school years are:

. August 27, 1990 through August 25, 1991 for the 1990-91 school-year.

. August 26, 1991 through August 23, 1992 for the 1991-92 school-year.

. August 24, 1992 through August 22, 1993 for the 1992-93 school-year.
Teachers who leave their classroom position during the school year are counted as an "exiter" for
that year. This means that a teacher who resigns or transfers to a new position on the first day of
the new school year (e.g., 27 August 1990) is counted as an exiter for that year (e.g., the 1990-91
school year).

The attrition rates are presented and discussed in Section I. Characteristics of the exiters

are presented and discussed in Section II. A summary statement is presented in Section HI.

1. ATTRITION RATES

Exhibit 2.1 shows the numbers and percentages of teachers who exited from the special
education, vocational, and general educr :. - teacher groups during each of the three school
years. This exhibit also provides a breakdown of the annual exit rates within each teaching
group by four "exit categories”: (a) those who remained in the MCS, (b) those who exited or
terminated their employment with the MCS, (c) those who retired, and (d) those who died. As
noted in this exhibit, the attrition rate for special education teachers increased from 6.6% in
1990-91 to 7.0% in 1991-92 to 8.7% in 1992-93. Except for vocational educ:tior *=achers
(whose rates declined from 12.1% to 8.3% to 7.7% over these three years), this increasing trend
is reflected in the other teaching groups reported in that exhibit.

In all teaching groups, more than half of the 1990-91 exiters left the MCS as opposed to
transferring from their classroom positions to other positions within the MCS. This pattern
continued over the next two years for special education exiters, whereas smaller percentage of
the exiters in the other teaching groups (especially the vocational education teachers) left the

MCS in 1991-92 and 1992-93.
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Exhibit 2.2 presents the annual attrition rates for each of the three school years for
teachers classified by race within each of the four groups of teachers (special education,
vocational education, other general education, and all teachers combined). Teachers who exited
because of retirement or death were not included in these computations. Two race categories
were used, European American and Other (all teachers in the "Other" categories are African
American, except for approximately five Asian Anierican teachers). (About 5% of all MCS
teachers are European American, as compared to about 62% of the special educanv. teachers).
In addition, Exhibit 2.2 shows the percent of each group who leave the MCS, i.¢., those teachers
who terminate their employment with the MCS as opposed to transferring to another position in
the MCS.

Compared to the non-European American teachers, larger percentages of European
American teachers exited their positions (for reasons other than dying or retiring), and larger
percentages of European American teachers terminated their employment with the MCS as
opposed to transferring to another position within the MCS. For example, in 1990-91, 6.8% of
the European American special education teachers exited their positions and 5.4% left the MCS,
as compared to 4.2% and 2.5%, respectively, for non-European American special education
teachers (see Exhibit 2.2). This pattern was consistent over the three years for all four groups of
teachers.

Exhibit 2.3 shows the percent of exiters in each of the four teacher groups who
terminated their employment in the MCS, excluding those who left because of death or
retirement. These figures show that 81.9% of all MCS teachers who exited their classroom
positions in 1990-91 also terminated their employment with the MCS. Termination rates for
special education teachers range from 70% to 75%. For all three years, most of the "exited”
teachers in all teaching groups terminated employment as opposed to transfem‘ng from their

classroom positions to other positions within the MCS.
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II. CHARACTERISTICS OF EXITERS

In Exhibit 2.4, the special education and general education exiters (excluding deceased
and retirees) are compared by race, gender, career ladder status, and total teaching experience.
The race comparisons show that 70% to 78% of the special and general education exiters are
European American teachers. Each year, the percentages of the special education exiters who
are European American were slightly higher than the comparable percentages for general
education teachers.

The percentages of exiters who are male are significantly lower than the percentages who
are female, especially for special educators (see Exhibit 2.4). These differences in rates reflect
the small number of male teachers emplioyed in the MCS, i.e.,‘only about 8% of the MCS special
education teachers and 19% of the general education teachers are malie.

At least 90% of the exiters in both teacher groups either did not participate in the career
ladder program or were in the lowest level (Class I) of that program. When compared to their
general education peers, larger percentages of the special edﬁcation exiters were in the career
ladder program (see Exhibit 2.4).

Except for general educators in the 1992-93 school-year, most of the exited special and
general education teachers were experienced teachers (i.e., they taught for more than 4 years).

In 1992-93, percentage of experienced general education teachers dropped to 39% from a range
of 55% to 57% for the previous two years (see Exhibit 2.4).

Exhibit 2.5 compares the exiters who remained in the MCS on these same variables.
These results show that: (1) the percentages of exited European American special and general
education teachers who are employed in other positions in the MCS are significantly lower than
those of the African American teachers; (2) the percentages of male exiters who remain
employed in the MCS are generally higher that those of the females; and (3) the percentages of
exited teachers who remained in the MCS were higher for special and general education teachers
who were in the career ladder program than for their peers who were not in the career ladder

program.




As shown in Exhibit 2.5, the annual percentages of exited "inexperienced" special and
general teachers who remained in the MCS were significantly lower than those of "experienced"
teachers, e.g., the annual "remaining" rates for inexperienced teachers were less than 18% as
compared to annual rates of 20% to 55% for exited "experienced" teachers.

Exhibit 2.6 presents the mean age and years of MCS experience for the various catego-
ries of exited teachers. The data in this exhibit provide further evidence that younger and less
experienced teachers leave their classroom positions, and terminate employment in the MCS, at
higher rates than their older and more expenenced peers.

Exhibit 2.7 show the percentages of exited general and special education teachers who
have a teaching endorsement. (Some teachers who were reported as not having an endorsement
may have had one but let it expire.) In 1990-91, 19.3% of the exited general education teachers
did not have an endorsement; however, this figure dropped to 7.3% in 1991-92 and t0 6.5% in
1992-93. The comparable annual percentages of exited special education teachers who did not

have an endorsement were 5.6%, 7.3%, and 3.9%, respectively.
[il. SUMMARY

It is difficult to compare these attrition rates for the MCS to those of other school
districts across the nation because comparable data are not available. For example, the limited
attrition data that are available are based on different definitions of attrition and were gathered
in different years than the present study. Clearly, MCS' rates are not as high as many attrition
rates reported in previous studies. However, it is important to note that although these attnition
rates seem modest, the MCS will need to replace about 40% of its special education teaching

force over the next five years if these annual rates persist.
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EXHIBIT 2.1
l Comparison of 1990-91, 1991-92, and 1992-93 Dropoat/Exit Rates
for Various Groups of MCS Teachers*
1990-91 School Year 1991-92 School Year 1992-93 School Year
I Tesching and Exit Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Categories Totals Exiting Exiting Totals Exiting Exiting Totals Exiting Exiting
l Special Education 622 41 6.6% 629 44 7.0% 646 56 8.7%
Remain in MCS 9 1.4% 12 1.9% 13 2.0%
- Bxit MCS 27 4.3% 29 4.6% k1] 5.9%
l Retired 5 0.8% 0 0.0% ) 4 0.6%
Deceased 0 0.0% 3 0.5% 1 0.2%
' Vocational 289 35 121% 276 23 8.3% 285 n 1.7%
Remain in MCS 4 1.7% 4 1.4% 6 2.1%
Exit MCS 20 10.7% 7 25% 8 2.8%
Retired 11 3.8% 11 4.0% 8 2.8%
Deceased 0 0.0% 1 0.4% 0 0.0%
Other General Bd 4609 290 6.3% 4532 367 8.1% 4720 394 8.4%
' Remain in MCS 34 0.7% 91 2.0% 30 0.6%
Exit MCS 165 3.6% 180 4.0% 244 52%
Retired 77 1.7% 89 2.0% 114 2.4%
I : Deceased 14 03% T 02% 6 01%
All General BEd 4398 325 6.6% 4308 390 8.1% 5005 416 8.3%
Remain in MCS 38 0.8% 95 2.0% 36 0.7%
' Exit MCS 185 3.8% 187 39% 252 5.0%
Retired 88 1.8% 100 2.1 122 2.4%
Deceased 14 0.3% 8 0.2 6 0.1%
l All Teachers 5520 366 6.6% 5437 434 8.0% 5651 472 3.4%
Remain in MCS 47 0.9% 107 2.0% 49 0.9%
Exit MCS 212 3.8% 216 4.0% 290 5.1%
Retired 93 1.7% 100 1.8% 126 22%
Deceased 14 03% 11 2.0% 7 0.1%
' * A teacher is classified as a leaver from special, general, or vocational education if he/she left his/her 1990-91 (or
1991-92 or 1992-93) classroom position in special education, general education, or vocational education
-
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EXHIBIT 22

Comparison of 1990-91, 1991.92, and 1992-93 MCS Exit Rates® by Race
(Rates Do Not Include Deceased and Retired Exiters)

1990-91 School Year 1991-92 School Year 1992-93 School Yesr

Percent Percent Percest

Teaching and Exit Percent Leaving Percent Leaving Percent Leaving
Categories Totals Exiting MCS Totuls Exiting MCS Totals Exiting MCS
Special Education 622 58% 43% 629 65%  46% 646 19% S9%
European American 382 6.8% 54% 392 82% 6.6% 39 93% 7.5%
Other** 240 42% 25% 237 38% 13% 47 57% 32%
Vocational 289 83%) 69% 276 4.0% 2.5% 285 49% 28%
Etubpem American 134 104% 9.0% 125 43% 32% 129 18% 54%
Other** 155 65% 52% 151 33% 2.0% 156 26% 0.6%
Otber General Education 4609 4.3% 3.6% 4532 6.0% 4.0% 4720 53% 52%
European American 2299 62% 55% 2269 8.8% 6.9% 2368 8.1% 75%
Other** 2310  25% 1.6% 263 32% 1L1% 2352 35% 29%
All Geoeral Education*** 4898 46% 38% 4808 39% 3.9% 3005 58% 35.0%
European American 2433 64% 57% 2394 86% 6.7% 49 3.1% 74%
Othe~** 2465 2.7% 1.9% 2414 32% 1.1% 2508 34% 27%
All Teachers Combined 5520 4.7%  38% 5437 59% 4.0% 5651 6.0% 35.1%
Europesn American 2815 65% 5.7% 2786 85% 6.7% 2896 83% 74%

Other** 2705 2.8% 19% 2651 32% 1.1% 2755 3.6% 28%

NOTE: All percents for each achool year are based on the school year’s row totals.

* A teacher is classified as a dropout or exiter from special, general, or vocational education if he/she left hin/her
1990-91 (or 1991-92 or 1992-93) classroom position in special education, general education, of vocational
education respectively.

**  The vast majority of seachers in this category are African Americans.
#*4  Vocstional teachers and other general education teachers.
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EXHIBIT 2.3

Comparison of Groups of 1990-91, 1991.92, and 1992.93 MCS Exited Teachers®
By Whether They Remain or Leave the MCS
(Deceased and Retired Exiters Are Not Included)

1990-91 School Year 1991-92 Schoel Year 1992-93 School Year

Exiters Exiters Exiters
Total Leaving Total Leaving Total Leaving

Exiting MCS Exiting MCS Exiting MCS

Teaching Groups N N(%) N R(%) N N(%)
Special Education 36 27 (75.0%) 41 29 (70.7%) 51 38 (74.5%)
Vocational Education 24 20 (83.3%) 11 7 (63.6%) 14 8 (57.1%)
Otber Geperal BEducation 199 165 (82.9%) 2 180 (66.4%) 274 244 (89.1%)
All General Education** 223 185 (83.0%) 282 187 (66.3%) 288 252 (87.5%)
All Teachers Combined 259 212 (81.9%) 323 216 (66.9% 339 290 (85.6%)

A teacher is classified as a dropout or exiter from special, general, or vocational education if he/she left his/her
1990-91 (or 1991-92 or 1992-93) classroom position in special education, general education, or vocational
education respectively.

¢*  The vast majority of teachers in this category are African Americans.
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EXMIBIT 2.4

Distributions of 1990-91, 1991-92, and 1992-93 MCS Exited Special and General Edscation Teachers*
by Race, Gender, Years of Experience, and Career Ladder Statas
(Deceased and Retired Exiters Are Not Included)

1990.91 SY Exiters 1991.92 SY Exiters 1992-93 SY Exiters

Specisl  General Special  General Special  General
Education Education Education Education Eduwcation Education

Teacher Characteristics (N=36) (N=x223) (N=dl) (N=282) (N=87) (N=442)
Race
African American 25% 29% 20% 27% 25% 30%
Buropzaan American 2% 70% 8% 73% 73% 70%
Other 3% 1% 2% 0% 2% 1%
Gender
Male 0% 16% 0% 16% 10% 27%
Female 100% 84% 100% 84% 90% 73%
Career Ladder Status
Not on ladder 42% 67% 49% 53% 49% 63%
Class 1 50% 27% 49% 31% 41% 30%
Class I 0% 2% 2% 3% 4% " 3%
Class III 8% - 4% 0% 7% 6% 3%
Total Teaching Experience '
4 years or less 36% 45% 49% 46% 43% 61%
More than 4 years 64% 55% 51% 54% 57% 39%

NOTE: Percents are based on column totals.

* A teacher is classified as a leaver from special, general, or vocational education if he/she left his/her 1990-91 (or
1991-92 or 1992-93) classzoom position in special education, general education, of vocationsl education
respectively.
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EXHIBIT 2.5

Comparison of 1990-91, 1991.92, and 1992-93 MCS Special and General Education Teachers®
Who Exit But Stay in the MCS, by Race, Gender, Years of Experience, and Career Ladder Status
I (Deceased and Retired Exiters Are Not Induded)

1990-91 SY Exiters 1991.92 SY Exiters 1992-93 SY Exiters

SpedialEd  GeneralEd  Special  GeneralEd  Spedal Ed  General Ed

Teacher Totai Staying Total Staying Total Staying Total Staying Total Staying Total Staying
Characteristics N % N % N % N % N % N %
" Race -
African Amer 9 4% 65 32% § 63% 77 65% 13 46% 858 21%
European Amer 26 19% 156 11% 32 19% 205 22% 37 19% 202 9%
Other 1 0% 2 % 1 100% 0 e 1 0% i
l Gender
Male 0 g 3 17% 0 *» 45 S51% 5 60% 77 16%
l Female 36 25% 187 17% 41 29% 237  30% 46 22% 211 11%
Career Ladder Status
Not on ladder 15 13% 1499 11% 20 20% 150 14% 2% 12% 181 6%
l Class | 18 28% 61 21% 20 40% 103 43% 21 29% 87 15%
Class 11 (] . 4 50% i 0% 9 100% 2 100% 10 50%
Class I 3 6% 9 6% 0 *e 20 80% 2 67% 10 70%
l Total Teaching Exper
4 years or less i3 1% 100 14% 20 15% 129 9% 22 18% 176 6%
' Morethan4 years 23 35% 123 20% 21 43% 153 55% 29 31% 112 23%
*  Ateacher is classified as a lesver from special, genenal, or vocational education if he/she ieft hisshes 1990-91 (o
' 1991-92 or 1992-93) classroom position in special education, genenal education, or vocationai education
respectively.
l ** Division is undefined in this case gince there are no teachers in this category.
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EXHIBIT 2.6

Comparison of Groups of 1990-91, 1991.92, and 1992.93 MCS Exited Teachers*®

by Age** and Years of MCS Experience
(Deceased and Retired Exiters Are Not Included)

1990-91 School Year © .791.92 Sckool Year 199293 School Year

Years Years Years

Age MCS Age MCS Age MCS

Teaching and Exit Total (Years) Exper Toial (Years) Exper Total (Years) Exper

Categories N Mean Mean N  Mean Mean N Mcesn Mean
Special Education 6 370 8.1 i1 364 61 51 370 74
Remain in MCS 9 446 13.2 12 428 9.7 13 438 13.6
Exit MCS 27 34 6.5 29 337 47 38 347 53
Vocational 24 41.1 9.8 11 45.5 13.0 14 48.6 12.7
Rem:ip in MCS 4 4.8 15.8 4 4.0 143 6 45.7 14.8
Exit MCS 20 404 86 7 453 124 8 509 1Ll
Other General Education 199 36.0 7.0 271 38.0 8.2 274 36.0 5.0
Remain in MCS M 489 13.9 91 454 14.1 30 433 11.8
Exit MCS 165 333 5.6 180 342 49 244 35.1 4.1
All Teachers Combined 259 36.6 1.4 323 380 8.1 339 36.7 5.9
Remain in MCS 47 47.7 13.9 107 45.1 14.1 49 440 i2.6
Exit MCS 212 4.1 6.0 216 345 5.2 290 354 4.5

* A seacher is ciassified ag a dropout or exiter from special, gencral, or vocational education if he/she left his/her
1990-91 (or 1991-92 or 1992 -93) classroom position in special education, general education, or vocational
education respectively. '

*+  Ages were computed ss of 1 January 1991 for the 1990-91 school year exiters, 1 January 1992 for 1991-92 school
year exiters, and 1 January 1993 for 1992-93 school year exiters. .
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EXHIBIT 2.7

Comparison of 1990-91, 1991-92, and 1992.93 Exited* Teacher Groups
by Endorsement Status
(Deceased and Retired Exiters Are Not Included)

Total Non-Endorsed Teachers**
Teacher Groups N N %
Bxited 1990-91 Special Education Teachers 36 2 5.6%
Exited 1990-91 General Educstion Teachers 223 43 19.3%
Exited 1991-92 Special Education Teachers 41 3 1.3%
Exited 1991-92 Geperal Education Teachers 282 15 5.3%
Exited 1992-93 Special Education Teachers 51 2 39%
Exited 1992-93 General Education Teachers 288 20 6.9%

* A excher is classified as a dropout or exiter from special, general, or vocational education if be/she left his/her
1990-91 (or 1991-92 or 1992 -93) classroom positicn in special education, general education, or vocational
education respectively.

“¢ Teachers reported as not baving an endorsement may have had one but let it transpire.
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Chapter 3
Screening Study

The purposes of the Screening Study were fo. (1) provide an overview of the job
satisfaction, commitment, and career plans of the Memphis City Schools current special
education workforce, (2) identify salient variables related to satisfaction and career plans based
on responses to open-ended questionnaire items, (3) aid in refining the conceptual framework
and developing the remaining instruments, and (4) identify teachers with varied perceptions
about special education teaching for indepth interviews.

This chapter provides a summary and synthesis of findings from this exploratory study,
which was conducted during the first year of the project. The study's methodology and findings
are pr-:=nted in Sections I and 11, respectively. A discussion of the findings is presented in
Section IIl. Referenced exhibits have been placed at the end of the chapter for the reader's

convenience.

I. METHODOLOGY FOR THE SCREENING STUDY

A four-page screening instrument was developed to assess special education teachers'
curtent teaching attitudes, plans, and reasons for those plans. This questionnaire was reviewed
by OSEP staff, members of the Advisory/Planning Panel, and staff at ERI and SDSU. It was
field tested with a small sample of teachers in Virginia. Also, key items on this questionnaire
had been used in a large survey of special education teachers that was conducted last year in the
State of Virginia. A copy of the Screening Study questionnaire, entitled "Memphis City Special
Education Questionnaire," is in Attachment A.

The screening instrument consisted of four parts. Part A requested respondents to
provide information on their current assignments, including teaching areas (e.g., learning
disabilities, muitiple disabilities) and service delivery models (e.g., resource, seif-contained).

Part B consisted of 10 "attitude” items about teaching. Part C consisted of special education
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teaching plans, how long they planned to remain in Memphis and special education teaching in
general as well as what they hope to be doing after leaving their special education positions.

The last part of the questionnaire included two open-ended items. Respondents were asked "If
you want to stay (or leave) your current special education teaching position, please list your most
important reasons.” The open-ended data was viewed to be essential to give teachers an
opportunity to frame issues from their own perspectives.

In January 1992, the screening inswrument and an introductory letter and description of
the study were mailed to all 613 of the special education teachers employed by the Memphis
City Schoois. This instrument package was mailed to the teachers' home addresses. Follow-up
mailings included a post-card reminder one week later, and a second questionnaire mailing to all
teachers who had not responded within three weeks after the initial mailing. In addition, the RTI
project director described the study's purpose and methodology at the annual workshop for MCS
special education teachers and solicited the teachers' cooperation in completing the
questionnaire. This workshop was held one week after the post-card reminder had been mailed.

A total of 470 questionnaires were completed for a response rate of 77%. Data obtained
from the completed questionnaire were edited and merged with backgTound data obtained from
the MCS personnel files (e.g., age, gender, race, teaching experience, career ladder status,

teaching assignment area, grade levels taught) to develop the analysis file.

II. FINDINGS

A. Demographic Characteristics of Respondents and Nonrespondents
Exhibits 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 provide a comparison of respondents and nonrespondents by

race, age, gender, career ladder status, grade level(s) taught, teaching experience, disability areas
taught, and NTE scores. As shown in these exhibits, the respondents and nonrespondents are
quite similar across these characteristics.

The group of respondents consisted of 38 males and 432 females. Their average age was
42, and they had an average of 12 years of teaching experience in the MCS. The race of the

respondents included 296 European Americans, 174 non-European Americans, and 3 in the

32
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"other" category. Elementary school teachers were in the majority (n=269). The number of
teachers assigned to middle and secondary schools were 57, and 79, respectively. Sixty-five
teachers we.e assigned to special schools that cannot be simply classified as being exclusively
an elementary, middie, or high school. |

Respondents' current teaching assignments are outlined in Exhibit 3.4 by teaching areas
(e.g., learning disabilities, multiple disabilities) and service delivery models. As expected, the
largest percentage of teachers were assigned to classrooms for students with learning disabilities
(n=185; 39.4%), followed by teachers working with students with educable mental retardation
(n=57; 12.1%). The majority of teachers indicated that they taught in either self-contained

classrooms (n=182; 38.7%) or resource rooms (n=145; 30.9%).

B. Attitudes Toward Teaching

Respondents were asked to indicate the degree to which they agreed to each of ten
questions concerning their attitudes toward teaching. A principal axis factor analysis was
applied to the intercorrelations among the item ratings. A decision was made to retain two
factors which collectively explained 46% of the variance. The loading of each item on both
factors is presented in Exhibit 3.5.

The first factor is defined by items that suggest overall commitment to special education
teaching. The second factor is defined by items relating to job satisfaction in current position.
Means and standard deviations, as well as the percentage of MCS special educators responding
to each of the four response choices, are also presented in Exhibit 3.5. Internal consistency
reliability coefficients (Cronbach's alpha) were computed for both the commitment and the job
satisfaction scales. The reliability coefficients for the commitment and job satisfaction scales
were .77 and .80, respectively.

A review of the individual items in Exhibit 3.5 shows that overall initial commitment
among this group of special educators was high. Over 80% of these teachers either agreed or
tended to agree to the statement "when | entered special education teaching, I planned to stay for
many years." However, a smaller percent (64%) of the respondents agreed or tended to agree

with the statement that they would choose special education teaching again. A high percentage
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of teachers indicated that they agreed or tended to agree with the statements, "I am satisfied with
my present teaching position" (82%), "I enjoy working in my school(s)" (90%), and "I feel
successful and competent in my present position" (92%). However, a smaller percent (59%)
indicated agreement that they would "recommend Memphis to others as a good place to teach".

Based on the results of the factor analysis of the ten "attitude” items, composite scales
were computed for commitment and job satisfaction. These composite scales were computed by
summing the responses across tﬁe items defining each scale as shown in Exhibit 3.5. In an effort
to identify demographic and teaching position characteristics associated with these two
composite variables, the SAS (Statistical Analysis System) General Linear Model procedure
(PROC: GLM) was used. Separate analyses were completed for the commitment and job
satisfaction scales. The following nine independent variables were used in both analyses: race,
gender, career ladder level, grade level taught, school category (regular or special), area of
disability taught, years of teaching experience, and type of service delivery model (€.g., itinerant,
resource room, and self-contained).

Of primary interest were F-tests associated with each of the nine original variables.
These F-tests can be interpreted as indicating whether a particular variable explained a
significant proportion of the variance in the dependent variable, after controlling for the other
nine variables. For the commitment variable, only two independent variables were found to
have significant F ratios: gender (F=4.68, df=1, p=.03) and teaching assignment (F=2.78, df=12,
p=.001). The adjusted means for gender suggest that males are significantly less committed to
special education teaching (M=2.80) than are females (M=3.08). |

For the job satisfaction composite, two independent variables were found to have
significant F ratios: race (F=24.34, df=2, p .0002) and teaching assignment (F=3.20, df=12,p
.0002). An analysis of the adjusted means suggest that European Americans (M=2.86) are less
satisfied with their jobs than African Americans (M=3.19).

To facilitate the interpretation of the significant contribution that teaching assignment
made to the prediction of commitment and job satisfaction, mean commitment and job
satisfaction scores by the 12 teaching assignments are presented in Exhibit 3.6. The observed

means shown in Exhibit 3.6 are the means computed for each group of teachers without regard
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to differences on other variables. The adjusted means were computed using the regression
results shown on the GLM output. These may cautiously be interpreted as commitment and job
satisfaction means for these groups of teachers after controlling for differences on the other
independent variables used in the GLM analysis.

A review of the means in Exhibit 3.6 suggest that teachers in certain assignment areas
may be at greater risk of leaving. The lowest satisfaction levels were among teachers of speech
impairments, educable mental retardation, and severe/communication disorders. Similarly,
commitment appears to be lowest among teachers of students with speech impairments,
educable mental retardation, deaf/hearing impairments, and severe behavior/communication
disorders. Lower levels of commitment were also found for teachers of students with emotional
disabilities and those in homebound/hospitalized settings. The highest levels of commitment
were among teachers of students with physical disabilities, multiple disabilities, and the
intellectually gifted. Job satisfaction was highest among teachers of students with blind/visual

impairments, homebound/hospitalized, and the intellectually gifted.

C.  Teaching Pians

To understand respondents' teaching plans, we asked them three questions: (1) how long
they planned to remain in special education teaching (whether in or outside of Memphis), (2)
how long they planned to remain in special education teaching in Memphis, and (3) whether or
not they planned to leave their special education positions in Memphis anytime during the next
three years. Response choices for the first two questions included “definitely plan to leave
special education teaching as soon as 1 can,” "will probably continue unless something better
comes along," "until I am eligible for retirement," "as long as I am able," and "undecided at this
time." Response choices for the third question were yes or no. We also asked those who planned
to leave their special education position in Memphis within the next three years to indicate what
they planned to be doing after leaving their position. The teachers' responses to these questions

are summarized below.
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We also analyzed these responses to determine if there was a relationship between
teachers' plans and their levels of job satisfaction and commitment. The results of this analysis
are also presented in this section.

1. Plans to Remain in Special Education Teaching

Exhibit 3.7 shows the response frequencies, means, and standard deviations for
teachers' responses to the first two questions. It is interesting to note that plans for remaining in
Memphis and remaining in special education teaching were similar. Approximately half of the
respondents indicated a desire to stay (e.g., until I am eligible for retirement, as long as | am
able). Clese to 20% are undecided, while a smaller percentage planned to leave special
educaiion as soon as possible. Of the 465 teachers responding to the question, "are you planning
to leave your special education position in Memphis anytime during the next three years," 123
(26.5%) responded "yes," 333 (71.6%) responded "no," and 9 (1.9%) responded "don't know."

To identify the demographic and teaching position characteristics.associated with
teaching plans, the SAS General Linear Model procedure was used. Separate analyses were
completed for plans to remain in special education teaching (iﬁ or outside of Memphis), plans to
remain in special education vteaching in Memphis, and plans to leave within the next three years.
The fol.lowing nine independent variables were used in these three analyses: race, gender, career
ladder level, grade level taught, school category (regular or special), area of disability taught,
years of teaching experience, and type of service delivery model.

For plans to remain in special education teaching and special education teaching in
Memphis, age had a significant F ratio in both cases (F=22.11, df=1, p=.0001 for traching in
special education in or outside of Memphis; F=21.69, df=1, p=.0001 for special education
teaching in Memphis). This means that younger teachers are more likely to have plans to leave
than older teachers.

For plans to leave within the next three years, only teaching assignment had a significant
F ratio (F=2.32, df=12, p=.0262). A review of Exhibit 3.8 shows that at least a third of ihe
teachers of students with emotional disabilities, multiple disabilities, and severe

b iavior/communication disorders plan to leave their positions in the next three years.
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2. Future Plaes of Those Who Want to Leave
Exhibit 3.9 outlines the future plans of the 120 teachers (26% of respondents)

who plan to leave their positions within three years. The largest percentage (21. 1%) desire a
nonteaching job in the education field (e.g., administrator, consultant). Approximately 15%
want a transfer to general education in Memphis or want to move to nonteaching positions in
education. Another 13% want to retire, 11% want to teach special education in another district, .
and 7% want to stay at home.

,Of those special educators who want to transfer to other special education positions in
Memphis (n=67), approximately 33% want to transfer to another school, 25% want to transfer to
another service delivery model (e.g., from self-coni.. ed to resource), 20% want to teach a
different disability area, and 12% want to change school level (see Exhibit 3.10). Ten percent of
the respondents did not specify the type of transfer they desired.

it should be noted that the MCS' transfer policy permits teachers to make a written
request for transfer by filing such a requést by June ! for the following school year (Memphis
Education Association, 1991). Voluntary transfers are made between the end of the school year
and August, and all requests expire the following May 31. In making this request, the teacher
may list up to five (5) locations and the assignment to which he/she wishes t0 be transferred. A
teacher who receives a voluntary transfer shall not be eligible for another voluntary transfer for a
period of three (3) years.
3. T i isfacti i t
F-tests were used to analyze the differences in the mean satisfaction and
commitment scores of teachers grouped according to their plans to remain in special education
teaching (a) in general, i.e., in or outside of Memphis and (b) in Memphis specifically. Exhibit
3.11 shows the means and standard deviations for job satisfaction and commitment for each of
the four specific career plans relative to "remaining in special education in general" and
“remaining in special education specifically in Memphis." These findings are discussed beiow.
(a) R in_in ial ion T ing i rai
Statistically significant differences were found in the mean scores for both

commitment (F=39.02, df=3, 461, p=.0001) and job satisfaction (F=35.87, df=3, 461, p=.0001)
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for teachers selecting the various career plan options relative to staying in special education in
general, i.e., teaching special education in or outside of Memphis. Student-Newman-Keuls'
comparisons revealed that the means for teachers in all four career plan options were
significantly different from each other on both job satisfaction and commitment (see Exhibit
3.11). Teachers who wanted to leave had significantly lower job satisfaction and commitment
levels than the other groups. Conversely, teachers who wanted to stay as long as possible had
significantly higher levels job satisfaction and commitment than teachers in the other three
options.
(b)  Remain in Special Educati ing in Memphi

Differences in mean satisfaction and commitment scores across plans to
remain in special education teaching in Memphis were also tested using F-tests. Statistically
significant differences were also found for commitment (F=25.52, df=3, 462, p=.0001) and job
satisfaction (F=37.62, df=3, 461, p=.0001). Student-Newman-Keuls comparisons revealed
significant differences among each of the four groups for commitment and among three of the
groups for job satisfaction (see Exhibit 3.11). Teachers who wanted to leave Memphis had a
significantly lower level of commitment than teachers who selected the other three options. In
addition, teachers who "wanted to leave" or who were "undecided" had a significantly lower
level of job satisfaction than teachers who wanted to remain "until retirement” or "as long as
possible." Conversely, teachers who wanted to stay in Memphis "as long as possible" had
significantly higher levels of job satisfaction and commitment than the other three options. It
should also be noted that no significant differences were found between teachers with differing

career plans and NTE scores.

D. easons for PDesiring

Special educators in Memphis were asked to respond to one of two open-ended items: "If

you want to stay (or leave) your current special education teaching position, please list your most

'"The Student-Newman-Keuls test is used to identify which means are significantly
different from each other after a significant F-ratio has been found.
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important reasons. Forty-three percent of the 470 teachers who completed the questionnaire
gave only reasons for "wanting to stay," 23 percent gave only reasons for "wanting to leave," and
33 percent gave reasons for "wanting to stay" and reasons for "wanting to leave." About one
percent did not respond to this item.

Responses to these questions were analyzed for recurring themes using the methods
described by Miles and Huberman (1984) and Patton (1990). These themes or categories were
summarized into a coding protocol which included items such as, "lack of administrative
support,” "too many students," and "inadequate salary." Two doctoral students were trained to
use the coding protocol. One of the students coded each of the individual written responses and
the second student independently coded a random sample (10%) of the responses. The
percentage of agreement between the two raters was 87% for reasons for staying and 84% for
reasons for leaving.

The broad categories of special educators' reasons for stayiiig and leaving special
education teaching are provided in Exhibits 3.12 and 3.13, respectively. These exhibit show the
number and percentage of respondents who identified each of these "staying' and "leaving"
factors. Factors common to staying and leaving include support, work assignment, intrinsic and
extrinsic rewards’, preparation, and personal/change factors. Some single item categories were
grouped under "other" and some responses were indeterminable (because of illegible writing,
nonsensical responses).

As shown in Exhibits 3.12 and 3.13, intrinsic rewards were given most frequently as
reasons for staying (60.9%); however, these items were infrequently given as reasons for leaving
(5.3%). Support factors were given as reasons for staying and leaving a similar number of times.
For example, 18.3% of the teachers gave administrative support as a reason for leaving (see
Exhibit 3.13), while 21.3% gave administrative support as a reason for staying (see

Exhibit 3.12). Work assignment factors were given as reasons for staying (40.6%) and leaving

2Work rewards were coded into intrinsic and extrinsic rewards based on Lortie's (1975)
definitions. Intrinsic rewards are satisfactions resulting from the work itseif, while extrinsic
rewards refer to the "earnings” attached to a role or level of prestige associated with the role.

39

G




(45.1%). Preparation factors and personal/change factors were never given as reasons for
staying and were infrequently given as reasons for ieaving special education teaching.

1. Reasons For Staying

Exhibit 3.14 displays in detail analyses for "reasons for staying." Approximately
75% of the respondents provided reasons for wanting to remain in their current assignments.
(This group includes those who responded to both items and gave reasons for wanting té stay as
well as reasons for wanting to leave). Clearly the intrinsic rewards associated with teaching
were given most frequently as reasons for staving. Most of these intrinsic rewards were such
student related factors as positive relationships with students and making a difference in
students' lives. Although a variety of intrinsic rewards were mentioned frequently by
respondents (e.g., overall satisfaction, job challenge, feelings of competence), extrinsic rewards
(e.g., salary benefits) were mentioned by few of the respondents.

Work assignment and support factors were frequently mentioned reasons for staying.
Under support factors, building level and central office administrative support were mentioned
as reasons for staying similar numbers of times. Colleagues were also given as an important
source of support by respondents.

2, Reasons For vi

Approximately 55% of the respondents gave reasons for wanting to leave their
present assignments. Exhibit 3.15 details reasons for leaving under the six major categories
described above. As with the group of "stayers” above, this group includes teachers who
responded to both items and gave reasons for wanting to stay as well as reasons for wanting to
leave.

Most of the reasons for leaving were grouped under two factors, work assignment and
support. Problems with work assignments were mentioned most frequently as reasons for
leaving. The most frequently mentioned work assignment problems included problems with l
teachers' roles/responsibilities, particularly an overload of responsibilities (e.g., paperwork, class
size/class mix, time to complete work) and lack of access to needed resources (€.g., matenals,

supplies, personnel).
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Lack of support was also mentioned frequently as a reason for leaving, with lack uf
administrative support comprising most of this category. Most of the written responses regard-
ing administrative support were general in nature, however, some mentioned ineffective leader-
ship, disagreement with special education policies, and lack of input into decisionmaking. In
general, respondents did not indicate whether "lack of support" was a problem at the central
office level, building level, or both. Intrinsic and extrinsic rewards, preparation factors, and

personal/change factors were infrequently mentioned as reasons for leaving.
I1l. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

The purposes of the Screening Study were to explore tlie general levels of job
satisfaction, commitment, and career plans of MCS special educators and identify salient
variables related to satisfaction and career pians; The following discussion of the findings
relative to these purposes is organized by topic as follows: numbers of likely leavers,
characteristics of likely leavers, reasons offered for staying or leaving, and the implications of

these findings for strategic planning.

A.  Likely Leavers

Based on responses to the screening survey, approximately 1/2 of the special education
teaching force might be considered "at risk" of leaving Memphis and special education teaching.
This is the percentage of teachers who plan tc leave, will continue until something better comes
along, or are undecided. The remaining half of respondents might be considered at "low risk" of
leaving since they plan to stay untii retirement or as long as they are able.

Certainly not all teachers who pla.- .0 leave or are considering leaving will actually leave.
It is likely that many special educators who want to leave will not because of limited
opportunities in other occupations and settings due to the currently depressed economic
environment. However, dissatisfied teachers who stay should be of concemn to MCS school

leaders. Dissatisfied teachers may put forth less effort and be less effective than their satisfied
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counterparts. Attempts to increase satisfaction should lead not only to reduced attrition, but to a
more effective workforce as well.

It is interesting that plans to remain in special education teaching (in or outside of
Memphis) and plans to remain in special education teaching in Memphis are markedly similar.
We can only speculate why this is the case. Perhaps the respondents did not understand the
distinction between the items. Or perhaps teachers' reasons for wanting to remain have less to
do with Memphis than they do with special education teaching in general. Therefore, those
teachers who want to leave may assume that the problems they have experienced with special
education teaching are not specific to Memphis, but rather, are characteristic of teaching in
special education in general. ‘

Among those who desire to leave special education teaching over the next three years,
the majority desire to remain in education in some capacity. Over a third of teachers want
nonteaching jobs either in education or outside of education. General education is also clearly
an attraction to some special educators in the MCS.

The number of special educators who definitely plan to leave special education teaching
in Memphis (10.1%) is similar to the actual attrition rate (leaving Memphis) of special educators
in 1999-91. The actual attrition rates of special and general educators from the MCS in 1990-91
was approximately 8% for both groups. Although this rate seems relatively modest, the MCS
will need to replace a significant number of teachers over the next five years if similar
percentages continue to leave each year. As the economy improves, dissatisfied teachers may

leave in larger numbers as other opportunities become available.

B. har istics of Likel vers

A review of the MCS attrition data, teaching plans, commitment and job satisfaction data
suggest that certain teachers might be more likely to leave than others. A re.view of those who
actually left their MCS teaching positions during 1990-91 suggest that the highest levels of
attrition during 1990-91 were among teachers of students with learning disabilities (11.%) and
mental retardation (11.7%). The highest attrition rates were not necessarily among those with

the lowest levels of commitment and job satisfaction. However, it is important to note that we
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do not have job satisfaction and commitment measures for the 1990-91 exiters.
Speech/language therapists and severe behavior/communication disorders teachers had among
the lowest satisfaction and commitment, but fewer of these teachers left in the previous year
than a number of other groups. The highest percentages of those who plan to leave include
teachers of students with emotional disturbances, muitiple disabilities, and severe
behavior/communication disorders. Interestingly, although speech/language therapists reported
the lowest levels of job satisfaction and commitment, only 6.1% indicated that they planned to
leave over the next three years.

Teachers in certain assignment areas may also be at risk for leaving. For example, the
lowest satisfaction levels were among teachers of speech impairments, educable mental
retardation, and severe/communication disorders. Similarly, the lowest levels of commitment
were among teachers of students with speech impairments, educable mental retardation,
deaf/hearing impairments, and severe behavior/communication disorders. In addition, lower
mean levels of commitment were found for teachers of students with emotional disabilities and

those in homebound/hospitalized settings.

varied disability groups, these findings need to be interpreted with caution. The teaching
assignment reflects the "primary disability" area taught by the teacher, which may be misleading
since many MCS special educators have students with diverse disabilities in their classes. For
example, many teachers taught students with leaning disabilities, mental retardation, and
emotional disturbances in their classes at the same time. Future research efforts will include the
range of disabilities, the severity of students, and the number of students served to better
understand teachers' assignments and factors influencing attrition/retention.

There are a number of demographic characteristics which place certain groups at greater
risk for leaving. Younger teachers are more likely to have plans to leave than older teachers and
males are also less committed to special education teaching than are females. In addition,
European American teachers are less satisfied than African American teachers and previous
research suggests that teachers who are less satisfied are more likely to leave (Billingsley &

Cross, 1992; Seery, 1990). The attrition data confirms this; European American teachers
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actually left their positions in higher proportions than their African American counterparts in
1990-91 (see Chapter 2). Understanding why certain demographic groups are more likely to

leave than others is a question for further research.

C. Reasons for Staying/leaving

Intrinsic rewards are given most frequently as a reason for staying, particularly student-
related rewards (e.g., positive relationships with students, making a difference in students’ lives).
No other dominant patterns emerged for reasons for staying. Teachers' roles/responsibilities and
resource and administrative problems were the three most frequently mentioned reasons for
desiring to leave (these findings are consistent with prior research results). It is interesting to
note that lack of rewards (other than salary) are rarely mentioned as reasons for leaving. It
seems likely that teachers' roles/responsibilities, resources, and administrative problems would
lead to lack of rewards. Perhaps teachers find it easier to point to everyday problems as reasons
for leaving, rather than consider the effects of those problems on their professional self-esteem.
Teachers who have difficult assignments and unreasonable role demands may feel ineffective
and experience few rewards.

System and bureaucratic factors may contribute to attrition in Memphis more than school
factors. The overwhelming majority of teachers agreed or tended to agree that they enjoy
working in their schools and that they enjoy théi( positions. However, significantly fewer
recommend Memphis as a good place to teach. This may be because MCS teachers view some
of the problems they experience as external to their immediate teaching environment and
schools. An analysis of reasons for leaving suggest that major dissatisfiers, including role
problems (e.g., paperwork, class size/mix) and resource problems (e.g., lack of materials) are
more likely to be influenced by system policies and requirements, rather than school
administrators. In the follow-up interviews conducted with MCS teachers in the Influencing
Factors Study (see Chapter 4), the lack of system level support was mentioned frequently as a
vroblem by special educators. In two previous studies (Billingsley & Cross, 1991; McKnab,

1983), central office administrators were perceived as a reason for leaving more often than
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building level administrators. Although the effects of school and system practices on attrition
may be difficult to separate, this issue needs further exploration.

Teachers with low levels of job satisfaction and commitment are significantly more
likely to want to leave special education teaching and the MCS than are their more satisfied
counterparts. "Reasons for staying" provides those in leadership positions with specific
examples of what teachers see as satisfiers/incentives for teaching in special education.
Conversely, “reasons for leaving" provide examples of dissatisfiers/disincentives. MCS
administrators need to attend to those work-related factors that are problems for MCS special

educators and strive to increase opportunities for teachers to experience the rewards of teaching.

D. Implications for MCS Planni

The following findings should be considered in developing a pian to improve the job
satisfaction, commitment, and retention of special educators in the MCS. However, it s also
important to emphasize that these findings are preliminary in nature and based on a brief,
exploratory, screening questionnaire.- Data from the other MCS st dies as well as additional
sources (e.g., exiter study, committee members' expertise, professional literature) need to be

considered.

1. Certain groups of teachers may be at a greater risk for leaving than others based on
demographic variables, job satisfaction, commitment, career plans, and past attrition
patterns. In Memphis, the at-risk groups may be considered to be: early career .
teachers, European American teachers, male teachers, teachers of students with
educable mental retardation, speech/language impairments, severe/communication
disorders, and emotional disabilities.

2. System and bureaucratic factors may contribute to attrition in Memphis more than
school factors. Many of the "reasons for wanting to ieave" include teachers'
roles/responsibilities (e.g., paperwork, class size/mix) and resource problems (e.g.,
lack of materials) that are more likely to be influenced by central administrators,
rather than principals.

3. Increasing job satisfaction and commitment may be the most profita'ile goai tor the
strategic planning committee. The similar rate of attrition between general and
special educators (approximately 8%) suggests that, at this time, attrition was not
high during 1990-91. However, this may be due to economic conditions. What is
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perhaps more important is that approximately 1/2 of the special education teaching
force would like to leave or are undecided. Improving the job satisfaction and
commitment of MCS teachers should be the primary goai of the strategic planning
committee since teachers with lower levels of job satisfaction and commitment are
significantly more likely to want to leave special education teaching and the MCS
than are their more satisfied counterparts. Further, improving the satisfaction and
commitment of teachers who would like to leave may improve the quality of
instruction these teachers provide.

Improving work-related conditions is a promising strategy for increasing job
satisfaction and commitment given the many problems cited as reasons for leaving
(see Exhibit 3.13).

Increasing the intrinsic rewards that teachers experience is also a promising strategy,
since those that want to stay give student-related rewards as their major reason for
wanting to stay.
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EXHIBIT 3.1

Comparison of Screening Study Respondents and Nonrespondents
by Race, Gender, Years of Experience, Career Ladder Status, School Assignment, and Grade Level Taught

Respondents Nonrespondents
(Total=470) : (Total=143)

Teacher Characteristics N %o N Yo
Race

African American 172 36.6% 65 45.5%

Eurcpean American 296 63.0% 78 54.6%

Other 2 0.4% 0 0.0%
Gender

Male 38 8.1% 9 6.3%

Female 432 91.9% 134 93.7%
Career Ladder Status*

Not on ladder 79 16.8% 33 23.1%

Class 1 303 64.5% 99 69.2%

Class II 44 9.4% 8 5.6%

Class 111 44 9.4% 3 2.1%
Type of School Assignment

Regular School 355 75.5% 97 67.8%

Special School 115 24.5% 46 322%
Grade Level Taught

Elementary 269 57.2% 87 60.8%

Middle 57 12.1% 15 10.5%

Secondary 79 16.8% 15 10.5%

Mixed** 65 13.8% 26 18.2%
Total Teaching Experience

4 years or less (Beginners) 57 12.1% 20 14.0%

More than 4 years (Experienced) 413 87.9% 123 86.0%

*  The Career Ladder Program is optional for selected categories of teachers and certification pays a 10-month salary
supplement of $1.000 (Level I), $2,000 (Level II), or $3,000 (Level ITI). Teachers may be evaluated for Level I
during their 4th year of teaching, Level Il during their 8th year, and Level III during their 12th year.

**  This designation includes teachers assigned to special schools that can not be simply classified as being an
elementary, middle, or high school.
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EXHIBIT 3.2

Comparison of Screening Study Respondents and Nonrespondents

by Teaching Assignment

Respondents Nonrespondents

{Total=470) {Total=143)
Assignment N %o N Yo
Blind/Visual Impairments 11 2.3% 5 3.5%
Deaf/Hearing Impairments 27 5.7% 12 8.4%
Educable Mental Retardation 57 12.1% 20 14.0%
Emotional Disturbances 20 4.3% 2 1.4%
Homebound/Hospitalized ’ 9 1.9% 3 2.1%
Intellectually Gifted 36 7.7% 10 7.0%
Learning Disabilities 185 39.4% 48 33.6%
Muitiple Disabilities 26 5.5% 9 6.3%
Physical Disabilities 13 2.8% 3 2.1%

Severe Behavior/Communication

Disorders (Autism) 3 1.7% 6 42%
Speech Impairments 33 7.0% 18 12.6%
Trainable Mental Retardation 42 9.0% 7 4.9%
Other* 3 0.6% 0 0.0%
Total 470 100.0% 143 100.0%

* This designation includes Parent Liaison Teachers and Teachers for Deinstitutionalized Students.




EXHIBIT 3.3

Comparison of Screening Study Respondents and Nonrespondents
by Age, MCS Teaching Experience, and NTE’s

Respor;dents Nonrespondents
(Total = 470) (Total = 143)
Teacher Characteristics MEAN SD MEAN SD
Age (as of 1 January 1992) 42 8.8 40 8.5
Years of MCS Experience 12 7.7 11 7.4
NTE Common Score* 557 90.6 537 102.7
NTE Core 1982 Battery Scores** )
Communication Skills 658 11.9 656 134
General Knowledge 653 12.9 652 13.6
Professional Knowledge 657 12.1 054 14.4

*

Results are based on an N of 346 for respondents and an N of 100 for nonrespondents.

** Results are based on an N of 102 for respondents and an N of 36 for nonrespondents.
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EXHIBIT 3.4

Distribution of Screening Study Respondents
by Current Teaching Assignments

Teaching Assignments Frequencies Percentages

Teaching Areas

Blind/Visual Impairments Il 2.3%
Deaf/Hearing Impairments 27 5.7%
Educable Mental Retardation 57 12.1%
Emotional Disturbances 20 4.3%
Homebound/Hospitalized 9 1.9%
Intellectually Gifted 36 7.7%
Learning Disabilities 185 39.4%
Multiple Disabilities 26 5.5%
Physical Disabilities 13 2.8%
Severe Behavior/Communication Disorders (Autism) 8 1.7%
Speech Impairments 33 7.0%
Trainable Mental Retardation 42 8.9%
Other* 3 0.6%

Totals 470 99.9%

Service Delivery Model

Itinerant ' 57 ' 12.1%
Resource** 145 30.9%
Combined resource/self-contained 25 5.3%
Self-contained 182 38.7%
Special school 21 4.5%
Home/hospital-based 11 2.3%
Other 9 1.9%
Nonresponse ’ 20 4.3%

Totals 470 100.0%

*  This designation includes Parent Liaison Teachers and Teachers for Deinstitutionalized Students.

** Resource room services are provided on a pull-out basis for one or two periods a day.
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EXHIBIT 3.6

Observed and Adjusted Means for Commitment and Job Satisfaction
by Current Teaching Assignments

Commitment Job Satisfaction
Teaching Assignments Mean Means, 4 i Mean; Meanadj
Blind/Visual Impairments 293 2.80 3.31 3.31
Deaf/Hearing Impairments 2.84 2.47 3.02 2.58
Educable Mental Retardation 2.79 2.59 2.88 2.56
Emotional Disabilities 2.74 2.57 3.02 2.73
Homebound/Hospitalized 3.02 2.55 3.68 3.40
Intellectually Gifted 321 3.10 3.49 3.22
Learning Disabilities 290 27N 3.03 2.69
Multiple Disabilities 3.23 2.97 3.25 2.89
Physical Disabilities 3.37 3.10 3.24 2.81
Severe Behavior/Communication Disorders (Autism) 3.00 2.69 2.91 2.59
Speech Impairments 2.63 2.37 293 2.49
Trainable Mental Retardation 3.14 286 3.39 2.96

* Higher means indicate higher levels of commitmentand job satisfaction.
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EXHIBIT 3.7

Screening Study’s Respondents’ Plans to Remain in Special Education Teaching

How long do you plan to remain in special education teaching:

(a) In or outside of Memphis? (b} in Memphis?

Teacher Responses (N=465) (N=466)
Definitely plan to leave special education

teaching as soon as I can 7.7% 10.1%
Will probably continue unless something better

comes along 24.1% 22.8%
Until I am eligible for retirement 27.3% 26.0%
Aslongaslam able 21.9% 23.4%
Undecided at this time 18.9% 17.8%

Totals 100.0% 100.0%
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EXHIBIT 3.8

"Are You Planning to Leave Your Special Education Position in Memphis
Anytime During the Next Three Years?"
Responses to This Question by 1991-92 MCS Special Education Teachers
Classified by Teacher Assignment

Total Percent Responding

Teacher Assignments N Yes No Don’t Know
Blind/Visual Impairments 11 18.2% 81.8% 0.0%
Deaf/Hearing Impairments 27 29.6% 66.7% 3.7%
Educable Mental Retardation 57 31.6% 66.7% 1.8%
Emotional Disturbances 20 50.0% 50.0% 0.0%
Homebound/Hospitalized 9 >1 1.1% 88.9% 0.0%
Intellectually Gifted 6 16.7% 77.8% 5.6%
Learning Disabilities 181 29.3% 68.5% 2.2%
Muitiple Disabilities 26 42.3% 51.7% 0.0%
Physical Disabilities 13 30.8% 69.2% . 0.0%
Speech Impairments 33 6.1% 93.9% 0.0%
Severe Behavior/Communication Disorders (Autism) 8 37.5% 62.5% 0.0%.
Trainable Mental Retardation 41 12.2% 85.4% 2.4%
Other* 3 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%

Totals 465 26.5% 71.6% 1.9%

* This designation includes Parent Liaison Teachers and Teachers for Deinstitutionalized Students.
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EXHIBIT 3.9

Future Plans of MCS Special Education Teachers Who Plan
To Leave Their Positions Within Three Years

(N = 123)
Future Plans N %
Nonresponse 3 24%
Teach special education in another school district 14 11.4%
Teach special education in another school, in or outside of the MCS 4 33%
Subtotal: Remain in Special Education 18 14.7%
Teach general education in the same school in Memphis 10 8.1%
Teach general education in another school in Memphis 8 6.5% -
Teach general education in another school district 1 0.8%
Subtotal: Switch to General Eduation 19 154%
Have a nonteaching job in education field 26 211 %
Work outside of education 18 14.6%
Retire 16 13.0%
Pursue a graduate degree full time in special education 3 2.4%
Pursue a graduate degree full time in education, but not special education 3 24%
Pursue a graduate degree full time in non-education field 4 3.3%
Subtotal: Pursue graduate degree 10 8.1%
Stay at home, e.g., home making, child rearing 8 6.5%
Other* 5 4.1%
Totals 123 99.9%

*

Includes: work in speech language, teach either special or general education, employed out of Memphis, work out

of country, and volunteer work with senior citizens.
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EXHIBIT 3.10

Type of Transfer Desired by MCS Special Education Teachers Who Want
To Transfer To Another Special Education Position in Memphis
In the Next Three Years

(N =67)
Type of Transfer N %
Nonresponse 7 10.4%
Change to another school - _ 22 32.8%
Change to a different school level
(e.g., elementary to jr. high) 8 11.9%
Change to a different service delivery model
(e.g., from self-contained to resource) 17 25.4%
Change to teaching a different disability area
- (e.g., from emotionally disturbed to learning disabilities) 13 19.4%
Totals 67 100.0%
3.26




EXHIBIT 3.11

Mean Job Satisfaction and Commitment Scores

by Teaching Plans
Job Satisfaction Commitment

Teaching Plans N Mean* Mean*
Special Education Teaching in General
Leave special education teaching*** 148 2.77 (A)y*x* 2.57 (A)**
Undecided 88 ' 297 (By** 2.84 (B)**
Unti! retirement 127 3.32(Cy** 3.09 (C)**
As long as possible 102 351 (D)** 3.42 (D)**
Special Education Teaching in Memphis
Leave special education teaching*** 153 278 (A)** 2.64 (A)**
Undecided 83 2.93 (A)** 2.82 (B)**
Until retirement 121 3.30 (B)** 3.10 (C)**
As long as possible 109 3.52 (Cy*=* 331 (D)**

Higher mean values indicate higher levels of commitment and job satisfaction.
** Means within each grouping (e.g., the mean "job satisfaction" scores for the four categories of teaching plans
under "Special Education in General") that have the same letter in parenthesis are not significantly different.
***  This category combines two response choices in the questionnaire: "definitely plan to leave” and "will continue
unless something better comes along.”

U Y
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EXHIBIT 3.12

Broad Categories of Special Education Teachers’ Reasons for
Staying In Current Special Education Teaching Position*
(Percents Based on N = 470)

% *%k % Kok
Reasons for Staying N Total Subtotal
L Support Factors 135 28.7
A. Administrative Support 100 21.3 74.1
B. Colleague Support 75 16.0 55.6
C. Parent Support 25 53 18.5
D. Community Support 6 1.3 4.4
II. Work Assignment Factors 191 40.6
A. General 90 19.1 47.1
B. School Factors 116 24.7 60.7
C. Teachers’ Roles/Responsibilities 41 8.7 21.5
D. Resource Factors 17 3.6 8.9
111 Intrinsic Rewards 286 60.9
V. Extrinsic Rewards 52 11.1
V. Preparation Factors 0 0.0
VL Personal/Change Factors 0 0.0
A. Family/Personal Reasons 0 0.0 0.0
B. Retirement 0 0.0 0.0
C. Change Career 0 0.0 0.0
D. Need a Change 0 0.0 0.0
VIL Other 15 3.2
VHI.  Could Not Determiine 29 6.2
Gave No Reasons 114 242

*  We have highlighted categories that include at least 20% of MCS’ special education teachers.

**  Percentages total more than 100 because teachers gave multiple responses.
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EXHIBIT 3.13

Broad Categories of Speciai Education Teacheis’ Reasons for
Leaving Current Special Education Teaching Position*
(Percents Based on N = 470)

O ¥ o) %
Reasons for Leaving N Total Subtotal
L Support Factors 111 23.6
A. Administrative Support 86 18.3 77.5
B. Colleague Support 39 8.2 35.1
C. Parent Support 21 4.5 18.9
D. Corxmunity Support 0 0.0 0.0

II Work Assignment Factors 212 5.1
A. General 42 8.9 19.8
B. School Factors 34 14.3 31.6
C. Teachers’ Roles/Responsibilities 162 34.5 76.4
D. Resource Factors 111 23.6 52.4

II1. Intrinsic Rewards 23 5.3

Iv. Extrinsic Rewards 49 11.5

V. Preparation Factors 12 2.6

A48 Personal/Change Factors 52 11.1
A. Family/Personal Reasons 17 36 327
B. Retirement 3 0.6 58
C. Change Career 28 6.0 538
D. Need a Change 10 2.1 19.2

VIL Other 42 8.9

VIII.  Could Not Determine 21 4.5

Gave No Reasons 209 44.5

*  We have highlighted categories that include at least 20% of MCS’ special education teachers.

**  Percents total more than 100 because teachers gave multiple responses.
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EXHIBIT 3.14

MCS Special Education Teachers’ Reasons for
Staying In Current Special Education Teaching Position*
(Percents Based on N = 470)

Reasons for Staying N g H

I Support Factors

A. Administrative Support

¢ Building level administrative support 54 11.49
e  Central office administrative support 44 9.36
e  General level administrative support 21 4.47
B. Colleague Support 75 15.96
C. Parent Support
e  Parent involvement and support 19 4.04
¢ Likes/enjoys parents 6 1.28
D. Community Support
e Community support/respect 6 1.28
1L Work Assignment Factors
A. General )
¢ Likes teaching assignment 55 11.70
e  Excellent program 12 2.55
e Summers/vacation 23 4.89
e  Work hours 19 4.04
e Job security 4 0.85

B. School Factors

S MNE EE S BN SN AE BN B EE &E ER A s

e . Student characteristics (e.g., motivated, appreciative) 58 12.34
®  School climate/environment 46 9.79
e School locations 24 5.11
e  School/staff support of special education 9 1.91
¢  School facilities 8 1.70
e  Safe working environment 5 1.06
C. Teachers' Roles/Responsibilities

e  Small class size 21 4.47

¢  Opportunities for individvalization/
creativity 9 1.91
e  Curricelum flexibility/design 9 1.91
e Restricted/reasonable duties 7 1.49
e  Adequate time to plan, complete IEPs 4 0.85
e Restricted student age range 3 0.64

o , . '
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Exhibit 3.14 (continued)

Reasbns for Staying

N O k%
D. Resource Factors
e  Adequate supplies/materials 13 2.77
e  Auvailability of assistants/support services 7 1.49
IIL Intrinsic Rewards
A. Student Factors
o Positive relationships with students 12 26..7
o Making a difference in students’ lives 116 24.68
e Feelings of concern/responsibility for students 28 5.96
B. Overall satisfaction/rewards
o Rewarding job 73 15.53
e Likes work, job, etc. 9 1.91
e  Personal satisfaction 3 0.64
C. Challenging job
e Jobischallenging 35 7.45
D. Feelings of success/competence
e Feel capable 34 7.23
e  Feel successful as a teacher 3 0.64
E. Love of/interest in teaching
e Lovetoteach 22 4.68
F. Overall contribution
e  Value to society 12 2.55
e  Contribute to profession 9 1.91
G. Growth opportunities
o Lifetime of self growih 11 2.34
e  Professional growth 1 0.21
Iv. Extrinsic Rewards _ .
¢  Too much invested to leave 35 7.45
e Too close to retirement 2 0.43
e Salary 15 3.19
e  Career ladder advancement 2 043
¢ Benefits 3 0.64
e College courses 2 043
V. Preparation Factors 0 0.00
VL Personal/Change Factors 0 0.00

LK
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Exhibit 3.14 (continued)

Reasons for Staying N o **
VIL Other
e  Opportunities to use knowledge/skills 4 0.85 -
e Good as other jobs 3 0.64
¢  God has called me to do this 1 0.21
e Location of district 2 0.43
e No other job alternatives 2 0.43
e  Opportunity to work in different schools I " 0.21
¢ Enjoy helping beginners 1 0.21
e  Great school system 1 0.21
VIII.  Could Not Determine 29 6.17
Gave No Reasons 114 24.26

*  We have highlighted categories that include at least 15% of MCS’ special education teachers.

**  Percents total more than 100 because teachers gave multiple responses.
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EXHIBIT 3.15

MCS Special Education Teachers’ Reasons for Wanting To

Leave Current Special Education Teaching Position
(Percents Based on N = 470)*

Reasons for Wanting to Leave N o **
I Support Factors
A. Admiuistrative Support
1. Overall lack of support/respect
¢ Lack of administrator availability,
concern, respect, support 76 16.16
2. Ineffective/incompetent administrators
® Lack of effective leadership 16 3.40
3. Disagreement with special education policies
* Inadecuate/disagreement with policies 15 3.19
e  Lack of control over transfer 10 2.13
4. Lack of input into decision-making
¢  Administrators don’t consider input 4 0.85
B. Colleague Support
¢ Poor attitudes toward special education 18 3.83
¢  Lack of respect/support from colleagues 11 2.34
e Lack teachers’ support for mainstreaming 10 S 213
o Lack of access to regular education class 3 0.64
¢ Incompetent colleagues 2 0.43
C. Parent Support
®  Lack of parent support/respect 2i 4.47
1. Work Assignment Factors
A. General
e  Dissatisfaction with position/working conditions 42 8.94
B. School Factors
e  Problems with discipline 21 4.47
¢ Poor/inadequate classroom space 15 319
¢ Inadequate facilities 12 2.55
o  Concerns about personal safety 1 2.34
s Demands of working with special populations 1 2.34
e  Lack of student motivation 15 3.19
] {‘
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Exhibit 3.15 (continued)

Reasons for Wanting to Leave N T **
C. Teachers' Roles/Responsibilities
1. Paperwork/other duties
e Too much paperwork 112 23.83
¢ Too many nonteaching duties 13 2.77
2. Class size/class mix
o Large class sizes 78 16.60
e Class mix (e.g., teaching multiple
subjects/levels/abilities. inappropriately
placed students) 51 10.85
3. Lack of time
¢ Lack of time (e.g.. to teach. plan.
collaborate, individualize) 55 11.70
4. Number of assigned schools ‘
& Too many schools to teach in 8 1.70
D. Resource Factors
I. Materials/supplies
e Iack of materials/supplies 66 14.04
s Lack of money/funds to purchase materials 40 8.51
2. Personnel
¢ Need aides/assistants 42 8.94
¢ Need for more staff 8 170
¢ Lack of support services 11 2.34
3. Curriculum Problems 8 1.70
III. Intrinsic Rewards
. Lack of student progress 2 2.55
o Inadequate opportunities for growth 7 1.49
. Lack of success 5 1.06
. Lack of job challenge 3 0.64
iv. Extrinsic rewards
. Low salary 38 8.09
. Lack of recognition/appreciation 10 2.12
. Inadequate compensation/benefits 9 1.91
. Limited opportunities for promotion 8 1.70
V. Preparation Factors
e  Feel unprepared for assignment 7 1.49
e  Lack of quality university program 2 0.43
e  Uncertified for position 3 0.64
'
O
(continued)
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Exhibit 3.15 (continued)

Reasons for Wanting to Leave _ N T **
VI Personal/Change Factors
A. Family/personal reasons
¢ Personal/family/marriage reasons 8 1.70
e Pregnancy/child rearing 5 1.06
e Health problems 4 0.85
B. Retirement 3 0.64
C. Change career
¢  Pursue administrative career in education 20 4.26
¢  General education L2 0.43
e (Career outside of education 2 0.43
¢ Return to school 5 1.06
D. Need achange 10 2.13
VIL Other
. Programs do not meet students’ needs 17 3.62
. Job stress 7 1.49
. Miscellaneous other 20 4.26
VII.  Could Not Determine 21 4.47
44.47

Gave No Reasons 209

*  We have highlighted categories that include at least 15% of MCS® special education teachers.

**  Percents total more than 100 because teachers gave multiple responses.




Chapter 4
Influencing Factors

This chapter provides a summary and synthesis of the special education teacher
interviews éonducted for the Irfluencing Factors Study. The purposes of the study were to: (1)
gain a better understanding of the influences of career plans, commitment, and job satisfaction
for special education teachers in the MCS; and (2) assist with identifying the questions and
response foils for other instruments used in the project. The study's methodology is discussed in
Section 1, and its findings are presented in Section II. A summary and discussion of the findings
are presented in Section [1I. Referenced exhibits have been placed at the end of the chapter for

the convenience of the reader.

I. METHODOLOGY FOR THE INFLUENCING FACTORS STUDY

A.  Sample
From the responses to selected job satisfaction and commitment items in the Screening

Study questionnaire and various demographic/teaching assignment items, a purposive sample of
81 teachers was chosen as possible participants in this study. These 81 teachers comprised the
following three groups of special educators: (1) “stayers” or committed and satisfied special
educators who intend to remain in special education teaching in the MCS (n = 27), (2) "leavers"
or special educators who are dissatisfied, not committed, and plan to leave special education
teaching in the MCS (n = 27); and (3) "undecideds" or special education teachers who are both
satisfied and dissatisfied with various aspects of their jobs and are undecided about their career
plans (n =27).

From these teacher groups, a total of 60 (i.e., 20 special educators in each of Groups 1, 2,
and 3) teachers were interviewed to gather information regarding experiences that influenced
their desire to remain in or leave special education teaching. The interviews were conducted by

two graduate assistants who had participated in previous qualitative research studies, completed
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university coursework in qualitative research, and attended training sessions on qualitative inter-

viewing techniques. .

B. Interviews

A standardized open-ended interview guide (see Attachment B) was used to structure
cach interview and minimize variation in the major questions posed to interviewees. The
interview guide contained questions that focussed on identifying the events, problems,
experiences, and perceptions that influence special educators’' commitment to and desire to stay
in or leave special education teaching. A total of sixteen practice interviews were conducted
with special education teachers in Virginia prior to finalizing the interview guide.

Although the basic interview questions were the same across interviews, interviewers
probed when it was appropriate to explore certain subjects in greater depth. In addition to taking
careful, detailed hand-written notes, all interviews were tape recorded.

The 60 teacher interviews were conducted over a two-week period in March 1992. Each
interview was held at a site selected by the interviewee (e.g., the interviewee's school, a
conference room on the MSU campus, or a conference room at the interviewers' hotel) and

ranged in duration from 40 minutes to 2 hours and 25 minutes, with a mean of 63 minutes.

C. Analyses '

Analyses involved the reductibn, display, and interpretation of the interview data.
During data reduction, each tape recorded interview was carefully reviewed and key responses to
each question were written into a summary report for each interview. These 60 summaries were
then analyzed for recurring topics for each question asked. From these topics, a categorical
coding scheme was developed.

Interviewees' individual responses were then analyzed using the coding scheme, and
categories and sub-categories of responses were identified. Once the categones and sub-
categories were developed, patterns of responses were displayed in tables to help identify

similarities and differences between the teacher groups.
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To assess differences in mean commitment and job satisfaction scores across the stayer,
ieaver, and undecided groups, two analyses of variance were completed. Statistically significant
differences were found between groups for commitment (F = 162.03, df = 2, p = .0001) and job
satisfaction (F = 17.30, df = 2, p=.0001). Student-Newman-Keuls comparisons revealed that all
three teacher groups were significantly different from each other on both commitment and job
satisfaction. Stayers had significantly higher job commitment and satisfaction than leavers and
undecideds. On the other hand, leavers had significantly lower commitment and job satisfaction

than the other two teacher groups.
i FINDINGS

This section contains findings based on analyses of the teacher interviews. These results
are organized by topics which correspond to the actual interview questions and include demo-
graphic characteristics of the intervieweés, how interviewees became special education teachers,
factors influencing interviewees' plans to stay in or leave the MCS, interviewees' future career
plans, interviewees' desired teaching position, and actions that the MCS could take to make
teachers want to stay. The findings are presented for each teacher group by question, and
patterns that emerged from the data are discussed across groups. Verbatim comments from the

interviewees are included to support and illustrate the themes.

A. Dem bic Characteristi in

Exhibits 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3 contain the following information for interviewees. gender,
race, age, marital status, number of children, teaching assignment, area of disability taught,
grade level, and teaching expen'encé. The information is presented by the three teacher groups
and for the three groups combined.

The interviewees consisted of 5 males and 55 females. Their average age was 41, and
they had an average of 12 years special education teaching experience with an average of 3 years
other teaching experience. The race of the interviewees included 23 African-Americans and 37

European-Americans, The majority of both leavers (n = 14; 70%) and undecideds (n = 13; 65%)
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were married. However, only 35% of the stayers (n = 7) were married. Approximately half of
the interviewees (n = 32; 53%) had either one or two children.

More interviewees taught at the elementary level (n = 27; 45%) than at the junior high
and senior high levels combined (n = 22; 36%). Four of the interviewees taught preschool and
nine worked with students with disabilities at a special school. Approximately half of the
interviewees (n = 31; 52%) indicated that they taught in multi-categorical classrooms containing
students with a variety of disabilities. The majority of the interviewees also taught in either self-

contained (n = 21; 35%) or resource (n = 23; 38%) settings.

B. How Interviewees Became Special Education Teachers

One of the first queztions asked of all the interviewees was: "Tell me how you became a
special education teacher." An overview of the four major categories of reasons interviewees
provided for becoming special education teachers is presented in Exhibit 4.4. These factors
included exposure to special needs populations, attraction to special education teaching, incen-
tives, and influenced by others in education. Some interviewees' responses (n = 13) indicated
that they became special educators because they were attracted to teaching in general (e.g,,
desired to become a teacher, liked working with children, liked school hours). These responses
were not included in Exhibit 4.4 as they did not provide the reader with reasons on why
interviewees specificaily chose special education teaching as a career. Stayers (n = 15; 75%),
leavers (n = 13; 65%), and undecideds (n= 10; 50%) identified exposure to special needs
populations as the factor which most influenced their decision to become special education
teachers. For stayers (n = 8; 40%) and leavers (n = 10; 50%), attraction to special education
teaching was the second most important reason for becoming a special educator, while
undecideds (n = 6; 30%) less frequently mentioned attraction to special education teaching as a
reason for becoming a special educator. Incentives (n = 7; 35%) and influenced by others in
education (n = 7, 35%) were identified by undecideds as the second most important reason for
choosing special education teaching as a career. Approximately twice as many leavers and
undecideds mentioned incentives and influenaced by others in education as a reason for becoming

a special education teacher than stayers.
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1. Exposure to Special Needs Populations

As indicated above, all three teacher groups more often mentioned exposure to
special needs populations as a reason for becoming a special education teacher than any other
factor. Two aspects of exposure to special needs populations included exposure to individuais
with disabilities and informational exposure (see Exhibit 4.5). More teachers indicated exposure
to persons with disabilities as influencing their career decisions to become special educators
than informational exposure. Stayers and leavers reported exposure to students with disabilities

through previous work experiences. One stayer commented:

" "While teaching English, | became fascinated that some of the students’ minds didn't
work the way that others did.

I didn't like to see students get behind academically so I decided to work solely with

disabled students.”
Having family members who were had disabilities provided undecideds with exposure to the
needs of people with disabilities. As one teacher recalled, "i had an uncle with Down Syndrome.
Because disabilities had been an ever present part of my life, | decided to become a special
education teacher.”

2. Attraction iai Education T ing

Attraction to special education teaching (e.g., attracted to aspects of special

education teaching, wanted to work with special needs students, felt there was a need for special
educators, desired to become a special educator, felt they would be competent as a special
educator) was also identified by teachers as a reason for becoming special educators. Most
interviewees indicated that they were attracted to various aspects of special education teaching
including small grouping of students, flexibility, and one-to-one instruction.

Others were attracted to special education teaching because of their belief that there was
a need for special educators and their desire to work with special needs children. For example,
one interviewee commented that she "had always had a compassion for children and wanted to

help children who were not so called ‘normal'." Similarly, another leaver stated that she "wanted
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to help children with shortcomings. . . .who were the urderdogs. . . .These children had a special
place in my heart.”
3. Incentives ;
Various incentives (e.g., job availability, grants) were also given by interviewees
as reasons for becoming special education teachers. More interviewees indicated job availability

as contributing to their choice of special education teaching as a career than any other incentive.

For example, one teacher explained that when he first entered the job market, there were no jobs

available in his college major and thus, he decided to become a special education teaches.
Likewise, another interviewee decided to major in special education because there was an
oversupply of general educators.
4. Influenced by Others in Education

~ Finally, interviewees indicated that others in education (e.g., teachers/professors,
family, friends) influenced their decisions to become special educators. Influenced by school
teachers and college professors were most frequently mentioned as reasons for becoming special
education teachers. However, only leavers indicated that having both friends and family who

were educators contributed to their decisions to become special education teachers.

C. E Influencing Interviewees' Career P i M

Both stayers and undecideds were asked, "What are your primary reasons for wanting to
remain in special education teaching in the MCS?" Conversely, leavers and undecideds were
asked "What are your primary reasons for wanting to lgave special education teaching in the
MCS?" As indicated in Exhibit 4.6, six major categories emerged from interviewees' responses
to reasons for wanting to remain in and leave special education teaching. These included:
support, work assignment, intrinsic rewards, extrinsic rewards, preparation factors,
personal/change factors, and other. The category, "other", contains items that were mentioned
by few interviewees and did not constitute a separate category or sub-category. Some responses
were unclear in meaning and were classified as "could not determine.”

Most of the overall factors were common to both plans to remain in and leave special

education teaching in the MCS. For example, support (i.., administrative, colleague, parent)

4.6
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was a factor that positively and negatively influenced teachers’ career plans. Aspects of
administrative support such as providing assistance to teachers and treating teachers like
professionals were reasons interviewees gave for wanting to remain in special education
teaching. On the other hand, interviewees indicated not receiving administrative assistance and
not being treated like a professional as reasons for leaving.

For stayers (S) and undecideds (U), support (S, n = 17,85%; U, n = 15, 75%) and
intrinsic rewards (S, n= 15, 75%; U, n= 15, 75%) were mentioned more often as reasons for
wanting to remain in special education teaching in the MCS than the other four factors.
Furthermore, administrative (S, n = 13, 65%; U, n = 12, 60%) and colleague support (S n=12,
60%:; U, n = 14, 70%) were given by stayers and undecideds as reasons for wanting to remain far
more often than parent (S, n = 2, 10%; U, n =3, 15%) support. Both stayers and undecideds also
revealed work assignment factors (i.e., school factors, teachers' roles/responsibilities, resources)
(S,n= 185, 75%; U, n = 11, 55%) and extrinsic rewards (S, n = 3, 15%; U, n =3, 15%) as reascons
to remain in special education teaching in the MCS. Only one (5%) stayer mentioned
preparation factors as influencing their career intentions.

Two factors, work assignment and support, were mentioned by at least 70% of the
teachers as reasons for wanting to /eave special education teaching in the MCS. Leavers (n= 17,
85%) and undecideds (n = 15, 75%) identified work assignment factors as most important to
their plans to leave special education teaching in the MCS. Similarly, support was an important
reason for leaving for both leavers (n = 17, 85%) and undecideds (n = 15, 70%). However, lack
of intrinsic and extrinsic rewards, were mentioned infrequently as reasons for wanting to leave
(leavers, n=2, 10%; undecideds, n=1, 5%).

~ Intrinsic rewards were important to teachers' plans to remain in special education
teaching in the MCS, whereas extrinsic rewards were indicated as reasons for leaving the MCS.
Few teachers identified preparation factors as influencing their intentions to stay or leave.
Personal/change factors were only mentioned as reasons for wanting to leave special education

teaching in the MCS.
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1.  Reasons for Staying

A detailed summary of specific reasons for wanting to remain in special

education teaching in the MCS is provided in Exhibit 4.7. This table is organized by the same
factors that are presented in Exhibit 4.6. The bullets (*) in Exhibit 4.7 represent teacher
examples of each of the major categories, and the teacher group who provided the example is
indicated by an "x".

This section provides an overview of the major patterns that emerged from the stayers'
and undecideds' reasons for leaving. Specific examples of the reasons for wanting to remain in
special education teaching in the MCS and direct teacher quotes are provided to illustrate the
ﬁndiﬁgs.

(a)  Support

As indicated above, administrative and colleague support were given as

reasons for wanting to remain in special education teaching in the MCS far more often than
parent support. Aspects of administrative support included providing assistance to teachers,
establishing and maintaining an effective communication sysfem, treating teachers like
professionals, demonstrating an interest in teachers and students, and facilitating staff
development. Providing assistance to teachers was mentioned as a reason for staying in the
MCS more than any other aspect of administrative support.

Interviewees suggested that administrators can provide assistance to teachers in a variety
of ways. For example, when discussing how administrators help obtain appropriate

programming and services for students, one stayer explained:

"I had eight reading groups in my class because of the wide range of my students'
abilities. My special education supervisor placed some of my students in another
program to make my class more homogeneous."

Some stayers and undecideds indicated that administrators helped them by obtaining
resources such as instr..ctional materials and equipment. One stayer remarked that her principal
had provided her with additional instructional supplies such as pencils, paper, and crayons. "My
principal told me to ask him if there was anything that | needed. ... Just let him know. . .. It's

nice to get what you need," commented this teacher. Similarly, an undecided stated that her
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"principal will do anything for you. No matter what { want for my class, he'll get it for me."
Another stayer explained that she even had access to ail of the general education teachers'
materials and that "it didn't matter if I'm a special education teacher.”

Colleague support was another dimension of support identified by stayers and undecideds
as important to their plans to remain in special education teaching in the MCS and included
support from general education teachers as well as special education teachers. Providing
assistance to teachers, demonstrating/communicating respect and interest in special education
teacher, and helping students with disabilities be successful within their classrooms were aspects
of colleague support that influenced these teachers' career plans. Stayers and undecideds
identified providing assistance to teachers as the aspect of colleague support that most
influenced their plans to stay. Helping teachers with student discipline probiems, with
instructional strategies and resources, and with obtaining services for students with disabilities

were examples of how colleagues assisted these teachers. As one stayer commented:

"I have a good working relationship with the other special education teachers. We are
able to discuss children and resolve problems. One of my coileagues even helped me get
glasses for one of my students."

Few stayers and undecideds identified parent support as a reason for wanting to stay in
the MCS. Cooperating and maintaining open communication with the teacher were ways in
which parents were supportive of stayers and undecideds.

(b)  Intrinsic Rewards

. ' Intrinsic rewards were also identified by stayers and undecideds as
influencing their plans to remain in special education teaching in the MCS. Enjoys helping
students succeed and progress was mentioned more frequently than any other intrinsic reward.
One stayer expressed her satisfaction ove being able to help her students by saying, "o
Because | am able to help my students, I el like this is where I belong. . . . I know that I'm
doing something wonderful." One teacher who plans to remain in special education teaching
stated, "I believe that | have had input into their (students') lives by helbing them find what
they're good at. . . . They have a difficult road ahead of them. 1like to win them ail!" Similarly,
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an undecided remarked that she felt "encouraged that I'm making a difference with my students,
and that's what it's all about."
Other interviewees indicated that they received "internal gratification" from their jobs.
"It (the job) is self-fulfilling for me, and I push myself to help students succeed,” said one stayer.
Another stayer remarked, "Special education fulfills my needs. Teaching special education
makes me feel better. . . . Maybe I'm influencing a life." Some stayers revealed that they
.enjoyed the challenge of teaching special education. As one teacher explained, "It 1s a challenge
to improve that child- to take the child from inside this world (the school) to the outside world
(the community)."”
(c)  Work Assignment
Work assignment factors such a¢ teachers' roles‘responsibilities, school
factors, and resources were given as reasons for wanting to stay by both stayers and undecideds.
School factors (e.g., likes school location, likes work hours. has adequate facilities, likes
students) were identified by stayers and undecideds as the work assignment factor which most
influenced their career plans.
2. Reasons for Leaving
A detailed summary of specific reasons for wanting to leave special education
teaching in the MCS is provided in Exhibit 4.8. This table is organized by the same factors that
are presented in Exhibit 4.6. The bullets (¢) in Exhikit 4.8 represent teacher cxamples of each of
the major categories, and the teachei group who provided the example is indicated by an "x".
This section provides a brief overview of th. major patterns that emerged from the
leavers' and undecideds' reasons for leaving. Specific examples of the reasons teachers gave for
wanting to leave special education teaching in the MCS and direct teacher quotes are provided to
illustrate the findings.
(a)  Work Assignment
Leavers and undecideds identified work assignment as a reason for
wanting to leave more often than any other factor. Work assignment included
roles/responsibilities and resource and school factors. Problems related to teachers'

roles/responsibilities (e.g., paperwork, lack of time, class size/caseload, class mix, non-teaching
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duties) were more often mentioned as a reason for wanting to ieave special education teaching in
the MCS than any other work assignment factor.

Paperwork was mentioned most often by leavers and undecideds as being a problematic
"responsibility." Some interviewees felt that much of the paperwork they completed was useless
and too time consuming. As one undecided commented, "Some of the paperwerk is just a
mindless task, and I resent it. . .. No one ever says why it is necessary. It is an irritation to me."
Another undecided said in exasperation, "There are 9 million things to fill out. it's just
absolutely unbearable. At the end of the school year, you are almost dead from it." Similarly,
one leaver stated, "Record keeping has overtaken us (special education teachers)! | have to
teach plus be a secretary and keep records." l

Other leavers and undecideds expressed concern that paperwork was interfering with
their teaching. One undecided described trying to balance teaching and paperwork as a
"juggling match." "It's like a three ring circus. . .. Some teachers give their students easy work
so that they can do their panerwork, but 1 won't do that,” remarked another teacher who was
undecided about her career plans. "You are filling out all of these forms and then trying to
teach." A veteran special education teacher commented that "paperwork seems to be more
important than my teaching. This makes me feel burned out and makes me want to leave. |
don't want to be full of regrets later in teaching." Similarly, one leaver stated that "paperwork
takes priority over my teaching. . . . Paperwork seems to be more important than the children."

Other teachers identified class size, caseload, and class mix as reasons for wanting to
leave special education teaching. For example, one undecided described how large class sizes
affected her ability to "serve the needs" of her students: "Because I have so many students in my
classes, I feel spread too thin. I leave school everyday with the feeling that I didn't get to every

kid." One concemed leaver remarked:

" Administrators are putting in more and more students. It's hard to watch children not
making progress because we can't teach the way we used to (when classes were smaller).
_ .. I've seen teachers break their back trying to give students what they were given
before. We, the teachers, feel guilty for it and put the blame 6n ourselves."
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Having classes with multiple age ranges, ability levels, and disability areas was also problematic
for leavers and undecideds. "Having all different types of handicaps in one setting is
deplorable," stated one leaver. "Teaching becomes an impossible task." As one undecided
explained, "l have a potpourri of anything and everything that comes along. Just where there's a
slot or a place to stick them in--that's where they're placed.”

Resource problems such as inadequate instructional materials/equipment and lack of
personnel was another aspect of work assignment that leavers and undecideds indicated as a
reason for wanting to leave special education teaching in the MCS. Teachers were especially
concerned about the inadequacy of the $50.00 annual ailotment they received for purchasing

instructional materials. As one undecided commented:

"I spend $50.00 in two weeks just on paper and pencils. 1 get frustrated because they
expect us to individualize instruction, but they don't provide us with the necessary
matenals."

Because the amount of money alletted for instructional materials was not sufficient,
some leaveis and undecideds had to spend their own money to purchase supplies and materials.
One teacher who plans to leave special education teaching remarked, "I have to spend 2 lot of
money out of my own pocket because $50.00 doesn't go a long way.” Similarly, one undecided
explained, "l spend approximately $300.00 annually of my own money for materials. What
other choice do | have? I have to have the tools to do what I need to do."

(b)  Support
Lack of administrative support was mentioned more often by leavers and
undecideds as a reason for wanting to leave than colleague or parent support. There were
several ways in which leavers and undecideds indicated that administrators were not supportive
of them including not providing assistance to teachers, not establishing and maintaining an
effective communication system, not facilitating staff development, and not treéting teachers
like professionals.

Not providing assistance to teachers was mentioned frequently as a reason for wanting to

leave. For example, not helping teachers obtain appropriate programming and services for their

students was an important aspect of administrative assistance that was lacking for leavers and
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undecideds. "1 have many students that are inappropriately placed in my classroom," explained
one ieacher who plans to leave special education teaching. "My program has become a dumping
ground! I'm not respected as a professional—I'm just a classroom to put people in and that is it."

Lack of collegial support was also mentioned by leavers and undecideds as a reason for
wanting to leave special education teaching in the MCS. Aspects of colleague support that
contributed to teachers' desire to leave included not helping special education students be
successful within their classrooms, not demonstrating/communicating an understanding of
special education, and not providing assistance to the special education teacher. For example,
some interviewees indicated that épecial education teachers are "looked down upon" by

colleagues and "considered second-class citizens." One leaver added:

"Regular educators resent special education teachers because of our small caseloads--

they think we have a lot of free time. Ihad one regular education teacher tell me that

when she died and was reincarnated, she wanted to come back as a special educatior
teacher because we have it so easy!"

Few leavers and undecideds mentioned lack of parent support as a reason for leaving.
Exampies of lack of parent support for leavers and undecideds included not being actively
involved in their child's education and not communicating with the teacher.

(c) Extrinsic Rewards
Extrinsic rewards (e.g., inadequate salaries, accrued investments) were
also identified as reasons for wanting to leave special education teaching in the MCS. Leavers
and undecideds more often indicated salaries as a reason for wanting to leave than any other
extrinsic reward. Inteiviewees felt dissatisfied with their salaries because they were too low and

were not commensurate with a special educator's job responsibilities. As one undecided

explained:

"We (special educators) do more than other teachers and should be compensaied for our
extra work. We must do everything that regular education teachers must do plus extras.”

Another undecided stated that salary had become an issue for her because "of what I have to put

up with. . .. This is not an eight hour job."
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(d) lotrinsic Rewards
Few leavers and undecideds mentioned intrinsic rewards (e.g., is unable to
help students, lack of satisfaction) as reasons for wanting to leave special education teaching in
the MCS. Inaetiity to help students was identified by more leavers and undecideds as atfecting
their career plans than any other intrinsic reward. "It is pointless to work with students because
nothing you do seems to make a difference," commented one leaver in exasperation. "Even if |
see students progress in my classroom, it seems futile. The little progress they make won't have
any lasting change for them anyway."
(e)  Personal/Change Factors
Personal/change factors were also identified by few leavers and
undecideds as a reason for wanting to leave special education teaching in the MCS and included
needing a change and family reasons. "Needing a change from this teaching position" was
mentioned most by leavers and undecideds as affecting their career plans. For example, these
teachers expressed desires to pursue an administrative positicn within the MCS or to transfer to
a regular education teaching position.
{}) Pr i
Lack of preparation was cited by few l2avers and undecideds as a reason
for wanting to leave special education teaching in the MCS. Not feeling adequately trained to
teach and not feeling adequately trained to work with parents from different cultures were ways
in which leavers and undecideds felt unprepared for their jobs. As one leaver explained, "I don't
feel comfortable in my current position. | wasn't adequately trained to teach young children. 1

don't even know how to teach them to read."

D. Interviewees' Future Career Plans

Another question that was asked of all the interviewees was: "Tell me about your future
career plans." Interviewees were asked to indicate their career plans for five and ten years from
the time of the interview. Therefore, some interviewees gave a number of varied responses. All
of these responses are presented in Exhibit 4.9 (Interviewees' Future Career Plans). Although

interviewees had previously indicated specific intentions related to their current teaching
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assignment, this question addressed a broader, wider spectrum of interviewees' future career
plans.
1. Remain i ion
Exhibit 4.9 provides an analysis of interviewees' future career plans. All three
teacher groups more often indicated that they planned to remzin in education than leave
education or were unsure of career pians. Teachers' plans to iemain in education included
remaining in teaching, transferring to an’ administrative position, and working in education (non-
specified). Not only did most teachers plan to remain in education but in special education
teaching as well.
2. Leave F ion
Approximately one fourth of the interviewees expressed intentions to seek non-
education related careers. Those teachers who plan to leave education typically plan to pursue a
job in a non-education related field, remain at home, or retire. For example, one leaver stated
that she wanted to go into the "business field" where "she would have more control over her

situation.”" An undecided remarked that she simply wanted to be in a "prof~ssional setting where

pace.”
3.  Unsurgof Career Plans
Only two of the interviewees' responses indicated that they were unsure about
their career plans. One leaver and one undecided revealed some indecision about their career

plans.

E. Interviewees' Desired Teaching Position

Another question asked of all interviewees was: "If you could have any teaching
position, what position would it be? For what reasons?" As indicated in Exhibit 4.10, three
major categories emerged from interviewees' responses to their choice of teaching position.
They included current teaching position, transfer to another teaching position, and no teaching

position.
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Both stayers (n = 17; 85%) and undecideds (n = 13; 65%) more often mentioned their
current teaching position as their choice position than any other teaching position. As expected,
only seven (35%) leavers chose their current teaching position as their choice of teaching
position. On the other hand, leavers (n = 9; 45%) mentioned transferring to another teaching
position most frequently as their choice of teaching position, while stayers (n = 3; 15%) and
undecideds (n = 9; 45%) less frequently mentioned transferring to another teaching position as
their choice of teaching position. Leavers (n = 4; 20%) were the only interviewees who
indicated that, at this time, there was no teaching position that appealed to them.

i. Current Teaching Position

As indicated above, most interviewees revealed that their choice of teaching
position was their current teaching position. Statements such as "my ideal teaching position is
the one I have now" and "1 would really love to stay here in this position. . . . | would not
change" indicated that stayers were very satisfied with and committed to their current teaching

positions.

Some undecideds and leavers suggested that they preferred their current teaching
positions with improved working conditions. Smaller caseloads, less paperwork, adequate
materials, and higher salaries were suggestions that undecideds and leavers provided for
improving their current working conditions.

2. Transfer to Another Teaching Position

Some of the interviewees revealed a desire to transfer to another teaching position
(e.g., general education teaching, special education teaching, teaching outside the public
schools). Some interviewees felt that teaching regular education would be less "stressful”. As

one undecided expressed:

"My first love is special education teaching. The students progress at a faster rate, and |
wouldn't have to repeat lessons so many times. lt takes a lot of patience tn teach special
education."
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3. No Teaching Position
A few of the leavers indicated that, at this time, there was no teaching position
that appealed to them. One teacher who plans to leave special education teaching in the MCS

concluded her interview by saying, "There is not an ideal teaching situation for me at this time."

F. Actigns That the MCS Could Take to Make Teachers Want to Stay

This section provides a synthesis of leavers' and undecideds' responses to actions that the
MCS could take to make them want to remain in special education teaching. An overview of the
actions is presented in Exhibit 4.11 to assist the reader in identifying the number of teachers who
gave .responses within a particular category. The major categories of responses 1o actions that
would make special educators want to stay include work assignment, administrative support, and
extrinsic rewards.

Most of the leavers recommendations for improvements were found in the cate-ories,
work assignment (n = 12; 60%) and administrative support (n = 13, 65%). For undecideds, more
teachers mentioned work assignment (n = 17; 85%) as an areé needing improvement than
administrative support (n = 12; 60%). Extrinsic rewards were mentioned less frequently by
leavers (n = 6; 30%) and undecideds (n = 7; 35%) as an area in which the MCS could take
actions.

f. Wori ign

Overall, leavers and undecideds more often mentioned improvements in work
assignment (e.g., teachers' roles/responsibilities, resources, school factors) than any other area as
actions that the MCS could take to make them want to remain. For example, leavers and
undecideds indicated such responsibilities as paperwork, class size, and caseload as areas
needing improvement (see Exhibit 4.12). Reducing excess paperwork and providing clercal
help for paperwork were mentioned more often by teachers as strategies that the MCS could
implement to improve the paperwork burden for special educators. To help reduce large class
sizes and large caseloads, leavers and undecideds recommended that the MCS reduce the

number of students per class and establish guidelines for maximum class size and caseload.
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Resource problems were another aspect of work conditions that leavers and undecideds
felt could be improved upon. To help reduce the inadequacy of instructional materials, leavers
and undecideds most often suggested that the MCS increase teachers' annual aliotment for
instructional materials and provide special educators with the resources to meet their needs.
Provide full-time assistants for special education teachers, hire competent administrators at all
levels, and establish a parent liaison position were actions identified by both teacher groups that
the MCS could take to alleviate personnel resource problems.

Finally, there were several recommendations that leavers and undecideds provided for
coping with school-related problems. These recommendations included providing special
educators with adequate classroom space and renovating school facilities and grounds.

2. Administrative Support

Leavers and undecideds recommended that greater administrative support be
provided to special educators. For example, teachers recommended hiring knowleageable and
adequately trained supervisors and providing immediate responses to teachers’ concerns as ways
to establish and maintain an effective communication system. To facilitate staff development,
leavers and undecideds suggested that administrators conduct inservices that meet special
educators' needs and provide inservices for school principals and general education teachers that
explain the special educator’s roles and responsibilities.

3. Extrinsic Rewards

The only aspect of rewards in which leavers and undecideds identified actions
that the MCS could take to make them want to remain in special education teaching was
extrinsic rewards, specifically salary. Leavers and undecideds made several suggestions
regarding teacher salaries including provide salary incentives for special educators, increase
teachers' salaries, and provide options for teachers to work extra hours.

4. No Actions

There were some interviewees (n = 4; 20%) who indicated that there were was
nothing that the MCS could do to make them stay in special education teaching. All of these
respondents were special educators who were planning to leave their special education teaching

positions.
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IIl. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

The primary purpose of the Influencing Factors Study was to gain a better understanding
of the influences of special education teachers' career plans, commitment, and job satisfaction.
This section contains a summary and discussion of the study's findings and implications for

strategic planning.

A.  Summary of Findings

1. How Interviewees Became Special Education Teachers
Interviewees identified exposure to special needs populations as a reason for
becoming a special education teacher more than any other factor. Furthermore, interviewees
indicated that their exposure to persons with disabilities more often affected their decision to
become special educators than informational exposure (e.g., special education college courses,
special education textbooks). Incentives and influenced by others in education were mentioned
by few interviewees as reasons for becoming special educators.

2. Factors Influencing Interviewees' Career Plans in the MCS

The findings from this study suggest that six overall factors influence teachers’
career plans in the MCS. These include wupport (i.e., administrative, colleague, parent), work
assignment (i.€., school, teachers' roles/responsibilities, resources), intrinsic rewards, extrinsic
rewards, preparation factors, and personal/change factors. The first three factors are clearly
work-related and account for most of the respondents' reasons for staying in and leaving special
education teaching in the MCS.

These work-related reasons for staying/leaving include both positive and negative aspects
of teachers' experiences in the MCS. For example, administrative support was given as a reason
for both desiring to stay in and leave épecial education. Positive aspects of administrative
support (€.g., receiving assistance, administrator availability) were given as reasons for staying,
while problems with administrators (¢.g., lack of availability and assistance) were given as

reasons for leaving.
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The rankings of the factors suggest that some are more important to stayers, while others
are more important to leavers. Support was mentioned as a reason for staying by interviewees
more than any other factor. The next most important reason for staying was intrinsic rewards,
followed by work assignment and extrinsic rewards. Reasons for leaving clustered around two
major factors, work assignment and suppori. The other four factors were mentioned by
relatively small percentages of leavers/undecideds.

At least 70% of all three teacher groups gave support as impr-tant to their plans to stay
or leave. Although administrative support was mentioned as a reason for leaving far more
frequently than colleague or parent support, colleague and administrative support were
menti.oned aimost equally as reasons for staying. It is interesting to note that teachers who
intend to leave special education teaching indicated that they received less support from central
office level administrators than they did from their principals.

Work assignment was another dominant factor influencing plans to stay and leave.
Almost every leaver and undecided indicated problems with work assignment (€.g., teachers'
roles/responsibilities, school factors, and resources) as reasoné for leaving. Leavers and
undécideds expressed the most concern over such teacher role/responsibilities as paperwork,
lack of time, class size/caseload, class mix, and non-teaching duties. For stayers, school factors
were mentioned more often than any other work assignment factor.

Other factors that interviewees identified as affecting their decisions to stay and leave
were intrinsic and extrinsic rewards. Various intrinsic rewards were more often mentioned as
reasons for staying than extrinsic rewards, whereas extrinsic rewards contributed more to
teachers' decisions to leave.

3. Interviewees' Future Career Pians

The majority of the interviewees' responses indicated that they planned to remain
in education with most planning to remain in teaching as well (but not necessarily in the MCS).
Almost all of those planning to leave education were leavers or undecideds. Only two of the

interviewees (i.€., one leaver and one undecided) revealed indecision about their career plans.
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4. Interviewees' Desired Teaching Position
Almost all of the interviewees' responses indicated their current teaching position
or a transfer to another teaching position as their desired teaching position. Some interviewees
mentioned that they would choose their current teaching position only if improvements were
made in their work conditions (e.g., smaller caseloads, adequate materials). Leavers were the
only interviewees who indicated thai, at the time of the interview, there was no teaching position

that appealed to them.

B. Di ion of Findin

Past teacher attrition/retention studies primarily used forced-item surveys and
questionnaires to identify factors contributing to special educators’ career decisions. This study
differs from previous research in that it provides an examination of factors influencing special
educators' decisions to remain in and leave special education teaching from the teachers’
perspective. This study also builds on previous research findings by elaborating and further
defining a variety of atirition factors such as paperwork and administrative support.

According to interviewees, many different aspects of work influence their career plans.
Many of the teachers cited multiple work-related problems. Clearly, many of the factors identi-
fied in this study are interrelated. Lack of administrative support likely leads to inadequate
working conditions. Both lack of support and undesirable work circumstances reduce the effec-
tiveness and satisfaction teachers' experience.

Teachers' roles/responsibilities, especially paperwork, are problematic for the teachers
interviewed. Not only did leavers and undecideds report paperwork to be excessive and
repetitious, they also indicate that it interferes with their teaching. This led to feelings of
ineffectiveness as many teachers had to choose between providing instruction to their students
and completing paperwork. The work assignment factors identified by interviewees have aiso
been given as attrition factors in a number of previous studies (Billingsley & Cross, 1991,
Billingsley, Bodkins, & Hendricks, 1992; Dangel, Bunch, & Coopman, 1987; Lawrenson &
McKinnon, 1982; Platt & Olson, 1990).
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Another key variable related to both plans to stay in and leave the MCS is support,
particularly the administrative support. Lack of administrative support has been related to
attrition 2nd plans to leave in previous studies (see Billingsley & Cross, 1991, 1992; Lawrenson
& McKinnon, 1982; Metzke, 1988; Platt & Olson, 1990).

The global measures of administrative support used in previous studies "make it difficult
to assess which specific aspects of support are important to retention/attrition” (Billingsley,
1993, p. 25). This interview study extends previous findings by defining the specific aspects of
support associated with plans to stay (e.g., helps obtain appropriate services for students, assists
with discipline) and leave (e.g., does not help obtain needed resources or assist with conflicts)
special education teaching. The specific aspects of support defined in this study should help
administrators assess and improve the support they provide.

The satisfaction and intrinsic rewards associated with working with students were
primary reasons for wanting to remain in special education teaching. Although intrinsic rewards
were not often given as reasons for leaving, some interviewees mentioned that slow student
progress caused them to feel ineffective as teachers and made them want to leave special
education teaching. Previous research studies have also found that student-related factors
associated with intrinsic rewards can contribute to special education teacher attrition (Billingsley
& Cross, 1991) and job dissatisfaction (Pezzei & Oratio, 1991).

Clearly, the factors identified by interviewees as reasons for staying in and leaving
special education teaching may not be complete. For example, there are likely other factors
contributing to leavers' and undecideds' plans to leave that were not mentioned by interviewees.
It could be that teachers are more likely to identify work-related problems (e.g., work
assignment, support, intrinsic rewards, extrinsic rewards) as influencing their decisions to leave
than examine any of their own shortcomings that might threaten their self-esteem (Billingsley,
1993). For example, teachers may indicate large class sizes as a reason for leaving. Instead, it
could be that the teacher has inadequate classroom management skills. Interestingly, past
research studies do not consider teacher effectiveness as a possible contributor to attrition
(Billingsley, 1993). Further, some stayers may remain primarily because they have few other

options; however, citing positive aspects of teaching may be perceived as more acceptable.
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C. Implications for Str. ic Plannin

The following findings should be considered in developing a strategic plan to improve
the job satisfaction, commitment, and retention of special educators in the MCS. However,
please note these findings are based on extreme groups (satisfied versus dissatisfied) rather than
a random sample of teachers. Data from other MCS studies as well as additional sources (e.g.,

exiter study, committee members' expertise, professional literature) should be considered.

1. Attention to the work-related problems of leavers/undecideds are particularly
important to prevent attrition among these at-risk teachers. Attending to
assignment and support factors is likely to be the most productive strategy for
dealing with the concerns of this group.

2. The detailed examples provided in Exhibits 4.7 and 4.8 provide numerous ideas
for improving work conditions in the MCS and reinforcing positive practices
already in place. Fortunately, many factors such as work assignment and suppon
are within the school district's control. However, some work-related factors are
easier to change than others. For example, administrators can more readily give
teachers recognition than change their class sizes or annual allotment for
instructional materials.

3. Exhibit 4.12 includes MCS teachers' suggestions for actions that the MCS could
take to make them want to stay in special education teaching. The suggestions
teachers made were clearly related to their reasons for wanting to leave special
education teaching. Some of the teachers indicated that they desired to help
make the needed changes. By listening to teachers' concerns and including them
in the decisionmaking process, the MCS may positively affect teachers’ career
decisions and better retain their special education teaching force.
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Exhibit 4.1

Demographic Information on Interviewees by Group

Total Stayers Leavers Undecideds
(N=60) (N=20) (N=20) (N=20)

Variable N (%)* N (%)* N (%)* N (%)*
Gender

Male s (8%) 2 (10%) 2 (10%) 1 (5%)

Female 55 (92%) 18 (90%) 18 (90%) 19 (95%)
Race

African Americans 23 (38%) 11 (55%) 4 (20%) 8 (40%)

European Americans 37 (62%) 9 (45%) 16 (80%) 12 (60%)
Age

26-30 8 (13%) 2 (10%) 2 (10%) 4 (20%)

31.35 17 (28%) 5 (25%) 7 (35%) 5 (25%)

3640 6 (10%) 2 (10%) 3 (15%) 1 (5%)

41-45 10 (17%) 3 (15%) 3 (15%) 4 (20%)

46-50 9 (15%) 3 (15%) 4 (20%) 2 (10%

$1-55 6 (10%) 2 (10%) 1 (5%) 3 (15%)

$6-60 . Z (4%) 1 (5%) 0 (0%) 1 (5%)

Over 60 _ 2 (%) 2 (10%) 0 (0% 0 (O%)
Marital Status

Married 34 (57%) 7 (35%) 14 (70%) 13 (65%)

Not Married 26 (43%) 13 (65%) 6 (30%) 7 (35%)
Number of Children :

0 ' 21 (35%) 10 (50%) 6 (30%) 5 (25%)

1-2 32 (53%) 9 (45%, 12 (60%) 11 (55%)

34 : 6 (10%) 1 (%) 2 (10%) 3 (15%)

More than 4 1 (2%) 0 (0%) 0 (0% 1 (3%)

* Percentages are based on the total number of respondents within each group and total more than 100
because of multiple responses.
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Exhibit 4.2

Teachers® Assignment by Group

Total Stayers Leavers Undecideds
(N=60) (N=20) (N=20) (N=20)
Teaching Assignment N (%)* N (%)* N (%)* N (%)*
" Service Delivery Model
Itinerant 6 (10%) 4 (20%) 1 (5%) 1 (5%)
Resource 23 (38%) 7(35%) 8 (40%) 8 (40%)
Self-contained 21 (35%) -6 (30%) 6 (30%) 9 (45%)
Undetermined 10 (17%) 3(15%) 5(25%) 2 (10%)
Teaching Areas -

Blind/Visual Impairments 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 O%) 0 (5%)
Deaf/Hearing Impairments 1 2%) 1 (5%) -0 (0%) 0 O%)
Developmentally Delayed 1 (2%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (5%)
Emotiona!l Disturbances 2 (3%) 1 (5%) 1 (5%) 0 0%)
Learning Disabilities 10 (17%) 6 (30%) - 2(11%) 2 (10%)
Mental Retardation 8 (13%) 3(15%) S (26%) 0 0%)

31 (52%) 6 (30%) 9 (47%) 16 (80%)
Physical Disabilities 1 %) 1 (5%) 0 (0%) 0 0%)
Speech Impairments 3 (3%) 1 (5%) 2(11%) 0 (0%)
Undetermined 2 (3%) 1 (5%) 1 (5%) 1 (5%)

Grade Lcvel

Preschool 4 (%) 1 (5%) 2(10%) 1 (5%)
Elementary 27 (45%) 8 (40%) 8 (40%) 9 (45%)
Junior High/Middle School 11 (18%) 3(15%) 4 (20%) 4 (A0%)
Seaior High 11 (18%) 4 (20%) 3(15%) 4 (0%)
Mixed** 9 (15%) 4 (20%) 3(15%) 2 (10%)

* Percentages are based on the total number of respondents within each group and total more than 100
because of multiple responses.

** This designation includes teachers assigned to special schools that cannot be simply classified as being
an elementary, middle, or high school.

I Multiple Disabilities
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Exhibit 4.3

Teaching Experience by Group

Varisble

Total Stayers Leavers Undecideds
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

Years of Special Education
Teaching Experience

Total Special Education
Teaching Experience

In Memphis City Schools
Other Special Education
Tzaching Experience
Years of Other Teaching

Experience

Total Other Teaching
Experience

In Memphis City Schools

Other Teaching Experience

1200 746 1200 746 1190 6.03 1175 .18

1085 764 1085 764 775 628 1005 5.66

1.14 2.02 1.14 202 417 435 1.70 283

268 6.06 268 606 060 105 135 274
058 2.29 | 058 229 005 022 124 277

211 5.82 211 582 055 1.05 0.11  0.32

§
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Exhibit 4.4

Overview of Reasons for Becoming Special Educstion Teachers

Total Stayers Leavers Undecideds
(N=60) (N=20) (N=20) (N=20)
Reasons N (%)* N (%)* N (%)* N (%)*

L Exposure to special
needs populations 38 (63%) 15 (75%) 13 (65%) 10 (50%)

iL Attraction to special
education teaching 24 (40%) 8 (40%) 10 (50%) 6 (30%)

II. Incentives 16 (271%) 3 (15%) ' 6 (30%) 7 (35%)

IV. Influenced by others .
in education 14 (23%) 2 (10%) 4 (20%) 7 (35%)

. Percentages are based on the total number of respondents within each group and total more than 100

l because of multiple responses.
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Exhibit 4.6

Overview of Major Factors Influencing Interviewees’ Career Plans

Reasons for Staying Reasons for Leaving
Stayers Undecideds Leavers Undecideds

(N=20) (N=20) (N=20) (N=20)
Factors N (%)* N (%)* N (%)* N (%)*
1. . Support 17 (85%) 15 (75%) 17 (85%) 14 (70%)
A. Administrative support 13 (65%) 12 (60%) 14 (70%) 10 (50%)
B. Collesgue Support 12 (60%) 14 (70%) 7 (35%) 6 (30%)
C. Pareat Support 2 (10%) 3 (15%) 5 (25%) 4 (20%)
M. Work Assignment 15 (75%) 11 (55%) 17 (85%) 15 (75%)
A. School Factors 15 (75%) 11 (55%) 9 (45%) 3 (15%)
B. Teachers' Roles/Responsibilities 9 (45%) 6 (30%) 15 (75%) 15 (75%)
C. Resources 0 (0%) 2 (10%) 10 (50%) 9 (45%)
0. Intrinsic Rewards 15 (75%) is (75%) 2 (10%) 1 (5%)
IV. Extrinsic Rewards 3 (15%) 3 (15%) 3 (15%) 7 (35%)
V. Preparation Factors 1 (5%) 0 0%) 2 (10%) 1 (5%)
VI. Personal/Change Faclors 0 (%) 0 (O%) 4 (20%) 2 (10%)
Vil. Other 3 (15%) 6 (30%) 8 (40%) 2 (10%)
VvIO. Could Not Determine 1 (5%) 0 (0%) 2 (10%) 1 (5%)

. Percentages are based on the total number of respondents within each group and total more ¢ a 100
because of multiple responses.

4.29




EXHIBIT 47

Interview Findings: Reasons for Wanting to Stay In
Special Education Teaching In the MCS

Reasons for Staying

Stayers
(N=20)
N (%)*

Undecided Total

(N=20) (N=40)
N (%)* N (%)*

L Suppont
A. Administrative Support

1. Provides assistance to teacher
a. Helps obtain appropriate programming and services
for special educatioe students
e  attends M-team meetings
¢  assists with student placement
o  obtains counseling services for students
e  encourages mainstreaming of special
education students
b. Helps obtain resources
e  assists teachers in obtaining
instructional materials
e givesteachers access to regular
education materials
e assists teacher in obtaining
instructional equipment
¢. Helps with studeat discipline
¢ handles discipline problems
with preschoolers
e  helps students learn appropriate
cafeteria and classroom behavior
e establishes effective discipline
policies within the school
d. Helps with parent and teacher problems
o belps teacher get parents more involved
o  helps with racial problems between teachers
v  belps with teacher problems
2. Establishes and maiotains an effective
communication system
a. Demoonstrates/communicates knowledge of
special education
e isknowledgeable about special
education policies
¢ explains special :ducation policies
o keeps teachers updated about procedural
changes
e understands special educator’s roles
and respoasibilities

12 (60%:)

x
3 (40%)

2(10%)

10(50%)

4(20%) 16(40%)

6(30%) 14(35%)

420%) 10(25%)

4 (20%) 6(15%)
x

X

6 (30%)  16(40%)

Q a0 113
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Exhibit 4.7 (continued)

Stayers Undecided Tag
(N=20) (N=20) . (N=40)
Reasons for Staying N (%)* N (%)° N (%)

e can offcr teachers suggestions on
instructional strategics to use with
students with disabilities 3 x
e icknowledgeable about student x 3
disabilities
b. Is accessible to teachers 8 (40%) 2(10%) 10(25%)
o seesteacher once every three weeks x
e visits teacher's class regularly x
e retums teacher’s calls promptly X
¢ allows teacher to call at home x
¢. Demonstrates/communicates knowledge about
school roles and respoasibilities 4 (20%) 0 (0%) 4 (10%)
e keeps teachers informed about :
district policies x
e  serves as teacber’s liaison to Board x
e helps cafeteria aides develop job
responsibilities x
3. Treats teacher like a professional
o Gives teacher input into decision
making/autonomy 10 (50%) 8 (40%) 18 (45%)
e lets teacher attempt to solve
problems x
allows teacher opportunity to .
develop ber own program X x
e asks teacher for his/her opinion
about special education-related issues x
e asks teachers to identify school
problems and solutions to problems x
e lets teachers make decisions about
the amount of time students spend
in special education x
* consults with teacter about ways to
discipline students x
b. Communicaies confidence and respect 7(35%) 3(15%) 10(25%)
e  respects teacher’s capabilities x x
o trusts teacher with confidential information x
e lets teacher leave work early whea
needed x x
e is fair and treats all employees equally x
o has backed ieacher when voicing concerns
to the Board 3
4. Demonstrates interest in students and faculty
a. Demonstrates personal interest in
students 9 (45%) 3(15%) 12 (30%)
o takes time (0 talk with and listen
to studeats x
e shares with students x
o tells students that they are

"special people” x

b

{continved)

p—
o
o
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Exaibit 4,7 (continued)

Reasons for Staying

Stayers
(N=20)
N (%)®

Uadecided
(N=20)
N (%)*

Total
(N=40)
N (%)*

- am

e conveys that students are a top
priority
e rewards students for their
accomplishments
e counsels children about their home
situation
o  has belped poor student buy his class
ring '
. Demoastrates personal interest in
teacher
e talks with teacher about personal
problems
¢ shows concern for teacher
S. Facilitates staff development
a. Knowledgeably assists and evaluates
teachers
e gives teachers feedback without making
them feel incompetent
provides feedback to teachers
assists teachers through the
evaluation process
b. Provides opportunities for professional
growth
e conducts informative inservices
e provides opportunities for growth
o provides opportunities for leadership
respousibilities
B. Colleague Support
1. Provides assistance to teachers
a. Helps with student discipline problems
o belps teacher "track down" studeats
when they skip class
b. helps with instructional strategies
and resources
e  assists teacher with instructional
modules and projects
¢ cxchanges instructional ideas with
teacher
e shares instructional materials with
teacher
o tells teacher instructi onal skills
to work on with students
c. Helps obtain needed services for students
with disabilities
o helped teacher get glasses for
a student
o qaickly tests students who are
referred

2(10%)

6 (30%)
X
5(25%)
3
3
3
3
2(10%)
3

X

3(15%)

3(15%)

3(15%)

2(10%)

4 (10%)

9(23%)

5(13%)

9 (23%)

7(18%)

4(10%)

"
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! Exhibit 4.7 (continued)
Stayers Undecided Total
. (N=20)  (Ns20)  (N=40)
Reasons for Staying N (%)* N (%)* N (%)*
d. Other 4 (20%) 3(15%) 7(18%)
n e sends students to teacher on time X
e telisteacher when students will n~t be '
attending class X
' belps with teacher’s evaluatioa 3
belps with parent problems X
belps with scheduling and grading of
- students X
I ¢  has competent colleagues X
e has good relationships with colleagues x
2. Demonstrates/communicates respect/interest in
l special education teacher 10(50%)  8(40%) 18 (45%)
e accepts special education teacher x
. e compliments teacher on the "good job
I he/she is doiag” x
e listens to teacher on "2 bad day” x
e isa"buddy" to teacher x x
e  asks special education teacher to teach
' math skills x
e team teacbes with special education
teacher x
' o  asks teacber for his/ber assistan-e _ x
¢ values teacher's opinion x
3. Helps disabled students be successful within
their classrooms
I A Allows special education studeats to be
mainstreamed in their classes 5(25%) 10 (50%) 15 (38%)
s encourages their studeots to interact
l ! with special education students X
e invites special education students
on field trips X
' e invites special education studenis
to participate in school programs X
b. Adapts and modifies instruction for
= students 2(10%) 2(10%) 410%)
I o tries different teaching techmiques
with students x
- modifies student assignments x
l implements behavior modification
systems with students x
¢ identifies interventions that can
be used in their classes x
I C. Pareat Support
1. Cooperates with teacher 0 (0%) 3(15%) 3I(B%)
e  when teacher requests parents work with their
' children at home x
e  gives teacher autonomy over their child’s program x
2. Maintains open communication with teacher 2 (10%) 0 (0%) 2(5%)
e communicates with teacher on a regular basis x
! e  discusses their child's progress with teacher x
PR il
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Exhiblt 4.7 (continwed)

Reasons for Staying

Stayers
(N=20)
N (%)*

Undecided Total
(N=20) (N=40)
N (%)* N (%)*

0. Work Assignment
A. School Factors

1.

w N

Genenal

¢ summer vacation allows for summer
employment

e predetermined bolidays allow teacher
to plan ahead

Has job security

Likes school location

o likes Memphis

e school is located pear teacher’s home

e school is located in a nice
peighborhood

o schoolis located in safe area

e school is located near central office

e  school is located near Memphis
State University

e school is located near child's day
care center

Likes work hours

e school hours give teacher time for
other activities

e gets off work early in the day

o school schedule matcbes child's schedule

Has adequate facilities

school is new

school has new fumishings

school is air conditioned

teacher’s classroom is in school building

school is accessible to disabled persoas

school has recently been remodeled

school is well-equipped to meet special

education students’ needs

Likes Students

kids are interesting

students are motivated to leam

students appreciate teacher

students are bappy/studeats have good

attitudes

o students enjoy receiving praise and

attention

students are not behavior problems

stude:ats want to please the teacher

¢

school is well-respected

school has & casual dress code

school has site-based management
school has wide armay of support services
school offers a wide armay of education
services

4 (20%)
x

b
1 (5%)
7(35%)

4 (20%)

x

5(25%)
x
X
x

X
X

3 (15%)
X
x
x

2(10%)  6(i5%)

2(10%) 3I@8%)

6(30%) 13 (33%)

X
2 (10%) 6 (15%)

X
X

4(20%)  9(23%)

X
8(40%) 16(40%)

X
X

X

X

2(10%) 5(13%)

4.34
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I Exhibit 4.7 (continved)
Stayers Undecided Total
l {N=20) (N=20) {N=40)
Reasons for Staylng N (%)* N (%)* N (%)*
B. Teachers'Roles/Responsibilities
I 1. Has opportunities for individualization 8(40%) 1(5%) 9(23%)
2. Has flexibility 5(25%) 3(15%) 8(20%)
e has flexibility over scheduling 3
' e has flexibility over pacing of
instruction x x
e can try new techniques with students x
l e can be creative with students x
3. Is ot bored 2(10%) 1(5%) 3(8%)
' e "no two days are the same” x
e job is not monotonous x X
l 4. Does not have o perform paperworklnomcacbmg
duties 2(10%) 0 (0%) 2(5%)
e hasless paperwork to complete than '
l regular educators x
e does not have to perform bus or lunch
duty x
' §. Other 2 (10%) 0 (0%) 2(5%)
o likes the age group that teacher
instructs x
o likes itinerant teaching position . x
B C. Resources 00%  200%)  2(5%)
e hasqualified and experienced assistants x
o bas adequate supply of instructional
i materials x
M. Inuinsic Rewards
A En]oys Helping Students Succeed/Progress 17 (85%) 16 (80%) 33(83%)
' wants to help students lead successful
lives x x
o enjoys seeing studeants receive school-
I wide recognition x
e enjoys seeing former students accomplish
something with their lives x x
o enjoys seeing students achieve academically
and socially x
e enjoys making studeats feel good about
themselves x x
I e enjoys making a difference in students’
lives x x
e enjoys helping students gain social
. and self-help skills x
o enjoys helping students leam to read x
B. Has Feelings of Concern/Responsibility for
Students 3(15%) 6(30%) 9(23%)
I o feels needed by students x x
o taiks to students about their problems x
120
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Exhibit 4.7 (continued)
Stayers Undecided Total t.
(N=20) (N=20) (N=40)
Reasons for Staying N (%)* N (%)* N (%)* l
C. Has feelings of competence and success 7 (35%) 5(25%) 12(30%)
e is able to create a positive lcaming .
enviroament for students x 3
o has special talent for teaching x
e is able to effectively instruct students x
o is able to identify student problems X '
o is able to identify/assess students for
placement in special education X
e provides assistance to students’ teachers x l
o provides assistance to students’ parents x
D. Has a love of teaching 4 (20%) 7(35%) 11(8%)
e enjoysfloves special education teaching x x
E. Ischallenging 4(20%) 0(0%) 4(10%) l
e finds it challenging to work with
special peeds students x I
IV. Extrinsic Rewards
A. Benefits 2(10%) 2(10%)  4(10%)
e likes MCS career ladder program x l
e likes being a member of a teacher's union X
o likes medical benefits x X
o likes retirement benefits x
e can accumulate sick leave days x u
B. Likes salary 1(5%) 2 (10%) 3(8%)
o needs income to support family X
C. Accrued Investments 3(15%) 0(0%) 3(8%) .
¢ too much time invested X
¢ too difficult to change jobs X
e too much to lose x I
e 100 close to retirement x
V.  Preparation Factors 1(5%) 0(0%) 1 (3%)
e previous work experience belped prepare I
teacher for wotking with disabled
students X
VI. Personal/Change Factors 0 (0%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) ‘
125 l
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Exhibit 4.7 (continued)
Stayers Undecided Total
(N=20) (N=20) (N=40)
Reasons for Staying N (%)* N (%) N (%)*
VII. Other 5(25%) 6(30%) 11(28%)
¢ administrators help with teacher
transfers x
e principal allows special educators to
take "meatal bealth days” X
principal greets parents in the ballway x
principal wants teacher to do his/ber best x
teacher believes that all studeats can
leam x
o teacher has been “called to teach” x
e teacher wants to be a part of special
education changes X
o teacher needs students x
o administrators are positive x
o principal is efficient x
¢ faculty creates positive environment x

®  Percentages are based on the total number of respondents within each group and total more than 100 because of
multiple responses.
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EXHIBIT 48

Interview Findings: Reasons for Wanting to Leave
Spedial Education Teaching In the MCS

Leavers Undecided Total I
_ (N=20) (N=20) (N=490)
Reasons focr Leaving N (%)® N (%)* N (%)* '
1. Support
A. Administrative Support l .
1. Does not provide assistance to teachers
a. Does not belp obtain appropriate programming
and services for special education students 8(40%) %45%) 17 (43%)
e does not appropriately place students X X l
o  does not provide necessary suppoit services
for students 3
o does not encourage mainstreaming of special l
education students X :
o does not promote collaboration between MCS
and the Meatal Health Center x l
does not attend M-team meetings x .
b. Does not belp with student discipline 4(20%) 5(25%) 9(23%)
e does not develop effective discipline
policies X X i
c. Does not help with teacher transfers 4(20%) 2(10%) 6(15%) .
o  does not consider teacher’s desires when )
placing in teaching positions X '
o transfers teachers involuntasly x x
d. Does not help resolve conflicts with other
administrators and teachers 2(10%) 3(15%) 5 (13%) l
o does not assist teacber in dealing with .
principal x
e  does oot belp resolve existing racial
tension among faculty X x I
e. Does not belp with obtaining instructional
materials ' 2(10%) 2(10%) 4 (10%)
o does not give teacher access to available I
instructional materials X
o  does not provide adequate funding for
materials . x
f. Does not belp with reducing teacher’s workload 2(10%) 1(5%) 3(8%) '
o does not belp reduce teacher’s large
cascloads x
e  does not belp reduce teacher’s large class |
sizes x
(continued) .
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Exhibit 4.8 (continued)

Leavers Undecided Total
(N=20) (N=20) Nx=40)
Reasons for Leaving N (%)* N (%)* N (%)*
2. Does not establish and maintain an effective
communication system
a. Does not demonstrate/communicate knowledge of
special education 13(65%) 9(45%) 22 (55%)
e is not knowledgeable about special -
education policies x
. e is pot Fnowledgeable about current trends
in specia e¢ducation X
e does not notify teachers of changes in
special education forms x
e does not consistently implement special
education policies x
e lacks knowledge of special educator’s roles
and respousibilities x x
lacks knowledge about student disabilities x
does not communicate information about
special education policies to teachers/other
administrators x x
e lacks knowledge about instructional strategies
to use with special education students x
b. Isinaccessible to teacher 2(10%) 4(20%) 6(15%)
e only contact with teacher is during
evaluations x
e does not visit teacher’s class x X
e does not return teacher's telephone
calls x X
3. Does not facilitate staff development
8. Does not knowledgeably evaluate teachers 3(15%) 3(15%) 6(i5%)
e  does not provide positive feedback to
teachers x x
e does not conduct teacher evaluation properly x x
b. Does not provide opportunities for
professional growth 420%) 210%;) 6 (15%)
e does not obtain funding for teachers to
attend professional conferences x
e does not conduct informative inservices X x
4. Does not treat teacher like a professional
a. Does not communicate respect for teacher 2(10%) 0%) 2 (5%)
b. Does not give teacher input into
decision making ‘ 2(10%) 0%} 2 (5%)
e does not allow teacher to make decisions
over integrating disabled students x
o  does not allow teacher input into
paperwork issues x
(coatinued)
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Exhibit 4.8 (continued)

Leavers Undecided Total
(N=20; (N=20) N=40)
Reasons for Leaving N (%)* N (%)* N (%)*
B. Colleague Support )
I.  Does not help special education studeats be
successful in their classrooms 5(25%) 7(35%) 12 30%)
e sends special education students out of
class instead of trying to work with
them x x
e does not attempt to deal with student
problems x
o  does pot want special education students
mainstreamed in their classes x x
e segregates special education students in '
their classes x
e does not spead as much time with special
education students as they do with regular
education students x
e does not invite special education students
to participate in school activities x
e does not make modifications for special
education students x
2. Does not demonstrate/communicate understanding
of special education 6(30%) 3(15%) 9(23%)
e  does not understand the purpose of special
education x x
o does not understand the special educator’s
roles and respoasibilities x x
3. Does not provide assistance to special education
teacher 1(5%) 2(10%) 3(8%)
o does not belp with student scheduling x x
C. Parent Suppost
1. Are not actively involved in their child's
educational program 7(35%) 3(15%) 10 25%)
o  does not reinforce skills that their chiid
is learning at school x
e does not "follow through™ with disciplining
their children X
e are inadequately trained to work with their
child x
e does not attend special education meetings x
2. Lack of communication with teacher 2(10%) 2(10%) 4 (10%)
e  has little contact with teacher x x
e does not discuss problems with teacher but
instead goes directly to the principal x
(continued)
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Exhibit 4.8 (continued)
Leavers Undecided Total
| l (N=20) (N=20) N=40)
| Reasons for Leaving N (%)® N(%)* N(%)*
l 1I.  Work Assignment
A. School Factors
1. Inadequate facilities 7(35%) 2(10%) 9(23%)
o inadequate classroom space X X
I o teacher’s instructional "space” is
frequently moved x
s unlimely repairs and renovations on
I school building x
o  school facility not equipped for teaching
instructional skills x
I o school facility is not accessible to
disabled persons x
school is pat air conditioned x
o school sometimes does not have beat x
I 2. Poor location 3(15%) 2(10%) S(13%)
o school is not located near teacher’s home x
o school is located in an area where students
l must be bussed in x
o school is located in an unsafe neighborhood x x
3. Dislikes Student Characteristics 2(10%) 1(5%) 3(8%)
o ‘students are from low income families x
l e students are behavior problems X
o students are disrespectful to teacher x
B. Teachers’ Roles/Responsibilities
l 1. Paperwotk
a. Isoverwbelming 12(60%) 8(40%) 20 (50%)
e  too much paperwork X x
' e 100 much pressure to complete
] paperwork X x
' o oo time consuming X x
e completes non-special education related
- ' paperwork, too x
e toointimidating X
b. Isunnecessary 8(40%) HA5%) 17 (43%)
' e isuseless x x
e is redundant x 3
¢. Interferes with teaching 6(30%) 7(35%) 13 (33%)
o takes away from teaching time x x
l d. Isinconsistent 3(15%) 4(20%) 7 (18%)
e is constantly changing x x
2. Lack of time
l o Lack of time to perform non-instructional
dutics 12(60%) 8(40%) 20 (50%)
o lack of time to complete paperwork x x
o lack of time to meet with parents ox
l o lack of time to conduct M-team meetings x
' (continaed)




Exhibit 4.8 (continued)
Leavers Undecided Total
. (N=20) (N=20) N=40) I
Reasons for Leaving N(%)* N(%)® N (%)*
e lack of time 10 take a break X X
o lack of time to collaborate with '
colleagues X
b. Lack of time to perform instructional
duties 630%) - 6(30%) 12 (30%) '
o lack of time to individualize
instruction x X
e lack of time to plan x x I
f
3. Class size/caseload
a. Too large caseload H45%) 7(35%) 16 (40%)
b. Too large class size 7(35%) 5(25%) 12 (30%) I :
4. Class mix 6(30%) 4(20%) 10 (25%) '
e  has to teach multiple zge ranges x
e has to teach multiple exceptioniality areas x .
e has to teach multiple ability levels X X
o has to deal with multiple student
problems _ x x 'l
e hasto teach multiple grade levels x
5. Non-teaching duties ®0%) 2(10%) 2(5%)
e has to attend too many meetings x
e has homeroom duty x Il
6. Other 4(20%) (0%) 4 (10%)
o dislikes itinerant teaching position x
e  wants to work with higher functioning '
students B
e position does not "match” teacher’s .
background and experience X
C. Resources I'
1. Inadequate instructional materials and ;
equipment
a Inadequate funding for materials HN45%) 7(35%) 16 (40%) .
e $50.00 allotment for instructional
materials is inadequate X x
o teacher must spend own money for
instructional materials X X I
o teacher must use part of instructional
allotment to purchase special education
forms/basic supplies X x l'
e teacher must raise mooey to buy instructional
materials X .
{(continued)
1
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I Exhibit 4.8 (continued)
Leavers Undecided Total
. (N=20) (N=20) N=40)
Reasons for Leaving N (%)* N(%)* N (%)*
I b. Inefficient instructional materials and .
equipment 7(35%) $(25%) 12 30%)
e teacher’s classroom had oo materials at
the beginning of the school year x
l e teacher must make instructional
materials x x
; o Jack of access to school’s instructional
l equipmeat X X
e school's instructional equipment does
not work X
l e teacher must share materials X
e teacher does not hae textbooks for
studeats X
e  materials at curriculum lab are inaccessible
l to teacher X
o teacher does not receive materials that
. are ordered x
' ¢. Existing materials are inappropriate for
special education students ) 4(20%) 4(20%) 8 (20%)
e teacher has to use outdated materials X x
" e materials are inappropriate for student
l ability levels x X
2. Lack of personnel
a. Lack of assistants . 7(35%) 4(20%) 11 (28%)
l e lack of qualified/trained assistants x x
b. Lack of teachers 2(10%) 1(5%) 3(8%)
e lack of qualified special education
' teachers X
OI. Intrinsic Rewards
A. Is Unable to Help Students 3(15%) 1(5%) 4(10%)
. o s frustrated with students lack of
progress x x
e is unable to make a difference in
l students’ futures ) x
B. Has feelings of ineffectiveness 4(20%) 2(10%) 6(15%)
C. Lack of a challenge 210%) (0%) 2 (5%)
l o fecis that job is not challenging x
l {continued)
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Exhibit 4.8 (continued)
Leavers Undecided Total
(N=20) (N=20) Nx40) I
Rersons for Leaving N (%) N (%) N (%)*
IV. Extrinsic Rewards
A. Inadequate salary 3(15%) 8(40%) 11 (28%) l
o salary is too low x
o teacher must work two jobs to pay bills x
e  MCS teachers sre paid less than teachers
in surrounding countieg x
e salasries are pot commensurate with special
educator's job responsibilities x
e inadequale raises x
B. Accrued investments 0(0%) 1(5%) 1(3%)
e  too close to retirement X
V. Preparation Factors 2(10%) 1(5%) 3 (8%)
¢ does not feel adequately trained to '
teach instructional skills for current
position x X
o does not feel adequately trained to work
with parents from different cultures x

VI. Personal/Change Factors

A. Needs a change . 3(15%) 2(10%) 5 (13%)
e  wants 1o pur,ue administrative position
with MCS x
e  wants to transfer to regular education
teaching position x
B. Family Reasons 15%) 0(0%) 1(3%)
o teacher wants 10 stay home with family x
VI. Other 5(25%) 1(5%) 6 (15%)
e lack of funding for field trips X
e lack of access to paperwork/student
records x
e  coileagues have poor attitudes toward -
teaching x
o teachers have conflicting views about
educational practices x
e lack of a special education curricelum X
e principal does not compliment students X
e  job is stressful x
o teacher cannot make principal "happy” 3
e lack of funding for special education x
e director of special education does not
assist teacher with problems x

*  Percentages are based on the total number of respondents within each group and total more than 100 because of
multiple responses.
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Exhibit 4.9

laterviewees' Future Career Plans

Total Stayers Leavers Undecideds
(N=690) (N=20) (N=20) (N=20)
Future Carcer Plans N (%)* N (®)* N (%)* N (%)*
I.  Remain in Education
A. Remain in Teaching
1. Special education teaching 43 (72%) 17 (90%) 9(45%) 16 (80%)
2. Regular education teaching 9 (15%) 2 (10%) 4 (20%) 3(15%)
3. Teaching (non-specified) 8 (13%) 0 (0%) 5(25%) 3(15%)
4. Private school teaching 5 (8%) 0 (0%) 3(15%) 2(10%)
S. College teaching 3 (5%) 1 (5%) 1 (5%) 1 (5%)
B. Transfer to Administrative Position
1. Special education administraticn 12 (20%) 4 (20%) 5(25%) 3(15%)
2. Regular education administration 3 (5%) 0 (0%) 2(10%) 1 (5%)
3. Administration (non-specified) 1 (2%) 0 (0%) 0 0%) 1 (5%)
C. Education related (non-specified) 3 (5%) 1 (5%) 1 (5%) 1 (5%)
II. Leave Education
A. Pursue Job in Non-education
Related Field 17 28%) 3(15%) 7(35%) 7 (35%)
B. Remain at Home 9 (15%) 0 (0%) 6 (30%) 3(i5%)
C. Retire 3 (5%) 0 (O%) 1 (5%) 2(10%)
If1. Unsure of Career Plans 2 (3% 0 (0%) 1 (5%) 1 (5%)

Percentages are based on the total number of respondents within each group and total more than 100 because
of multiple responses.
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Exhibit 4.10

Teaching Positions Desired by Interviewees

Total Stayers Leavers Undecideds
(N=60) (N=20) (N=20) (N=20)
Desired Training Position N (%)* N (%)* N (%)* N (%)*
L Current Teaching Position
A. Current Teaching Position 25 (42%) 15 (75%) 2(10%) 8 (4%
B. Current Teaching Position
but with Improved Working
Conditions 12 (20%) 2 (10%) 5(25%) 5(25%)
II.  Transfer to Another Teaching Position
A. Regular Education Teaching
1. Outside of MCS 1 (2%) 0 (0%) 1 (5%) 0 0%)
2. Non-specified 8(13%) I (5%) 2(10%) ${25%)
B. Special education Teaching
1. InMCS 6 (10%) 1 (5%) 2(10%) 3(15%)
2. Outside of MCS 1 2%) 0 (0%) 1 (5%) 0 (0%)
3. Non-specified 2 (3%) 1 (5%) 1 (5%) 0 (0%)
C. Teaching Outside the Public Schools
1. Private school/center 2 (3%) 0 (0%) 2(10%) 0 (0%)
2. College setting 1 (2%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (5%)
IlI. No Teaching Position 4 (7%) 0 (0%) 4(20%) 0 (0%)

. Percentages are based on the total number of respondents within each group and total more than 100
because of multiple responses.
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Exhibit 4.11

Overview of Actions that MCS Could Take to Make Special Educators
Want to Stay In Teaching in the MCS

Total Leavers Undecideds
(N=40) (N=20) (N=20)
Factors N (%)* N (%)* N (%)*
I Work Assignment 29 (73%) 12 (60%) 17 (85%)
A. Teachers'Roles/Responsibilities 25 (63%) 11 (55%) 14 (70%)
B. Resources 23 (58%) 9 (45%) 14 (70%)
C. School 4 (10%) 3(15%) 1 (5%)
Administrative Support 25 (63%) 13 (65%) 12 (60%)
II. Extrinsic Rewards 13 (33%) 6 (30%) 7 (35%)

* Percentages are based on the total number of respondents within each group and total more than 100
because of multiple responses.
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Exhibit 4.12

Actions that MCS Could Take to Make Special Educators Want to Stay
in Special Education Teaching in the MCS

Leavers Undecideds

(N=20) (N=20)
Factors N(%)* N (%)*
L Work Assignment
A. Teachers' Roles/Responsibilities
1. Paperwork
e reduce excess paperwork 4(20%) 6 (30%)
o develop a computerized system for completing IEPs
and IEP inserts 2(10%) I(15%)
e provide clerical help for completing
paperwork 2(10%) 2(10%)
o provide workdays for completing paperwork 1(5%) 1 (5%)

e provide a planning period for completing l
paperwork 2(10%) 0 (0%)
2. Class size/caseload
¢ reduce the number of students per class 420%) 6 (30%) I
¢ establish guidelines for maximum class size
and caseload 5(25%) 5(25%)
B. Resources I
1. Instructional materials and equipment
e increase teachers’ annual allotment for
instructiona! materials 5(25%) 4 (20%) '
e provide special educators with the resources
to meet their needs 1(5%) 6 (30%)
¢ allow teachers to accumulate money from year I
to year for instructional materials 1(5%) 0 (0%)
o disperse the curriculum lab materials
among special educators 0(0%) 1 (5%) l
2. Personnel
o provide full-time assistants for special
education teachers 1(5%) 4 (20%) .
e hire competent administrators at all levels 1(5%) 2(10%)
e establish a parent liaison position 1(5%) 0 (0%)
C. School Factors I
o provide special educators with adequate
classroom space 3(15%) 0 (0%)
o renovate school facilities 1(5%) 1 (5%)
¢ renovate school grounds 1(5%) 0 (0%) I
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Exhibit 4.12 (continued)

Leavers Uandecideds
(N=20) (N=20)
Factors N(%)* N (%)*

IL Administrative Support
A. Effective communication system
e hire knowledgeable and adequately trained

supervisors 2(10%) 1 (5%)
o provide immediate responses to teachers’

concerns 1(5%) 2(10%)
¢ have weekly contact with special education

teachers ' 1(5%) 2 (10%)

o provide teachers with information on appropriate

instructional tools to use with disabled

students : 1(5%) 2(10%)
« provide opportunities for supervisors and

the Board of Education to spend time in

teachers’ classrooms to develop a better

understanding of special educators’ roles

and responsibilities 1(5%) 0 (0%)

B. Staff development

e conduct inservices that meet special

educators’ needs 420%) 2 (10%)
e provide inservices for school principals and

general education teachers that explain the

special educators’ roles and responsibili-

iies 2(10%) 2 (10%)
e provide more individual feedback to teachers 1(5%) 1 (5%)
C. Student-related
e obtain more support services for special
education students 1(5%) S (25%)
e develop more effective policies for
dealing with student discipline 1(5%) 3(15%)
D. ‘Treat teachers as professionals
¢ allow teacher input into decisionmaking 2(10%) 3(15%)
o listen to teachers 1(5%) 2 (10%)
130
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‘Exhibit 4.12 (continued)

Leavers Undecideds
Factors N(%)* N (%)*
E. Teacher transfers
o provide more opportunities for teacher
transfers 4(20%) 1 (5%)
o make an effort to place teachers in
teaching positions that have requested 0(0%) 1 (5%)
I Extrinsic Rewards
e increase teachers’ salaries 3(15%) 5(25%)
o provide salary iocentives 3(15%) 3(15%)
¢ provide options for teachers to work
extra hours 1(5%) 0 (0%)
. Percentages are based on the total number of respondents within each group and total more than 100
because of multiple responses.




Chapter §

Findings of the Exiter Study: A Comparison of Special
neral Who hing in

L. INTRODUCTION

The primary purpose of the Exiter Study was to investigate why speciél ‘educators left
their special education positions in the MCS. A sample of general education teachers who left
their positions was included for comparison purposes. To understand why urban special
educators teachers leave, it is important to follow-up those who actually leave. A number of
special education studies have focused on teachers who intend to leave, versus those who have
actually left (e.g., Billingsley & Cross, 1992; Cross & Billingsley; George, George, Gersten, &
Grosenick, 1994). It is important to note that intention to leave does not always result in a
resignation. Heyns (1990) found that of those planniﬁg to quit, only 29% actually quit withina 5
year period. Dworkin (1987) reported that the correlation between plans to quit and actually
quitting is only .102.

Although some researchers have conducted follow-up investigations of special educators
who have left their positions (Billingsley & Cross, 1991; Billingsley, Bodkins, & Hendricks,
1993; McKnab, 1983; Platt & Olson, 1990), the sample sizes were relatively small, and no
published special education studies focused on urban settings. Some reports indicate that urban
school districts are viewed as undesirable. For example, only 12% of teachers indicated that
they would be willing to teach in a large urban city (Fesitritzer, 1990) and urban teachers have
been reported to leave their positions more than teachers from other areas (Corcoran, Walker, &
White, 1988).

This chapter describes follow-up data on three cohorts of special and general educators
who exited their positions in the MCS over the 1990-91, 1991-92, and 1992-93 school years. In
Exhibit 1.1 (see Chapter ), we provided a comprehensive schematic representation of special
education teacher retention, transfers, and attrition in the MCS, outlining all of the varied

possibilities. A simplified representation of that schematic was presented in Chapter 2 (Figure
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2.1) to illustrate the definition of teacher attrition adopted for this study.

As stated in Chapter 2, "exiters" are defined as those teachers who left their primary
teaching positions in the MCS. This group includes speciai education teachers who were
employed in the MCS but who left their MCS special education positions, and/or general
education teachers who left their MCS classroom positions (including those general educators
who may have transferred to special education teaching). Under this definition, teachers who
transferred to other positions in the MCS, e.g., teaching other subject areas or serving as
supervisors or administrators, were classified as exiters.

To provide a context for our attrition findings, a brief review of aitrition rates over the
yéar period is provided in Table 5.1 (see Chapter 2 for a more indepth discussion of attrition
rates in the MCS). As Table 5.1 indicates, special education attrition in the MCS ranged from
6.6 to 8.7 over the three-year period. The overall attrition rates of special and general educators
were similar.

Of interest is the high proportion of European American special and general education
teachers exiting the MCS. For example, the racial makeup of special educators in the MCS 1s
about 61% European American and 39% African American. The racial makeup of general
education teachers is also divided--50%European American and 50% African Amencan.
However, more European teachers than African American teachers left their teaching positions,
i.e., over the three-year period, between 72% and 78% of the special education teachers and 70%
to 73% of the general education exiters were European American.

This study was designed to develop a better understanding of special and general
educators' reasons for leaving, their work experiences in the MCS, and their subsequent career
activities and plans. It is important to understand how special educators’ career decision are
similar to, and different from, that of general educators. Such comparisons will provide an
understanding of those attrition and retention factors that are unique to special educators and
those that influence teachers in general. This investigation included comparisons of special and

general educators on the following questions:
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Table 5.1

Comparison of 1990-91, 1991-92, and 1992-93 Attrition Rates for Special and General
Education Teachers in the MCS.

1990-91 School 1991-92 School 1992-93 School
Year Year Year

N % N % N %

Special Education 41 6.6 44 7.0 56 8.7
(622)* (629)* (646)*

Remain in MCS 9 1.4 12 1.9 13 2.0
Exit MCS 27 4.3 29 4.6 38 5.9

Deceased 0 .0 3 0.5 1 0.2

General Education 325 6.6 390 8.1 416 83
(4,898)* (4,808)* (5,006)*

Remain in MCS 38 0.8 95 2.0 36 0.7
Exit MCS 185 3.8 187 3.9 252 5.0
Retired 88 1.8 100 2.1 122 2.4
Decreased 14 0.3 8 0.2 6 0.1

* The numbers in parenthesis refer to the total general or special education teaching
force for the year.

5.3

l Retired 5 0.8 0 0.0 4 0.6
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1. What are special and general education teachers' reasons for resigning from their
teaching positions?

2. How satisfied were special and general education teachers with teaching in the
MCS?
3. What incentives might have encouraged special and general education teachers to

remain in their positions in the MCS?

4. What are special and general education teachers' activities after exiting?

S. What are special and general education teachers’ future plans?

6. Would these teachers again choose teaching if théy were starting their careers
again?

7. What are special and general education teachers' reasons for entering the teaching
profession?

The methodology for the study is presented in Section II. The findings are presented in
Section I and discussed in Section IV. Implications for strategic planning are outlined in
Section V. Summaries of findings are presented in tubles throughout the text. References are
made to more detailed presentations in ex/ubits that have been placed at the end of the chapter

for reader convenience.

IIl. METHODOLOGY

A. nstrum: ion

Two forms of the Exiter Study Questionnaire, one for special education teachers and one
for general education teachers, were developed and used during the three years of data
collection. These questionnaires (titled as the School Year Follow-up Questionnaires by year)
were mailed to all special education teachers and to a sample of general education teachers who
exited their positions in the MCS. The questionnaires included: (1) descriptive information
regarding last year's teaching assignment; (2) current employment; (3) reasons for leaving; (4)

incentives to remain in the MCS; (5) teacher preparation; (6) previous plans and experience; (7)
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future plans; (8) reflections on teaching experiences; and (9) personal information. The
questionnaires are comprised primarily of forced-choice items. One open-ended item allowed
respondents .o list actions (if any) that would have convinced them to stay in teaching in the
MCS. Respondents were also givon Opportunities to comment on factors related to their
decisions to leave. A final open-ended item allowed respondents to make additional comments
afier they completed the questionnaire. Although the special and general education
questionnaires were very similar, a few items applicable only to special education were included
on the special education questionnaire. Specific sections of the questionnaire are described as
we report the resulis below.

' Questionnaires were based on a conceptual model (see Chapter 1, Billingsley, 1993), as
well as the findings from interviev.s of 68 special education teachers employed in the MCS in
1991-92. Questionnaires were reviewed by members of the study's Advisory/Planning Panel, the
MCS reachers and administrators, and numerous other experts in research and questionnaire
design. Questionnaires were field tested with a sample of teachers in Virginia and Tennessee. A
copy of the set of 1990-91 instruments is included in Appendi.x C (instruments for the

subsequent years are identical).

B. Sampli llection

Information was gathered from all of the special education teachers, and from a stratified
random sample of general education teachers, who exited their classroom positions in 1990-91,
1991-92, and 1992-93. MCS staff prepared a tape file containing the names and last known
addresses of, and basic descriptive information for, all general and special education teachers
who left their MCS teaching positions over the three year period. This file also served as the
sampling frame for selecting the general education teachers for the study.

Table 5.2 provides an overview of the sample, the number of respondents, and response '
rates for special and general educators for each of the three school years. A total of 145 special
education teachers and a sample of 187 general education teachers were included in this study.
All of the special education teachers were included in the study. A stratified random sample of

64 general education teachers was selected for each of the three school years. These samples
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were stratified by three variables, each of which had two categories (for a total of eight strata).
Within each stratum, we randomly selected 8 exited teachers. The stratifying variables included
grade level (elementary or secondary), experience level (4 years or less, or over 4 years),
race/ethnicity (European American or non-European American). The initial samples of 64 were
reduced each year by | or 2 teachers because we learned from their questionnaire responses that
they had not "exited" their positions during the time frame established for determining their
eligibility for inclusion in the sampling frame.

Data collection procedures were similar to procedures used in the Screening Study. Data
collection procedures required intensive follow-up to obtain an acceptable response rate (since
the population was so small), and additional tracing was required for those resvpondents who had
moved. The response rates varied for each year across the three year study. The total response

rates for special and general educators were 72% and 64%, respectively (see Table 5.2).

C. Description of Samples

This section provides information about the samples of special and general educators
included in this study. First, key variables are compared across years to determine whether there
were differences in respondent groups over the three year-period. Second, a demographic
comparison is made between special and general education respondents. Third, the educational
background and experiences of respondents is outlined. Finally, a comparison of respondents
and nonrespondents is made to estimate the extent to which they are similar.

Sampling weights were employed as part of the analyses of the questionnaire responses
for general education teachers. The primary purpose of using such weights is to use the
respondents' data to estimate the responses of the population of general education exiters. These
weighted data were adjusted for non-response.

1. ri dents A« r

The SAS General Linear Model procedure was used to determine whether there
were differences in respondent groups over the three year period (1990-91, 1991-92, and 1992-
93). Separate analyses were completed for general and special educators on key variables.

There were no significant differences (at the .05 level) across years for race, age, experience, or

5.6




job satisfaction among either the special or the general education respondents. Further, an

analysis of reasons for leaving showed similar pattems across the three years for each of the two

teacher groups. Because respondents' characteristics and responses appeared to be similar over

the three-year period, we decided to merge the data, rather than report findings by year.

Table 5.2

Response Rates For General and Special Education Exiters by Year

Special Educators General Educators
Sample Response Rate Sample Response Rate
Cohort N N % N N %
1990-91* 51 35 69 63 35 56
1991-92 41 31 76 62 47 76
1992-93 53 38 72 . 62 38 61
Total 145 104 72 187 120 64

At the time of the first mailing of the survey instruments to the 1990-91 cohort,
the sampling frame included a total 051 teachers. The frame was subsequently
corrected and 10 teachers were determined to be ineligible because they had
exited a few days before the date that defined a 1990-91 exiter; therefore, these
10 teachers are technically exiters from the 1989-90 school year and are not
included in the computation of 1990-91 exit rates. However, since 5 of these 10
"ineligible" teachers returned completed questionnaires which included valuable
information about their teaching experiences in the MCS as well as reasons for
leaving, we included them in our follow-up analyses.

5.7
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2. rapbic Compari f Special r ucators

Demographic, personal, and teaching experience/assignment variables are
provided for special and general education respondents in Exhibits 5.1-5.6. Special educators
were younger than the general education respondents. The mean age of special educators
(M=37.9) was lower than the general education respondents (M=42.5). Fewer special education
respondents were African American than the general educators (see Exhibit 5.1). Furth.  »
smaller percentage of the special education respondents (4.8%) were male compared to the
general education respondents (20.0%).

Exhibit 5.9 outlines degrees held bty the respondents. More special educators held
mastér's degrees (54.1%) than the general educators (43.1%). Special education respondents
had fewer years of teaching experience (M=8.4) than the general educators (M=12.8).
Approximately half of the special and general education respondents were either not on a career
ladder or were on Class | of the ladder (see Exhibit 5.1).

The questionnaire included a number of questions about the last teaching assignment
held by respondents during their last semester in the MCS (e.g., class size, areas taught) (see
Exhibits 5.12-5.17). A number of these questions were specific to special education.
Approximately 43% of the special education respondents (and nonrespondents) ieft learning
disabilities positions, and about 16% left positions teaching students with educable mental
retardation (see Exhibit 5.12). The remainder of respondents were fairly evenly distributed over
the remainder of the disability areas.

3. ri n nd Nonrespo

As noted above, 28% of the exited special education teachers and 36% of the
exited general education teachers did not respond to the survey-even after repeated attempts to
contact them and obtain a completed questionnaire. Thus, it is important to compare the
respondents and nonrespondents on a number of the variables that we were able to obtain on
both groups in order to determine if there is reason to believe that the respondents were good
representatives of the original samples or, alternatively, if the respondents represented a biased

sample. The variables for which information was available on respondents and nonrespondents
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included gender, career ladder status, type of school assignment, grade level taught, years of
teaching experience, and race.

Special and general education respondents and nonrespondents were compared on a
number of variables, including race, gender, years of experience, career ladder status, area(s) of
disability taught, age, MCS teaching experience, and NTE scores (see Exhibits 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3).
Differences between respondents and nonrespondents in the first four variables (i.e., race,
gender, years of experience, and career ladder status) were tested for statistical significance at
p<.05. There were no significant differences among special education respondents and
nonrespondents on any of these variables, i.e., race (Chi-Square [df = 2] = 1.182, p = 0.554),
gender (Chi-Square [df = 1] = 0.007, p = 0.931), years of teaching experience (F [1,328] =2.97,
p = 0.086) or career ladder status (Chi-Square {df = 3] = 1.651, p = 0.648).

There was a significant difference among general education respondents on two of these
variables, i.e., -ace (Chi-Square [df = 1] = 4.658, p = 0.031) and gender (Chi-Square [df= 1] =
5.606, p = 0.018). This finding indicates that general education respondents were more likely to
be European American than African American, and more likely to be female. Differences in
career ladder status (Chi-Square [df = 3] = 7.502, p = 0.058) and years of teaching experience
(F[1,328] =2.97, p = 0.086) were not significant.

Based on the results of these tests and the comparisons presented in Exhibits 5.1, 5.2, and
5.3, we concluded that the respondents and nonrespondents for both years were similar on many

of these characteristics and thus not likely to be a biased sample.

II. FINDINGS

Findings related to above research questions are presented in separate sections as
follows: Teachers' Reasons for Leaving (Section A); Teachers' Job Satisfaction (Section B),
Incentives for Teachers to Remain in the MCS (Section C); Teachers' Current Activities {Section
D) Teachers' Future Plans (Section E), Retrospective Decision to Teach Again (Section F), and

Reasons for Entering Teaching and Initial Career Interests and Experiences (Section G).
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A. R r vi

Exiters were asked, "which of the following is the main reason that you left your
classroom position in the Memphis City Schools?" Respondents were also asked to indicate
second and third most important reasons for leaving, if any. Almost all of the respondents gave
a "most important reason” for leaving, while approximately half or less gave second reasons, and
only 25% gave third reasons.

Table 5.3 outlines the primary reasons teachers left their MCS positions (see Exhibits
5.27 and 5.28 for detailed frequencies and percentages). Many of the teachers left for personal
factors. These included "family or personal move," "pregnancy or child rearing,” "health,"” and
"to retire." Teachers left for these personal reasons more than any other reason. Approximately
37% of the special educators who left their positions in the MCS gave a personal reason as their
first reason for leaving, compared to about 53% of the general educators.

Retirement was a first reason for .aving among 26.8% of the general educators, but only
5% of the special educators. Twenty-five percent of the special educators and 19.8% of the
general educators indicated that a "family/personal" move was their first reason for leaving the
MCS. The other personal reasons for leaving were given by small percentages of the teachers.

Other first reasons for leaving among special educators, included "dissatisfaction with
their assignment" (19%), to pursue "another education-related career" (11%), and "an even better
teaching assignment" (9%). None of the remaining first reasons for leaving were mentioned by
more than 5% of the respondents, with the exception of "other" (8%) (see Exhibit 5.26).
Although only 19% of the special educators indicated "dissatisfaction with assignment” as the
first major reason for leaving, another 32.5% indicated "dissatisfaction with assignment” as a
second or third reason for leaving. Therefore, "dissatisfaction with assignment"” was among the
top three reasons for leaving for over half (51.5%) of the special educators. Only 10.7% of
general educctors indicated "dissatisfaction with assignment" as a first reason for leaving.
However, 23.2% indicated "dissatisfaction with assignment” was one of the top three reasons for
leaving their positions.

Personal reasons (i.e., family/personal move, retirement, pregnancy/child-rearing, and

retirement) were usually given as first reasons for leaving, rarely as second or third reasons.
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l Table 5.3
. Primary Reasons Why Special and Genera! Educators Left Their Teaching Positions
(See Exhibits 5.26 and 5.27 for More Detail)
Special Educators General Educators
l Primary Reascns First Top 3 First Top 3
for Leaving: Reason Reasons Reason Reasons
Family/personal
. move 25.0% 28.0% 19.8% 25.0%
Pregnancy/child-rearing 5.0% 11.0% 5.0% 5.0%
' Dissatisfaction with assignment 19.0% 51.5% 10.7% 23.2%
Dissatisfied with teaching as a -
l career ' 3.0% 11.0% 1.6% 11.5%
Retirement 5.0% 6.0% 26.8% 31.1%
l Pursue another
education-related career 11.0% 12.0% 7.0% 8.9%
Pursue career outside of
I education 2.0% 8.0% 3.0% 4.4%
For an even better teaching
| assignment 9.0% ° 18.0% 3.8% 9.9%
Health 2.0% 2.0% 1.0% 7.0%
l For better salary or benefits 1.0% 11.0% 0.4% 2.8%
School staffing action (€.g..
' reduction in force, school
closing, school reorganization,
reassignment) 5.0% 7.0% 2.9% 3.4%
' To take sabbatical or other break
from teaching 0.0% 1.0% 1.5% 7.5%
(Continued)
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Table 5.3 (Continued)
Special Educators General Educators

Primary Reasons First Top 3 First Top 3
for Leaving: Reason Reasons Reason Reasons
Return to school full time to take

courses to improve career

opportunities in special

education 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.1%
Return to school full time to take

courses to improve career

opportunities in the field of

educatien 0. 0% 1.0% 0.7% 1.8%
Return to school full time to take

courses to improve career

opportunities outside of

education 1.0% 2.0% 0.0% 1.0%
Other 8.0% 15.0% 15.3% 22.4%
Nonresponse 3.0% 3.0% 0.4% 0.4%
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Therefore, personal decisions appear to be pivotal to decisions to leave. "Dissatisfaction with
assignment" was ofien given as a first reason, but it more often played a secondary role to other
factors. Dissatisfaction therefore, figures into leaving, but often as a contributor, not always as
the first reason.

Primary reasons for leaving among special educators were tabulated across experience
and race (see Table 5.4). Experience was grouped into 1-4, 5-10, 11-20, and 20+ year periods.
A higher percentage of less experienced special educators (ten or less years of experience) than
more experienced teachers (greater than 10 years of experience) left for family or personal move
and pregnancy or child-rearing than the more experienced teachers. As expected, only special
educators with greater than 20 years of experience indicated retirement as their primary reason
for leaving. Dissatisfaction with assignment as the first reason for leaving was distributed over
the four age groups of special educators, with the greatest percentage of dissatisfied teachers
oceurring in the 0-10 year group. More teachers in the 11-20 year group left to pursue another
career in education than in the other experience groups. Two differences in the patterns across
race were: (1) a higher percentage of the African-American teachers left for dissatisfaction
(30%) than the European-American teachers (22%), and (2) a higher percentage of the
European-American teachers left for family or personal reasons than the African-American
teachers.

1. Reasons For Leaving—Dissatisfiers

About 38% of the special educators and 66% of the general education teachers
indicated no areas of dissatisfaction. This means that for close to two-thirds of the special
educators and approximately a third of the general educators, dissatisfaction (with their
assignment or teaching as a career) had an influence on their decisions to leave (see
Exhibit 5.28).

Exiters who identified dissatisfaction with either their teaching assignment or with
teaching as a career as a reason for leaving their MCS position were asked to specify from a list

of 27 items those specific "dissatisfiers" which were important to their decisions to leave their
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Table S4

Selected Primary Reasons That Special Educators Left Their MCS Teaching Positions
by Age Groups (Frequencies and Column Percents).

Years of MCS Teaching Experience

0-3.99 Yrs | 4-9.99 Yrs | 10-19.99Yrs 20+ Yrs
(N=25) (N=29) (N=26) (N=16)
First Reason for Leaving N % N % N % N %
Family or personal move 9 36% | 11 38% 4 15% 1 6%
Pregnancy or child-rearing 2 8% |2 7% |1 4% |0 0%
To retire | 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 5 5%
Dissatisfaction with assignment 5 20% 8 28% 6 23% | 3 19%
To pursue another career in
education 2 8% 1 3% 6 23% | 2 13%

MCS classroom positions. They were also asked to identify one dissatisfier that was "most
important" to their decision to leave. They were also given the opportunity to comment on any
dissatisfiers they identified.

All areas of dissatisfaction, as well as the most important area of dissatisfaction, are
highlighted for both the special and general educators in Tables 5.5 and 5.6, respectively. The
reasons that special education teachers most frequently identified as being important to their
decision to leave are listed in Table 5.5 (the percents total more than 100 because of multiple
responses). All other dissatisfiers were chosen by less than 12% of the respondents.
Dissatisfaction areas that contributed to teachers' decisions to feave their MCS positions relate
primarily to problems with role overload (i.e., class size, too much paperwork, and lack of

adequate support staff), inadequate support from central office personnel, and inadequate
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Table 5.5

Major Areas of Dissatisfaction That Contributed to Special Educators’ Decisions
to Leave Their MCS Classroom Positions
(See Exhibit 5.27 for More Detail)

Most
All Important
Areas of Dissatisfaction Reasons Reason

Class size/case load too large 32.3% 5.1%
Too much paperwork 28.3% 3.0%
Lack of adequate support staff (e.g., aides) 27.3% 3.0%
Inappropriate placement of students with disabilities 25.3% 6.1%
Inadequate support from central administration 25.3% 8.1%

Inadequate facilities or classrooms 22.2% 1.0%

Student discipline problems 18.2% 1.0%
Unsafe working environment 14.2% 1.0%
Inadequate program design or curriculum 14.1% 2.0%
Lack of appreciation/respect 14.1% 0.0%
Demands of working with special students 13.1% 0.0%
Stress associated with teaching - 131% 1.0%

Too many nonteaching responsibilities 12.1% 2.0%

l inadequate support from principals 20.2% 7.1%
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Table 5.6

Major Areas of Dissatisfaction That Contributed to Genersal Educators' Decisions
to Leave Their MCS Teaching Positions
(See Exhibit 5.27 for Standard Errors)

‘Most
All Important

Areas of Dissatisfaction Reasons Reasons
Student discipline problems 18.8% 7.0%
Poor student attendance/motivation to learn 18.1% 4.7%
Stress associated with teaching 16.6% 6.6%
Class size/case load too large 13.0% 0.0%
Lack of appreciation/respect - 12.7% 2.5%
inadequate support from principals ' 12.1% 6.2%

facilities or ciassrooms. Across most important areas of dissatisfaction, the same themes
emerged for the special educators, but lack of support from administrators were most frequently
ranked as the most important reason for leaving (inadequate support from central administration,
8.1%; inadequate support from principal, 7.1%; inappropriate placement of students with
disabilities, 6.1%; and class size/caseioad too large, 5.1%).

There were few pattemns in reasons for leaving among the general educators (probably in
part due to greater satisfaction among this groupj. For the gereral educators, student discipline
problems, poor student attendance/motivation to learn, and the stress associated with teaching
were among those problems most frequently identified. Similarly. the most important

dissatisfiers among general educators include student discipline problems (7.0%), the stress -

associated with teaching (6.7%), inadequate support from principal (6.2%), and poor studert

attendance/motivation to learn (4.7%). Student discipline problems, large class/size and
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caseloads, and inadequate support from principals were dissatisfiers for both the general and
special educator groups (also see Exhibit 5.27).
2. Examples of Exited Teachers' Commenis

As indicated above, special and general educators left their MCS teaching
positions for varied and often multiple reasons. Some teachers indicated that they left for
personal reasons and had enjoyed teaching in the MCS. Others voiced frustration with specific
aspects of their jobs. Examples of their comments are presented below o illustrate some of their
major Concerns.

Teachers frequently identified concerns related to role overload. Their concerns
included problems with paperwork, excessive caseloads, and other demanding duties. The
following special educator expressed dissatisfaction w1th her workload as well as the lack of
appreciation for her efforts: -

Class size and caseload were one of the major areas of my dissatisfaction. Each year that
I taught I had from 30 to 50 students that I had to provide with an individual education.
Most of my students were with me for 2 to 3 hours daily. Some students were with me
even longer. At times I had as many as 25 students in my class. Also, the paperwork for
30 to 50 studenis is a lot. | had a teachers's assistant for only 45 minutes a week. Wow!
Then | had after school meetings. And no one seemed to appreciate what I did.

Unreasonable workloads are not just problems in themselves. They get in the way of
what teachers find meaningful, i.e., that of teaching students and meeting studer:s' needs. As

one teacher expressed:

| was a part-time resource teacher in 2 different schools, and my caseload was such that |
had enough students at both schools to be a fulltime teacher at both schools. The
students were getting cheated and so was 1. There was not enough of me to
accommodate the students’ needs.

A second teacher wrote:

I loved my students and loved teaching them. But, there were so many other things [ had
to do that I felt as if | was not able to give each student the attention that they needed. |
wanted to teach but | felt as if everything kept getting in the way of my teaching. Please

help get teachers' job back to teaching. If this happens some day I will go back to
teaching.
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A third teacher, although happy in her last year in the MCS, reflected on the lack of

control she felt about her caseload:

My last year was very good, but you always knew it could change at any time. There
were no established limits as to how many students you could have on your roll.
A number of teachers made comments about unsupportive administrators. Some

teachers indicated lack of support related to discipline. For example, one teacher wrote:

It seemed the principal did not have time to be bothered about what [ called severe
classroom problems, such as bringing weapons to school, students hitting teachers, and
other students. . . . The discipline was not consistent, nor was any discipline carried
out.

However, some teachers made the point that their administrators made a positive

difference. The following teacher noted some problems like the others, but cited the

administrator as key to an improvement in her situation:

My last two years of teaching were far better than the first 7 years. The problems at the
central office, state irregularities/changes in the middle of the year, and needless paper
shuffles were the same at both assignments. The difference was the learning
environment and the supportive administration. The most recent school had a strong
academic reputation and administrators who worked for the kids. These two factors set
high expectations for me as the teacher as well as for the students. My classroom was an
exciting place.

About 14% of the teachers who left because of dissatisfaction cited safety as important to

their desire to leave. The following teacher elaborated on her concern:

Students humiliated teachers with impunity; sometimes even endangering life and limb,
frequently property. My wallet was stolen. Two teachers' cars were stolen from the
arking lot by students. Most had money and supplies stolen. Such incidents were the
norm. | was frequently shouted down when trying to teach. No one was in the office for
emergencies. Teachers called 911. This was not education.
B. i ion
Respondents were asked how satisfied they were with 26 aspects of their job during their

last year of employment in the MCS (using a 4-point response scale that ranged from a "1" for
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"very dissatisfied" to a "4" for "very satisfied"). These 26 items were averaged to provide mean
job satisfaction composite scores for both special and general educators. Job satisfaction
composite means were lower for special educators (M=2.60) than general educators (M=2.76).
The difference in job satisfaction composite means between general and special educators was
statistically significant (t=-2.68, df=1; p < .01). However, it is important to note that there were
no differences between special and general educators on job satisfaction on composite means,
when controlling for age and race (t=-1.7, ¢=2; p=.10).

Table 5.7 provides the job satisfaction item and composite means for both special and
general educators, ordered from special education highest area of satisfaction to the lowest (also
see Exhibits 5.30 and 5.31). As Table 7 shows, the highest means for job satisfaction items
among both special educators and general educators included "job security”, "autonomy and
control over your own classroom,” "relationships with colleagues"”, and "professional caliber of
colleagues." There were no significant differences between general and special educators on
these four items.

Special and general educators also shared the two lowest job satisfaction means, "support
from parents" (sped M=2.11; gened M=2.15) and "nonteaching demands (sped M=1.88; gened
M=2.02)." Other low job satisfaction items means among special educators included
"availability of résources and equipment for classroom" (M=2.14), "class size" (M=2.19),
“facilities/classrooms" (M=2.19), "student discipline and behavior" (M-2.29),
"support/recognition from central office administrators" (M=2.32), "student attendance and
motivation to learn"” (M=2.37), and "the esteem of the community for the teaching profession”
(M=2.38). General educators also had relatively low item means in the areas of "student
behavior and discipline” (M=2.06), "student attendance and motivation to leam” (M=2.23), and
"class size" (M=2.42). For more detail, see Exhibit 5.30.

There were significant differences between general and special educators on individual
job satisfaction items (age and race were not controlled for in these analyses). Significant job
satisfaction differences between general and special educators are marked with an asterisk (*) on
Table 5.7. General educators reported higher job satisfaction than special educators on

salary/benefits, facilities/classrooms, support/recognition from building administrators,
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Table 5.7

Individual and Composite Job Satisfaction Means for Special and General Educators
(See Exhibit 5.31 for More Detail and Standard Errors)

Job Satisfaction ktems Special Education Means* General Education Means*
Job security 3.33 3.30
Autonomy or control over your .

own classroom 3.24 3.14
Relationships with colleagues 3.23 3.37
Professional caliber of |

colleagues 3.03 3.18
Location of school 2.97** 3.15%*

Opportunities to use your skills

and abilities : 2.96 3.01
Intellectual challenge 2.92 3.11
Salary/benefits - 2.89*%* 3.07**
Procedures for evaluating your

performance 2.83 298
Student progress 2.83 2.68
Support/recognition from

building administrators 2.65** 3.00%*
Opportunity for professional

advancement 252 298
School learning environment 251 2.61
Safety of school environment 2.50 2.63
Your influence over school

policies and practices 2.50 2.54
General working conditions 2.40*%* 2.72*%*
Number/types of classes 2.47** 2.73%*

(Continued)
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Table 5.7 (Continued)

Jo o Satisfaction items

Special Education Means*

General Education Means*

The esteem of the community

for the teaching profession 2.38 2.43
Student attendance and

motivation to learn 2.37 2.23
Support/recognition from

central office administrators 2.32 2.50
Student discipline and behavior 2.29%+ 2.06%*
Facilities/classrooms 2. 1g%*x 2.70%**
Class size 2.19%* 2.42%*
Availability of resources and

materials/equipment for your

classroom 2. 14%%% 2.87%*x
Support from parents 2.11 2.15
Nonteaching demands, e.g.,

meetings and paperwork 1.88 2.02

Total 2.60%* 2.76**

* Mean scores are based on four-point scale, ranging from a "1" for "very dissatisfied" to

a "4" for "very satisfied."

** Statistically significant difference at p<.05 between means of general and special

education teachers.

*Ex Statistically significant difference at p<.01 between means of general and special

education teachers.
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number/types of classes, general working conditions, availability of resources and materials and
equipment, class size, and location of school. Special educators had higher levels of job

satisfaction than general educators on one itemn, student discipline and behavior.

C. Incentives to Remain in Memphis

Special and general educators who left because of dissatisfaction were asked to state any
actions that the MCS could have taken that would have convinced them to stay. The contents of
these written responses were then grouped into logical categories. The results of these analyses
are presented in Exhibit 5.29. A wide range of specific incentives were specified under five
major headings; administrative support, policies/procedures, physical environment, teacher
role/resources, and student placement. Additional responses not fitting into one of the above
categories are listed under a sixth heading, i.e., "other."

A wide range of specific incentives were specified under these five headings; however,
few were specified by 10% or more of the exiters. As expected, a number of the suggested
incentives are closely related to reasons for leaving. For example, reduce paperwork and
caseloads, provide aide, and provide greater administrative support are closely related to reasons

for leaving.

D.  Employment After Exiting

Several questions were included on the questionnaire to determine the employment status
and place of employment of exiters after leaving their positions. To assess the current activities
of those leaving their classroom positions the following year, teachers were asked to select their
current primary and secondary status from a list of 11 options. Table 5.8 outlines the major
activities of special and general education exiters (also see Exhibits 5.19 to 5.25). Among those
special educators who left the MCS, the majonty continued teaching, usuan, 1 special
education assignments in other districts. Sixty-two percent (62 of 99) of the responding special
education exiters were still working in a school system the year after they left. Fifty-five percent
(55 c£99) were still teaching in a school system. Thirty-nine percent were teaching special

education in other districts the 16% had transferred to general education teaching positions.
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Table 5.8

Major Activities of Special and General Education Exiters, One Year After They Exited
(See Exhibits 5.18 and 5.19 for More Detail)

Speciai Education General Education
(N=99) (N=1,158)
Major Activities of Exiters in
Year Following Exiting N Yo N %
Still in school system 62 63% 428 37%
a. Teaching 55 56% 332 29%
(1) Special Education 39 39% 0 0%
(2) General education 16 16% 332 29%
b. Administration 7 7% 33 3%
c. Other 1 1% 63 5%
Teaching (not in a school system) 3 3% 76 7%
Homemaking/child-reading 1 11% 69 6%
Employed in occupation outside of
education 8 8% 126 11%
Retired 8 8% 297 26%
Unemployed and seeking work 2 2% 79 7%
Attending college/university 2 2% 34 3%
Other 3 3% 18 2%
Nonresponse 0 0% 31 3%
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Of the 99 responding exited special educators, 38% (IN=40) were not employed in a

school system. Their activities included teaching in a setting outside of a school system (3%),
homémaking (11%), and unemployed and seeking work (2%), retired (8%), employed outside of
education (8%), and other activities (3%).

Of the responding general education exiters, an estimated 37% were still employed by a
school system, and 29% were still teaching in a school system. About 7% of the respondents
were teaching in positions outside of a school system, 26% had retired, 11% were employed in
an occupation outside of education, and 6% were engaged in homemaking and/or child bearing.

Exhibit 5.20 outlines the current place of employment for the exiters. Approximately
40.2% of the special educators and . 2.6% of the general educators were still employed in a
public school system in Tennessee. Approximately 40% of the exited special education and 30%
of the exited general educators were employed either in the MCS or within a one hour drive of
the MCS school district (see Exhibit 5.22). Of those special zducators who left the MCS, but
stayed within an hour drive of the MCS, most were employed in Shelby County. For the general
educators, most were employed in Fayette County.

The few special and general education teachers exiters who taught out of state were
teaching in a variety of states (e.g., Alaska, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi,
Ohio, and South Carolina) (see Exhibit 5.20).

A small number of the special educators who left special education teaching in the MCS
remained in the system doing other kinds of work. These teachers were teaching in general

education, doing substitute teaching, or employed in administrative positions.

E. Future Plans

The questionnaire included several questions about teachers' future plans. One
questionnaire item asked both special and general educators how long they planned to remain in
teaching. Special educators were also asked how long they planned to remain in special
education teaching. Another question asked special and general education teachers to indicate
from a list of 13 options, what they hoped to be doing professionally three years from now.
Teachers who were not currently teaching we;re asked whether or not they plan to return to

teaching. Results are outlined in Exhibits 5.34 through 5.36.
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All special and general educators surveyed were asked: "What do you hope to be doing
professionally three years from now?" About 50% of the special educators and 24% of the
general educators reported that they plan to be employed as teachers. About 7% of the special
educators and 25% of the general educators plan to be retired. The difference between these
groups in intention to be teaching is in large part due to the higher percentage of general
educators who plan to retire. Homemaking/child-rearing is the anticipated activity for 9% of the
special educators and 8% of the general educators. Nine percent of both groups plan to be
employed outside of education and about 10% of the special educators and 16% of the general
educators plan to be in nonteaching positions such as administration.

Table 5.9 summarizes the plans of special and general educators who are nof currently
employed as teachers. They were asked: "Do you plan to return to special/general education
teaching?" Over a quarter (28%) of the special educators who are not currently teaching plan to

return to special education teaching (most within a year or two), 43% definitely plan not to

F. Retrospective Decision To Teach Again

General and special educators' were asked to respond to the question: “If you could go
back to your college days and start over again, would you become a teacher?" For the specfal
educators, 61% indicated that they "certainly would" (37.4%) or "probably would" (23.2%)
become a teacher again. About 14% indicated that chances were about even for and against and
another 14% indicated that they would not become a special educator again. Only 9% indicated
that they certainly ould not become a teacher again. General educators findings were strikingly

similar.

G. Reasons For Entering Teaching and Initial Career Intents and Experiences

The questionnaires contained a number of items to assess why these exiters decided to
become teachers, their initial intentions for remaining in teaching, and whether they would teach

again if they were starting their careers over.
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Table 5.9

Special and General Educators' Plans to Return te Teaching
(See Exhibit 5.36A for More Detail)

Special Educators Not General Educators Not

Currently Teaching Currentiy Teaching
(N=51) (N=680)
Plans to Return to Teaching % Y% (SE)
Plan to return in a year or two 21.6% 17.4% (5.4)
Plan to return within 5 years 3.9% 2.7% (1.8)
Plan to return more than five
years 2.0% 83% - 4.7
No, definitely no 43.1% 45.9% (7.0)
Undecided 29.4% 25.6% (5.9
Totals 100.0% 100.0%

1. Reasons For Becoming a Teacher

The major reasons for becoming a teacher were somewhat simiiar for the general
and special educators (see Exhibits 5.7A and 5.7B). The most frequent responses for the two
groups of teachers included: (a) I liked working with young people; (b) I aiways wanted to or
always thought I'd be good at it; (c) | wanted to contribute to society/be of service to others; (d) |
liked the vacaiions, work hours, or job security; and (e) I was inspired or encouraged by my
former teachers. For the special educators, 26.31% indicated that "more job opportunities in

special education” was an important reason for becoming a teacher.
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2, Initial Plans For iping in Teachi
Special and general educators were asked, "When you first started teaching, how
long did you intend to remain in teaching/special education teaching?" Exhibit 5.8 outlines
special and general educators’ responses io the question. The majority of respondents indicated
that they initially planned to remain in teaching until retirement or for a long time (sped=77%,;
gened=72%). Relatively few had planned to stay for only a few years or until they had children
(see Exhibit 5.8).
3. Would These Teachers Again Choose Teaching?
Exhibit 5.32 shows both general and special educators' responses to the question,
"if you could go back to your college days and start over again, would you become a teacher?"
Results were similar across special and general educators. About 60% of both the special and
general educators indicated that they "certainly would" or "probably would" become a teacher
again. Almost half of the special educatic: exiters indicated that they would become a special
education teacher again and 21% indicated that chances were about even for and against. A
quarter indicated that they would "probably not" become a special education teacher, and 4%

indicated that they "certainly would not" become a special education teacher.
Iv. DISCUSSION

This discussion is organized by the questions addressed in this paper. For purposes.of

this presentation, the questions have been restated as brief topics.

A. Exit Rat

Approximately 7.5% of teachers left their special education positions each year in the
MCS over the three-year period. When retirees were excluded, attrition was close to a
percentage point lower over each of the three vears. Thus, attrition from the MCS was relatively
modest, and the percentage of teachers leaving special education was even smaller. Also, itis
important to emphasize that attrition is not necessarily permanent--a number of these teachers

plan to retumn to teaching in a year or two (however, they may not return to the MCS). Even
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when special educators leave special education teaching in the MCS, administrators reported
that they had little difficulty finding qualified replacements. Therefore, it would apy zar that the
MCS does not have a "crisis” in the number of special education teachers leaving their
classrooms.

Further, contrary to popular opinion, the attrition rate of special educators was similar to
that of general educators for each of the three years. One reason for this finding is due to the
high percentage of general educators retiring; i.e., when teachers who left because of retirement
or death are excluded, special education teachers' exit rates are about 1.5 percent higher than
those of general education teachers. Of course the attrition patterns and reasons for leaving in

* the MCS may be very different from other urban districts. This suggests the importance of
evaluating local conditions and contexts when considering strategies for retaining personnel
(Smith-Davis, Burke, & Ncel, 1984).

Our findings on attrition rates contrast with previous reports of extremely high estimates
of attrition in special education (see American Speech-Language-Hearing Association, et al.,
1989). This is not to imply that the MCS should not be concerned about attrition rates.
Approximately 7% of special educators left their positions each year, which means that if a
similar number continue to leave over a five-year period, the MCS may have to replace upto a
third of its teaching force. The time and energy required to recruit, hire, orient, and supervise
new personnel is costly. Another concern is that if attrition rates continue to increase as they
have for the three years of data collection, the MCS may indeed have troublesome attrition rates
in the near future. It is also possible that attrition rates were lower during this period than during
other years, due to an overall depressed economy.

The higher proportion of European Americans exiting the MCS is expected based on
previous research by Dworkin (1980). Dworkin observed that White faculty were more likely to
want to quit urban school posiﬁons than Black or Hispanic faculty. He also reported high
turnover rates in urban schools among White, middle-class women. Dworkin suggests these
women ¢o not want to drive from their suburban neighborhoods and are also afraid to teach in

inner-city schools.
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B. Reasons for Leaving

A primary purpose of this study is to understand special and general educators' reasons
for leaving their teaching positions in the MCS. It was interesting to note that exited special and
general educators identified many of the same reasons for leaving their positions. Overall,
primary reasons for leaving related to personal/family reasons, dissatisfaction with assignment,
and retirement. The importance of viewing attrition in the context of the individual and the
lifecycle was confirmed by these findings. For example, the primary reason for leaving was
personal/family reasons, presumably factors that the district cannot control. Also, the mean age
of special educators was less than general educators, and special educators were less likely to
indicéte retirement as a reason for leaving. |

Special educators gave dissatisfaction as a reason for leaving more often than general
educators. The low satisfaction areas identified by special educators as reasons for leaving were
remarkably consistent across the three years. Many of the reasons related to role overload (e.g.,
lack of adequate support staff, class size/case load too large, and too much paperwork). Other
frequently mentioned reasons for leaving were related to a lack of support from administrators
(both central office and principals). Inappropriate placement of students with disabilities and
student discipline problen.s were also identified as reasons for leaving for both years.

The reasons the MCS teachers gave for leaving are consistent with other research
findings (e.g., Billingsley & Cross; 1991; Billingsley, Bodkins, & Hendricks, 1993; McKnab,
1983). Thus, the MCS are not alone in experiencing these difficulties. In fact, there are some
striking similarities between this study and one conducted by Billingsley and Cross (1991). Not
all areas could be compared due to differences in methodelogy, definition of attrition, and the
response choices for areas of dissatisfaction. Still in spite of differences in study design (e.g.,
differences in samples, survey items, response choices) there are many similarities. The MCS
study and the Billingsley and Cross study show similar percentages for reasons for leaving in the
areas of paperwork, inadequate central office and principal support, class size problems, student
discipline problems, parents problems, and lack of appreciation/respect.

We were interested in assessing the cxtent to which safety would be a reason for leaving.

Safety was given as a reason for leaving by a relatively small percentage of leavers (14% of
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special educators and 7% of general educators who left because of dissatisfaction identified “a
concern about the "safety of the school environment" as contributing to their decisions to leave).
Safety was given as the "first" reason for leaving by only ane of the special education
respondents and none of the general education respondents. However, though personal safety
was not a major reason for actually leaving their positions, it was a source of job dissatisfaction
among many of the exiters; i.e., about 51% of the special educators and 42% of the general
educators were either "somewhat dissatisfied" or "very dissatisfied" with the safety of their
school environment. However, safety concerns were identified far less often as a source of job

dissatisfaction than other factors, such as paperwork, students discipline, and class size.

C. isfaction

Job dissatisfaction has been associated with higher levels of stress (Billingsley & Cross,
1992; Cross & Billingsley, 1994; Sutton & Huberty, 1984), attrition, teacher absenteeism, and
illness (Culver, Woifle, & Cross, 1990). MCS special educators had significantly lower job
satisfaction scores than the general educators. However, although special educators were less
satisfied than general educators on the job satisfaction composite score, differences between the
teaching groups were not significant after controlling for race and age. Previous research

findings suggest that job satisfaction is related to age with workers becoming more satisfied as

“they age (Williams, 1993). This does not suggest that efforts should not be made to improve the

satisfaction of special educators, only that we need to acknowledge the different makeup of the
special education group (i.e., they are younger and more likely to be European American than
the general education sample).

Many of the lowest satisfaction ratings were similar to those areas identified as reasons
for leaving. For example, nonteaching demands, class size, student discipline, and
support\recognition from central administrators were areas of relatively low satisfaction.
However, some low satisfaction areas were rarely mentioned as reasons for leaving. For
example, satisfaction with support from parent was very low, yet it was rarely identified as a

reason for leaving.
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General and special educators' responses on the job satisfaction scale revealed a number
of common areas of dissatisfaction. These include nonteaching demands, student discipline and
behavior, class size, student attendance and motivation to learn, support from parents, and
influence over school policies/practices. It is important to emphasize that many problems faced
by special educators are not unique to their circumstances, but are shared by general educators.
Therefore, with some problems, like student discipline and behavior, school and system-wide
policies might best be implemented to address the problems.

Special and general educators' ratings of job satisfaction in the MCS suggests areas
needing improvement. Consideration should be given to procedures for improving student
motivation and behavior, reducing nonteaching demands (e.g., paperwork) and.class size, and
increasing parent involvement and support. For special educators in particular, there is a need to
provide additional classroom resources and equipment, improve facilities/classrooms, and
provide greater administrative support.

The majority of exiters do not appear to be disillusioned with special education teaching
as a career. Approximately 61% of the special education exiters indicated that they either
"certainly would" or "probably would" choose special education teaching again as a career.
Another encouraging finding is that of those who left to teach in other districts (N=52) about
70% (N=36) were still teaching special education. However, some special educators do appear
to be disillusioned with special education teaching. About 23% indicated that they either "would

not" or "probably would not" again choose special education teaching as a career.

D. Improving Retention
Not surprisingly, many of the incentives for remaining in special education were related

to reasons for leaving and dissatisfaction areas. Reducing paperwork, providing aides, and
greater administrative support were frequently mentioned interventions. Itis likely that some of
these teachers would have been retained had they have been granted transfers. The opportunity
to transfer to a more desirable assignment was an incentive suggested by approximately 8% of

the special educators.

5.31




Work conditions are alterable, unlike personal/family variables. Therefore, one might
conclude that improving teachers' work conditions is important to improving retention in the,
MCS. However, it is important to note that interventions for improving teacher satisfaction
would not have had much of an impact on retention in the MCS during the last few years. For
example, consider that approximately 22% of the special education exiters gave either
"dissatisfaction with assignment” or "dissatisfaction with teaching as a career" as their primary
reason for leaving (the remaining 75% gave something other than dissatisfaction as their primary
reason for leaving). Next assume that the MCS wanted to retain all 22% of these dissatisfied
special educators, which includes only about 10 teachers per year. If the MCS could have
retained all 10 of these teachers each year, it would not have a great impact on the supply of
teachers in the MCS since these 10 teachers represent only about 2% of the MCS special
education teaching force. About 62% all of the exited special education teachers indicated that
dissatisfaction was "one of the three major reasons" that contributed to their decisions to leave
their positions. Even if the improvement of work conditions would have retained all of these
exiters, we are still involving only about 5% of the MCS speci.al education teaching force.

We should acknowledge the depressed economic conditions during the period of time
that this study was completed. During better times, attrition may well be higher given increased
opportunities in other districts and nonteaching fields. Therefore, when the economy improves
and there are more opportunities outside of the MCS, dissatisfied teachers may leave in greater
numbers.

Of course there are other very important reasons besides teacher retention for improving
teachers' work conditions, which include building a motivated, effective, and committed
teaching force. It makes more sense to try to improve the work conditions of special educators
because it is good for students, programs, and teachers' morale. Working to improve the MCS
teaching environment should also assist in attracting qualified teachers.

If work conditions are improved, an increase in teacher retention wili likely follow.
However, even substantial improvements in work conditions may not keep these teachers,
because a substantial percentage left for personal/family reasons or retirement. Further, subur-

ban districts may still remain more attractive than urban settings from a number of perspectives
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(e.g., location, safety, student population). It is of interest that many of the special and general
educators who continued to teach in another school district after they left the MCS, continued to
do so in a nearby district. About one-fourth of the continuing special educators and one-third of
the "continuing" general educators taught in districts that were within a one-hour drive of the
MCS.

Another reason for improving work circumstances is that many teachers who leave,
eventually return (Singer, 1993b). Therefore, it is likely that teachers who have positive associa-
tions with the MCS will be more likely to return to the district than those v 10 leave because of

dissatisfaction.

E. Current Status of Exiters and Future Plans

The majority of exited teachers were not lost to education, rather they have moved to
other districts and/or educational positions. A year after leaving, approximately 60% of the
special education exiters are still working in a public school system, and about a half were still
teaching. Eurther, a number of the special and general exiters are still employed by the MCS, in
a different capacity. This suggests that teacher attrition from special education (not the MCS)
was quite low (about haif of the overall special education teacher attrition rate in the MCS).
That is, between 3.3% and 4.4% of the special education teaching force, depending on the year,
actually exited from special education teaching.

Approximately half of the special educators are still teaching (inside and/or outside the
MCS), although a number have moved to general education positions. In fact, more of the
special educators continued to teach than the general educators and more of the general
educators were employed outside of education.

It is clear that while these exiters left their positions, many plan to have long careers in
teaching. An analysis of the future plans of the exiters show that many of the exiters plan to
remain in teaching for the remainder of their careers. Over half of the special educators and
slightly less than half of the general educators who are currently teaching plan to remain "as long
as they are able" or "until retirement." And, about one-fourth of the special educators and about

one-fifth of the general educators plan to return to teaching within a year or two.
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Very few of the exiters are employed in occupations outside of education. Although it is

not possible to determine whether this is due to lack of opportunity, few of the exiters indicate

that they aspire to non-education occupations.

V. IMPLICATIONS FOR STRATEGIC PLANNING

The findings of this study of exited teachers have the following implications for strategic

planning in the MCS:

B

Given the clear patterns found in this study in teachers' reasons for leaving, job
satisfaction, and recommendations for change, administrators and teachers must
work together to improve work conditions in special education. Key z:eas to
consider include modifying work load, increasing administrative support at both
the central office and building levels, providing better facilities and teaching
resources, looking at student placement issues, and improving student behavior.
Particular attention should be given to areas of low job satisfaction, as well as
incentives for staying. These problems are not unique to the MCS staff and have
been reported in various other ssudies of attrition.

Addressing special and general educators' areas of concern makes sense, since
both groups indicated many of the same areas of dissatisfaction. For example,
nonteaching demands, student discipline and behavior, class size, student
attendance and motivation to learn, support from parents, and influence over
school policies/practices are low satisfaction areas for both general and special
educators.

Overall, special and general educators were relatively satisfied with their control
over their own classroom environment, but much less so with their influence over
school policies and practices. This suggests that teachers need to have greater
input into the broader policies that affect them.

Dissatisfaction with either their teaching assignment or teaching as a career
clearly played a bigger role among some leavers than others. Clearly specific
school and assignment factors are related to attrition. This suggests the
importance of conducting exit interviews to understand why teachers leave in any
given year and to encourage strategic planning to address areas of need.

Another reason for improving work conditions is that a district's (or school's)
reputation for positive working conditions will likely help recruit qualified
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teachers. Some attrition is inevitable each year and replacing staff will likely be
easier if the work conditions are positive. Further, those teachers who stay in the
area and leave for family-related reasons may be more likely to eventually return
if they had positive work experiences in .he MCS.

Improving some work conditions may have very little influence on teacher
retention. For example, one of the lowest areas of job satisfaction was parent
support; however, improving parent support may not improve retention because
teachers rarely gave lack of parent support as a reason for leaving. '

The opportunity of transferring to other schools within the MCS may keep some
teachers from transferring to nearby school districts. Teachers who are not happy
with their current assignment may find another one within the MCS more sat-
isfactory. Also, some teachers want to be closer to home or to where their
children receive their care and education.

The MCS should not necessarily expect to significantly reduce attrition by work-
related improvements because teachers gave many different reasons for leaving
and some of these variables are virtually impossible to influence. Further, even if
the MCS could have prevented the attrition of the dissatisfied teachers who left,
these dissatisfied teachers only make up 1-3% of the entire workforce. However,
improving work conditions and trying to alleviate dissatisfaction are important
for building a motivated, effective, and committed teaching force. A modest
increase in retention is a likely byproduct.
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EXHIBIT 8.1

Comparison of Three-Year Exiter Study Respondents and Nonrespondents
by Race, G2oder, Years of Experience, and Career Ladder Status--
Using Unweighted Totals for Geaersl Education Teachers

Spec Ed Teachers Gea Ed Teachers
(Total=148) (Uaweighted Total=187)
Respondent Nourespondent Respoudent  Nounrespondeat
Teacher Characteristics (Total=104)*  (Total=41)* (Totai=120)*  (Total=$7)*
Race
African American 19.2% 3L.7% 40.8% 58.2%
European American 78.8% 65.9% 59.2% 418%
Other 19% 24% 0.0% 0.0%
Gender
Male 48% 24% 20.0% 34.3%
Female 95.2% 97.6% 80.0% 65.1%
Career Ladder Status
Not on ladder 43.1% 512% 49.2% 672%
Class I 452 46.3 40.0% 31.3%
Class II 19% 0.0% 42% 0.0%
Class Ml 43% 24% 6.7% 1.5%
Total Teaching Experience
4 years of less (Beginners) 337% 43.9% 40.0% 522%
More than 4 years (Experienced) 66.3% 56.1% 60.0% 478%

¢ mpemenng«nponedinwhoolumnmbasedmuwiwnmspummk.
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IXHIBIT 82

Comparison of Three-Year Exiter Study Responding and Noaresponding
Special Education Teachers by Teaching Assignment

Education Teachers
(Total=148)
' Respordents Nouorespondeats
Teacher Charscteristics (Total=9%) (Totalxd6)

Blind/Visual Impsirmeots 1.0% 0.0%
Deaf/Hearing Impairroents 5.1% 6.5%

Emotional Disturbances 4.0% 8.7%
Homebound/Hospitalized 2.0% 0.0%
Intellectually Gifted 3.0% 22%
Leaming Dissbilities 51.5% 50.0%
Maultiple Disabilities 4.0% 8.7%
Physical Disabilitics 2.0% 0.0%
Speech Impeirments 4.0% 43%
Severe Behavior/Communication Disorders (Autism) 4.0% 43%
Trainable Mental Retardation . 5.1% ' 6.5%

Totals 100.0% 100.0%

i _ Educable Mental Retardation 14.1% 8.7%

Q 5.37




Comparison of Three-Year Exiter Study Respondents and Noarespondeats

EXRIBIT 53

by Age, MCS Teaching Experience, and NTE's

Spec Ed Teachers Gen Ed Teachers
(Totzixi4S) (Unwelghted Totaln187)
Respondents Noorespondents R Noarespondents
Teacher Characteristics (Total=99) (Total=46) (Total=11]) (Total=76¢)
Mean Age (as of | Janvary
of exited school year 379 389 425 39.1
Mean Years of MCS
Experience 17 6.3 10.3 8.1
Mean NTE Commoa Score® 581.6 (39) 5652 (19) 549.0 (14) 1T@)
‘Mean NTE Core 1982
Battery Scores
Communication Skills* 6605 (37) 653.9(17) 6553 27) 652.7 (18)
Geperal Knowledge*® 656.8 (37) 647.6 (17) 652.6 (27) 649.9 (19)
Professional Knowiedge* 6589 (38) 651.7 (16) 6533 (2N 6462 (17)

® Tbe oumber of teachers for whom NTE scores weze available for computing each mean is shown in pareatheses.
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EXHIBIT 8.4

Comparison of Responding Three-Year Exiter Study Special and General Education Teachers
by Marital Status, Spouse Employment Status, and Number and Age of Dependents

|
g |
)
K
|
f
I
;

Spec Ed Teachers Gen Ed Teachers
Teacher Churacteristics N % Ne % SP)
Marital Status
Married 68 69.4% 833 762% (3.2)
Widowed, Divorced, or Separated 15 153% 157 143% (4.0
Never Married 18 15.3% 104 95% (3.7
Totals** o3 100.0% 1096 100.0%
Spouse Employed
Not Applicable 30 30.6% 310 268% (5.2)
Yes 64 653% 740 640% (1.7
Ne 4 4.1% 107 93% (.1)
Totais** 98 100.0% 1157 100.0%
Number of Dependents
Not Applicable 43 $1.6% 701 64.6% (6.0)
One 21 26 203 187% (5.9)
Two 22 2.7% 14 132% (A.6)
Three 13 12% (0%
- Pour 2 22% 17 16% (1.1)
Five 0.7% (.7
Totals** 93 100.0% 1086 100.0%
Age of Youngest Dependent
Not Applicable 46 4749 701 642% (5.9)
3 years or less 20 206% 146 133% @.i)
4-S years 4 4.1% 40 17% @.1)
6-10 years 9 93% 100 9.1% 49 -
11-19 years 11 113% 73 6.7% @.1)
20 years or more 7 12% 33 10 4
Tokaks** 97 100.0% 1090 100.0%

*  The N's in this column are weighted.

*¢  There may be differences in the totals for the various characteristics because of item oon-respocse.
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EXHIBIT 8.5

Comparlson of Responding Three-Year Exiter Study Special and General Education Teachers

by Famlly's Pretax Income Level and Perceatsge of Famlly Income

Coatributed by Teachers
Spec Ed Teachers Gen Ed Teachers
(Total=$8) (Wt'ed Total=1158)
Famity Income Levels % % (SE)
Toial Pamily Pretax Income
Less thaa $10,000 0.0% 0.0%
$10,000-14,999 0.0% 0.7% 0.5
$15,000-19,999 13% 0.0%
$20,000-24,999 133% 8.7% 3.9
$25,000-29,999 10.0% 123% (4.2)
$30,000-34,999 6.7% 3% 2.7
$35.000-39,999 133% 5.6% 2.3)
$40,000-49,999 18.9% 205% (6.2)
$50.000-59,999 7.8% 163% “.9
$60,000-74.999 122% 124% 3.9
$75,000-99,999 3.9% 103% 3.9
$100,000 or more 5.6% 4.6% (2.4)
Tolals 100.9% 100.0%
Average Percestsge Of Family Income -
Contribused by Teacher
i loorespanse 11 66
N ] 1092
Mean 58.8 55.1
Standard Deviatioa/Standard Error 353 s
Q 5.40 1 '/ ‘o
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EXHIBIT $.¢

Comparison of Responding Three-Year Exiter Study Special snd General Education Teachers
by Years of Teaching Experience and Memphie Background

Spec Ed Teachers Gen Ed Teachen
Teacher Characteristics N . Ne % ¢y
Total Years Pull-time Teaching
2 years or less 19 192% 218 192% (4.1)
14 years 10 10.1% 160 14.1% (S8.1)
$-10 years 28 23% 163 1435% (4.1)
11-20 years 28 23% 200 176% (1.9
21 ot more years 14 14.1% 393 J46% (4.3)
Totals** 9 100.0% 1136 100.0%
Total Years Full-time Special Educatica Teaching
0 years s 52% 1025.  93.0% 29)
1-2 yeurs 20 204% 3 3% (14)
34 yerrs 9 94% 7 07% (0.7)
5.10 years 28 26.0% 14 13% (1))
11-20 years 30 313% 0 0.0% (0.0
21 oc more yean 7 73% 0 00% (0.0)
Totals*® 96 100.0% 1079 100.0%
Grew up in the Memphis Area ‘
Yes 40 412% 47 402% (3.3)
No 57 8.8% 663 398% (s5.8)
Totals®® 2] 100.0% 1110  100.0%

¢ The N's in this column are weighted.

¢ There may be differences in the totals for the various chancteristics because of item noo-response.
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EXHIBIT 8.7A

Distribution of the Number of Ressons That Three-Year Exiter Study Rescodents’
Gave For Becoming Special o General Education Teachers :

-y o

;R e

Number of Reasons . Number of Ressong
Why Spec E4 Teachers Why Gen Ed Teachers
Becamie Spec Ed Teachers Became teachers

(Total=99)® (Wt'ed Tetalu1188)°
Number of Reasons Given % % (SI)
Noce 40% 37% (2.0
Ouve 212% 11.5% (3.2)
Two 212% 172% (4.4)
Three 273% 388% (6.1)
Four 14.1% 166% (4.1)
Five 5.1% 76% (3.1
Six . 40 26% (22)
Seven _ 30 0.0% (0.0)

Totals 100.0% 100.0%

. mpemnugurepomdinmcaecolummmbmdomhaetouh
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EXHIBIT 5.78

l\ Three-Year Exiter Study Resondents' Reasons For Prcoming Special or Genersl Education Teachers

Why Spec Ed Teachers Why Gen Td Teachers
Became Spec Ed Teacheny? Becr g Teacherg?

Important Most Important Important Most Important
Reason Reason Reason Reasen
(Weighted (Weighied
(Total=95)®  (Totalx93)* Toial=1092)® Total=1060)®
Reasons % % % "(SE) * (SE)

I always wanted 10 of slways 50.5% 344% 512% (62) 202% (4.9)
thought 1I'd be good al it. |

There were more job opportunities 26.3% 11.8% 0.0% (0.0) 04% (0.5)
in special than geoeral educatioa.

! I fell into it by accident. 13.7% 43% 571% (2.9 06% (0S)
‘ i liked the vacations, work bours, 2.1% 22% 422% (6.10) 98% (3.9
l of job security. .

1 liked working with young people. i84% 14.0% 713%  (53)  219% (6.1)

1 bad a family member/friend with 21.1% 43% 0.0% (0.0 00% (0.0
a disability.

1 wanied to coatribute to society/ 42% 14.0% 60.4% (6.0) 243% (.0
be of service to others.

1 was iaspired or encouraged by my 189% 21% 339Y% (87 104% 9
former teachers.

My relatives s+ze teachers. 153% 22% 214% (5.6) 09% (0.6

or grants) 10 passue special education.
1 got a dnaft deferment. 0.0% 0.0% 04% (04) 0.0% (0.0)

Otber. 14.7% 8.6% 73% Q46 5% 2

®  The percentages reported in esch column are based on these item response totals and they may total more than 100

l I received financial inceatives (scholarships  7.4% 22% 3IN% (29 00% (0.0)
l because of multiple responses.
-

o 9y 165
ERIC ®




EXHIBIT 58

Comparisoa of Responding Three-Year Exiter Study Special and General Education Teachers
by Length of Time They Initally Inteaded to Remala in Teaching

Spec Ed Teachers Remain  Gen Ed Teachers Remala
In Spec Ed Teaching In Gen Ed Teaching

(Total=95)* (Weighted Total=1060)*
% % (SE)
When you first started tesching, bow long
did you intend to remain in
teaching/special education teaching?
Until retiremeot. 463% $0.1% (5.7
For a long time. 305% i11% (4.7
For a few years only. 8.4% 8.0% (3.3)
Until I had childrea. 63% 113% (3.0
1 can't remember/1'm not sure. 8.4% 9.6% (3.6)
Totals 100.0% 100.0%
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EXHIBIT 5.9
l Comparisou of Responding Three-Year Exiter Study Spediai and General Education Teachers
by Highbest Degree Earned
_' Spec Ed Teachers Gen Ed Teachers
(Tota2=98)* (Weighted Total=1120)*

I Highest Degree Earned % % (SB)
B.A.or BS. 413% 553% (54)
Master's Degree. 41% 43.1% (54)
EdS. 1.0% 1% (L1)
Ph.D. or E4.D. 3i% 05% (0.5)

Totals 100.0% 100.0%
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EXHIBITS.1¢ " I
Comparisoa of Responding Three-Year Exiter Study Special and General Education Teachers .
by Teaching Preparatica ‘
Spec Ed Teachers Gea Ed Teachers l
(Total=99)® (Weighted Total=1120)® ’
Teaching Preparation % % (SE) '
Completed a bachelot's degree in special 50.5% 16% (LD '
education. .
Completed a bachelor's degree in a teaching 29.3% 199% (49
field other than special education.
Completed a bachelor's degree in a nonteaching field. 8.1% 8.6% (3.4 .
Completed a master's degree in special education. 3213% 0.0% (0.0) e
Completed a master’s degree in a teaching field 202% 37.1% (8.3
otber than special education.
Completed a master's degree in a nontesching field. $.1% 63% 3.3) '
Participated in an “sltemative program” for 2.0% 23% {L.1)
cenifying teachers who already have a bachelor's
degree in a field other than education.
Otber. 152% 6.7% 238) '

. ‘mepemmgaWhﬁexwiumnb&dw%mtd&hﬁmyumdlmmd
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EXHIBIT §.11

Compsrison of Respoading Three-Year Exiter Study Speciai and Geseral Education Teachers
by Liceasure/Certification Status Whea Accepted First Teaching Position

Certificatios Cecrtilication
Whea Spec Ed Teachers  When Gen Ed Teachers
Accepted First Spec Accepted First
Ed Teaching Position Teachiog Position
(Total=99)* (Weighted Total=1120)°
Licensure/Certification % % (SE)
Fully certified to ieach. NA®® 59.1% (5.9)
Fully certified to teach special education. 60.6% NAse
Probationary certification (the initial
certificate issued after satisfying a"\
requiresuents except the completion of a
probationary period). ' 192% 36.5% (5.8)
Temporary or provisional certification (required
some additional coursework before regular
certificaion could be obtained). 162% 44% (1.9
Emergency certification (required substantial
coursework before regular certification
could be oblained). 4.0% 00% (0.0)
Totals 100.0% 100.0%

®  The percentages in these columns are based on these totals.

*¢  Special education teachers were asked if they were “fully certified to teach special education®, whereas genesal

education teachers were asked only if they were “fully certified 10 teach®.
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EXHIBIT 8.12

Catetories of Studeots Taught by Exited Special Education Teschers

Primary Second Thind Fourth
Category Category Category Categoecry

Student Categorles % % % %e
Not Applicable 0.0% 313% 48.5% 69.7%
Leaming disabilities 414% 11.1% 3.0% 3.0%
Speechlanguage impairments 3.0% 3.0% 2.0% 4.0%
Emotional disturbances 4.0% 8.1% 19.2% 6.1%
Educable mental retardation 16.2% 0.0% 8.1% 2.0%
Trainable mental retardation 40% 2.0% 4.0% S.1%
Severe/profound mental retardation 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Deaf/bearing isnpairments 5.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Blind/visual impairments 1.0% 0.0% 1.0% 1.0%
Deaf-Blind 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Autism 2.0% 2.0% 1.0% 2.0%
Traumatic brain injuries 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% - 0.0%
Physical disabilities (orthopedic impainments) 2.0% 0.0% 20% 2.0%
Muttiple disabilities 3.0% 3.0% 1.0% 1.0%
Health impairments 2.0% 2.0% 3.0% 2.0%
Developmental delays 0.0% 2.0% 71% 2.0%
Pre-school disabilities 1.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Gifted and taleoted 3.0% 1.0% 00% 0.0%
Otber 7.1% 0.0% 00% 0.0%
Totals 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

*  The percents in each column are based oo atotal of 99 exiters.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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EXHIBIT 8.13
l Service Delivery Model Used by Exited Special Education Teachers
by Whether Or Not Classes Have Multiple Categories of Students
Have Different Categories of Students
In Same Class at Same Time?
l_ Type of Model Used Yes No
Secvice Delivery Moddl N % * %
. Ttinerant 0 00% 0.0% 0.0%
' Resource 42 429% 78.6% 214%
Combined resourcefself-contained $  82% 100.0% 0.0%
Selfcootained 40 408% 65.0% 35.0%
' Home-based instruction ¢ 00% 0.0% 0.0%
Other (e.g., bospital of residential center) 8 82% 50.0% 50.0%
-l Touls 9% 100.0% 72.0% 280%
l NOTE:Allpememsainewhrowmbmdonthemwwu
’I a .’ ~ (A\
i 1530
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CTXHIBIT 3.14

Primary "Last Year” Classroom Assignments of Sample of Exited Geoeral Education Teachers

Primary Assigaments 3 SE
Not applicable (0o maternity feave) 1.7% 1.6
Special Education 0.7% 08
Barly Childhood Education 2.6% 1.6
Kindergarten _ i3% 1.1
Elementary 47.1% 49
Reading (e.g., Chapier 1) 0.0% 0.0
Eaglish/Journalism, ek. 38% 24
Social Studies/Religion/Psychology, etc. 12% 1.1
Mathematic 5.6% 23
Scieoces 2% 24
Foreign Laoguages 54% 32
English as & Second Langusge 01% 0.1
Health/Physical Bducation 6.0% 4.7
ArtMusic/Drama 62% 31
Vocatiooal/Business Education 4.0% 16
Other 2% 26
Totals 100.0%

¢ Percentages in this column are based oo 2 weighted total of Nw1137 exiters.

Q ‘ 5.50
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EXHIBIT 8.18

Comparison of Exited Special and General Educatioe Teachers
by Grade Level Assignmest and Number of Students Served In Last Semester Taught

Spec Ed Teachers Gen E4 Teachers

Total Average Total Average

Students Student Students Studeot

Served Qlase Sixe Served Class Stze
Grade Level Taught N Mean SD N Mesn SD N* Meaa SE N* Meaa Sk
Elementary 63 259 170 61 122 63 87 0% 321 584 471 0f
Middle 11 255 163 11 148 29 104 1439 306 125 263 14
Secondary 1S 471 279 14 131 56 312 1351 89 312 294 16
Mixed** S Us 115 5 70 45 ? 281 14 9 236 1.t
Totals 94 292 202 91 123 s9 1012 978 195 1030 263 07

* The N’s in these columns are weighted.

*¢ This designation includes teachers assigned 10 special schools or multi-grade achools that can oot be timply
classified a3 being an elementary, middle, or high school.
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EXGUBIT 8.1¢

Type and Number of Schools in Which Exited Special Education Teachers Taugit

Number of Schools Taught In
- One Twe Thres Foar Flive
Tspe of School N (%) %e %e % % %
Pull Time in Special School 11 (11.5%) 90.9% 2.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Part Time in Special School 3 (G.I%) 333% 133% 0.0% 333% 0.0%
In Regular Schoot 82 (85.4%) 78.0% 15.9% 24% 1.2% 24%
Totals 96 (100.0%) 78.1% 15.6% 1% 2.1% 2.i%

hd Percents in these columns are based oo row totals.
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EXHIBIT 8.17

Number of Full.Time Special Educators in Regular Schools In Which
Exited Speclal Education Teachers Taugtt

Teachers Teaching in & Single Regular School
®e

Number of full-time special educatocs

Nooe . 14.1%
One 15.6%
Two 14.1%
Three {72%
Pour 63%
Five 9.4%
Six : 18%
Seven 63%
Nine 1.6%
Ten 1%
Thirteen 1.6%
Noaresponse %
Totals 100.0%

¢ Tbese percentages are based on & total of 64 (or 66.7%) exited special education teachers who taught in one regular
school; 14.6% of the exited teachers taught in a special school and 18.8% taught in more than ooe reguiar school.

192
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EXHIBIT §.18

Type of Employment for Exited Special Education Teachers In the Yesr After Exiting

Teaching Special Education Not Teaching
In a School Notina Special
System  School System Education

Primary Employment Status N (%) % % %
Teaching in an elementary school. 27 (21.3%) 59.3% 0.0% 40.7%
Teaching in a middle school. 15 (15.2%) 86.7% 0.0% 13.3%
Teaching in a high school. 6 (6.1%) 66.7% 0.0% 33.3%
Teaching (level unknown) (6.1%) 50.0% 333% 16.7%
Employed in a general education

administrative position. 4 4.0%) 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Employed in a special education

administrative position. 3. (3.0%) 0.0% 33.3% 66.7%
Employed in an elementary or secondary

schooi with an assignment

OTHER than teaching. 1 (1.0%) 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Employed in an occupation outside '

of elementary or secondary

education. 8 (B.1%) 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Attending a college or university. 2 2.0%) 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Homemaking and/or child rearing. 11 (11.1%) 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Retired. 8 (8.1%) 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Unemployed, but seeking work. 2 (3.0%) 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Other 6 (6.1%) 50.0% 0.0% 50.0%

Totals 99 100.09 39.4% 3.0%% 57.6%

*  Percentages in these columns are based on row totals.
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EXHIBIT 5,19

Type of Employment for Exited General Education Teachers In the Year After Exiting

Teaching
In a School NotIna
Sysiem School System  Not Teaching
Primary Employment Status N (%) %* (SE) % (SE) %* (SB)
Noaresponse 31 2.7%) 0.0% (0.0 00% (0.0) 15.4% (15.1)
Teaching in an elementary school. 165 (14.2%) 712% (14.0) 28.8% (14.0) 0.0% (0.0
Teaching in a middle school. 12 (1.0%) 1000% (0.0) 0.0% (0.0) 00% (0.0
Teaching in a high school. 164 (14.2%) 97.1% (3.1) 29% (3.1 0.0% (0.0)
l Other teaching (substitute). 69 (5.9%) 634% (17.7)  366% (117 0.0% (0.0)
Employed in a general education 33 (2.9%) 00% (0.0 00% (00) 1000% (CO)
administrative position.
. Employed in a special education 0 (0.0%) 0.0% (0.0) 00% (0.0 0.0% (0.0
administrative position. '
Employed in an elementary or secondary &3 (5.5%) 0.0% (0) 00% (0.0) 1000% (0.0)
‘ school with an assignment
OTHER than teaching.
Employed in an occup. ation outside of 126  (10.9%) 94% (7.1) 0.0% (0.0 90.6% (7.1)
' elementary or secondary education.
Attending a college or university. 34 (2.9%) 238% (24.7) 00% (0.0) 76.2% (24.7)
' Homemaking and/or child rearing. 69  (5.9%) L% (0.0 00% (00) 1000% (0.0)
Retired. 297 (25.7%) 0.0% (0.0) 0.0% (0.0) 100.0% (0.0)
. Unemployed, but secking work. 79 (6.8%) 0.0% (0.0) 00% (0.00 100.0% (0.0)
Other 18 (1.5%) 0.0% (0.0) 00% (0.0) 1000% (0.0)
l Totals 1158 (100.0%) 304%**(5.9) 6.7%**(2.8) 60.7%** (5.7)
*  Percentages in these columns are based on row toials, which are weighted.
. #* The sum of these column totals is 97.8%, as opposed to 100.0%, because of nonresponses to questionnaire items
that indicate whether or not respondents were employed as teachers.
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EXHIBIT 520

Comparison of Exited Special and General Education Teachers
by Place of Employment Ia Year After Exiting

Spec Ed Teachars Gen Ed Teachers
(Totala97)® (Weighted Total=1128)®
Current Place of Employment % % Se
A public school system in Tennessee 402% 226% 33
A public school system outside of Tenncssee
Alabama 1.0% 00% 00
Alaska 1.0% 00% 00
Arksnsis 21% 27% 23
Plorids 1.0% 0.0% 00
Georgia : 2.1% 0.7% 07
Nlinois 0.0% 07% 0.7
| Keotucky 0.0% C4% 03
Missouri 1.0% 00% 00
Mississippt 1.0% 5% 32
Ohio 1.0% 2.1% 21
South Carolina 21% 08% 08
Unspecified 2.1% 18% 11
A privase school in Teonessee 52% 00% ©O0
A private school outside of Tennessee 1.0% 00% 00
Community College 0.0% 04% O4
Special Day Schoal 1.0% 00% 00
State Tech Past-Time 0.0% 0.7% 0.7
Clark County School, NV 0.0% 0.1% 0.1
Not Employed By a Sciwol System 38.1% 599% 5.7
Unemployed , 00% 04% 04
Totals 100.0% 100.0%
¢ Column percentages are based on these totals.
5.56
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EXHIBIT 5.21

Comparison of Exit .d Special and General Education Teachers
Who Were Employed by a School System In the Year After Exiting
by Type of Community In Whic" That School (Work place) is Located

Spec Ed Teachers Gen Ed Teachers

(N=98)* (N=1127)*
Type of Community %0 % SE
Not employed by a school system 37.8% 60.2% 5.7
Employed by a school system
A rural or farming community 4.1% 10.1% 5.0
A small city or town of fewer than 50,000 people 9.2% 46% 29
that is not a suburb of a larger city
A medium-sized city (50,000 to 100,000 people) 5.1% 14% 1.0
A suburb of a medium-sized city 2.0% 00% 0.0
A large city (100,000 to 500,006 people) 11.2% 43% 1.8
A suburb of a large city A 2.0% 89% 34
A very large city (over 500,000 people) 24.5% 78% 2.4
A suburb of a very large city 1.0% 1.7% 1.3
A military base or station 1.0% 0.0% 0.0
An Indian reservation 0.0% 0.0% 00
Nonresponse 2.0% 0.9% 0.8
Totals 100.0% 100.0%

*  Column percentages are based on these totals, which are weighted for the General Education Teachers.

5.56a
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EXHIBIT £22

Comparison of Exited Special and Geaeral Education Teachers
Ewmptoyed (n the MCS o 2 a District 8 One Hour Drive of the MCS

by the Location of that School District

Spec Ed Teachers Gea Ed Teachers
(N=99)* (Weighted N=1158)¢
School District Location % % SE
Not Employed in the MCS or in a School
District Within Ove Hour Drive
of the MCS. 58.6% 704% 5.7
Employed in:
Desoto County MS 2.0% 10% 10
Fayette County, TN 0.0% 59% 42
Haywood County, TN 0.0% 07% 0.7
Hughes School District, TN 0.0% 04% 04
‘Lauderdale County, TN 0.0% 07% 07
Memphis City, TN 303% 106% 28
Mid South Hospital TN 1.0% 00% 00
Morns-Wilson Campus School, TN 1.0% 00% 00
Oxfocd 0.0% 10% 10
Panola 0.0% 26% 25
Shelby County, TN 7.1% 2% 'S
West Memphis AR 0.0% 23% 23
Non-Response 0.0% 22% 13
Totals 100.0% 100.0%
Column percentages are based on these totals.
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I EXHIBIT 5.23
Comparison of Exited Special and General Education Teachers
YWho Were Employed as Teachers In the Year After Exiting
l By Their Primary Assignment Areas Just Prior to Exiting
. Spec Ed Teachers Gen Ed Teachers
(Total=99) (Weighted Total=1158)
Primary Teaching Assignment’ % % (SE)
|
Not Employed as a Teacher in a School System 374% 61.3% (5.6)
l Teaching In a School System:
Special Education 38.4% 3.3% (2.6)
. Early Childhood Education 0.0% 04%  (04)
Kindergarten 0.0% 27% (1.4)
Elementary 7.1% 6.9% (2.2)
. l Reading (e.g.. Chapter 1) 0.0% 0.7% 0.7)
English/Journalism, etc. 3.0% 0.4% (0.4)
' Engish/Iournalism & Mathematics 1.0% 0.0% (0.0)
Social Studies/Religion/Psychology, etc. 1.0% 1.0% (1.0)
' Social Studies & Physical Education 0.0% 0.0% (0.0)
_ Mathematics 2.0% 1.7% {1.0)
I Sciences 0.0% 09%  (0.8)
Foreign Languages 0.0% 54% (3.2)
English as a Second Language 0.0% 0.1% 0.1)
! Health/Physical Education 0.0% 59% 4.6)
Art/Music/Drama 0.0% 0.5% (0.5)
l Vocational/Business Education 1.0% 0.6% (0.5)
Allied Health Science 0.0% 0.8% (0.6)
‘ Substitute Teacher 1.0% 2.1% (1.1)
Other 0.0% 22% (1.2
' Nonresponse 10.1% 71%  (2.5)
' Totals 102.0%* 104.0%*
I *  Percentages total more than 100 because of multiple responses.

e
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EXHIBIT 824

Catetories of Students Teught the Year After Exiting by Thos¢ Exited Special Education Teschery
Who Taught Special Education the Year After Exiting the MCS*

Primary  Secood Third Fourth

Student Categories Category Category Calegory Category
Noaresponse 0.0% 43.0% 70.0% 35.0%
Leaming disabilities ‘ 415% 125% 25% 0.0%
Speechanguage impaismeants 25% 23% 35.0% 0.0%
Emotiooa! disturbances 75% 2.35% 75% 0.0%
Educable meatsl retardation 125% 225% 5.0% 25%
“Traioable mental retardatioa 25% 25% 25% 25%
Severe/profound mental retardation 0.0% 3.0% 23% 0.0%
Deaf/bearing impairments : 15% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Blind/visual impalrments 25% 00% 0% 0.0% I
Deaf-Blind 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% I
Autism 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Traamatic brain injuries 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0%
Piysical disabilities(orthopedic impairments) 0.0% 00% 0.0% 25% .
Multiple disabilities 15% 0.0% 25% 25%
Health impainnents : 0.0% 25% 25% 25% '
Developmental delays 0.0% - 25% 0.0% 0.0%
Pre-school disabilities 25% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% '
Gifted and talented 25% 25% 0.0% 25%
Other 5.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% .

Totals 1000%  1000%  1000%  100.0%

Peroentages are based on a total of 40 exited special education teachers who taugik special educatioa the year after
exiting. This (otal is 40.4% of the 99 exited special education teachers. The remaining $9.6% of the 99 exited
special education teachers did not teach special education the year afier exiting.

Q 5.58 : 1”9




EXHIBIT 528

Service Delivery Model and Type of Sciiool Used the Year After Exiting by Those Special Education Teachers
Who Taught Special Education the Year After Exiting the MCS®

Type of Schoot in Which Tiaching
Full Timeln  PartTinwia
Regular School  Special School Special Schoel Totals

Service Deltvery Modd
Itiperans 2.5% 0.0% 0.0% 2.5%
Resource 25.0% 5.0% 0.0% 30.0%
Combined resousce/self-contained 20.0% 25% 0.0% 22.5%
Self-contained ' 20.0% 125% 25% 35.0%
Home-based instruction 2.5% 0.0% 0.0% 2.5%
Other 2.5% 25% 25% 7.5%
Totals 72.5% 225% 5.0% 100.0%

¢ Percentages are based oa a total of 40 exited special education teachers who tanght special education the year after
exiting. This total is 40.4% of the 99 exited special education teachers.

5.59 g




Lnpoctant Ressons for Wud: Special and General Education Teachers Exited Thel Claseroom Positions

EXHIBIT

526

!
!
—4

Flrst Second Third
Reasons for Leaving Reason® Reisoa® Reason® g.“mo
Family or perscaal move,
Spec Bd Teachers 25.0% 2.0% 1.0% 28.0%
Gen Bd Teachers 198% (48) 0.3% (0.2 49% (26 250% (s.1)
Pregnancy/child rearing.
Spec Bd Teachers 5.0% 6.0% 0.0% 110% '
Gea B4 Teachers SO% (25) 0.0% (0.0) 0.0% (0.0) 50% (2.9)
Health
Spec Bd Teachers 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20% '
Gen Bd Teacbers 10% (08) 42% (4) 18% (12 10% (2.9)
‘i‘o.tedn. . '
Spec Bd Teachers 5.0% 1.0% 0.0% 6.0%
Gea Bd Teachers 268% (45 43% Q9 00% (00 ILI% 49)
To pursue another ad:mhoo—relued career
Spec Bd Teachers 11.0% 1.0% 0.0% 12.0%
Gea Bd Teacers 0% Q4 12% (0.9 07% (0.9 9% (2.6)
To pursue a career outside of education. .
Spec B4 Teachers 2.0% 4.0% 2.0% $0%
Gen Bd Teachers 0% Q4 14% (1LO)  00% (00)  44% 26) .
Foc beter salary or benefits.
Spec B4 Teachers 1.0% 8.0% 20% 11.0%
Gen Bd Teachers 04% (04 23% (14 01% O1) 23% (1.9
For an even better teaching assignment.
Spec B4 Teachers 9.0% 1.0% 2.0% 18.0% .
Gea Ed Teachers g% (1.9) 43% Q.9 18% (13) 99% (3.3)
Dissatisfied with assignment.
Spec B4 Teachers 19.0% 24.0% 8.0% 515% l
Gea Bd Teachenn 10.7% (3.2) $6% (1.9 0% (3.2) 232% (4.4
Dissatisfied with teaching s a carcer. ' .
Spec Bd Teachers ' 3.0% . 3.0% 3.0% 11.0%
Gen Ed Teachers 1.6% (1.1) 83% (.69 L1% (09 113% 3.8)
C . (continued)
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Zahibit §.16 (centiaved)
st Secend Thiré Top Three
Ressons for Laaving Reason® Resson® Reason® Resgons®
Return to school full time to take courses (o
Improve career opportunities lo the field
of gecial
Spec Bd Teacbers 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 1.0%
Oen B4 Teachers 00% (00) 00% (0.0) 0.1% (0.1) 0.i% (0.1)
Retura to school full time to take courses to
improve carees opportunities la the field
of educaton.
Spec B4 Teachers 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 1.0%
Gea Bd Teachers 07% 0% 12% (1.2) 0.0% (0.0 1.3% (1)
Return to school full tire to take courses to
improve careet opportunities gutside the .
field of education.
Spec Bd Teachers 1.0% 0.0% 1.0% 20%
Gen Bd Teachers 00% (00 035% (03 03% (0.4) 1.0% (0.0
To take sabbatical or other break from teaching.
Spec Bd Teachers 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 1.0%
Gean Bd Teachers 13% (10) 23% (14 33% @.1) 3% 2.1
School staffing actioa (¢.g., reduction-in-force, |
school closing, school reocganization,
resssignment). ,
Spec B4 Teachers 5.0% 1.0% 1.0% 10%
Gen Bd Teachers 29% (13) 04% (04 0.0% (0.0) 34% (1.9
Other -
Spec Bd Teachers 8.0% 5.0% 40% 15.0%°*
Gen Bd Teachers 153% (59) 39% (29) 32% Q4 224% (59
N
Spec Bd Teachers 10% 35.0% 7.7% 3.0%
Gen Ed Teachers 04% (0.4) 593% (58) 7152% (5.2) 04% (0.4)

¢ The percentages in each of these cotumas are based oa cither a total of 99 special education teachers or a
weighted total of 11358 general education teachers. The peroeatages in the "Top Three Reasoos” column total
more than 100 because of multiple responses.

** Twotucbenmmvd'oum'utﬁmmdseowdmdﬂxdmoo!hhpemk 15 ralber than 17, the
sumofmepcmmguofmdxnwaﬁngmmsmulﬁm.wnd.wmm
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EXHIDIT 8§47

Aress of Dissatisfaction With Thelr Teaching Assignment or With Teaching
Expressed As a Career, as Expressed by Exited Special and General Education Teachers

Gen Ed Teachers

Spec Ed Teachers
(Total=99) (Welghted Total=1158)
Most Mest
Important Important Important  Important
Areas Ares Aress Area
Areas of Dissatisfaction % % %°* (SE) %° (SO
Nonrem 4.0% 7.1% 3.1% (1.6) ise I.D
Nooe 384% 38.4% 66.0% (5.3) 66.0% (5.3)
Poor opportunity for professiousl advancement 4.0% 3.0% 15% (1.0) 0.0% (0.0)
Inadequate support from central administration 253% 5.1% 95% (3.6 0.7% (6.7
Inadequate support from priacipal(s) 202% 71% 12.1% (3.6) 62% (2.6)
Lack of adequate support staff (c.g., aides, 213% 3.0% 46% (2.2) 0.0% (0.0
clerical assistants)
Inadequate facilities or classrooms 22% 1.0% 9.8% (.6) 00% (C.9)
Unsafe working eavironment 14.1% 1.0% 72% (2.9 00% (0.0)
Lack of influence over school/district policies s.1% 0.0% 1.7% @3.9) 0.0% (0.0)
and practices
Lack of control over own classroom 40% 1.0% 35% (34) 0.0% (0.0
Inappropriate placement of students with 255% 6.1% 63% (2.7 0.7% (0.0
tisabilits
Inadequate program design or curriculum 14.1% 2.0% 36% (2.4) 0.7% (C.7)
Lack of professional competence of colleagues 4.0% 0.0% 52% @(3.2) 0.0% (0.9)
Poor student attendance or motivation to ~am 11.1% 0.0% 18.1% {4.9) 47% 3.0
Lack of student progress 3.0% 0.0% 42% Q4 0.0% (0.0)
Lack of sense of accomplishment 11.1% 3.0% 114% (3.8) 0.0% (0.0
Demands of working with special education 13.1% 0.0% 22% (1.2) 0.0% (0.0)
studeots
Class size/case load too large 323% 5.1% 13.0% (4.0) 0.0% (0.0
Studert discipline problems 182% 1.0% 138% & 0% (3.3)
Poor relations and interactions with other 2.0% 1.0% 07% (0.7 0.0% (0.0)
teachers
203
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Exhibit $37 (continued)
Spec Ed Teachers Gea K4 Teachers
(Totale9) (Weighted Total=1is§)
Most Most
Important  Important Important  Importamt
Aress Area Areas Ares
Areas of Dissatisfaction % %° %* (SE) %° (SE)
Too much psperwork 28.3% 3.0% 712% (A3) 0.0% (0.0)
Too many poateachingrespoasibilities 12.1% 2.0% 3 @Y 00% (00)
Mouotoay/routine of job 2.0% 0.0% 00% (0.0) 00% (0.0)
Poor salary and fringe benefits 40% 1.0% 20% (1LY 04% (0.4)
Lact of challenge/opportunities for growth 3.1% 0.0% 00% (0.0) 00% (0.0)
Lack of sppreciation/respect J14.1% 0.0% 12.7% (4.1) 25% (1.5
Problems with parents 4.0% 0.0% 62% (2.8) 00% (0.0)
Stress associated with teaching 13.1% 1.0% 166% (4.1)  66% (2.9
Did not want 1o teach resource 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% (0.0) 00% (0.0)
Could oot get 9. desirable transfer 1.0% 0.0% 04% (0.4) 00% (0.0
Only special 2ducation seacher in school/no ooe 1.0% 0.0% 00% (0.0 0.0% (0.0)
for support
Regular teachers’ sttitudes toward disabied 2.0% 0.0% 00% (0.0 00% (0.0)
Harassment/retaliation from ceotral office 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% (0.0) 0.0% (0.0)
Hostile achoc! environment 1.0%  0.0% 00% (0.0) 00% (0.0
Involustary transfer (s) 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% (00) 00% (0.0)
Inadequale eaching materials/supplies 40% 0.0% 0.0% (0.0) 00% (0.0)
Viewed as 2 babysitter by general 2.0% 0.0% 00% (0.0 00% (0.0
education staff
Too many different levels in classroom 2.0% 0.0% 00% (0.0 0.0% (0.0
Students have complex noeds 10% 0.0% 0.0% (0.0) 00% (0.0)
Too much testing 1.0% 0.0% 07% ©O7  00% (0.0)
Became bumed out 1.0% 0.0% 00% (0.0) 00% (0.0)
Interim position coald oot stay 0.0% 0.0% 04% (0.4) 00% (0.0)
becaase of race
Stress 0.0% 0.0% 22% (2.1) 00% (0.0)
Prefer working with younger students 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% (0.0) 0.0% (0.0)
Other (genenally not applicable) 13.1% 5.1% 58% (26 - 10% (1.0

® The percentages reporied in these columns may total more thaa 100 because of multiple responses.
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EXHIBIT 528

Comparlson of Exited Study Special and General Education Teachers by the Number of Areas of Dissatisfactica
They Had With Their Teaching Assignment or Wikh Teaching as & Career

Spec Ed Teachers Gen Ed Teachers
(Total=99) (Weighted Total=1158)

Number of Areas of Dissatisfaction % % SE
Noarespoase 4.0% 1% (i.6)
Nooe 18.4% 66.0% (5.3)
Coe 0.0% 24% (1.2)
Two 6.1% 2.7% 2.3)
Three 4.0% 25% (i.4)
Four 9.1% 43% 2.9
Five 10.1% 5.9% {2.5)
Six 7.1% 0.0% (0.0)
Seven 4.0% 43% 2.3)
Bight 4.0% 0.0% (0.0)
Nine 2.0% 3.0% 2.4)
Tea 4.0% 0.7% 0.7
Eleven 4.0% 10% (1.6)
Twelve 1.0% 0.0% (0.0)
Thirteen 1.0% 0.0% (0.0)
Fourteen 1.0% 0.0% 0.0)

Fifteca 0.0% 0.0% (0.0)

Sixieea 0.0% 0.9% (0.0)

Righteen 0.0% 22% 2.2)

Totals 100.0% 100.0%
2o
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EXHIBIT 5.29
l Comparison of the Recommendations Made by Exited Speciai
and General Education Teachers for Retaining Teachers
' Spec Ed Teachers  Gen Ed Teachers
(Weighted
l (Totalx99)¢ Total=1158)®
Recommendaiions % % (SE)
l Administrative Support
L Greater support from administration (general) 4.5% 1.8% (1.3)
l 2. Geater support from central administration 14% 0.0% (0.0
3 Greater support from school administration (e.g., principal) 1.1% 68% (3.4)
' 4. Greater support from administration for bebavior problems L1% 14%  (2.5)
Policies/Procedures )
l 5 Appropriate administration policies (¢.g., grades/attend) 1.1% 0.0% (0.0
6 Clear administration policies 23% 00% (0.0)
7. Increase salary/benefits 6.83% is®%® (23
' 8 Not forced to leave (e.g., retired/discontinued position 1.1% 1.0% (0.7
9 Opportunities for transfer 23% 06%  (0.0)
| ' 10.  Transferto another school (¢.g., near bome) 23% 72% . 26)
11.  Transfer to more desirable assignment 45% - 24% (LD
. 12.  Notused 0.0% 00% (0.0)
13.  Opportunities for promotion 23% 15%  (LS)
14.  Guannteed position for next year 23% 00% (0.0)
' 1S.  Waive NTE requirements 0.0% 57% (3.6
16.  Eliminate courses required for certification 0.0% 2% (0.2) .
' 17. Create reasonable schedule for preschool children 23% 0.0% (0.0
Physical Environment
' 18.  Larger classroom 23% 00%  (0.0)
19.  Better facilitics 0.0% 10% (1.0)
l 20.  Not have to share classroom with another class 23% 00%  (0.0)
i S—
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Exhibit 5.29 (continued)
Spec Ed Teachers  Gen Ed Teachers
(Weighted
(Total=99)¢ Total=1158)*
Recommendations % % (SE)
Teacher Role)Raoumu
21.  Reduce paperwork : $T% 62% (3.3) -
22.  Allow more time to teach 0.0% 06% (0.6)
23.  Allow teacher greater input into decisions 0.0% 0.0% (0.0
24. Increase funds for teaching materials 8.0% 34%  (2.1)
25. Provide aide 102% . 30%  (23)
Student Placement
26.  Reduce caseload/class size 102% 102% (4.1)
'27.  Allow teacher more input on placement decision 1.1% 29% (29)
28.  Have single category of disability per class 1.1% 00% (0.0
29.  Appropriately piace studeots _ 23% 22% (1.6)
30.  Separate class for severe behavior problems 0.0% 48% (34)
31.  Counsistency of regs for placement 1.1% 0.0% (0.0
32.  Appropriate student grouping 1.1% 00% (0.0)
33.  Hire and maintain compentent teachers 0.0% 37%  (29)
34.  Spread problem children to various teachers 1.1% 0.0% (0.0
35.  Have respect from other teachers 1.1% 0.0% (0.0)
36. Educate administrators and teachers about sped 1.1% 0.0% (0.0)
37.  Create abetter system of teacher evaluation 1.1% 00% (0.0)
38 School board more positive towards teachers 1.1% 00% (0.0)
39.  Other - miscellaneous 0.0% 34% (2.9)
Other
40. Would have stayed if someone had cared 1.i% 0.0% (0.0
41 If given abead coaching job _ 0.0% 62% (5.8) -
42.  More specific with placement of teachers 0.0% 00% (0.0)
43.  Better teaching environment 1.1% 23% (1.7
44.  Sopport adaptive curric developed by teachers 1.1% 0.0% (0.0)
4S5.  Response, but didn’t answer question 34% 21% (1.9
46.  Not categorizable 34% 4%  @2.1)
47.  Greater parent involvement 1.1% 00% (0.9
i © Tbe perccotages reported in these columns are based 0a these totals and may total more than 100% becanse of
maultiple responses.
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l EXHIBIT 830
Comparison of Fxited Special and General Education Teachers’ Satisfaction
. With \ arious Aspects of Their Exited Teaching Positions
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very
' Total Satisfied Sstisfled Dissatisfied Dissatisfled
Responses®* %  (SE) % (SE) % (SE) % (SE)
l Salary/benefits
Special Educators 98 21.4% 54.1% 153% 9.2%
' Geperal Educators 1108 30.6% (5.4) 51.4% (6.1) 122% 3.0 58% (2.9
Facilities/classrooms
Special Educators 96 125% 26.0% 30.2% 31.3%
' Genenal Educators 1103 239% (5.2) 36.7% (5.8) 214.83% (5.9) 146% (3.9
Opportunity for professiocial
. advancement
Special Educators 97 82% 44.3% 35.1% 12.4%
General Educaiors 1073 242% (5.1) 578% (5.9) 9.6% (2.9) 84% (3.2
' Support/recognition from
centrel office administrators
Special Educatorz 98 102% 38.8% 27.6% 23.5%
' General Educators 1084 126% (3.7) 405% (6.1) 309% (5.9) 16.1% 4.7
Support/recognition from
building administrator(s) :
Special Educators 96 21.9% 39.6% 20.8% 17.7%
General Educators 1093 345% (56) 43.0% (6.4) 102% (3.2) 124% (3.7)
. Safety of school environment
Special Educators 98 204% 28.6% 25.5% 25.5%
General Educators 1094 182% (4.8) 39.6% (6.2) 28.7% (5.3) 134% (4.3)
' Your influence over schoot
policies and practices
Special Educators 98 153% 31.6% 36.7% 16.3%
. General Educators 1100 12.1% 4.7) 46.38% (6.2) 23.9% (4.T) 17.2% (4.6)
Autonomy or control over your
. own classroom
Special Educators 97 40.2% 46.4% 712% 6.2%
General Bducators 1087 46.5% (6.3) 27.6% (5.0) 19.4% (4.7) 65% (2.7
' Professional caliber of
colleagues
Special Educators 98 30.6% 48.0% 14.3% - 1.1%
F Genenal Educators 1099 382% (6.1) 47.0% (6.2) 94% (3.6) 5.4% (2.8)
o Y
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Exhibit 5.30 (continued)
Very Somewhat Somewhat Very
Total Satisfled Satisfled Dissatisfied Dissatisfied
Responses® %  (SE) % (SE) % (SE) % (SE)
J.  The esteem of the community
for the teaching profession
Special Educators 97 £.2% 36.1% 18.1% 17.5%
General Educators 1108 9.4% (3.6) 40.0% (5.8) 353% (6.0) 15.3% (4.2
k.  Procedures for evaluating
your performance
Special Bducators 97 21.6% 52.6% 11.3% 14.4%
General Bducators 1108 30.5% (5.8) 42.7% (6.0) 214% (4.9) 54% (2.0)
1. Numberitype of classes
Special Educators o4 12.8% 38.3% 27.7% 21.3%
General Educators 1062 18.8% (4.5) 46.4% (6.4) 23.8% (5.1) 11.0% (3.8)
m.  Availability of resources and
materials/equipment for your
classroom
- Special Educators 98 12.2% 23.5% 265% 378%
General Educators 109 25.5% (5.4) 45.3% (6.1) 20.0% (5.6) 92% (3.1
0.  General working conditions
Special Educators 97 i14.4% 36.1% 33.0% 16.5%
Genenal Educators 1083 14.4% (4.9) 53.8% (6.0) 21.3% (4.8) 105% (3.2)
o. Job security
Special Bducators 96 49.0% 36.5% 94% 52%
General Educators 1103 50.5% (6.2) 33.3% (5.6) 11.8% (5.0) 42% (1.6)
p-  Intellectual challenge
Special Educators 97 25.8% 41.2% 26.8% 6.2%
General Educators 1089 385% (6.1) 43.0% (6.0) 98% (3.2) 8.7% (4.1)
q. Student attendance and
motivation to learn
Special Educators 97 12.4% 33.0% 32.0% 22.7%
General Educators 1108 8.8% (3.6) 29.3% (5.1) 37.4% (6.1) 244% (5.1)
r. School leaming environment
Special Educators 96 14.6% 36.5% 302% 18.8%
General Educators 1101 148% (4.4) 43.1% (6.0) 30.0% (6.1) 121% (3.6)
8.  Student discipline and behavior
Special Educators 97 9.3% 35.1% 30.9% 24.7%
General Bducators 1108 42% (1.8) 273% (5.8) 39.1% (5.9) 295% (5.5)
t. Class size
Special Educators 97 9.3% 30.9% 30.9% 28.9%
General Educators 1099 15.7% (4.3) 31.6% (5.9) 322% (5.8) 206% (4.7
. a6
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Exhibit §.30 (continued)

Very Somewhst Somewhat Very
Total Satisfled Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfled
Responses®* %  (SE) % (SE) % (SE) % (SE)

Support from pareats

Special Educators 97 9.3% 18.6% 43.3% 28.9%

General Educators 1098 5.1% (2.0) 320% (5.8) 35.7% (5.9) 272% (8.3)
Nooteaching demands, e.3.,
meetings and paperwork

Special Bducators 96 6.3% 17.7% 365% 39.6%

Genenal Educators 1091 6.8% (3.3) 22.7% (5.8) 35.8% (5.9 347% (5.8
Student progress .

Special Educators 9 16.7% 552% 21.9% 6.3%

Generai Educators 1060 11.0% (3.4) 573% (6.0) 20.6% (4.3) 11.2% (4.0)
Relationship with colleagues

Special Educators 95 40.0% 47.4% 8.4% . 42%

General Educators 1099 51.6% (6.3) 36.3% (6.3) 9.0% (3.5) 3.0% (1.%)
Opportunities o use your
skiils and abilities

Special Educators 98 30.6% 42.9% 173% 9.2%

Geoneral Educators 1108 31.8% (5.8) 41.8% (5.7 22.3% (5.9) 4.1% (2.6)
Location of school

Special Educators 97 38.1% 289 18.6% 14.4%

General Educaiors 1108 40.5% (6.1) 41.2% (6.2) 114% (3.0) 69% (2.3)

Weighted N's are used for Geperal Educators.
210
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EXHIBIT .31

Comparixa of Genersl and Specinl Education Teachers'Meaa Scorve of
Satisfaction With Various Aspects of Thelr Exited Teaching Pesiions

All Teachers Spec E4 Teachers Gea Ed Teachers
WeN MOSE RN M, SE WiNg Mg 5K

N Salary/beoefits 1241 308 008 1M  239* 009 1108 307 0.09
b. Pacilities/classrooms 1235 - 264 010 132 219°¢0.00 1103 2.70¢¢0.12
c. Opportunity for professiocal :

advancement 1206 293 008 133 252 008 1073 298 0.09
d SupporVrecognition from
central office sdminizirators 1218 248 0.0 134 232 010 1084 250 o0.11
e. Support/recognition from
bullding administratoi(s) 1228 29 010 131 265* 0.1 1053  3.00° 0.i1
. 4 Safety of school eavirooment 1228 261 010 134 250 0.2 i094 263 0.1l
2 Your influence over schodl
policies and practioes 1234 253 010 1M 250 0.2 1100 234 0.12
b Autooomy or control over your :
own classsoom 1219 315 011 133 324 009 1067 314 0.2
L Professional caliber of
colleagues 1233 316 009 134 303 009 1099 318 0.10
3 The esteem of the community
for the seaching profession 1240 243 009 133 238 009 1108 243 o0.10
| X Procedures for evaluating ' ,
your performance 1240 297 009 133 283 O0.11 1108 298 0.10
L NumberAype of classes 1189 270 005 127 247° 0.10 1062 273 0.10
m.  Availability of resources and
materialsfequipment for your
classroom ' 1228 279 019 1M 214°°0.11 1091 2.37¢¢0.11
n Genenal working conditions 5215 269 009 133 249* 009 1083 272° 0.10
o. Job security 1233 331 009 130 333 ¢O8 1103 330 0.0
P Intellectual challenge 1222 309 011 133 2952 009 1089 311 0.2
q Student stiendance and
motivation to learn 1240 224 010 133 237 0.10 1108 223 0.1l
L. School leaming eavironment 1232 260 0.0 13t 251 0.10 1101 261 O.1%
8. Student discipline and bebavior 1240 209 009 133 229¢ 009 1108 2.06° 0.10
L Class size 1231 240 010 133  219* 0.10 1099 242°* 0.12
a. Support from parents 1231 215 009 133 211 110 109 218 0.10
v, Nonteaching demands, e.g.,
meetings and paperwork 1223 200 Oa1 131 188 009 1091 202 0.2
w.  Student progress 1192 270 009 131 2833 008 1060 268 0.10
x Relationship with colleagues 1229 335 008 130 323 009 1099 337 009
y. Opportunities to use your
gkills and abilities 1241 300 010 134 29 0.0 1108 301 0.11
z Location of school 1240 313 008 133 297° 0.1 1108  3.15° 0.09
Ovenall Satisfaction 1241 274 005 134 260°°005 1108 2.76*° 0.06

: 211
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o * Statistically significant difference st p S .05 betweea means of geocral and special education teachers.

**Siatistically significant difference st p S .01 between means of geaeral 20d special education teachers.
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EXHIBIT $32

Comparison of Exited Study Special and Genersl Education Teachers
By Their Satisfactioa With Thelr Teaching Experiences

Spec Zd Teachers Geu Ed Teachens
(Total=99)® (Welghted Totals1158)®
Primary Teaching Assignment % % (Se)

-l

How did yoa feel about your first teaching position?

Noaresponse 1.0% 43% (1.9
Extremely positive 43.4% 374% (3.6
Mostly positive 162% 34.0% (6.2)
Bqually positive and negative U2% 163% (4.2)
Mostly negative 10.1% 6.0% (2.3)
Bxtremely negative S5.1% _ 18% (1.3)

If you ceuld go back te your college days andstart over
agaln, would you become a gpecial education teacher?

Noaresponss 9% NA
Certainly would become a special education teaches 242% " NA
Probably would become a special education teacher 212% NA
Chances sbout even for and against 212% NA
Probably would not become a special education teacher 253% NA
Certainly would not become a special education teacher 4.0% NA

If you could ge back te your college days and start
over agala, would you become a teacher?

Noaoresponse 2.0% 49% (1.9
Centainly would become 8 teacher 374% 37.0% (5.1
Probably would become a teachers 232% 23.3% (5.9)
Chances sbout even for and against 14.1% 182% (4.9)
Probably would not become & teacher 14.1% 10.7% (3.0)
Certainly would not become a teacher 9.1% 6.0% (2.8)

*  The perceatages reporied in each columa are based oa these totals.

|
'
'
'
'
|
'
'
'
!
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EXHIBIT .33

Compartson of Exited Study Special and General Edacation Teachers
By Their Sstisfaction With Their Ability To Motivate Students

Spec Ed Teschers Gea E4 Teachers
(Total=99) (Welighted Totalx1158) pg
N (%) N w s
When it comes right down to it, & teacher really can’t ' l
do much because most of a studeat’s motivation and
pesformance dzpends on his or her home envircament. '
Nonresponse 4 (4%) 8 (5.0%) (2.0)'
I agree s (5%) 159 (129%) @.1)
1 tend to agree 2 Q2%) 21 (363%) (5.7).
I sead to disagree 44 (44%) 339 (293%) (5.3)
I disagree 24 (24%) 91 (165%) (4.1) '
Totals 9 (100%) 1158 (100.0%)
lﬂuaﬂyhryhard,lmg«ﬂ\mghtocvr@lhem l
difficult or unmotivated students.
Nocresponse 6 (6%) 0 43%) (1 .9).
1 agree 29 (29%) M (326%) (54
1 tend to agree s2 2% 09 (440%) (S0
1 tend to disagree 10 (10%) 15 (133%) (34)
1 disagree 2 %) 6 (57%) @7
Totals | 99 (100%) 1158 (100.0%) '
|
| o 213
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' EXHIBIT $.34
Comparizoa of Future Plans of Exited Study Speciai and Geoeral Education Teachers
l Spec Ed Teachers Gea E4d Teachens
(Total=99) (Weighted Total=1158)
l L 3 ) se
l What do you hope to be dolng professioaally three years from now?
Noarespoase S.1% 6.5% 23
l Teaching special educatioa in this school district 20.2% 0.0% 0.0
Teaching special education in another scbool district : 13.1% 0.0% 0.0
" Teaching special education; place unspecified 40% 0.0% 0.0
l Teaching general education in this school district 9.1% 7.6% 24
Teaching general education in another school district 2.0% 153% 44
' : Teaching general education; place unepecified 0.0% 1.0% 69
Employed as an educational administrator : 5.1% 74% 22
l Employed in a nontesching job (other than an administrator)
in education S.1% 9.1% as
Employed outside of education 91% 9.4% 38
l Retired 7.1% U4.7% 46
Pursuing a graduste degree full-time in special education 1.0% 0.0% 0.0
' Pursuing a graduate degroe full-time in edocation, bt oot
special education 3.0% 5.0% 2.1
Pursuing a graduate degree fall-time in non-education field 2.0% 0.5% 0S8
l Pursing a graduate degree; field unspecified 0.0% 0.7% 07
Homemaking, child rearing 9.1% 7.8% 33
l Self-employed in education 0.0% 0.0% 0.0
Working outside a school district with/for individuals
_ with disabilities 3.0% 0.0%. 0.0
' Otber O 1.0% 4.0% 1.6
Undecided/don't know 1.0% 0.7% 0.7
' .
| Total - 100.0% 100.0%
214
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EXHIBIT §.35

Comparison of Future Teaching Pians of Exited Study Speciai and General Educatior Teachers
Who Are Currently Employed as Teachers, in or Outside a School System

Spec Ed Teachers  Gen Ed Teachers
(Total=99)  (Weighted Totaln1158)
%

% (SE)
Nonresponse 6.1% 9.2% (3;1)
Not Currently Employed a3 a Special (or General)
Education Teacher 52.5% 59.6% (5.5)
For currently employed teachers, how long do you
plan to remain in special (or general) education
teaching?
Aslong as I am able 13.1% 56% (2.0)
Unsil I am eligible for retirement . 11.1% 7.3% (3.4)
Will probably continue unless something better
comes along 3.0% 9.7% (4.7)
Definitely plan to leave as soon as I can 4.0% 0.0% (0.0)
Undecided at this time 10.0% 8.6% (2.9)
Totals 100.0% 100.0%
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EXHIBIT $.35A

Comparison of Future Teaching Plans of Exited Study Special and General Education Teachers
Who Are Curreatly Employed as Teachers, in or Qutside a School System

Spec Ed Teachers  Gen Ed Teachers
(Total=41}  (Weighted Totalx361)
% % (SE)

For currently employed teachers, how long do you
plan to remain in special (or general) education

tesching?
Aslong as I am able 31.7% 18.0% (6.5)
Until I am eligible for retirement 26.8% 23.3%(10.2)
Will probably continue unless something better
comes along 73% 31.2%(12.9)
Definitely planto leave as soonasican 9.3% 0.0% (0.0)
Undecided at this time 24.4% 126% (9.1)
Totais 100.0% 100.6%
2i0
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EXHIBIT 3.3¢

Comparison of Future Teaching Plans of Exited Study Special and General Education Teachers
Who Are Not Currently Employed as Teachears

Spec Ed Teachers  Gen Ed Teachers
(Total=99)  (Welghted Total=1158)

% % (SE)
Nonresponse 6.1% 67% 29
Currently Employed as a Spedsi (or General)
Education Teacher _ 42.4% 340% (54)
For those who are not currently employed as
special (or general) education teachers, do you
plan to return to special (or genersl) education
teaching?
Yes, I plan to return within a year or two 11.1% 103% (3.5)
Yes, I plan to retum within five years 2.0% 1.6% (1.1)
Yes, I plan to return more than five years from now 1.0% 4%% (2.9)
No, definitely no 22.2% 272% (4.9)
Undecided ' 15.2% 152% @G.7)
Totals 100.0% 100.0%
\ G
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EXHIBIT 5.36A

Comparison of Future Teaching Plans of Exited Study Special and General Education Teachers
Who Are Not Currently Employed as Teachers

Spec Ed Teachers Gen Ed Teachers
(Total=51) (Welghted Total=687)

% % (SE)
For those who are not currently employed as
special (or general) education teachers, do you
plan to return to special (or general) education
teaching?
Yes, I plan to return within a year or two 21.6% 174% (5.4
Yes, I plan to return within five years 3% 27% (L.%)
Yes, I plan to retum moxe than five years from now 2.0% 83% (4.7
No, definitely no 43.1% 459% (7.0)
Undecided 29.4% 256% (5.9
Totals ‘ 100.0% 100.0%
2o
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Chapter 6

L. INTRODUCTION AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The Comprehensive Commitment and Retention Study was designed to develop an
indepth understanding of the personal and employment factors that are associated with teachers’
career attitudes and plans. Knowledge about the correlates of urban special educators' career
plans .and how they are similar to, and different from, that of general educators is an important
outcome of this study. Such comparisons will provide an understanding of those attrition and
retention factors that are unique to special educators and those that influence teachers in general.

The results of this study also provide information about how general and special

be used by the strategic planning committee t0 address teachers' needs and hopefully retain
qualified teachers.
The specific research questions that guided this study include:
a. What reasons do general and special educators give for entering the teaching
profession?

b How long do special and general educators' plan to stay in teaching?

c. What reasons do special and general educators give for their plans ‘o remain in or
leave teaching?

d. For teachers who intend to leave, what do they plan to be doing in 3 years?

e To what extent do special and general educators want to transfer to other teaching
positions, to what schools do they want to transfer, and what are their reasons for
desiring a transfer?

f. “Vhat are the problems faced by special and general educators in the MCS and
whiat support do teachers want to help with these problems?

6.1

' educators perceive many facets of their work environment in the MCS. Such information will




g How do special and general educators in the MCS perceive various work
conditions (e.g., administrative support, colleague support, special education
experiences, role expectations, students, parent cooperation and support,
resources, workload, teaching load, learning opportunities)?

h. What are special and general educators' attitudes toward and affective reactions to
their work (e.g., job satisfaction, stress, commitment, student progress, teaching
efficacy, employability)?

i To what extent are special and general educators' career intents/desires associated
. with: (1) affective reactions to work (e.g., commitment, job satisfaction, stress,
teaching efficacy), (2) personal factors (e.g., characteristics and background
variables), (3) teacher preparation, and (4) perceived working conditions?

J. To what extent are the various forms of teaching commitment correlated with
intent to stay in teaching and the MCS?

il. METHODOLOGY

A, instrymentation

The 20-page comprehensive general and special education questionnaires were based on
the conceptual framework (see Chapter 2), as well as findings from the Screening (see Chapter
3) and the Influencing Factors (see chapter 4) studies. In some cases extant instruments or items
were used in the questionnaires. Sources from which items were taken or modified include:
Chapman & Green, 1986, Danseareau, 1972; Littrell, Billingsley, & Cross, 1994; Morvant &
Gersten, 1992; The Purdue Teacher Obinionaire ( Remmers & Elliott, 1961), National Center
for Education Statistics Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS scale), 1987; National Center for
Education Statistics Questionnaires for Current Teachers and for Former Teachers of the 1989
Teacher Followup Survey; Parasuraman, 1982; Porter, Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 1974,
Rosenholtz, 1991; Yee, 1990).

The instrument consisted of 5 major sections, which included: (1) career plans and
influences, (2) work experiences and perceptions, (3) teaching assignment, (4) professional
qualifications, and (5) personal information. Although the special and general education

questionnaires were nearly identical, a few items which were specific to general or special

6.2
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educators were included on only one questionnaire. Drafts of the questionnaires were reviewed
at various stages of development by OSEP staff, members of the MCS Advisory/Planning Panel,
and staff at ERI and SDSU. They were field tested with a sample of teachers in Virginia and
Tennessee.

A copy of the Comprehensive questionnaire, entitled " 1992-93 Questionnaire" is also
included in Attachment D. A description of the questionnaires by section is provided below. All
response choices ranged from (4) "agree" to (1) "disagree” unless otherwise noted.

I. Pri De¢penden r

(a) Teacher's intent to stay was assessed by one item wich asked: "how
long do you plan to remain in teaching?" Special educators were also asked how long they
planned to remain in special education teaching. Response choices ranged from (1) "as long as |
am able," (2) "until I am eligible for retirement,” (3) "will probably continue unless something
better comes along," and (4) "definitely plan to ieave as soon as Ican." An "undecided" category
was also available. (See Exhibit 6.52.) .

(b) Teachers' intent to stay 3 years is their intgnt to be in their current
position in three years, and was assessed by asking: "Do you plan to be in your current position
in 3 years?" Teachers were asked to respond with a "yes" or a “no." (See Exhibits 6.53A1,
6.53B, and 6.53B1.)

(c) Teachers' desire to stay was assessed by asking teachers to respond to 4
items indicating the extent to which they desire to remain in: (1) their current school, (2)
Memphis City schools, (3) their teaching field, and (4) the teaching profession. Response
choices ranged from (1) "no desire to remain" to (4) "great desire to remain.”" (The four desire
variables were incorporated into other composite variables after factor analyses. However,
descriptive data is also presented on this variable in Section I1.C.4 of this chapter.) (See Exhibit
6.46.)

2. Work Experien Per i i

(a) Principal and supervisor support was measured using 14 items adapted
from the Dansereau (1972) and the Littrell, Billingsley, and Cross (1994) scales. Respondents

were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed with each of 14 statements about the level
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of administrative support that they received. They were asked to respond to each iiem twice,
once as it applied to their principal or assistant principal and another time as it applied to their
supports
my actions and ideas," "helps me solve problems," and "interacts with my frequently. Response

choices ranged from (1) "agree"” to (4) "disagree." (See Exhibits 6.24-6.27.)

central office supervisor. The scale included items such as "has my respect and trust,

(b)  School climate was measured by asking teachers to respond to 8
statements concerning their school, such as "l am proud of the reputation of this school,” "this
school has a positive learning environment," and “this is a safe school for staff and students."
Response choices ranged from (1) "agree" to (4) "disagree." (See Exhibits 6.22 and 6.23.)

| (©) Specia.l education climate was measured by asking both special and
general educators the extent to which they agreed with 5 statements relating to the relationship
between general and special education in the school. Special educators responded to statements
such as "most general education teachers in my school understand special education programs,”
"general educators have the knowledge to work effectively with students with disabilities,” and
"the staff at this school have positive attitudes toward special education staff and students."
General educators were asked to respond to this item from their own personal perspective (€.g.,
"I have the knowledge to work effectively with students with disabilities. Response choices
ranged from (1) “agree" to (4) "disagree." (See Exhibits 6.30 and 6.31.)

(d) Students assigned was measured by asking their agreement with 6
statements relating to their students and their relationships with their students. Examples of
items include: "my students are motivated and cooperative”, "I have good relationships with my
students", and "my students come to class ready to work." (See Exhibits 6.32 and 6.33.)

()  Colleague support was measured using 8 items, several adapted from the
Rosenholtz (1991) scales. Respondents were sked to indicate the extent to which they agreed
with each of 9 statements about their colleagues. The scale included items such as "most
teachers in my school treat me with respect,” "most of my colieagues have high expectations for
themselves." and "most of my colleagues in this school understand what | do." Response

choices ranged from (1) "agree" to (4) "disagree." (See Exhibits 6.28 and 6.29.)
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H Parent support was assessed by 4 items which included: "parents usually
attend scheduled conferences,” "many of my students' parents regularly spent time with students
on instruction at home," "most of my students' parents respect and support the things I do," and
"I have good relations with my students' parents." (See Exhibit 6.34.)

(g) Learning opportunities included 5 items to assess teachers’ professional
growth opportunities. Examples include: “in my job, I have many opportunities to learn new
things," "inservice programs are relevant and useful,” and' " feel intellectually challenged.”
(See Exhibit 6.39.)

(h) Input into decisions was measufed by 2 items: "I have autonomy in
making classroom decisions" and "I have influence over school-related policies."

(1) Resources indicate teachers' satisfaction with the materials and supplies
that they have to teach as well as the procedures for obtaining what they need. Examples of the
6 items included in the composite score include: "I have the instructional materials that I need,"
"the procedures for obtaining materials and services are well defined and efficient,” and "I have
adequate duplicating/copying equipment or services." (See Exhibits 6.35 and 6.36.)

0) Teaching load was assessed by asking the extent to which teachers'
agreed with 4 statements about their teaching load (i.e., number of students, age range of
students, subjects/number of preparations). (See Exhibit 6.13.)

(k) Workload was assessed by 2 items: "The number of .hours I must work
after school is reasonable” and "I have adequate planning time." (See Exhibits 6.37 and 6.38.)

1) Job satisfaction was assessed by asking teachers to respond to one
question: "Overall, how satisfied are you with your current job in the Memphis City Schools?"
The response scale ranged from "very satisfied' to "very dissatisfied." (See Exhibit 6.43.)

(m)  Teaching efficacy was measured using 6 items, which included: "If I try
hard, I can get through to even the most difficult or unmotivated students,” "I am satisfied with
the accomplishments and progress of most of my students,” and "I feel that | am making a
significant difference in the lives of my students." (See Exhibits 6.40 and 6.41.)

(n)  Salary/benefits was assessed by asking teachers to respond to 3 items

relating to salaries and benefits. Examples include: "this district offers a reasonable benefits
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package," and "salaries paid in this school system compare favorably with salaries in other
systems | might consider teaching in." (See Exhibits 6.44 and 6.45.)
(0) = Ancillary rewards were measured by asking teachers to respond to the

following 3 items: (1) "The job security of my present position is important to me," "summer
vacations are an important reason for remaining in teaching," and "I like my current work
hours." (See Exhibits 6.44 and 6.45.)

(p) Student progress was assessed by asking teachers to indicate the
percentage of their students who made .. tisfactory progress this year. (See Exhibit 6.43.)

(q) Stress was measured using 6 of the 9 item scale developed by
Parasuraman (1982) which asks individuals to indicate the exient to which they exberienced

feelings such as frustration, tension, and pressure in relation to their work. Responses to the

items are recorded using a five-point scale ranging from (1) "almost never" to (5) "almost
always." (See Exhibit 6.42.)

(r) Commitment to the teaching profession was measured by 4 items
assessing attitudes toward teaching. Examples include: "I would become a teacher if I had it to
do over again" and "I am proud to tell others I am a teacher." (See Exhibits 6.49 and 6.50.) A
number of the commitment items for this scale and the two that follow were modifications of
items of an extant commitment scale (see Porter et ai., 1974.)

(s) Commitment to the teaching field was measured by 4 items assessing
attitudes toward the respondents' current teaching field. Items include: "l am satisfied with my
choice of teaching field" and "I would recommend that young people pursue careers 1n my
teaching field." (See Exhibits 6.47 and 6.48.)

(t) Commitment to the Memphis City Schools (MCS) is an attitudinal
measure consisting of the following 3 items: "I am proud to tell others | am part of MCS,"
"Deciding to work in MCS was a definite mistake on my part," and "I talk up MCS to my friends
as a great district to work in." (See Exhibits 6.49 and 6.50.)

3. Teaching Assignment
(a) Specific teaching assignment. Special educators' were asked to identi fy

the number of students they served each week in each disability category. They were also asked

6.6




to indicate the type of service model in which they currently taught (e.g., resource and self-
contained). General educators weie asked to identify their assignment areas (e.g., early
childhood education, kindergarten, elementary, English). (See Exhibits 6.2, 6.10, 6.12, and
0.16.)

(b) Number of students taught. Special and general educators were asked to
indicate the "TOTAL" number of students for whom you are responsible each week as well as
the largest and smallest number of students taught during any period. Both groups of educators
were also asked to indicate a typicai class size.

(c) Age range of studdnts taught. This item asked teachers to indicate age
of youngest and oldest student taught.

(d) Number of aide hours. Teachers were asked whether they generally had
an aide available to assistant them. If yes, they were asked approximately how many hours they
received assistance weekly. (See Exhibit 6.19.)

(e) Students' race consisted of respondents’ answer to what percentage of
studeﬁts in their classes were in African-American, European-American, and other ethnic
groups. (See Exhibit 6.18.)

(H Number of schools taught in. Teachers indicated in how many different
schools they taught. (See Exhibit6.15.)

(2) Number of special educators. Teachers were asked the number of fuli-
time special educators assigned to the school in which they taught. (See Exhibit 6.20.)

(h) Number of hours worked. Teachers were asked to estimate the number
of hours they worked bevond the normal work week, including estimates of both student
interaction activities and hours on other activities (adapted from SASS item). (See Exhibit
6.17.)

4. Professional Qualifications

(a) Highest Degree Earned. Teachers indicated the highest degree they

earned. Response choices ranged from B.A. to Ph.D. (See Exhibit 6.9.)
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(b) Preparedness. Teachers indicated how well prepared they felt for their
current teaching assignment. Response choices ranged from very well prepared to not
adequately prepared. (See Exhibit 6.9.)

(c) Reasons for becoming a teacher. Teachers were asked to identify from a
list reasons for becoming a teacher. Special educators were asked an additional question
_regarding why they became special educators. (See Exhibits 6.7 and 6.8.)

(d) Initial intent. Teachers were asked when they first started teaching, how
long did they intend to remain? Response choices ranged from "until | had children” to "until
retirement." (See Exhibit 6.7.)

(e) Teaching Experience was based on total years of teaching experience,
regardless of assignment. (See Exhibit 6.6.)

() Special Education Experience. Teachers were asked how many years
they taught full-time in special education, whether in the MCS or elsewhere. (See Exhibit 6.6.)

(2) Memphis Experience. Teachers were asked how many years they
worked full-time in the Mempbhis City Schools. (See Exhibit 6.6.)

(h) Employability was measured by asking respondents to respond to three
statements concerning their nonteaching opportunities, such as "It would be difficult for me to
find a non-teaching job with comparable salary and benefits." Response choices ranged from (1)
"agree" to (4) "disagree". (See Exhibit 6.60.)

5. Personal/Demographic Information

(a) Race was coded as three categories--African-Americans, Eurepean-

Americans, and other.

(b)  Gender was coded as female and male.

B.  Samples

In January 1993, we selected a stratified random sample of 400 general education
teachers for the Comprehensive Commitment and Retention Study. This sample was selected
from the population of 4989 teachers who were employed as general education teachers (i.e.,

they taught general, not special education classes) in the MCS on a day in December 1993. (We
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are not sure of the specific date in early December on which the population file was generated.)
This population of 4989 general education teachers was stratified by the three variables listed
below, each of which has two categories (for a total of eight strata). Of the teachers in the
population, 125 could not be assigned to a grade level because of missing or ambiguous
information; we placed them into an additional (ninth) stratum for sampling purposes. The three

stratifying variables were as follows:

. Grade Level (elementary or secondary).
. Experience Level (up to 4 years or over 4 years).
. Race/Ethnicity (white or nonwhite).

The sampling plan called for us to select randomly 50 teachers within each stratum.
Because we added a ninth stratum, and because there were relatively few members of that
stratum (125), we allocated 49 sample members to each of the eight original strata and 8 sample
members to the ninth stratum (grade level missing), for a total of 400 sample members. Two of
the sampled teacheis were subsequently determined to be ineligible, resulting in a final sample
size of 398. |

Following sample selection, we also examined the overall sample on several teacher
characteristics in addition to those used as stratifying variables. The majority of the sample
members are female, as could be expected from the characteristics of the population from which

the sample was drawn.

C. Data Collection

in February 1993, the questionnaire was mailed to all the special educators (N=619) and
the sample of 398 general educators employed by the MCS. Using data collection procedures
similar to those outlined in Chapter 3 (Section 1) for the Screening Study, the survey of each of
the teaching (special and general educators) groups involved a first mailing of the questionnaire
(to the teachers' home addresses), a postcard reminder, a second mailing of the questionnaire,

and two telephone prompts. We had a 76% response rate for both the special educators (44
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persons initially identified, 3 subsequently determined to be ineligible, and 31 compieted
questionnaires) and the general educators (64 initiaII'y sampled, 2 subsequently determined to be

ineligible, and 47 completed questionnairer).

D.  Analysis Plap

All of the variables were checked for outliers. Composites were computed as the sum of
valid responses to the scale items, divided by the number of valid responses. Missing values
were assigned for composite scores if more than one item was missing (or two for longer scales).
Internal consistency reliability coefficients (Cronbach's alpha) were computed for all composite

scales.
iil. RESULTS

After a summary of the background characteristics of the respondents, the results are
organized by the research questions outlined at the beginning of this chapter. Tables
summarizing major findings are presented throughout the text. Detailed exhibits are presented
in Exhibits 6.1 through 6.60, which have been placed at the end of the chapter for the reade:'s
convenience.

The composite scales (see description of scales above) were finalized after exploratory
factor analyses. In most cases, the final composite scales were as originally intended, with an
item added or dropped. The exhibits provide the results of all of the items inciuded in the
questionnaire. Those items left off of the final composites are indicated with an @.

Table 6.1 shows the reliability coefficients for each of the composite scales. As Table
6.1 shows, almost all of the reliability coefficients range from .80 to .98, which is quite positive

given the brevity of a number of the scales.

A. Background Characteristics of Respondents
The background characteristics of respondents and nonrespondents are provided in

Exhibits 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3. A review of these tables shows that respondents and nonrespondents
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Table 6.1

Cronbach's Alpha Reliability Coefficients for Composite Scales
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. Number Number Cronbach's
Scale : of Cases of ltems Alpha

l Teaching load | 703 4 87
School climate 676 7 91

l Principal support 679 14 97
Supervisor support 482 14 98

l Colleague support 697 8 .80

l Special ed climate 682 5 .86
Input into decisions 703 2 74

' Students : 689 5 .88
Parents 72 4 .88

I Resources 681 6 91
Workload 688 2 .89

I Professional Development 708 5 .86
Efficacy 699 6 .84

l Stress 722 . 6 91
Ancillary 716 3 .59

' Salary 712 4 .89
Employability 719 3 91

l Teaching Profession 708 6 .86
Teaching Field 720 6 .83

l Teaching in MCS 703 5 93

i

i

i
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are fairly similar in terms of race, gender, career ladder status, teaching experience, grade level
taught, and special education teaching assignment.

Exhibits 6.4 through 6.21 provide detailed information about respondents' Gackground
(e.g., previous plans and experiences, teaching preparation, and teaching assignment). Special
and general educators look fairly similar in terms of marital status and employment status of
spouse. There were no significant differences between general and special educators in marital
status or spouse employment status. However, special educators were significantly more likely
than general educators to have younger dependents (sped M=10.45; gened M=12.18; T=-2.77, p,
01). A signifizantly higher percentage of special than general educators held another job
outside of the MCS (sped M=.20; gened M=.14, i= 2;74, p < .01). Special educators had
significantly less teaching experience than general educators (sped M=15.03; gened M-16.74, t=-
2.74, p<.01). However, there was not a significant difference in the degrees held by general
and special educators (also see Exhibit €.9) and approximately 83% of general and special

educators felt "very well" or "well" prepared for their current assignments (see Exhibit 6.9).

Teaching Profession

Special and general educators were asked, "why did you become a teacher." Exhibit 6.7

provides the percentage of special and general educators who indicated each of the options listed
on the questionnaires. Special and general educators responded similarly to the response
options. Approximately 60% of general and special educators indicated that they "liked working
with young people." Almost half of the general and special educators indicated that they
"always wanted to or always thought they'd be good at it" and they "wanted to contribute to
society/be of service to others." Slightly over a quarter of the special and general educators
indicated that they "liked the vacations, work hours, or job security." Others indicated that they
were "inspired or encouraged by former teachers" (general educators=28.5%; special
educators=21%). The other response options were selected by relatively few teachers.

Exhibit 6.8 outlines responses to: "why did you become a special education teacher.”

Close to 40% indicated that they wanted the challenge of working with special populations.

6.12

£




Almost a third indicated they had prior experiences with special needs students. Over a quarter
indicated that they always wanted to work with students who have disabilities. Other response
options selected by approximately one-fifth of the respondents include: (1) wanted to work with
smaller numbers of students, (2) became interested through a special educatfon course, and (3)
had a friend or family member with a disability. Over 15% indicated that there were "more job

opportunities in special than general education.”

C.  Research Question 2; Special and General Educators' Plans to Remain in Teaching
| Perceived Employabili

' Of primary interest in this study were special and general educators’ career plans. Given
the importance of teachers' career plans, two different types of variables were included in the
questionnaire: (1) intent to stay in teaching and current position, and (2) desire to stay in current
school, district, teaching field, and teaching profession. Special and general educators' responses
to these two types of items are summarized below. Special educators were also asked to respond
to three items regarding their perceived employability.

. lutent to Stay in Tesching

Intent to stay was assessed by asking teachers about their intended behavior, i.e.,
how long they planned to remain. Both special and general educators were asked "how long do
you plan to remain in teaching?" Exhibit 6.52 outlines teachers' responses to this question.
Approximately 65% of special educators and 77% of general educators plan to stay as long as
they are able or until eligible for retirement. These teachers might be considered uniikely to
leave the teaching profession.

The remainder of the teachers might be considered at risk of leaving teaching. These
include teachers who would probably continue unless something better comes along, those who
definitely plan to leave as soon as they can, and those who are undecided. Of the special
educators 34.8% would be considered at risk of leaving, while 22.8% of the general educators
fall into this category. However, all teachers in this category are not likely of equal risk of
leaving. Less than 5% of special and general educators indicate that they definitely plan to leave

as soon as they can. Further, only 13% of special educators and 8% of general educators
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indicated that they would probably continue unless something better comes along. About 18%
of special educators and 12% of general educators are undecided about their teaching plans.
2, | in Special ion T i
Special educators were also asked, "how long do you plan to remain in special
education teaching?”" The same response choices were provided as the above intent question.
As Exhibit 6.52 demonstrates, special educators plans to remain in teaching and in special
education in particular are similar. Approximately 60% of special educators plan to remain as
long as they are able or until eligible for retirement. Approximately 40% might be considered at
risk of lgaving special education; that is, of these at-risk teachers, 15.6% indicate that they will
probably continue unless something better comes along, 7.3% indicate that they definitely plan
to leave as soon as they can, and 16.5% are undecided.
3. Intent to Be in Current Position in 3 Years
Special and general educators were asked "Do you pian to be in your current
position in 3 years?" Teachers were asked to respond with a "yes" or a "no.” The findings for
both special and general educators are summarized in Exhibits 6.53A, 6.53A1, 6.53B, and
6.53B1. Approximately 67% of special and general educators plan to be in their current
positions in 3 years (see Exhibit 6.53A). Exhibit 6.53A includes the percentage of teachers
planning to stay in or leave their current positions by race, gender, years of experience, and
career ladder status. Teachers not on career ladder or on class I were more likely than those on
level II and 111 to leave. Half of the special educators who plan to leave are teachers of students
with learning disabilities, which is not surprising since LD teachers make up about half of the
special education teaching force (see Exhibit 6.53B and B1).
4. Desire
Desire to remain was assessed by asking teachers to respond to four items
indicating the extent to which they dgsire to remain in: (a) their current school, (b) Memphis
City schoois, (c) their teaching field, and (d) the teaching profession. Exhibit 6.46 outlines

special and general educators responses to these four items.
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An encouraging finding is that the majority of teachers indicate either a moderate or
great desire to stay, and conversely, a small percentage of teachers indicated no or little desire to
remain in each of the four areas (see Table 6.2).

Exhibit 6.46 shows that special and general educators' desire to remain was most similar
for "remaining in their current school." Appreximately one-half of general and special educators
indicated that they had a great desire to remain in their current school, approximately one-third
had a moderate desire to remain, and relatively few indicated little or no desire to remain in their
current school.

However, Exhibit 6.46 also shows that special educators indicatec significantly less
desire than general educators to remain in the MCS (sped M=3.31, gened M=3.50, t=-4.79,

p < .00001), their teaching field (sped M=3.40, gened M=3.60, t=-4.15), and the teaching
profession (sped M=-3.43, gened M=3.62, p < .001). Approximately half of the special
educators indicated a great desire to remain in their current school (51.1%), their current
teaching field (55.9%), the MCS (46%), and the teaching profession (58.5%). However,
approximately 71% of the general educators indicated that they had a great desire to remain in

their teaching field and 67% indicated a great desire to remain in the teaching profession.

Table 6.2

Special and General Educators' Desire to Remain*

Little/No Desire Moderate/Great Desire
Special General Special Genersl
% Y% % Y%
Current school 16.5 13.6 83.5 86.4%
Current field 12.4 72 87.6 92.7%
MCS 12.1 8.4 87.8 91.6%
Teaching profession 8.6 3.9 91.4 96.1%

*  For more information see Exhibit 6.46
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5. Enployability

Special educators perceive themselves to be less employable in nonteaching
positions than general educators (SE M=2.91; GE M=2.69; t=3.39, p <.001; see Exhibit 6.60).
(The higher mean indicates lower perceived employability.) Special educators had significantly

different scores than general educators on all three of the composite items.

D.  Research Question 3: Special and General Educators' Reasons For Their Career
Plans

Special and genera! educators were asked to identify important reasons for planning to be
or not to be in their positions in 3 years. Reasons for planning to stay are discussed belpw,
foilowed by reasons for pianning to leave.

1. Reasons for Planning to Stay

Special and general educators were asked to identify from a list the primary
reason they planning to stay in their current position. They were also asked to identify a
“second" or "third" reason for planning to stay, if they had one. Exhibits 6.58 and 6.59 provide a
detailed description of general and special educators' reasons for staying, respecti - -
a.. Summary of Major Reasons for Planning to Stay
Special and general educators identified basically the same major reasons
for staying and the percentage selecting each of the major reasons (i1cross primary, second, and
third reasons) were remarkably similar. Table 6.3 provides an overview of the major reasons
(i.e., selected as either a primary, second, or third reason) selected by both special and general
educators. Satisfaction of work with students was given as an important reason for staying by
approximately 1/2 of special and general educators. Income and benefits was the next most
important reason, followed by job schedule, position compatible with family needs, and job
security. There were no notable differences between general and special edusators on overall
reasons for planning to stay.
b. Pri Reas r P}
The three primary reasons for planning to stay among the special

educators included (1) satisfaction of work with students (28%), (2) income and benefits
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{fable 6.3

Special and General Educators' Reasons for Planning to Stay

Special General
Reason for Planning to Stay Yo* %*
Satisfaction of work with students 523 50.6
Income and benefits 399 339
Job schedule (hours, vacations) 30.9 30.7
Position compatible w/family needs 23.2 24.0
Job security 225 249

* These percentages are based on the numbers of teachers who planned to stay in their
positions over the next 3 years. For more information see Exhibits 6.58 and 6.59.

(17.1%), and (3) position compatible with family considerations/responsibilities (9.1%) (see
Exhibit 6.59). General educators also identified two of the same primary reasons, satisfaction of
work with students (23.7%) as well as income and benefits (18%) (see Exhibit 6.58). Special
educators also identified feelings of competence/success (15.4%) as a primary reason for
p]anning to stay.
c. Second and Thi fi

Among special educators, the second important reasons for planning to
stay included: (1) job schedule (14.1%), (2) satisfaction of work with students (13.8%), and (3)
feel competent/successful (13.8%). General educators second reasons included: (1) satisfaction
of work with students (16.7%), (2) feel competent/successful (16.3%), (3) job schedule (12.6%),
and (4) job security (10.2%).

The third reasons for planning to stay included those similar to primary and second

reasons for planning to stay. Special educators third reasons for staying included (1) job security

(11.7%), (2) satisfaction of work with students (10.4%), and (3) income and benefits (10.4%).
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General educators gave job schedule (15.2%) and satisfaction of work with students (10.2%) as
third important reasons for planning to stay.
2. Reasons for Planning to Leave
Special and general educators were asked to identify a primary reason for
planning to leave their current teaching position in 3 years. They were also asked to select a
"second" and "third" important reason for planning to leave, if applicable. Detailed reasons for
general and special educators' plans to leave are provided in Exhibits 6.54 and 6.55A,
respectively.
) a. Sum f Major Rea lagnin ve

Table 6.4 provides a summary of the major reasons (i.¢., .those selected as
either a primary, second, or third reason) for planning to leave by special and general educators.
The most frequently identified reason for planning to leave among special educators included
"dissatisfied with assignment"” (47.4%), followed by "for an even better teaching assignment"
(39.0%), and "to pursue another education-related career” (33.1%). General educators reasons
for planning to leave, included "for better salary and benefiis” (47.2%), "to pursue another
education-related career" (44.4%), and "dissatisfied with assignment" (30.0%).
b. Primary Reaso r Planni \l

‘ The four primary reasons that special educators gave for planning to leave included: (1)
dissatisfied with assignment (23.4%), (2) to pursue another education-related career (16.9%), (3)
for an even better teaching assignment (14.3%), and (4) to retire (10.4%) (see Exhibit 6.55).
General educators' primary reason for planning to leave included: (1) to pursue another
education-related career (27.2%), (2) to retire (16.4%), (3) dissatisfied with assignment (14.8%),
and (4) for an even better teaching assignment (14.6%) (see Exhibit 6.54).
c. Seco i r

Special and general educators were also asked to identify "second" and
"third" important reasons for planning to leave. Among special educators, the second important
reasons for planning to leave included: (1) for an even better teaching assignment (15.6%), (2)
dissatisfied with assignment (14.3%), and (3) for better salary or benefits. General educators'

second reasons included: (1) for an even better teaching assignment (27.2%), (2) to pursue
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another education-related career (8.9%), and (3) for better salary or benefits (8.8%). The third
reasons for planning to leave included those similar to primary and second reasons for planning
to leave. Special educators third reasons for leaving included: (1) dissatisfied with assignment
(9.7%) and (2) for an even better teaching assignment (9.1%). General educators gave as third
important reasons for planning to leave: (1) pursue a career outside of education (12.2%) and
(2) better salary or benefits (11.5%).

d. Reaso Leaving—Dissatisfi

Teachers who identified dissatisfaction with either their teaching

assignment or with teaching as a career as a reason for leaving were asked to identify from a list

Table 6.4

Special and General Educators' Reasons for Pianning to Leave

Special General

Reasons for Planning to Leave % * % *
Family or personal move 16.2 13.6
Pregnancy/chiid rearing 7.1 7.3

Health 9.7 10.7
To retire 12.3 20.7
To pursue another education-related career 33.1 44.4
To pursue a career outside of education 15.6 16.2
For better salary or benefits 19.5 472
For an even better teaching assignment 39.0 21.5
Dissatisfied with assignment 474 30.0
Dissatisfied with teaching as career 10.4 9.9

To take sabbatical or break 8.4 3.8

Other 12.3 11.7

* These percentages are based on the numbers of teachers who planned to leave their positions
within three years. For more information see Exhibits 6.54 and 6.55A.
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of 27 items those specific "dissatisfiers" that were important to their decisions to leave.
Teachers were also asked to select the one that was important to their plans to leave.

The percentage of special and general educators selecting each of the major dissatisfiers
is listed in Exhibit 6.56A. An examination of this exhibit shows that there were few patterns for

the most important area of dissatisfaction. Special educators' dissatisfiers included (across all

reasons):
. Too much paperwork (10%).
. Class size/caseload too large (9.2%).
. Lack of adequate support staff (e.g., aides) (7.4%).
. Inappropriate placement of students with disabilities (7.2%).

General educators' dissatisfiers included (across all reasons):

. Student discipline problems (7.4%).

e . Too much paperwork (5.4%). '

. Inadequate support from principal(s) (4.9%).
. Class size/case load too large (4.2%).

Exhibit 6.57 shows what special and general educators plan to be doing in 3 years.

Overall, special and general educators' plans are similar. A similar number of special (66.2%)
and general educators (69.7) plan to be in their current positions. About 8% of special educators
plan to teach in another school in the MCS and 3% plan to teacher general education in the
MCS. Approximately 4% of general and special educators plan to be in similar positions in
other school districts. Another 3% of general and special educators plan to be employed in
education, but in a nonteaching job. A similar percentage of general and special educators plan
to be employed as administrators in education (sped=3.6% and gened=5.5%). Only 2% of

general and special educators plan to be employed outside of education.
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Teachers were asked "do you want to transfer to a teaching position in another school in
Meraphis City?" Those who answered "yes" to this question were asked to indicate the names of
the school(s) to which they wanted to transfer. They were given an opportunity to provide first,
second, and third choices. Exhibits 6.51A-J provide the results of these data.

Approximately 21% of both special and general educators indicated that they wanted to
transfer to another school in the MCS. Exhibits 6.51G and 6.51D provide a summary of special
and educators' reasons for desiring a transfer, respectively. Among special educators, the
primary reasons given include: (1) location (wanting to be closer to home, closer to children,
etc.: 17.5%), (2) administration (desirir more support or recognition; 18.6%), and (3)
assignment areas (desire to change assignment; 3.9%). The pattern was similar for general
educators. Their primary reasons also included location (20.8%) and administration (8.4%).
However, few general educators (3.9%) gave “change assignment” as a reason for transferring.

Exhibit 6.51A shows that 37.6% of the special educators currently teaching in inner city
schools want to transfer, as compared to 16.7% of those teaching in urban schools. However,
the percentage of special educators currently teaching in high, medium, and low SES schools
seems fairly evenly distributed. Among general educators, the pattern is less clear. However,
more of the general educators teaching in urban schools requested transfers than those in inner
schooi schools. Those general educators teaching in medium or low SES urban schools were
more likely to request a transfer than those teachljng in higher SES schools.

Exhibits 6.51B and 6.5 1C provide the types of schools to which general and special
educators want to transfer, respectively. The pattern of schools desired was similar for both
special and general educators. For both groups of teachers, high SES urban schools dominated
the first, second, and third choices of schools. Medium SES urban schools followed, with
relatively few special or general educators desiring to transfer to inner city schools. Further,
elementary levels transfers were requested most often, followed by secondary and then middle

schools.
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Pro

Teachers were asked to list the most pressing problems they face as a teacher. Next they

were asked what actions they believe the viCS should take to solve each of the problems they

identified. A coding framework was used to code each of the individual problems identified

problems by the special and general educators. Although there were 243 individual codes, they

were grouped under the major categories listed in Table 6.5. Table 6.5 provides the percentage

of all of the respondents who selected problems within each of these categories (respondents

may have been counted more than once within a single category if they identified more than one

problem within a category). The primary problems'identiﬁed by both special and general

educators are shown in Table 6.5 and inciude: (1) responsibilities, (2) resources, (3) students, 4)

Table 6.5

Pressing Problems Identified by Special and General Educators

Special Educators

General Educators

Problem Area N % N %
Administrators 49 11 606 12
Colleagues 36 8 296 6
Curriculum/Instruction 27 6 375 8
Facilities/Classrooms 40 8 297 7
Parents 57 12 942 19
Professionalism 29 6 214 4
Resources 133 29 605 12
Responsibilities’ 259 57 1,849 37
Salary/Benefits 27 6 396 8
Special Education 35 8 29 1
Students 115 25 2,387 48
6.22
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parents, and (5) administrators. It is interesting to note that the problems identified most
frequently were the same for both special and general educators. However, special educators
identified responsibilities and resources as problems more frequently than the general educators,
whereas general educators identified students and parents as problems more frequently than the
special educators. About 12% of both special and general educators selected "administrators” as
problems. ‘

To better understand these general educators, the reader needs to consult Exhibit 6.62.
This exhibit outlines the percentage of special and general educators who identified each of the
243 subcategories as a pressing problem. For example, "caseload too big" and "paperwork" are
two of the most frequently identified problems under the larger category "responsibilities."

Similarly, under the broad category "students," respondents frequently identified "discipline

identified as a pressing problem by 35% of the special educators and 12% of the general
educators. ‘

Table 6.6 outlines special and general educators' proposed solutions for frequently
mentioned probiems. A review of these proposed solutions should also help the reader to better

understand the problems identified.

i
i
i
i
i
|
|
l problems" and "not motivated" as pressing problems. As Exhibit 6.62 sl.ows, paperwork was
|
1
)

H. esearch Ouestion 7: ial an reral ' Py i C
' Work Conditions

Table 6.7 outlines composite means and standard deviations (or standard errors for the

' samples of general education teachers) for the 12 composite work perception variables (defined

in Section II, A and again in sections below) for both special and general educators. Special
I educators were most satisfied in the areas of students assigned, input into decisions, colleague

‘ support, principal support, and supervisor support; they were east satisfied with workload,
l teaching load, and special education climate.
General educators were most satisfied with students assigned, input into decisions,
colleague support, principal support, and resources; they were lgast satisfaction with teaching

' load, workload, school climate, supervisor support, and parent support.
l 6.23




Table 6.6

Special Educators' Proposed Solutions for Frequently Mentioned Problems

ADMINISTRATORS

Require consistency among administrators
Provide teachers with chain of command
Hire better administrators

Monitor principal effectiveness

Remove ineffective administrators

Select administrators who value teachers
Provide clear discipline policies

Have administrators enforce discipline
Require that administrators support teachers

Encourage teachers to communicate with administrators

PARENTS

Encourage/facilitate parent involvement

Mandate conferences for parents

Provide support services for parents

Provide parent education

Make home visits

Stress importance of parent involvement to parents

Hire person to make parent contacts

RESOURCES

Provide matenals

Provide computers

Increase money to buy materials
Provide resource center

Provide texts appropriate to student levels

(continued)
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Table 6.6 (continued)

i
|
' Increase number of teachers
Full teaching load for all teachers
I Provide teacher assistants
Provide teacher aides
l Reduce number of students
Evenly distribute students
Limit age/grade range of students taught
Open more classes
Eliminate multicategorical classes
Remove students not needing services
Improve screening/students identification procedures
Pay special educators more
Do not require certain courses
STUDENTS
1. Not motivated
Provide opportunities for students to succeed

Provide training for difficult students

Enforce discipline policies

Have administrators enforce discipline
Provide support services for parents

Hire better administrators

Provide clean, attractive school environment
Provide special classes for underachievers
Provide programs to increase self-esteem
Provide guidance/counseling

Provide alternative programs/schools

(continued)
6.25
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Table 6.6 (continued)

Provide mental health services
Provide more teacher aides/assistants
F.. .ide current materials/equipment
Provide classroom to itinerants
Provide teachers' guide/books
Provide duplicating/xeroxing services
Provide larger room
Provide supports for problem children
Provide physical therapy
Provide occupational therapy
Provide physical education
Provide special instruction {i.e., art, music, PE, library)
RESPONSIBILITIES |
1. Paperwork
Provide assistants
Reduce paperwork
Use checklist for IEPs
Computerize paperwork
Reduce redundancy in paperwork
Increase school planning time for paperwork
Have central office do paperwork |
Have administrators solve paperwork problem
Provide volunteers/parent assistance
Allow teachers to design forms
Combine forms
2. Caseload size and diversity

Limit class size

6.26 (continued)
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Table 6.6 (continued)

2. Student attendance problems
Provide clear attendance policies
Enforce discipline policies
Require parent support
Provide suspension/detention

Provide full-time disciplinarians

- 3. Discipline problems

Provide suspension/detention

Provide alternative programs/schools

Remove disruptive students from school

Require parent support for discipiine

Allow creativity for working with diicicult students
Provide clear discipline policies

Raise standards for behavior

Enforce discipline policies

Have administrators enforce discipline

Provide full-time disciplinarians

Provide programs to increase self-esteem

Provide guidance/counseling
Piace students appropriately
Provide training for difficult students
Provide opportunities for students to succeed
Require administrators to support teachers
Assign aides in classes

4, Violent/aggressive students
Increase secunity

Put metal detectors in schools

6.27
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Tabie 6.6 (continued)

Do unannounced locker checks
Provide suspension/detention
Provide alternative programs/schools
Remove disruptive students from school
Require parent support for discipline
Provide clear discipline poiicies
Raise standards for behavior
Enforce discipline policies
Have administrators enforce discipline
Provide full-time disciplinarians
Provide programs to increase self-esteem
Provide guidance/counseling
Provide crime stopper program

5. Students inappropriately placed in class
Place students appropriately
Improve screening/student identification
Reassign misplaced students
Provide aiternative programs/schools
Eliminate multicategorical classes

Provide broader program selections for placement
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Table 6.7

Comparisons of Special and General Educators' Perceptions of Work-Related Variables

Composites: Special General t-Statistic

Teach Load n 431 47141
Mean 2.63 2.91 S5, 01%#
SD/SE .04 .06

Workload fl 443 4756
Mean 2.50 2.60 -1.10
SD/SE .90 .06

School chmate n 403 4625
Mean 2.86 2.82 93
SD/SE .72 .05

Principal support n 413 4586
Mean 3.10 3.18 -1.45
SD/SE 75 .06

Supervisor support n 342 2268
Mean 3.13 2.93 2.14%*
SD/SE .78 .09

Colleague-support n 427 4687
Mean 3.02 3.21 -5.79%*
SD/SE .53 03

Special ed climate n 408 4783
Mean 2.45 2.96 -11.79%*
SD/SE 67 .04

Input--decisions n 414 4745
Mean 3.13 3.20 -1.80
SD/SE .54 .04

Students assigned n 420 4790
Mean 3.22 3.16 1.61
SD/SE .57

Parent support n 432 4862
Mean 2.79 2.83 -.84
SD/SE .62 .04

Resources n 427 4724
Mean 2.87 3.31 -8.60**
SD/SE .80 .05

Leaming Opport n 434 4725
Mean 2.71 2.93 -4.60**
SD/SE .69 .05

* For more information see Exhibits 6:14, 6.22-6.40
** p <.05 *** p <.0001
PR
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Differences between general and special educators on these composite scales were tested
using independent sample t-tests. Differences between special and general educators at the .05
level are identified by an asterisk next to the variable name in Table 6.7. Of the 12 variabies,
special educators had significantly lower scores than general educators on 5 of the 12 variables.

Differences between special and general educators on each of the individual items
making up the composites were assessed using t-tests (items not included on the final
composites were also tested). Significant differences between special and general educators at
the p < .01 level are indicated by asterisks on the Exhibits. Table 6.8 also provides additional
analyses of teachers' perceptions of selected work experiences for special education teachers by
inner city versus urban schools. As this table shows, inner city school teachers.had lower
satisfaction than urban city school teachers on a number of items, including satisfaction with
students, satisfaction with teaching resources, satisfaction with workload, and satisfaction with

input into assignment.

Table 6.8

Urban and Inner City Teachers' Perceptions of Selected Work Experiences

Inner City School Urban Schoeol
(N=105) (N=311)

Mean SD Mean SD
Satisfaction with input into 2.89 83 3.16 .70
assignment
Satisfaction with students 3.06 .70 3.30 .65
Satisfaction with parental 2.85 63 2.92 .67
support
Satisfaction with teaching 2.60 74 3.02 - .89
resources
Satisfaction with workload 2.49 97 2.78 90

6.30
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Each of the individual composite scales is reviewed below comparing general and special
educators.

1. Teaching Load

The teaching load composite consisted of 4 items designed to assess to assess
special and general educators' perceptions of their teaching load. As shown in Table 6.7, speciai
and general educators had relatively low satisfaction with their teaching load (sped M=2.63;
gened M=2.91).

Almost half of the special educators and about a third of the general educators either
"disagreed" or "tended to disagree" that their teaching load was reasonable in terms of the
number of students in their classes (see Exhibit 6.13). Over haif of the special educators and
close to half of the general educators either "disagreed" or "tended to disagree" that their
teaching load was reasonable in terms of the "range of students' needs/abilities.” Further, almost
half of the special educators and about a third of the general educators either "disagreed” or
"tended to disagree" that their teaching load was reasonable in terms of the “subject/number of
preparations | have."

On a more positive note, 86% of the general educators and about 70% of the special
educators either "agreed" or "tended to agree" that their load was reasonable in terms of the age
range of the students they served.

Table 6.7 also shows that special educators perceived less satisfaction with their teaching
load than the general educators (sped M=2.63, gened M=2.91, t=-5.01, p <.0001). As expected,
there were also significant differences between general and special educators on the individual
items making up the composites (see Exhibit 6.13). Special educators were less likely than
general educators to view their teaching loads as reasonable, in term of: (a) number of students
in classes; (b) age range of students served; (c) range of students' needs/abilities; and (d)
subject/number of preparations.

Special educators also responded to two teaching load items not on the general education
questionnaire. They expressed relatively low levels of satisfaction with the "range of student

disabilities served" (M=2.7) and "the severity of students served" in their classes (M=2.7).
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2. Workload
Exhibits 6.37 and 6.38 outline general and special educators' perceptions about

their workload, respectively. The composite workload variable consists of two items, "the
number of hours I must work after school is reasonable" and "I have adequate planning time."
Special and general educators have relatively low satisfaction scores on this composite, with a
mean score of 2.3 for planning time for both special and general educators. Exhibits 6.37 and
6.38 show that over half of the special and general educators either "disagreed” or "tended to
disagree” with the statement, "I have adequate planning time." Slightly more than a third of the
general and special educators either "disagreed”-or "tended to disagree" with the statement, "The
number of hours I must work after school is reasonable.”

Special and general educators also responded to five other workioad variables not
included on the composite scale (see Exhibits 6.37 and 6.38). Most of the special and general
educators perceived that "parent demands” as well as "extracurricular demands" upon their time
was reasonable. However, an overwhelming majority of both special and general educators
either "agreed" or "tended to agree” with the statement, "details, 'red tape,' and required
paperwork absorb too much of my time" (sped 92.5%; gened 85%). About a quarter of the
general educators and a third of the special educators either "agreed” or "tended to agree" that
"keeping up professionally is a considerable burden.” In addition, a third of general educators
and close to half of the special educators either "agreed" or "tended to agree" that their "classes
are used as a dumping ground for problem students.”

Special educators were significantly more likely than general educators to agree with the
statement that "details, 'red tape,' and required paperwork absorb too much of time" (sped
M=3.6; gened =3.3, t=-5.48, p < .001). |

3. School Climate

School climate consisted of 8 statements concerning the school in which the
teachers worked. As Table 6.7 shows, the special and general educators' had the same, relatively
low mean for school climate (M=2.8). Approximately 75% of special and general educators
either "agreed" or "tended to agree” that t" :ir school is safe and approximately 85% of both

teacher groups are proud of the reputation of their school (see Exhibits 6.22 and 6.23). In
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addition, approximately 80% of the teachers believe their school has a positive learning
environment.

However, approximately 60% of the special and general educators perceive student
behavior to be a problem in their school and close to half of both groups either "tended to
disagree" or ""disagreed" that "students are committed to learning at this scheol.”
Approximately 40% of both teacher groups either "agreed” or "tended to agree" that the morale
of their school staff was low. |

4. Principal Support

The composite "principal support" consisted of 14 items designed to assess
teachers' perceptions of the support they receive from their principals (see Exhibits 6.24 anc
6.26). As Table 6.7 shows, the means for the principal support composite were relatively high
(sped 3.10; gened 3.18) compared to a number of the other work-related variables.

Approximately 85% of general and special educators either "agreed" or "tended to agree”
that their principals have their "respect and trust" and supports them in their "interactions with
parents." Although the difference between special and general educators was not significant on
this variable, there were significant differences between general and special educators on some
of the individual items at the .01 level. General educators were more likely than special
educators to agree to the following statements about their principals: (a) providés current
information about teaching/leaming; (b) informs me about school/district policies; (c) explains
reasons behind programs and practices; (d) understands my program and what I do; (¢) provides
leadership about what we are trying to achieve; and (f) interacts with me frequently.

5.  Supervisor Support

The composite "supervisor support" variable consisted of 14 items designed to
assess teachers' perceptions of the support they receive from their central office supervisors. The
items in this composite were the same ones used to assess principal support (see above).

Similar to the perceptions of principal support, about 86% of general and special
educators either "agreed” or "tended to agree" that their central office supervisor "has my respect

and trust." However, respondents indicated the lowest means for "interacts with me frequently."
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Tabie 6.7 shows that special educators perceived significantly higher central office
supervisor support than did general educators (sped= 2.93; gened 3.13). A review of Exhibits
6.25 and 6.27 shows the highest item means for special and general educators include: (a) has
my support and trust; (b) recognizes and supports the work I do; (c) understands my program and
what [ do; and (d) provides leadership about what we are trying to achieve. Items with relatively
low means include: (a) interacts with my frequently and (b) allows me input into the decisions
that affect rﬁe. Special educators had significantly higher item means than general educators on
two items: "supports me in my interactions with parents" and "understands my pro‘gram and
what I do."

6. Coll

Colleague support was measured with 8 items designed to assess teachers'
attitudes toward and experiences with their colleagues. As shown in Table 6.7, the composite
means for colleague support are relatively high compared to the other work variables (sped 3.02;
gened 3.21).

| Almost ail the general educators (99%) and special educators (96%) either "agreed" or
"tended to agree" with the statement "most teachers in my school treat me with respect”. About
90% of the general educators and 82% of the special educators either "agreed" or "tended to
agree" with the statement, "1 often exchange professional ideas with other teachers in this
school." Approximately 85% of general and special educators either "agreed" or "tendet to
agree" that "most of my colleagues have high expectations for themselves." However, about a
third of the special and general educators either "agreed" or "tended to agree” with the statement
that, "I have a number of colleagues who are not competent.”

General educators reported significantly higher colleague support than the special
educators. Exhibits 6.28 and 6.29 highlight differences between special and general educators
on the individual items. General educators had higher means than special educators on the
following individual items: (a) most of my colleagues in this school understand what I do; (b) I
often exchange professional ideas with other teachers in this school; (c) I feel included in what

goes on at this school; and (d) most teachers in this school treat me with respect.
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7. Special Education Climate
The five special education climate statements were designed to assess special and

general educators' perceptions about the special education environment. Although most of the
items on this composite are comparable, they are not identical (see Exhibits 6.30 and 6.31).

General educators were more likely than special educators to perceive a favorable special
education climate and there were significant differences between general and special educators
on every item on the composite (see Table 6.7). Over 40% of general educators either
"disagreed" or "tended to disagree" that they have the knowledge to work effectively with
students with disabilities, although they reported relatively positive attitudes about working with
special education students. Interestingly, over 70% of special educators either "disagreed" or
"tended to disagree" that general educators have the knowledge to work effectively with students
with disabilities, and only 2.9% of the special educators "agreed" with this statement. Further,
close to half of the special educators either "disagreed" or "tended to disagree" that "the staff at
this school have positive attitudes toward special education staff and students,” while only 22%
of general educators either "disagreed" or "tended to disagree” with that statement. In summary,
special educators report relatively low levels of satisfaction with the climate for special
education in the MCS schools, although general educators report somewhat more positive
perceptions.

8. Input into ision

Two items were included in this composite: (a) | have autonomy in making

classroom decisions, and (b) I have influence over school-related policies (see Exhibits 6.22 and
6.23). Approximately 90% of general and special educators either "agreed” or "tended to agree"
that they had autonomy in making classroom policies (see Table 6.9). However, far fewer of
both groups felt they had influence over school-related policies. Over half of the general and
special educators either "tended to disagree” or "disagreed" that they have "influence over
school-related policies." General educators were more likely than special educators to perceive

influence over school policies (sped=2.2; gened 2.4, p < .01).
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9. Students Assigned
The composite "students assigned” consisted of 6 items relating te teachers’

students and their relationships with their students. As shown in Table 6.7, general and special
educators had relatively high composite means for students assigned (sped 3.22; gened 3.16).
Exhibits 6.32 and 6.33 show the means for each of the individual items that comprise this
composite. In general, teachers appear to feel positively about their relationships with their
students. About 98% of both general and special educators either "agreed" or "tended to agree”
with the statement, "I have good relationships with my students and about 96% of both groups

either "agreed" or "tended to agree" that "my students respect me."

Table 6.9

Comparisons of Special and General Educators' Perceptions of Input into Decisions

Tend to Tend to
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree M (SD)
% (SE) % (SE) % (SE) % SE
Items
Special
Autonomy in 59.4(NA)  32.7(NA) 5.5(NA) 2.3(NA) 3.5 (0.7)
classroom
decisions
Influence over 10.3(NA) 27.7(NA) 32.7(NA) 293(NA) 2.2 {1.0)
school policies*
General
Autonomy in 55.9(3.5) 33.0(3.2) 7.6 (2.0) 35(14) 34 0.1)
classroom
decisions
Influence over 13.0(2.9) 29.1(3.2) 39.3(3.4) 18.6(2.7) 24 (0.1)
school-related
policies*
* Significant difference between general and special educators, p <.01.
6.36
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Fewer teachers felt as positive about students' motivation. About 75% of the special and
general educators either "agreed" or "tended to agree” that "my students are motivated and
cooperative" and about 58% of the general and special educators either "agreed” or "tended to
agree" that "my students come to class ready to work."

10.  Parent Support

Parent support was assessed by 4 items. Table 6.7 shows similar means for both
general and special educators in the "parent support" composite (sped 2.79; gened 2.83). A
review of Exhibit €.34 shows that teachers had relatively low means for two of the items: (1)
only about 56% of special educators and 61% of general educators either "agreed” or "tended to
agree” that "parents usually attend scheduled conferences.,” and (2) about 31% of general
educators and 56% of special educator either "agree" or "tended to agree" that "many of my
students' parents regularly spend time with students on instruction at home."

The means relating to teacher-parent relationships were appreciably higher. About 88%
of the special and general educators either "agreed" or "tended to agree” that "most of rﬁy
students' parents respect and support-the things 1 do." About 94% of special and general
educators either "agreed” or "tended to agree" that "I have good relations with my students'
parents." There were no significant differences between general and special educators on either
the composites or the individual items.

11.  Resources

Six items were included in the "resources" composite to assess teachers'
satisfaction with the materials and supplies that they had to teach with as well as the procedures
for obtaining what they need. Special educators perceived that they have fewer resources than
general educators (sped 2.87; gened 3.31, see Table 6.7). As Exhibits 6.35 and 6.36 show,
special educators had significantly lower satisfaction on every individual item. Al' 1st 80% of
the general educators either "agreed" or "tended to agree" that they "have the instructional
materials" they need, while only 54% of the special educators either "agreed" or "tended to
agree" with that statement.

Additional items not included in the composite show that approximately half of the

special and general educators either "disagree” or "tended to disagree" that they have the
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computers/electronic devices that they need (see Exhibits 6.35 and 6.36). Further, over half of
the special and general educators either "disagreed" or "tended to disagree" that they have the
aide/clerical assistance that they neéd.

i2.  Learning Opportunities

The learning opportunities composite includes 5 items to indicate teachers'

satisfaction with their learning opportunities. Table 6.7 shows that general educators are more
satisfied with their learning opportunities than special educators (sped 2.71; gened 2.93).
Exhibits 6.39 and 6.40 show significantly lower means for special educators on three of the five
items.

About 81% of general educators and 67% of special educators either "agree" or "tended
to agree" with the statement, "in my job, [ have many opportunities to learn new things." About
60% of the general educators and 50% of the special educators either "agreed” or "tended to

agree" that "inservice programs are relevant and useful.”

Tables 6.10 and 6.11 outline means and standard deviations for selected variables for

both special and general educators (specific items included in each composite can be found in
Exhibits 6.40-6.45 and 6.47-6.50). The first five variables on Table 6.10 are. conceptualized as
work rewards. The sixth variable, stress is an affective reaction to work. Table 6.11 includes
items assessing special and general educators' commitment to the MCS, their teaching field, and
the teaching profession. Significant differences between general and special educators are
indicated by asterisks on both tables.

For the four reward variables (i.e., job satisfaction, teaching efficacy, salary/benefits, and
ancillary rewards), special and general educators reported the highest level of satisfaction with
ancillary rewards (sped M=3.41; gened M=3.36). Teaching efficacy means were also relatively
high for both groups (sped M=3.12; gened M=3.13), meaning that, overall, teachers feel that

their efforts make a difference with students. The lowest means for both special and general
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Table 6.10

Comparisons of Special and General Educators' Perceived Work Rewrds and Stress*

Compogites: Special General t-statistic

Job Satisfaction
n . 440 4899
Mean 295 3.17 -4, 5%
SD/SE .93 .05
Efficacy'
n 424 ' 4736
Mean 3.12 3.13 16
SD/SE 52 .04
Salary/Benefits'
n 435 4766

Ancillary'
n 423 4728
Mean 341 3.36 1.67
SD/SE .57 .03
Student Progess’
n ' 403 4717
Mean 76.54 77.36 -.66
SD/SE 21.51 1.24
Stress’
n 441 4877
Mean 2.42 2.29 2.35%*
SD/SE _86 _06

* For mute information see Exhibits 6.40-6.45.

b p<.02

ssx < 0001

Response scale [agree (4) to disagree (1)].

Percentage of students making satisfactory progress.
Response scale [almost always (5) to almost never (1)].
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educators were in the area of salary and benefits (sped M=2.88; gened M=2.84). Special and
table 6.10 general educators reported similar results for student progress.

The only significant differences between special and general educators were in job
satisfaction and stress. Special educators reported significantly lower job satisfaction than
general educators (sped M=2.95; gened M=3.17). Special educators also perceived higher levels
of stress than their general education counterparts (sped M=2.42; gened M=2.29).

Table 6.11

Special and General Educators' Commitment to MCS, Teaching Field,
and Teaching Profession*

Area of Commitment Special General t-Statistic

Teaching Profession

n 436 4708
Mean | 3.14 3.30 -2.96**
SD/SE | 67 04
Teaching field
n 441 4827
Mean 3.12 3.31 -4.40%*
SD/SE VA .04
Memphis City
n 423 4728
Mean 3.06 3.30 -5.76%**
SD/SE 72 .04
* For more information see Exhibits 6.47-6.50.
** p<.01
*¥% 5 < .0001
6.40
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The commitment items are designed to assess teachers' commitment to the teaching
profession, their teaching field, and the MCS school district. As Table 6.11 shows, the composite
commitment scores ranged from a low of 3.06 (special educators' commitment to thz MCS) to a
high of 3.31 (general educators' commitment to teaching field). General educators had
significantly higher commitment scores than the special educators across the three types of
commitment. Each of the individual scales is review below.

Tables 12 and 13 show additional comparisons between African American and European
American special education teachers as well as urban and inner city special education teachers,
respectively. As Table 12 shows, African-American special education teachers report lower
stress than European-American special edu.ation teachers and are more committed to MCS than
European-American teachers. Table 13 shows that inner city special education teachers are less
satisfied with their schools and report higher stress than urban school teachers.

1. Job Satisfaction

Job satisfaction was measured by a single item asking, "Overall, how satisfied are
you with your current job in the MCS?" Response choices ranged from a value of "4" for "very
satisfied' to a value of "1" for "very dissatisfied. Exhibit 6.43 shows the percentages of special
and general educators who selected each of the response items. Special educators reported
significantly lower job satisfaction than general educators (sped M=2.95; gened M=3.17, t=-
4.15,p <.0001). About 74% of special educators indicated they were either "very satisfied' or
somewhat satisfied with their job in the MCS compared to about 85% of the general educators.

2. Teaching Efficacy

This 6-item composite was designed to assess special and general educators’
teaching efficacy, or the belief that their efforts make a difference. Teaching efficacy means
were relatively high for both special and general educators. No differences were found between
general or special educatcrs on the composite scores or on any of the individual items. A review
of Exhibits 6.40 and 6.41 shows that most of the teachers believe that their efforts make a
difference with students. For example, close to 90% of special and general educators either
"agreed" or "tended to agree" that they are making a significant difference with students. Over

80% of the teachers either "agreed" or "tended to agree" that if they try hard, they can get
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Table 6.12

African-American and European-American Special Education Teachers'
Perceptions of School Satisfaction, Efficacy, Stress, and Commitment

African-American European-American
(N=162) (N=287)

Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
School satisfaction 292 .66 2.89 .80
Efficacy 3.28 60 3.19 61
Stress 2.25 85 2.61 91
Commitment to Field 3.19 85 3.1 75
Commitment to MCS 3.57 58 2.97 73
Commitinent to Profession 3.18 .70 3.19 74

Table 6.13

Urban and Inner City Special Education Teachers' Job Satisfaction,
Efficacy, Stress, and Commitment.

tnner City School Urban School
(N=105) (N=311)
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
School satisfaction 2.64 73 2.96 74
Efficacy 3.14 .70 3.21 .57
Stress 2.62 1.06 246 .85
Commitment to Field 3.02 74 3.18 79
Commitment to MCS 3.18 .78 3.17 74
Commitment to Profession 3.12 76 3.20 72
6.42
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through to even the most difficult or unmotivated students. Almost all (95%) either "agreed” or
"tended to agree" that they can generally deal successfully with behavior problems in their
classes. About 75% of the teachers indicate that they either "agree” or tend to agree that they are
satisfied with the accomplishments and progress of most of their students.
3. Salary/Benpefits

This 3-item composite was designed to assess teachers' satisfaction with their
salaries and benefits. Exhibit 6.45 shows that 76% of special educators and 68% of general
educators perceive that the MCS salary policies are administered fairly. However, only about
58% of special and general educators either "agreed" or "tended to agree" that salaries in the
MCS compare favorably with salaries in other systems they might teach in. About 78% of both
special and general educators believe that the MCS offers a reasonable benefits package.
Although there were no differences between special and general educators on the composite
scale, special educators were more likely than general educators to believe that the MCS salary
policies are administered fairly.

4. . Anci Rewar

The 4 ancillary reward items included on the composite scale were designed to
assess teachers' view about their work hours, work location, vacations, and job security (see
Exhibits 6.44 and 6.45). Special and general educators had relatively high -nean scores on this
composite, meaning they are happy with the ancillary rewards associated with their work. About
80% of general educators and 75% of special educators either "agreed” or "tended to agree" that
the location of their current schooi was convenient for them. About 93% of general educators
and 89% of special educators either "agreed" or "tended to agree" that they like their current
work hours. About 63% of general educators and 73% of special educators either "agreed" or
"tended to agree" that summer vacations are an important reason for remaining in teaching.

Special and general educators' responses to the following student progress item '
were identical: "what percentage of your students have made satisfactory progress this year?"
(special educators 76.54% and general educators 77.36%). Exhibit 6.43 provides more detailed

results of special and general educators response to this question.

6.43




6. Stress
The 6 composite stress items measured felt stress among special and general
educators (see Exhibit 6.42). Teachers were asked to indicate the frequency with which they
experienced stress (from "almost never" to “aimost always"). Special educators reported
significantly higher levels of stress than the general educators. For example, 31% of special
educators and 19% of general educators indicated that either "frequently" or "almost always"
"the amount of work I have to. get done interferes with how well it gets done." Almost one-third

of the special and general educators either "frequently" or "almost always" "worry about school
problems while at home." About 21% of special educators and 18% of general educators either
"frequently" or "almost always" feel under a lot of pressure at work.

7. Commitment to Teaching Profession

Teachers' commitment to the teaching profession was assessed with 4 items.

Although general educators' commitment was significantly higher than special educators (sped
M=3.14; gened M=3.30, t=-2.96, p < .001), beth groups of teachers reported relatively high
levels of commitment. As Exhibits 6.49 and 6.50 show, about 80% of general educators and
71% of special educators either "agreed" or "tended to agree" that they would become teachers if
they had it to do over again. Approximately 45% of special and general educators either
"agreed" or "tended to agree" that they would move to a nonteaching position if it had
comparable income and benefits. Close to 90% of both teacher groups indicated that beinyg a
teacher is rewarding and contributes to a satisfying life.

8. Commitment to Teaching Field

The 4 teaching field items were designed to assess how special and general

educators' feel about their specific teaching fields (e.g., English, special education). Special
educators' had significanily lower teaching field commitment than general educators (sped
M=3.12; gened M=3.31, t=-4.40, p < .01), although both groups have reiatively high
commitment to their respective fields. As Exhibits 6.47 and 6.48 demonstrate, about 96% of
general educators and 90% of special educators either “agreed” or "tended to agree” that "l am

satisfied with my choice of teaching field." About 75% of general educators and 66% of special
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educators either "agreed" or "tended to agree" that "if they could go back to their college days
and start over, they would again choose their teaching fields."

Special educators were asked to respond to two additional teaching field commitment
items not on the composite scale. About 30% of the special educators indicated either "agreed"
or "tended to agree" that "I would accept a non special education teaching position if it was
offered to me." Over 90% of the special educators "tended to agree" that "I am committed to
working with students with disabilities."

9. mi MCS

Three items were used to assess commitment to the MCS (see Exhibits 6.49 and
6.50). Although general educators had significantly higher commitment than special educators,
(sped M=3.06° gened M=3.30; t=-5.76, p < .0001), special educators tended to be fairly
committed to the MCS. However, commitment to the MCS was lower for both teacher groups
than commitment to teaching profession and teaching field.

About 82% of general educators and 72% of special educators either "agreed" or "tended
to agree" that "I am proud to tell others 1 am part of the MCS." Approximately 70% of general
educators, but only 55% of special educators either "agreed" or "tended to agree" that "I talk up

the MCS to my friends as a great district to work in."

Career intent and commitment includes five different variables. The two intent variabies

include both long-term and short-term career intentions. The first long-term variable, intent to
stay in teaching, is comprised of teachers' responses to "how long do you plan to remain in
teaching?" Response choices ranged from "as long as | am able" (a value of "1") to "definitely
plan to leave as soon as I can” (a value of "4"). (Descriptive findings for "stayers," i.€., those
planning to remain in teaching, are presented in Section I1I.C.1 of this chapter.) The second
shori-term intent variables, intent to stay in current position for 3 years is comprised of teachers'

responses to "do you plan to be in your current position in 3 years?" Response choices consisted
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of "yes" or "no." (Descriptive results for those planning to stay for "3 years" are presented in
Section II1.C.3 of this chapter.)

The three commutment variables include (1) commitment to the teaching profession, (2)
commitment to the teaching field, and (3) commitment to the MCS. The composite
commitment variables were described earlier and the descriptive results are presented above in
Section I

The intercorrelations between teachers' career intents/commitments and the other -
variables are included in Exhibit 6.61. Those variables with the highest correlations with
teachers' intents/commitments are included in Tabie 6.14.

A review of Table 6.14 ciearly shows that work-related variables and attitudes and
reactions toward work were most correlated with the 3 commitment and 2 intent variables, while
professional qualifications and personal variables were minimally correlated with commitment
and intent. 1t is important to note that these correlations do not control for any other variables
that may influence these relationships.

" A review of Table 6.14 demonstrates that the selected independent variables had the
highest correlations with commitment to the MCS and teaching field. The independent variables
had the lowest correlations with intent to "stay," which is logical since this outcome variable is
general and asks for long-term plans. Job satisfaction had the highest correlation to the five
teaching commitment and intent variables.

1. Commitment to the MCS

Those variables having the highest correlation with MCS commitment include
school climate, principal support, job satisfaction, stress, and professional development. Other
variables having at least one grou;. \special or general) correlate .35 or more with MCS
commitment include: teaching efficacy, colleague support, special education climate, input into
decisions, and students. In general these relationships suggest that the higher the level of
satisfaction with these variables, the higher the commitment to the MCS. The one exception is

stress: the higher the level of stress, the lower the commitment to the MCS.
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Tabie 6.14

Variables Correlating with Commitment and Intention to Stay in Teaching*

Correlation Coeficients

Commitment To: Intent To Stay:
Variables ' Mean Tching Field MCS Indef 3 Years

Preparedness -
Special 3.27 .08 21 .18 -.06 A2
General 3.47 13 16 .28 -.03 1

Initial plan to stay
Special 236 24 .09 A2 A7 .06
General 2.36 21 16 13 15 .06

Schootl climate
Special 2.86 33 .40 46 .20 .36
General 2.82 32 37 51 .27 A3

Principal support
Special 3.10 32 .24 39 20 24
General 3.18 34 36 .50 23 38

Supervisor Support
. Special 3.13 .23 .34 43 12 .20

General 2.93 .24 27 30 .10 15

Colleague Support
Special 3.02 19 21 35 A5 .16
General 3.21 31 38 41 A2 .28

Special ed climate
Special 2.45 14 17 29 .06 15
General 2.96 .18 17 .36 A5 .07

Input into decisions
Special - 3.13 25 25 34 .80 .20
General 3.20 24 25 37 .09 .29

Students
Special 3.22 25 35 .29 .14 22
General 3.16 .26 28 41 28 .36

Parents
Special 2.79 .24 26 27 .14 A1
General 2.83 32 23 .40 23 25
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Table 6.14 (Continued) '
Correlation Coeficients '
Commitment To: Intent To Stay:
Variables Mean Tching Field MCS Indef 3 Years '
Resources :
Special 2.89 33 31 38 08 20 l
General 3.31 .09 21 .14 06 .20
Workload
Special 2.50 24 29 .23 17 12 l
General 2.57 .07 17 15 .00 18
Teachload '
Special 2.63 .30 37 .22 .16 .18
General 291 .14 22 12 12 .25
Professioﬁal '
Development 271 31 30 .44 A5 15
Special 2.93 36 38 .51 23 .19
General '
Job Satisfaction
Special 3.00 47 .56 .54 34 .46
General 317 .37 43 .57 32 43 l
Stress
Special 2.42 -.38 -39 -.46 -22 -30 I
General 2.29 =22 -27 -.41 -.20 =31
Teaching efficacy .
Special 3.12 31 .34 31 16 .18 '
General 3.13 .30 .30 42 27 .19
Student Progress
Special 76.54 21 27 17 12 13
General 77.36 .24 21 .32 .26 .19
Salary/Benefits l
Special 2.88 34 19 .28 21 .10
General 2.84 31 1 21 .19 .07
Employa, ility .
Special 2.91 -1 - 12 -.00 -0l 03
General 2.69 -.26 -12 -.20 - 11 .09 l
* For additional information, see Exhibit 6.61. .
6.48 .
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Job satisfaction had the highest correlation to commitment to teaching field and
the MCS. Therefore, the higher the job satisfaction, the higher the commitment. A number of
other variables correlated at .30 or above with commitment to the teaching profession and the
teaching field. These include school climate, principal support, colleague support, resources,
teaching load, professional development, stress, and teaching efficacy.

3. Intent

Only one variable (job satisfaction) had a correlation of .30 or above with intent

to "stay." However, a number of variables had correlations of .30 or above with "3 years".

These included job satisfaction, school climate, principal support, stress, and students.

Table 6.15 provides the intercorrelations among the commitment and intent variables.

The two types of commitment, to the teaching profession and to the teaching field, have the
highest intercorrelations (.69 special educators; .60 for general educators). The smallest

intercorrelation was between plans to stay for "3 years" and the other variables.
V. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

This summary and discussion first provides an overall comparison of the findings
between general and special educators and is then organized by the questions addressed in this

chapter. For purposes of this presentation, the questions have been restated as brief topics.

A.  Overall Comparison Between General and Special Educators

One of the primary purposes of this study was to determine how special educators
compared to general educators along a number of career and work experience dimensions.
Previous literature and data gathered in earlier phases of this project suggest that some special

educators in the MCS are unhappy with a number of their work experiences. This
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comprehensive study provides the MCS general educators as a reference group for understanding
the MCS special educators.

Special educators appear to be very similar to general educators in their reasons for
entering and staying ir. teaching. However, we found numerous differences between special and
general educators. Overall, special educators viewed their situations less positively that the
general educators. Special and general educators differed in their: (1) intent to stay in teaching;
(2) desire to stay in teaching; (3) commitment to teaching, teaching field, and the MCS; (4)
reasons for leaving; and (5) perceptions of numerous work experiences. A greater percentage of
general than special educators indicate that they plan to stay in teaching until retirement.

Special educators also report significantly less desire than general educators to remain in the
MCS, their teaching field, and the teaching profession. Special educators also reported lower
commitment to the teaching profession, their teaching fields, and the MCS than their general
education counterparts. Further, of those teachers who intend to leave their current posttions in
3 years, special educators more frequently than general educators gave dissatisfaction with their
assignment as the reason for leaving. . .

One explanation for these differences is that special educators report less job satisfaction
than general educators and also tend to view many aspects of their work life more negatively
than general educators. Special educators appear to be less happy than general educators with
their teaching load, their workload, the support they receive from their colleagues, the special
education climate in 'their schools, the resources available to them, and their leaming
opportumties. MCS' special educators also reported significantly higher levels of stress than the
general educators. A series of previous studies show contradictory findings when comparing

stress levels between general and special educators (Billingsley & Cross, 1992).

Special and general educators enter the teaching profession for largely the same reasons.
These teachers entered teaching because they liked working with young people, desired to be of
service to others, and wanted to make a contribution to society. These reasons are similar to

those reported by Lortie (1975).
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Many of the reasons given for choosing to teach in special education reflect prior
experiences with students with disabilities. Almost a third of the special educators indicated that
they had prior experiences with special needs students. Others became interested through a

special education course or having a family member or friend with a disability.

The majority of both special and general educators appear to be at least "behaviorally”
committed to teaching. Once in teaching, over 75% of the general educators plan to stay until
retirement, while 65% of the special educators plan to stay in teaching for the duration of their
careers. Only 3.9% of the general educators and 8.6% of the special educators have little or no
desire to stay in the teaching profession. Certainly, there is no reason to believe that a large
exodus of special or general educators is likely given these plans. However, aimost 10% of the
special educators with little or no desire to stay in the teaching profession.

Although there were no differences between general and special educators in desire to
remain in the school in which they were teaching, special educators were significantly less likely
to desire to remain in the MCS, their teaching field, and the teaching profession.

It is interesting that while general educators plan to stay in teaching longer than special
educators, general educators also perceive that they are more employable, i.¢., they believe they

have significantly greater nonteaching opportunities than special educators.

D. i | rs’' f ir Plans

Special and general educators report similar reasons for planning to stay in their current
positions. (In general, reasons for pianning to stay are similar to reasons for entering teaching.)
Over half of the special and general educators find their work with students satisfying.
However, these teachers also give pragmatic reasons for remaining, including income/benefits,
job schedule, position compatible with family needs, and job security.

However, reasons for planning to leave their current positions, as well as work

conditions, differed for the general and special educators, suggesting that at least these educators

6.52




perceive their work situations differently. For example, while almost half of the special
educators indicated dissatisfaction with assignment as a primary reason for leaving, only 30% of
general educators indicated dissatisfaction as a reason for leaving. Special educators more
frequently mentioned "for an even better teaching assignment," again suggesting some work-
related reasons for desiring to leave. General educators more frequently indicated "better salary

or benefits" or "to pursue another education-related career” as a reason for leaving,

E. reer Plans of ial an neral rs' Who Plan t ave Their Current

Positions

By far, those who plan to leave their current positions indicate that they expect to remain
in the education field. Very few plan to pursue careers outside of education and the vast
majority plan to be working in similar positions.

The plans of special and general educators were similar, although special educators were
less likely to report being in their current positions in 3 years. However, similar percentages of
general and special educators plan to be: (1) teaching in the MCS, (2) employed in similar
positions in other schools districts, (3) employed in nonteaching education positions, and (4)

employed in administration.

F. Desi Transf An rM hool

About one-fifth of special and general education respondents want to transfer to another
school within the MCS. Primary reasons special and general educators gave for desiring a
transfer include: (1) location (closer to home, children, school), and (2) administrators. Special
educators also frequently identified "to change assignment areas”. Although there aren't any
clear patterns across special and general educators regarding the types of schools they are
transferring from, both special and general educators selected higher SES schools, primarily

those located in urban areas (versus inner city areas).
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G.  Problems Faced by Special and General E¢ucators' and Proposed Solutious

The data that may deserve the most attention in this study is the open-ended data
gathered about teachers' most pressing problems. In this question, the MCS teachers highlight in
their own words what was of most concern to them. The problems of most concern to special
educators include responsibilities (e.g., caseload size and ‘paperwork), students, resources,
administrators, and parents. It is interesting to note that although this was an open-ended item
special and general educators identified the same areas of concern. These two teacher groups
therefore share many of the same problems. Although there was a difference in the percentage
of teachers selecting these problems, the concems are certainly similar. The problems identified
weré mirrored in their other responses. The high percentage of special <ducators selecting
“resources" as a problem was evident in their rating of resources on fixed response items.
Similarly, the concem of both groups of teachers on the workload scale was evident in the high
percentage of teachers who identified paperwork and class size as major problem areas.

It is of note that some of these concerns are basic. Having access to the resources one
needs to do one's job is not a luxury, but a basic requirement.‘ Probably the most important
resource one needs to do one's job is time, a precious commodity that is often be used-to fulfill
bureaucratic requirements, such as paperwork. Perhaps the most difficult problems to tackle are
students and parents, because these relationships and concems are complex and not easily

solved.

H. Special and General Educators' Perceptions of the MCS Work Conditions

Of the twelve work-related variables, special and general educators reported the greatest
satisfaction (means above 3.0) in the areas of principal support, colleague support, input into
decisions, and students assigned. The lowest means across both teacher groups were in the area
of workload and parent support.

Special and general educators differed signuicantly on 6 of the 12 work condition
composites, with special educators reporting lower satisfaction in 5 of the 6 areas. Special and
general educators reported significantly less satisfaction than general educators with teaching

load, colleague support, special education climate, resources, and learning opportunities.
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General educators reported significantly less satisfaction with supervisor support. This latter
finding may be largely explained by the fact that special educators likely have greater contact

with central office supervisors than general educators.
L. ial an neral E ' Atti Toward and Affective Reactions to Their

Given that special educators were less satisfied than general educators with numerous
aspects of their work, it is not surprising that special educators report d significantly less job
satisfaction and more stress than general educators. It is also possible that one of the reasons
special educators' reported less commitment than general educators to the MCS, their teaching
field, and the teaching profession is that they experience less satisfaction in their work. Cross
and Billingsley (1994) found support for this relationship between job satisfaction and
commitment.

There were striking similarities between general and special educators in their
perceptions of teaching efficacy, salary/benefits, ancillary rewards, and in the progress made by

their students. Approximately 77% of both special and general educators reported that their

students made satisfactory progress.

J. Special and General Educators' Carger Intents/Commitments. and Their
jation With (1) Work Atti iv i

It is clear that work-reiated variables correlate with commitment and intent variables
more than personal, and professional qualifications variables. However, the work attitudes and
affective reactions to work (e.g., job satisfaction, stress, teaching efficacy) correlated more with
comnutment and intent variables than most of the other work-related variables. For example,
the correlation between job satisfaction and the commitment/career intent variables is relatively
high (.32 to .57). Further, the work-related and attitudes variables correlated more closely to the
commitment variables than to the intent variables. This makes sense since the intent variables

are probably influenced by a wider range of factors than are the commitment variables. For
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example, if teacher A has excellent work conditions, we would expect high commitment to the
MCS:; however, the teacher may still not plan to be in their current position in 3 years because of
nonteaching considerations.

It 1s interesting to note some of the differences between the correlations between general
and special educators. For example, "resources"” correlates .33 with teaching commitment for
special educators, but only .09 for general educators. This is likely because resources appear to

be more of a problem for special educators than general educators in the MCS.

It seems reasonable to hypothesize that there would be a positive relationship between

commitment and long-term plans to stay in teaching. The correlations among commitment to
the profession/field and plans to stay in teaching are positively correlated (the correlations
ranged from .35 to .54). However, commitment and plans to stay in current position had
relatively modest correlations, ranging from .22 to .33.

The two types of commitment, to the teaching profession and to the teaching field, had

relatively high intercorrelations (.69 special educators; .60 for general educators).
V. IMPLICATIONS FOR STRATEGIC PLANNING

The findings of this study of the current general and special education workforce in the

MCS have the following implications for strategic planning in the MCS.

1. Every administrator in the MCS should be concerned with enhancing the job
satisfaction of teachers. Increasing job satisfaction should help to create a
committed workforce and reduce atirition. Further, previous research suggests
that teachers who are satisfied will reap personal benefits as well (e.g., increasing
well-being and health).

2. Both special and general educators report relatively low levels of satisfaction with
their workloads, parent involvement, school climate, and special education
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climate. The following strategies are offered to help improve teacher satisfaction
in these areas:

. At least half of the special and general education respondents report low
levels of satisfaction with their workload, particularly bureaucratic factors
such as paperwork and red tape. Further, paperwork was cited most
frequently as one of the most pressing problem faced by special educators.
Paperwork likely interferes with more important work needed to be done
by teachers. Given the importance of teaching and the lack of planning
time reported by the MCS teachers, every effort needs to be made to
streamline paperwork requirements, reduce redundant tasks, and in
general improve the efficiency of record-keeping whenever rossible.
Special educators gave a number of recommendations for reducing
paperwork in the "Influencing Factors Study."

. Creating collaborative relationships between special and general
educators should help general educators feel more knowledgeable about
special education and help generai educators work more effectively with
students with disabilities. A collaborative relationship may also help
speciar educators feel like their colleagues understand what they do.

. It is possible that getting parents involved (e.g., attending scheduled
' . conferences, helping with student behavior, and assist students with their

schoolwork) may help with teacher job satisfaction and retention.

. School climate would be enhanced if student behavior were to improve
and students demonstrated more commitment to learning. Teachers
reported problems with students one of the most pressing problem they
faced.

3. Given that special educators report significantly lower job satisfaction than
general educators in a number of areas, improving those aspects of the job they
reported as problematic should help increase special educators' satisfaction. The
following strategies should help:

. Special educators in particular need additional instructional resources and
basic supplies. The lack of resources emerges as a concern for special
educators across all of the studies completed in the MCS and emerged as
one of the most pressing problems they face.

. Special educators reported low satisfaction with teaching load and cited

cascload probicms as the second most pressing problem they faced.
Teaching loads of special educators need to be carefully monitored in the
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MCS and consider not only the number of students in classes, but also the
age range of students served, the range of students’ needs/abilities, and the
number of subjects/preparations the teachers are assigned.

Special educators need relevant and useful professional growth
opportunities. Almost half of the special educators either "disagree” or
"tended to disagree" with the statement that "inservice programs are
relevant and useful.”
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EXHIBIT 6.1

Comparison of 1992-93 Comprehensive Study Respondents and Nonrespondents
by Race, Gender, Years of Experience, and Career Ladder Status

Spec Ed Teachers Gea Ed Teachers
(Total=€38) (Welghted Total=5,002)
Respondent  Noarespondent Respondent  Nonrespondeat
(Weighted (Weighied
Teacher Characteristics (Total=458) {Total=180) Total=3,631)* Total=1,371)*
% % % (SE) % (SE)
Race
African American 354 450 456 (2.0) 61.3 (4.6)
European American 62.7 550 529 (1.9 382 (4.6)
Other 02 0.0 1.1 0.7 0.5 (03)
Missing 1.7 0.0 04 (0.4) 0.0 (0.0
Gender
Maie 7.0 10.6 18.6 (24) 229 (4.1)
Female 913 89.4 80.9 (2.5) 77.1 (4.2)
Missing L7 0.0 04 (04 0.0 (0.0)
Career Laddor Status
Nok on ladder 17.2 222 267 (23) 221 (3.6)
Class I 64.8 67.2 589 (3.1) 616 (5.2)
Class I 72 6.1 36 (14) 99 (3.6
Class Il 9.0 44 103 (2.1 65 (2.8
Missing 1.7 0.0 04 (0.4) 00 (0.0
Total Teaching Experience
4 years ot less 21.0 172 219 (1.2) 205 (2.8)
(Beginners)
More than 4 years 7.3 82.8 776 (1.2) 795 (2.8)
(Experieaced)
Missing 1.7 0.0 04 (04) 00 (0.0)
Grade Level Taught
Elemeatary 522 55.0 57.1 (2.0) 51.0 (4.9)
Middle 107 12.2 165 (23) 138 (3.6)
Secondary 14.8 117 4.7 (2.2) 341 (4.6)
Mixed** 13.8 133 0.0 (0.0 00 (0.0)
Missing 8.5 78 1.7 (0.7) 1.1 (L)1)

*  The percentages reported in each column are based on these weighted totals.

¢ This designation includes teachers assigned to special schools that cannot be simply classified as being sa
elementary, middle, or high school.
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EXHIBIT 6.2

Comparison of 1992-93 Comprehensive Study Respondents and Noarespondeats
Special Education Teachers by Teaching Assignment

Special Education Teachers
(Total=638)
Respondents N

{Total=4538) (Total=180)

Teaching Assignment N % N 3
Blind/Visual Impairments 13, (2.8) 4 .2
Deaf/Hearing Impairments 24 (5.2) 15 (8.3)
Educable Mental Retardation 49 (10.7) 25 (13.9
‘Emotional Disturbances 13 28 9 (5.0
Homeboundﬂ{ospiulized 5 (L1 7 3.9
Inteliectually Gifted 37 (8.1) 7 3.9
Leamning Disabilities 185 40.4) 69 (38.3)
Multipie Disabilities 22 (4.8) 10 (5.6)
Physical Disabilities 13 2.8 2 (t.1n
Speech Impairments 3s (1.6) 15 8.3)
Severe Behavior/ 1i 49 9 (5.0)

Communicaion Disorders (Autism)

Triinable Mental Retardation 42 ®.2) 7 39
Otber * 1 0.2) 1 (0.6}
Missing g8 (1.7 0 (0.0)
Total 458  (100.0) 180  (100.0)

*This designation includes parent liaison teachers and teachers for the deinstitutionalized.
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EXHIBIT 6.3

Comparison of 1992-93 Comprehensive Study Respondents and Nonrespondents
by Age, MCS Teaching Experience, and NTE’s

Spec Ed Teachers Gen Ed Teachers
(Total=638) (Weighted Total=$,002)
Re+pondents Nonrespondents Respondenis Noumrespondents
Teacher Characteristics (Total=458)*  (Total=180)*  (Total=3,631)® (Total=1,371)¢
Mean Age 422 (449) 412 (180) 442 (3615) 45.1 (1,371)
(as of 1 January 1992)
Mean Years 119 (450) 12.2 (180) 13.8 (3,615) 15.0 (1,371)
(of MCS Experience)
Mean NTE Common Score 5572 (307) 539.9 (115) (V)] )]
Standard Ervor NA NA
Mean NTE Core 1982 Batery Scores
Communication Skills 653.8 (118) 654.7 (46) 6574 (979) 6486 (317
Standard Ervor NA NA 14 72
General Knowledge 6482 (118) 650.9 (46) 6539 (979) 6441 (317)
Standard Error NA NA 1.5 71
Professional Knowledge 652.1 (118) 654.8 (46) 6542 (974) 645.7 (317
Standard Error NA NA 15 73

*  The pumber of persons for whom specified information was available is shown in parentheses.
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EXHIBIT 6.4

Comparison of Responding 1992-93 Comprehensive Study Special and Gegeral Education Teachers
*- Marital Status, Spouse Employment Status, and Number and Age of Dependents

Teacher Spec Ed Teachers Gen Ed Teachers
Characteristics % % (SE)
Marital Status!
Married 62.5 660 (3.3
Widowed, Divorced,
or Separated 22,6 i88 (2.8)
Never Married 149 . 152 (2.4)
Total 100.0 100.0
Spouse Employed2
Not Applicable 379 343 (33
Yes 55.9 580 (34
No 6.1 17 2.0
Total 100.0 100.0
Number of Dependents3
Not Applicable ’ 51.1 49.1 (3.6
One 18.3 43 (32
Two 21.9 184 (2.8
Three 7.7 56 (1.6)
Four 1.0 24 (1.1
Five 0.0 00 (0.0
Six 00 . 01 (0.1
Seven 0.0 01 @1
Toul 100.0 100.0
Age of Youngest Depeudem4
Not Applicable 470 459 (1.5
3 years or less 114 76 (1.8)
4-S years 49 29 (1.2)
6-10 years 13.1 81 (1.8)
11-19 years 17.1 284 (32)
20 years or mose 6.5 72 (1.9

Total 100.0 100.0

1  Perceniages are based on a total of 456 responding special education teachers snd a weighted total of 4976
responding general education teachers.

2 Percentages are based on a total of 456 responding special education teachers and a weighted total of 4966
responding general education teachers.

3 Pemnugeauebnedonatotdoﬂ.ﬂmpondingspecinleducltionmd:m-xhweig'medwmofdsﬂ

responding general education teachers.
4 Percentages are based on a total of 415 responding special education teachers and & weighted total of 4838
responding gencral education teschers.
Q
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EXHIBIT 6.5

Comparison of Responding 1992-93 Comprehensive Study Special and General Education Teachers
by Part-Time Work Status, Family’s Pretax Income Level, and Percentage
of Family Income Contributed by Teachers

Spec Ed Teachers Gen Ed Teachers
Family Incomve Level % % (SE)
Teachers holding another
parnt-time and fuil-time
job outside of the MCS! . 200 41 Q2
Teachers expecting to
hold paying job outside
the MCS this summe 28.6 22.8 2.6)
Total Family Pretax Income’
Less than $10,000 0.5 0.1 0.1)
$10,000-14,999 0.0 G4 0.3
$15,000-19,999 05 09 .49
$20,000-24.999 58 - 39 (0.9)
~ $25,000-29,999 8.1 82 (2.0
$30,000-34,999 11.1 116 2.3)
$15,000-39,999 i15 10.5 (2.4)
$40,000-49,999 13.2 116 2.2)
$50,000-59,999 16.2 15.7 (2.5)
$60,000-74,999 145 19.1 (2.9)
$75.000-99,999 125 135 2.6)
$100,000 or more 6.2 45 (1.5)
Total 100.0 100.0
Average perceotage of family income
contributed by teacher
Noaresponse 30 339
N 428 4649
Mean 66.2 67.9
Standard Deviation (SE) 285 1.9

1 Percentages sre based on a total of 456 responding special education teachers and a weighted total of 4978
responding general education teachers.

2 Percemages are based on a total of 456 respending speciai education teachers and a weighted total of 4957
responding general education teachers.

3 Percentages are based on a total of 437 responding specisl education teachers and a weighted total of 4643
responding general education teachers.
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EXHIBIT 6.6

Comperison of Responding 1992-93 Comprehensive Study Special and General Education Teachers
by Years of Teaching Experience and Memphis Background

Spec Ed Teachers Gen Ed Teachers
Teacher
Characteristics % % (SE)
Total Years Full-time Teaching 1
2 years or less 49 9.2 (1.2)
3-4 years 58 6.5 (1.2)
5-10 years : 194 139 2.4
11-20 years 479 358 (3.4)
21 or more years 220 347 (3.4)
Total 100.0 100.0
Total Years Full-time Special Education Teaching 2
0 years 0.4 : 0.6 0.3)
1-2 years 6.3 133 (1.3)
3-4 years 74 8.4 (1.5)
5-10 years 229 18.8 2.8)
11-20 years : : 482 28.4 3.3)
21 or more years 14.3 30.6 33)
Total 100.0 100.0
Grew up in the Memphis Area 3 4
Yes 56.3 54.7 (3.4)
No 437 453 (3.49)
Total 100.0

1  Percentages are based on a total of 449 responding special education teachers and a weighted total of 4,804
responding general education teschers.

2 Pemcntxgesmbuedonatonlof446mpoodingspecialednuﬁonmdxnmdawddudtmdof4.763
responding general education teachers.

3 Percentages are based on a total of 455 responding special education teachers and a weighted total of 4,989
responding general education teachers.
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EXHIBIT 6.7

1992.93 Comprehensive Study Respondents’ Reasons For Becoming Special or General Education Teachers,
And the Length of Tii=s They Initi»4y Intended to Remain in Teaching

Special Ed Teachers  General Ed Teachers

% % (SEj
Why did you become a tescher?!
1 fell into it by accident 9.0 62 (L.7)
I always wanted to or always
thought I'd be good atit 49.6 49.1 3.5)
1 liked the vacations, work hours,
or job security 27.1 25.7 (2.8)
I liked working with young
people 60.5 63.9 (3.3)
1 wanted to contribute to
society/be of service to : .
others 489 458 (3.5)
I was inspired or encouraged by my
former teachers 21.0 : 285 (3.2)
My relatives were teachers i2.4 154 (2.5)
I received financial incentives
(scholarships or grants) to pursue
special education 43 1.9 0.8)
Love of weaching/subject Geld 0.4 0.5 (0.5
Prior teaching/work experience 02 1.0 (0.7)
Family member encouraged me 0.2 1.5 (1.1
Called by God/special
calling/gift 09 02 (0.2)
Teaching acceptable option for
women 09 0.5 (0.5)
Interest in special children/
education 1.5 00 0.0)
Previous experience with special
children 22 0.8 (0.8)
Other 100 93 2.0)
When you first started teaching,
how long did you intend to
resain in teaching?2
Until retirement . 52.6 51.8 (3.9)
For a long time 219 253 (3.1)
For a few years only 12.1 12.8 (2.4)
Until | had children 6.9 47 (1.3)
I can't remember/I'm not sure 6.5 $3 (1.9)

1 Percentages are based on a total of 458 responding special education teachers and a weighted total of 4,989
responding general education teachers.

2 Ppercentages are based on a total of 447 responding special education teachers and a weighted total of 4,828
responding generul education teachers.
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EXHIBIT 6.8

Reasons That Responding 1992-93 Comprehensive Study Special Education Teachers
Became Special Education Teachers

Responses Special Ed Teachers
®*
Why did you become a special education teacher?
1 had a friend or family member
with 8 disability. . 89 194
-1 had prior volunteer or work exper-
iences with special needs students. 144 314
I always wanted to work with students
who have disabilities. 131 28.8
There were more job opportunities in
special than general education. 71 15.5
I wanted to work with smaller )
numbers of students. 100 21.8
I thougit there would be better
opportunities for advancement. - 8 1.7
1 wanted a change from general
education teaching. 39 8.5
1 had & friend or relative who '
is a special educator. 50 10.9
I became interested through a
special education course. 87 19.0
1 wanted the challenge of working
with special populations. 172 37.6
I received financial incentives
in college to pursue special
education teaching. 26 5.7
There was an excelient special
education training program
at my college. 45 9.8
Had calling 3 0.7
Compassion/concern for special
students 2 04
Fell into it by accident 2 04
To cootribute/be of service to
others 3 0.7
Inspired/encouraged by former
teachers 1 02
Other 48 105

¢  Percentages may total more than 100 because of multiple responses.
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EXHIBIT 6.9

Comparison of Responding 1992-93 Comprehensive Study Special aod Genera! Education Teachers
by Highest Degree Earned and Perceived Adequacy of Preparation for Current Assignment

Spec Ed Teachers  Gen Ed Teachers
% % (SE)

Highest Degree Eared!
B.A. or B.S. 38.4 408 (33
Master’s Degree. 57.1 551 (3.4)
E4S. 2.9 24 (1)
Ph.D. or Ed.D. 1.6 17 (08)
Total 4 100.0 100.0

How well prepared do you feel for
your teaching assignment this year?2

Well prepared. 324 247  (29)
Adequately prepared. ) 11.7 106 2.0
Not adequately prepared. 5.8 23 (09
Total 160.0 100.0

1 Percentages are based on a total of 445 responding special education teachers and a weighted total of
4,859 responding general education teachers.

2 Percentages are based on a total of 445 responding special education teachers and & weighted total of
4,886 responding general education teachers.

I Very well prepared. 50.1 62.4 3.2)

Do
oC
-

« 6.67




EXHIBIT 6.10

Teaching Assignment(s) of Responding 1992-93 Comprehensive Study General Education Teachers

. General Ed Teachers
(Weighted Total=4989)*
Primary Teaching Assignment(s) N % (SE)
Nonresponse 109 22 (1))
Teaching: ' .
Special Education 0 0.0 (0.0
Early Childhood Education 118 24 (1.2)
Kindergarten 385 7.7 (1.9)
Elementary 2161 433 (29
Reading (e.g., Chapter 1) 101 2.0 (0.8
English/Journalism, etc. 430 8.6 (1.8)
Social Studies/Religion/Psychology, etc. ' 384 77 (1.9)
Mathematics 441 8.8 (1.8
Sciences 330 66 (1.7)
Foreign Languages 116 2.3 (0.9)
English as a Second Language 28 06 (0.5)
Health/Physical Education 158 32 (1))
Art/Music/Drama 167 34 (1.0
Vocational/Business Education 254 51 (1.4)
Other ' 326 6.5 (1.7)

* Results are based on weighted totals and percentages may total more than 100 due to multiple responses.




EXHIBIT 6.11

Categories of Students Taught by Responding 1992-93 Comprehensive Study Special Education Teachers

Teachers Primary Second Third Fourth

Teaching Category Category Category Category
Student Categories Taught % % L 24 Koo %

|
|
|
I Leamning disabilities 35.6 639 300 53 09
Speechflanguage impsirments 8.8 58.9 232 125 5.4
. Emotional disturbances 152 - 155 14.4 546 15.5
Educable mental retardation 348 35.6 50.9 10.4 32
Trainable mental retardation 11.0 50.0 21.4 214 7.1
l Severe/profound mental retardation 33 534 19.1 238 48
Deaf/hearing impairmeants 5.6 55.6 19.4 56 19.4
I Blind/visual impairments 4.1 23 0.0 15.4 Q3
_ Deaf-Blind 0.3 50.0 0.0 50.0 0.0
' ‘ Autism 4.4 35.7 286 214 143
Traumatic brain injuries i.1 0.0 28.6 28.6 429
l Physical disabilities(orthopedic
impairments) 35 50.0 227 13.6 13.6
Multiple disabilities 4.4 © 60.7 179 143 7.1
l Health impairments 7.7 4.1 327 40.8 225
Developmental delays 4.6 31.0 24.1 310 13.8
l Pre-school disabilities 0.6 25.0 2% 1250 25.0
Gifted and talented 5.8 913 0.0 0.0 2.7
l Other 6.9 68 182 54.6 205

*  Percentages in this column are based on 638 responding special education teachers and the percentages total mose
than 100 because several teachers teach multiple categories of studentz.

*% Percentages in these columns are based on row totals.
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EXHIBIT 6.12

Comparison of Responding 1992-93 Comprehensive Study Special and Genera! Education Teachers
by Grade Level Assignment and Number of Students Served

Spec Ed Teachers Gen Ed Teachers
Total Total
Students Typical Stodents Typicsl
Grade Served Class Size Served Clags Size
Level
Taught N Mean SD N Mean SD N« Mean (SE) N* Mean (SE)

Elementary 235 184 103 230 100 4.1 2713 A,Sl.5 416.7) 2774 220 (23.3)

Middle 49 349 215 47 148 43 806 1416 (113.8) 838 292 (17.4)
Secondazy 68 431 221 63 128 40 1216 1277 (3214) 1275 265 (23.1)
Mixed** 62 516 401 59 75 43 NA NA NA NA NA NA

L~

*  Weighted totals.

+* This designation includes teachers assigned to special schools or multi-grade schools that cannot be simply
classified as being an elementary, middle, or high school.
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EXHIBIT 6.1

1992-93 Comprehensive Study
Assessment of Teaching Load of Responding Special and General Education Teachers

Agreement with statements Tend to Tend to
about reasonableness Agree Agree Disagree Disagree
of teaching loads: Responses % (SE} % (SE) % (SE) % (SE)
Geaeral education teachers:
Number of students
in my classes 4860 42.1 (35) 211 (28) 200 (28) 167 (27)
Age range of students
I serve 4779 50> (3.6) 333 (34) 9.1 (2.0) 74 (1.9
Rangs of students’ .
necds/abilities 4718 214 (29) 326 (3.3) 29.7 (3.2 164 (2.6)
Subject/number of
preparations I have 4747 398 (3.4) 269 (32) 203 (29 130 @26
Specizl education teachers:
Number of students
in my classes ' 442 33.0 (NA) 219 (NA) 167 (NA) 283 (NA)
Age range of students
I serve 440 39.8 (NA) 273 (NA) 164 (NA) 166 (NA)
Range of strdent
digabilities I serve 434 31.6 NA) 286 (NA) 212 (NA) 187 (NA)
Range of students’ needs/
abilities 437 252 (NA) 23.1 (NA) 263 (NA) 254 (NA)
Severity of students
I serve 429 287 (NA) 30.1 (NA) 226 (NA) 186 (NA)
Subjecta/number of
preparations I have 438 237 (NA) 2956 (NA) 205 (NA) 283 (NA)

Note: Results for general education teachers are based on weighted totals.
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EXHIBIT 6.14

1992.93 Comprehensive Study
Comparison of General and Special Education Teachers' Perceptions About Their Teaching Losds

All Teachers Spec Ed Teachers Gen Ed Teachers
M B M, SO M, @B
Number of stadeats in my classes! 29 (0.1 26 12 2.9** (0.1)
Age range of students I serve? 32 (0.0) 29** 12 33** (0.1)
Range of student disabilities I serve> NA  NA 27 1l NA NA
Range of students’ needs/abilities* 26 . (0.1) 25 12 2.6** (0.1)
Severity of students I serve’ NA NA 27 11 NA NA
Subjects/amount of preparation I have® 29 (1)  25%* 12 29** (0D
Overall Satisfaction’ 29  (0.1) 26* 09  29* (©D

—

NOTE: Where appropriate, Standard Errors are shown in parenthesec.

1 Percentages are based on a total of 443 responding special education teachers, a weighted total of 4,860
responding general education teachers, and a weighted total of 5,302 for all teachers.

2 Percentages are based on a total of 442 responding special education teachers, a weighted total of 4,779
responding geoeral education teachers, and a weighted total of 5,219 for all teachers.

3 Percentages are based on a total of 435 responding special education teachers.

4 - - Percentages are based on a toal of 438 responding special education teachers, a weighted towal of 4,718
. responding general education teachers and a weighted total of 5,153 for all seachers.

S Percentages are based on a total of 430 responding specisl education teachers.

6  Percentages are based on a total of 440 responding special education teachers, a weighted total of 4,747
responding general education teachers, and a weighted total of 5,185 for all teachers.

7  Percentages are based on a total of 444 responding special education teachers, a weighted total of 4,860
responding general education teachers, and a weighted total of 5,304 for all teachers.

*  Significant differences between general and special educators, p<.0001.

e+ Significant differences between general and special educators, p<01.
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EXHIBIT 6.18

Number of Different Schools in Which Responding 1992-93 Comprehensive Study
Special and General Education Texchers Taught

Spec Ed Teachers  Gen Ed Teachers

Number of Different Schools’ % % (SE)

|

|

I One 80.6 96.7 Q.1
Two : 108 21 (0.9)

I Three 2.8 0.3 0.3)
Four 2.8 04 0.4)

l Five 1.2 0.0 0.0)
Six 0.0 0.4 (C.4)

l Seven 0.5 00 (0.0
Eight ' 0.0 0.1 (0.1)

' ' Nine 0.2 0.0 0.0)
Ten 0.5 0.0 (0.0)
Eleven 0.5 0.0 05)

l Twelve 0.0 0.0 0.0)
Thirteen 0.0 .0 0.0)

' Fourteen 0.2 0.0 0.0)

Total 100.0 100.0

i

i

i

L

Percentages are based on a total of 434 responding special education teachers and a weighted total of 4,830
responding general education teachers.
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EXHIBIT 6.16

Service Delivery Model Used by 1992-93 Comprebensive Study Spedial Education Teachers
by Whether Teachers Teach in More Thar One School

Teach In More Than One School?

Type of Model Used Yes No NR

Service Delivery Model* % % % %
Resource 493 353 A 628 18
Combined resource/self-contained 44 0.0 £00.0 0.0
Self-contained 449 29 92.2 49
Home-based instruction 0.2 25.0 0.0 75.0
Other (e.g., hospital 12 0.0 100.0 0.0

or residential center)

Total 100.0 18.6 716 38

. Percentages are based on a total of 451 responding special education teachers.

6.74

0O

o~
C»\.'




l

EXHIBIT 6.17

Comparison of Responding 1992-93 Comprehensive Study Special and General Education Teachers
by Range of Class Sizes and Hours Worked Beyond Normal Work Weck,

Spec Ed Teachers Gen Ed Teachers
N Mean SD N* Mean (SE)
% %
Range of students taught during any period:
Smallest number 418 7.5 47 43839 197 (0.5)
Largest number 419 13.0 b} 4,732 212 (0.5)
Hours spent beyond normal worl: week on:
Activities involving student
interaction (field trips,
tutoring, coaching, etc.) 337 2.6 51 4,195 485 (0.5)
Other activities (preparation,
meetings, grading papers,
parent conferences, etc.) 425 8.0 6.1 4,738 93 (04)
Total 422 10.1 7.9 4731 136 (0.7)
*Weighted totals
29
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' EXHIBIT 6.18
1992-93 Comprehensive Study:
l Percentage of African-American Students in Responding Teachers’ Classes
I Special Ed Teachers General Ed Teachers
Percentage of .
African-American Students % % (SE)
]
0-5 1.6 0.3 (0.2)
l 6-10 2.1 2.0 0.9)
11-20 19 13 (0.8)
l 21-30 28 39 (13
31-40 19 2.7 (1.2)
. 41-50 49 6.0 (1.8)
51-60 73 53 (1.4)
61-70 : 6.1 3.4 (1.4)
I 71-80 8.9 2.9 (1.1
81-90 8.7 45 11.3)
I 91-95 49 40 (1.4)
’ 96-100 498 63.7 (3.3)
i
Total 100.0 100.0
i

* Percentages are based on a total of 426 responding special education teachers and a weighted total of 4,768
responding general education teachers.

Qo 6.75 =
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1992.93 Comprehensive Study: Availability of Teacher Aides

EXHIBIT 6.19

for Responding Special and General Educatica Teachers

Special Ed Teachers General Ed Teachers
% % (SE)
Are teacher aides available?”
Yes, full time 13.1 1.5 (.13
Yes, part time 27.0 a1 29
No 59.9 514 2.9)
If available, for how many hours weekly?
Full-time hours
Number of teachers 58 75 NA
Mean number of hours 36.8 35.0 0.0)
SD (SE) 5.7 00  (00)
Part-time bours
Number of teachers 120 2232 NA
Mean pumber of bours 13.5 6.9 0.4)
SD (SE) 18.1 .

9.8

Percentages are based on a total of 444 mpondingspecialeduaﬁontudm and a weighted total of 4,892

responding general education teachers.
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EXHIBIT 6.20

1992.93 Comprehensive Study: Number of Full-Time Special Educators int
Regular Schools In Which Responding Special Educstion Teachers Taught

Teachers Teaching in a Single Regulur School®

Numbes of Full-Time Special Educators N %

None 2 8.0
One 'Y 17.0
Two 42 15.2
Three 44 159
Four 46 16.7
Five 25 9.4
Six 15 54
Seven 13 4.7
Eight 3 1.1

Ten 5 1.8
Eleven or More 14 5.1

Total 276 100.0

l Nine 0 0.0




EXHIBIT 621

1992.93 Comprebensive Study: Achievement Levels of Students Taught
By Responding General Education Teachers

General Ed Teachers
Students Taught Responses % (SE)
Mainly high-achieving students 3}2 6.4 (1.7
Mainly average-achieving students 1023 210 2.9
Mainly low-achieving students 1927 39.6 (3.4)
Wide range of achievement levels 1605 33.0 (3.4)
Totals 4867 100.0
NOTE: Results are based on weighted toinls,
6.78 > Yy M
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EXHIBIT 622

1992.93 Comprehensive Study: Responding General Education Teachers’ Percepticns
Abcut the School Climate in Which They Teach

Statements Agree
of views Responses % (SE)

Tend to
Agree

%  (SE)

Tend to
Disagree
% (SE)

Disagree
% (SE)

Mean

(SE)

I am proud of
the reputation
of this school 4847 37.3(3.4)

Student behavior
is & problem
in this school 4821 26.8 (2.9)

QI have influence
over school-
relaied policies 4821 13.0(2.6)

This school has a
positive learning
environment 4860 40.6 (3.4)

Students are
committed to
learning at
this school 4837 129 (24)

The morale of the
school staff
is low 4838 148(2.4)

This is a safe school
for staff
and students 4828 27.7 (32)

@The school facility
is comfortable
and attractive 4866 31.133)

Overall score 4866

39.2 (3.6)

36.1(3.4)

29.13.2)

36.0 (3.3)

41.4 (3.6)

26.1(3.0)

474 35)

39.7(34)

16.7 (2.6)

26.6 3.1)

39.3 (34)

18.4 (2.6)

33.03.3)

37.5(3.4)

16.7 (2.6)

17.4(2.6)

6.8 (1.8)

11.7 (2.8)

18.6 (2.7)

6.1(1.5)

128(2.0)

22.7(3.0)

9.2(2.1)

11.9(23)

3.1

2.8

2.4*

31

2.6

23

29

29

2.7

0.1

0.1)

0.1)

0.1)

0.1)

0.1

0.1

©.1)

0.0

NOTE: Results are based on weighted totals.

o These items are not part of the composite score.

. Significant differences between general and special educators, p<.01; also see Exhibit 6.23.
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EXHIBIT 6.23

1992-93 Comprehensive Study: Responding Special Education Teachers’ Perceptions

About the School Climate in Which They Teach

Statements
of views

Responses

Tend to

Agree
%

Tend to

Disagree Disagree
% %

Mean

177]
=

I am proud of
the reputation
of this school

Student behavior
is & problem
iz this school

O have influence
over school-
related policies

This school has &
positive learning
environment

Students are
committed to
learning at
this school

The morale of the
school staff

is low

This is a safe
achool for staff
and students

©The school facility
is comfortable
and attractivs

Overall score

433

437

436

430

436

437

439

10.3

32.8

14.9

16.1

29.8

31.1

27.7

47.0

41.2

16.2

32.7

144

30.7

42

17.4

19.6

78

17.6

203

6.7

133

9.8

114

3.1

2.7

2.2*

3.1

2.8

2.3

29

29

27

Loy
=]

-
(=]

e
®

° - °
© [ ©

-
(-]
SR R B B Oh BN B D BN D e 'EE e =

g
[

e
-3
L

€ These items are not part of the composite score.

*  Significant differences between general and special educators, p<.01; also see Exhibit 6.22.
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EXHIBIT 6.24

1992-93 Comprehensive Study: Responding General Education Teachers’ Perceptions

About the Level of Principals’ Support

My Principal:

Agree

Responses** %

(SE)

Tend to
Agree

%

(SE)

Tend to
Disagree

%

(SE)

Disagree

%

(SE)

Mean

(SE)

Has my respect
and trust

Interacts with
me frequently

Attends to my
feelings and
needs

Recognires and
appreciates the
work 1 do

Provides current
information about
teaching/
learning

Provides helpful
feedback about
my teaching

Informs me about
school/district
policies

Supports my
actions and ideas

Explains reasons
behind programs
and practices

Allows me input into

decisions that
affect me
Helps me solve
problems
Supports me in my
interactions
with parents

Understands my program

and what I do
Provides leadership

about what we

are trying

to achieve

Overall score

4742

4820

4820

47564

4820

4812

4776

4764

4776

4820

4696

4786

4796

4812

4820

67.0

44.2

39.8

47.0

419

41.0

63.7

- 46.8

444

376

4356

67.1

(3.4)

(3.6)

(3.4)

(3.6)

(3.4)

(3.4)

(3.6)

3.5)

(3.6

(34)
(3.6)

3.6)

484 (3.5)

62.9 (3.6)

26.1

31.0

32.9

32.0

36.1

31.

4.5

33.9

334

30.1

29.7

322

29.0

3.0)

(3.2)

3.2)

3.2)

(3.4)

(32)

34)

(3.3)

34)

3.3)

32)

(3.2)

3.3)

3.1)

12.3

19.1

19.8

129

12.8

18.1

8.4

13.2

116

16.9

16.7

8.6

11.6

11.8

2.3

2.8)

28

(24)

2.3)

(2.8)

(1.8)

24)

(2.2)

(2.5)

(2.6)

(1.9)

(22)

2.3)

4.6

6.7

7.6

8.1

9.2

9.2

3.6

6.1

8.0

13.1

9.8

4.7

8.0

6.2

16

(1.8)

(1.8)

(1.9)

(2.0)

2.1)

(12)

(1.6)

(1.9)

24)

22)

(1.6)

(1.9)

(1.8)

34

34

3.1

" 32

3.1*

3.0

3.4°

3.2

3.2¢

3.0

3.1

34

3.2*

3.3*

3.2

0.1

0.1)

0.1)

0.1)

©.1

0.1)

0.1)

0.1

0.1)

0.1)

0.1)

{0.1)

0.1)

0.1)

0.1)

* Significant differences between general and special educators, p<.01; also see Exhibit 6.26.

** Results are based on weighted totals.
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EXHIBIT 625 I
1992-93 Comprehensive Study: Responding General Education Teachers® Perceptions
About the Level of Central Office Supervisors’ Suppert I
Tend to Tend to
_ Agree Agree Disagree Dissgree l
My Central Weighted
Office Supervisor: Responses % (SE} % (SE) % (SE) % (SE)} Mean (SE)
Has my respect 1
and trust 2660 684 4.7) 277 4.1) 94 (28) 46 (23) 34 (01
Interacts with
me frequently 2638 279 4.3) 264 40) 189 (36) 269 (44) 26 (01) '
Attonds to my
feelings and
needs - 2613 274 (4.3) 400 (44) 171 (37 1656 (36 28 (0.1) I
Recognizes and
appreciates
the work I do 2570 426 4.7 3685 44) 96 (30) 126 @33 31 (0
Provides current l
information about N
teaching/
learning 2640 408 4.7) 373 46) 116 (29 104 (32) 31 (O I
Provides helpful
feedback about my
teaching 2620 38.1 (46) 346 46) 104 (27) 169 (39 29 (01 l
Informs me about ‘
school/district
policies 2517 36.7 4.7 344 456) 143 (33) 147 @60 29 (01
Supports my actions _ I
and ideas 2454 39.6 (4.7) 38.6 (4.6) 74 (26) 144 37 30 (@1
Explains reasons .
behind programs I
and practices 2512 398 (4.7) 346 46) 132 (33 1256 (B3 30 (01)
Allows me input into
decisions that
affect me 2517 346 (45) 330 (45) 127 (31) 181 40 28 (01) I
Helps me solve
problems 2604 327 44) 340 45 162 (34) 198 40 28 (01)
Supports me in my I
interactions
with parents 2366 315 (46) 348 4.7 124 (3.1) 213 “2 28* (1)
Understands my program
and what I do 2612 44.2 4.7) 36.0 4.7) 74 24 126 G4) 3.1* (01)
Provides leadership
about what we
are trying l
to achieve 2612 435 (48) 346 45) 122 @33 97 29 31 (01
Overall score 2658 3.0%* (0.1]

*  Significant differences between general and special educators, p<.01; also see Exhibit 6.27.

**  Significant differences between general and special educators, p<.05; also see Exhibit 6.27. l

‘ 6.82 J(); I




EXHIBIT 6.26

1992-93 Comprehensive Study: Responding Special Education Teachers' Perceptions
About the Level of Principals’ Support

My Prindpal:

Tend to

Responses Agree Agree
% %

Tend to

Disagree
%

Disagree
%

Mean

Has my respect

and trust 442
Interacts with

me frequently 45
Attends to my

feelings and

needs 443
Recognizes and

appreciate the

work I do 442
Provides current

information about

teaching/

learning 442
Provides helpful

fesdback about my

teaching 440
Informs me about

school/district

policies 436
Supports my actions

and ideas 440
Explains reasons

behind programs

and practices 442
Allows me input into

decisions that

affect me 439
Helps me solve

problems 442
Supports me in my

interactions with

parernits 440
Understands my program

and what I do 445
Provides leadership

about what we

are trying

to achieve 443

Overall score 445

66.7

44.3

33.4

i2.1

326

30.9

43.3

43.0

38.0
37.3

61.4

37.8

28.3

33.0

39.6

37.8

36.0

39.1

37.2

38.6

39.1

33.0
36.9

38.9

36.7

36.4

100

17.6

16.8

120

19.7

17.7

13.1

11.4

17.2

18.9

16.6

5.9

16.9

16.6

6.1

6.2

113

8.1

118

12.3

64

7.0

88

10.0

93

3.9

9.7

9.9

33

32

3.0

31

2.9*
29

3.2

32

3.0*

3.0
3.0

34

3.0*

3.0*

3.1

0.9

0.9

1.0

0.2

1.0

1.0

0.8

09

09

1.0

1.0

08

1.0

1.0

0.8

*  Significant differences between general and special educators, p<.01; also see Exhibit 6.24.
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EXHIBIT 6.27

1992-93 Comprehensive Study: Responding Special Education Teachers’ Perceptions
About the Level of Central Office Supervisors' Support

Tend to Tend to

My Central Office Responses Agree Agree Disagree Digagree
% %

Supervisor: % % Mean SD

Has my respect

and trust 373 61.1 26.0 86 43 34 0.8
Interacts with

me frequently 376 29.0 340 20.6 16.6 28 1.0
Attends to my .

feelings and

needs 377 36.1 37.1 16.6 11.1 3.0 1.0
Recognizes and

appreciates the

work I do 376 48.6 35.7 8.5 72 3.3 0e
F'rovides current

information about

teaching/

learning - 377 39.0 332 164 12.6 3.0 1.0
Provides helpful

feedback about my

teaching 376 376 36.0 128 13.86 3.0 1.0
Informs me about

school/district

policies 374 43.6 372 118 7.6 3.2 0.9
Supports my actions

and ideas : 373 418 39.7 10.7 7.8 3.2 0.9
Explains reasons

behind programs

and practices 376 42.7 344 12.8 10.1 3.1 1.0
Allows me input into

decisions that

affect me 373 335 362 182 12.1 29 1.0
Helps me solve :

problems 377 379 334 194 9.3 3.0 1.0
Supports me in my ’

interactions with

parents 370 462 36.8 10.0 7.0 32* 09
Understands my program

and what I do 377 656.3 26.2 5.0 4.6 36 0.8
Provides leadership

about what we

are frying

to achieve 376 488 29.3 144 7.6 32* 09

Overall score 378 ' 3.1* 0.8

* Significant differences between general and special educators, p<.01; also see Exhibit 6.25.

** Gigificant differences between general and special educators, p<.05; also see Exhibit 6.25.
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EXHIBIT 628

1992.93 Comprehensive Study: Responding General Education Teachers’ Perceptions
About Their Colleagues’ Support

Tend to Tend to

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree
My Colleagues Responses* % (SE) % (SE) % (SE) % (SE)

Most of my colleagues

in this scheol

understand what

Ido 4829 48.2 (3.6) 40.6 (3.6) 88 (20) 24 (1.0
I often exchange

professional

ideas with other

teachers in '

this school 4926 614 (3.6) 3786 (34) 9.1 (1.9 i9 (0.8
1 feel included in :

what goes on

at this school 4918 44.2 (3.6) 40.6 (3.3) 9.6 (2.0 5% (1.7
I have close

colleagues with

whom I can

confide in

this schoc! ' 4949 9.3 (834) 273 (3.1) 84 (1.9 50 @1.6)
@I have inter-

personal problems

with some of

my colleagues 4876 5.0 (16) 154 (26) 328 (32) 469 (356
Most teachars in my .

school treat me

with respect 4908 73.6 (3.0) 25.7 (3.0) 06 (0.6) 01 (0.1)
Most of my colleagues

have high expectations

for themselves 4891 399 (34) 455 (36) 128 (2.3) 1.7 0.9}
I have a number of

colleagues who are

not competent 4806 10.3 (2.1) 213 (28) 37.7 (34) 307 (33
1 have opportunities :

to observe other

classrooms and

teachers . 4891 170 (26) 3839 (33) 211 (28) 279 B2

Overall score 4966

3.4

3_4"'

3‘200

34

1.8

3.7%*

3.2

21

24

32

0.1)

0.1)

0.1)

0.1)

©.1)

0.0)

0.1)

©.1)

.1)

0.0)

*  Results are based on weighted totals.
** Significant differences between general and special educators, p<.01; also ses Exhibit 6.29.

@ These items are not part of the composite score.
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EXHIBIT 629

1992.93 Compreher. 2 Study: Responding Special Education Teachers' Perceptions
About Their Colleagues’ Support

Tend to Temd to
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree
My Colleagues Responses % % % % Mean SD
Most of my colleagues in
this school understand
what I do 449 23.2 39.0 29.0 8.9 28* 09
1 often exchange professional
ideas with other teachers in
this school 4562 36.7 45.6 14.2 36 32* 08
I feel included in what goes
on at this school 448 us 35.7 22.3 7.1 30* 09
I have close colleagues
with whom I can confide
in this school 450 63.1 316 111 4.2 33 08
@] have interpersonal
problems with some
of my colleagues 448 7.6 16.7 339 41.7 i 09
Most teachers in my
school treat me
with respect 449 576 ass 2.2 i8 36* 06
Most of my colleagues
have high expectatirns
for themselves 445 36.1 49.9 13.6 1.6 32 07
I have a number of
colleagues who are
not competent 443 8.8 23.5 42.7 25.1 22 09
I have opportunities
to observe other
classrooms and
teachers 449 194 28.6 20.3 318 26 1.1
Overall score 453 30 05

. Significant differences between general and special educators, p<.01; also see Exhibit 6.28.

@ These items are not part of the composite score.
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EXHIBIT 6.30

1992-93 Comprehensive Study: Responding General Education Teachers' Perceptions
About the Special Education Climate in Their Schools

Responses*

% (SE)

Tend to

Agree
% (SE)

Tend to
Disagree Disagree

%

(SE)

%

(SE)

@I have frequent
interactions with
special educators

I understand special
education programs

I work effectively
with special
education students

The staff at this
school have positive
attitudes toward
special education
staff and students

I am reluctant to
include special
education students
in my classes

I have the knowledge
to work effectively
with students with
disabilities

Oversll score

4869

48563

4867

4839

4824

4832

4881

29.7 (3.3)

314 3.3}

29.7 3.3)

" 31.9 (3.3)

5.0 (14)

21.7 3.0)

324 3.3)

456.3 (3.6)

42.1 (3.6)

46.3 (3.5)

18.6 (2.6)

364 (3.3)

16.6

21.3

18.3

324

(2.9)

(2.5)

(2.8)

2.7

3.3)

3.1)

164

7.7

6.9

3.5

134

(2.5)

1.7

(1.6)

12)

3.6)

(2.2)

2.8*

3.0*

3.0"

3.1+

1.8*

2.7+

10.1)

0.1)

©.1)

0.1

0.1)

©0.1)

2.9** (0.0)

NOTE: Results are based on weighted totals.

* Significant differences between general and special educators, p<.01; also ses Exhibit 6.31.

**+ Significant differences between general and special educators, p<.0001; also see Exhibit 6.31.

@ These items are not part of the composite score.

STUN

6.87




EXHIBIT 631

1992-93 Comprehensive Study: Responding Special Education Teachers' Perceptions
About the Special Education Climate in Their Schools®

Tend to Tend to

Responses Agree Agree Disagree  Disagree
% % % %

Mean SD

O] have frequent
interactions with

general educators 309 414 39.2 14.9 46 32* 08

Most general educa-
tion teachers in
my school
understand special

education programs 310 13.2 30.3 43.6 129 24" 09

General educators in
my school work
effectively with
special education _
students 307 134 41.7 31.6 134 26** 09

The staff at this
school have positive
attitudes toward
special education

staff and students 308 17.2 36.0 36.1 117 26** 09

General education
teachers are reluctant
to include special
education students

in their classes 308 16.9 37.7 334 126 26** 09

General educators have
the knowledge to work
effectively with
students with

disabilities 308 29 27.6 45.6 240" 21** 08

Overall score 440 26*** (06

*  Does not include teachers of gifted and talented students or teachers in special schools.
**  Significant differences between general and special educators, p<.01; also see Exhibit 6.30.
**¢  Significant differences between general and special educators, p<.0001; also see Exhibit 6.30..

Q@ These items are not part of the composite score.
n 3035
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EXHIBIT 6.32
1992-93 Comprehensive Study: Responding General Education Teacliers’
Perceptions About Students
Tend to Tend to
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree
Responses® % (SE) % (SE) % (SE) % (SE) Mean (SE)
My students come to class :
ready to work 4847 168 (2.7) 396 (36) 278 (31) 1860 @24 28 (0.1
I have good rslationships -
with my students . 4911 66.0 (32) 322 (3.2) 2.8 (1.0) 00 (00 36 (00
My students attend school
on a regular basis 4966 423 (33) 414 (34) 127 (Q2.1) 36 (1.1) 382 (01)
My students respect me 4918 69.3 (3.3) 36.8 32) 34 (1.1) 16 0.7) 35 (00
My students are motivated :
and cooperative 4923 243 (3.1) 507 (36) 198 (26) 62 (12 29 (1)
@My students are appropriate-
ly placed in my
classes 4937 19.3 2.7) 444 (36) 230 (29 134 (23) 27 (@1
Overall ut.isfacﬁ(m
with students
assigned 4966 31 (00
*Results are based on weighted totals.
@ These items are not part of the composite score.
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EXHIBIT 6.33

1992.93 Comprehensive Study: Responding Specicl Education Teachers’
Perceptions About Students

Tend to Tend to
Responses Agree Agree Disagree  Disagree
%

% % % Mean

My students come

to class

ready to work 434 18.1 4.7 226 16.€ 2.6
I have ygood relationshipe

with my students 447 66.3 333 09 0.4 36
My students attend school

on a regular basis 442 47.7 38.9 10.0 8.4 3.3
My students respect me 442 63.1 338 32 0.2 3.6
My students are motivated

and cooperative 438 29.7 47.0 17.1 6.2 3.0

@My students are appropriately :
placed in my classes 439 289 419 20.6 8.7 29

I am free to move my
students into general
education classes when
they are ready 414 36.0 394 140 106 3.0

Overall satisfaction
with students
assigned 447 32

€@ These items are not part of the composite score.

(A

o
T
’—:)

‘ 6.90




EXHIBIT 6.34

1992.93 Comprehensive Study: Responding Special and General Education Teachers' Perceptions
About Their Experiences With Parents

Tend to Tend to (SE)
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree or
Respcses % (SE) % (SE) % (SE) % (SE) Mean SD

General Education Teachezs*

Parents usually attend
sch:aduled conferences 4913 244 (3.1) 362 (34 238 (28 156 (24) 27 (0.0

Many of my students’
parents regularly
spend time with
students on instruc-
tion at home 4886 7.1 (19) 242 (3.1) 418 (@4) 269 (@29 21 (©1)

Most of my students’

parents respect
and support the

things I do 4913 320 (33) 662 (34) 106 (21 24 (09 32 (©1D

I have good relations with :
my students’ parents 4890 393 (34) 539 (35 61 (16) 07 (OB 33 (0.0

Overall score 4913 28 0.9

Special Education Teachsrs

Parents usually attend _
scheduled conferences 443 176 (NA) 386 (NA) 257 (NA) 18,1 (NA) 26 1.0

Many of my students’
parents regularly
spend time with
students on instruc-
tion at home 442 63 (NA) 172 (NA) 462 @A) 312 (NA) 20 0.9

Most of my ztudents’

parents respect
and support the

things I do 441 33.1 (NA) 56.7 (NA) 82 (NA) 20 NA) 32 07

I have good relations with
my students’ parents 442 446 (NA) 609 (NA) 41 (NA) 05 (NA) 34 06

Overall score 446 28 06

¥Results for general education teachers ars based on weighted totals.
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EXHIBIT 6.35 '
1992-93 Comprehensive Study: Responding General Education Teachers’ Perceptiona
About Their Teaching Resources '
Tend to Tend to
Weighted Agree Agree, Disagree Disagree .
_ Responses % (SE) % (SE) % (SE) % (SE) Mean (SE)
I have the instruc- i
tional materials
I need 4804 426 (3.5) 378 (33) 132 (23) 66 (17 32* 1) .
I have the basic
supplies (e.g.,
paper, chailk) .
I need 4846 684 (3.1) 246 (2.9 3.7 (1.2) 34 (12) 38+ (0.1)
I have adequate
duplicating/
copying equipment
OT services 4822 63.2 (36) 249 (3.0) 119 (23) 101 (2.1) 32* (0.1) I
The procedures for
obtaining materials
and services are .
well defined and
efficient 4796 508 (3.6) 316 (32) 136 (24) 43 (12) 33 @1
I have the audio-visual .
aids I need 4837 474 (35) 3456 G4 128 (21) 65 (16) 32* (0.1)
€1 have the computers/ '
electronic devices
I need 48456 267 3.1) 267 32 262 (31) 208 (26) 26 (0.1)
@My students have l
opportunities
to use computers 4802 387 33) 272 32 160 (24) 191 ((26) 29 (0.1 l
@I have the aide/ ,
clerical assistance .
I need 4800 20.1 (2.8) 214 (29) 145 (24) 440 (34 22 (0.1 '
QI have an adequate
amount of
instructional
space 4846 40.1 (3.5) 326 (33) 1756 (2.7) 99 (20) 30 (0.1)
Overall score 4346 3.0*

Significant differences between general and special educators, p<.01; see also Exhibit 6.36.

@ Theee itemr are not part of the composite ccore.
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a
l EXHIBIT 6.36
1992.93 Comprehensive Study: Responding Special Education Teachers' Perceptions
‘ About Their Teaching Resources
Tend to Tend to
l Weighted Agree Agree Disagree Disagree,
' Responses % % % % Mesn SD
l I have the instruc- 448 22.0 31.8 244 22.0 26* 11
tional materials
. that I need.
I have the basic 449 52.1 33.0 8.9 6.0 33 09
supplies (e.g.,
. paper, chaik)
that I need.
I have adequate dup- 441 413 31.7 134 13.6 30* 10
licating/copying
equipment or
l services.
The procedures for 446 29.8 36.4 222 126 28* 1.0
obtaining materials
l ‘ and services are
well defined and
efficient.
l I have the audio- 444 27.3 39.0 18.0 16.8 28* 10
visus) aids
that I need.
' @1 have the computers/ 4456 18.7 21.1 227 376 22 1.1
elactronic devices
I that I need.
@My students have 441 33.3 274 17.0 2.2 2.7 1.1
opportunities to
' use computers.
@1 have the aide/ 442 18.1 14.9 14.3 62.7 2.0 1.2
' clerical assistance
that I need.
@I have an adequate 446 39.0 27.4 13.7 20.0 29 1.1
amount of instruc-
tional space.
l Overall score 451 27 07
¥ Significant differences between general and special educators, p<.01; see also Exhibit 8.36.
l @ These items are not part of the composite score.




EXHIBIT 637

1992.93 Comprehensive Study: Responding General Education Teachers' Ferceptions
About Their Workloads

Tend to Tend to

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree
Responses® % (SE)y % (SE) % (SE) % (SE) Moean

(SE)

@Parent demands upon
my time are
reasonable 4641 41.8 (3.6) 469 (3.6) 84 (2.1 29 (11 33

@Details, "red tape,”
and required
paperwork abaorb
too much of

0.1)

my time 4773 49.3 (36) 367 B4 123 (23 2.7 (11) 33** (0.1

GMy classes are used
as a "dumping ground™

for problem
students 4722 11.0 (22) 20.2 (29) 374 (34) 3156 (34) 2.1* (0.1 I

@Demand for my
involvement in
extracurricular
activities is

reasonable 4762 39.9 (3.6) 459 (3.6) 83 (2.0 58 (17 32 (0.1 l

@Keeping up
professionally

is a considerable .
burden 4726 47 (1.3) 207 (28 460 @36) 287 (33 20* (0.1

The number of hours
I must work
after school is

reasonable 4794 283 (32) 363 33) 237 (B1)y 118 (24) 28

I have adequate
planning time 4779 192 27) 25.1 29) 240 (3.0) 317 @2 23

Overall score 4817 ' 2.7

0.1)

©.1)
0.0)

*Results are based on weighted totals.
**+ Significant differences between general and special educators, p<.01.

@ These items are not part of the composite score.
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EXHiBIT 6.38
1992-93 Comprebensive Study: Responding Special Education Tcachers’ Perceptions
About Their Workloads
Tend to. Tend to
Responses Agree Agree Disagree  Disagree
% % % % Mean SD
QParent demands upon my 448 41.1 449 8.9 6.1 32 08
time are reasonuble.
Q@Details, "red tape,” 449 722 203 4.6 3.1 36t 0.7
and required paper-
work absorb too much
of my time.
QMy classes are used as a 444 16.2 27.7 32.2 23.9 24* 10
"dumping ground" for
problem students.
@Demand for my involvement 443 36.2 612 10.8 2.7 32 0.7
in extracurricular
activities is
reasonable.
@Keeping up profes- 442 79 290 42.8 204 22 09
sionally is a
considerable burden.
The number of hours I 446 . 213 413 21.3 16.1 27 10
must work after '
school is reasonable.
I have adequate planning 448 182 27.7 20.6 32.6 23 11
time.
Overall score 451 26 056

* Significant differences between general and special educators, p<.01.

@ These items are not part of the composite score.
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EXHIBIT 6.39

1992-93 Comprehensive Study: Responding Special and General Education Teachers’ Perceptions

About Their Learning Opportunities

My Principal:

Weighted
Responses

Agree
% (SE)

Tend to

Agree
% (SE)

Tend to
Disagree Disagree

%

(SE)

%

(SE)

Mean

General Education Teachers

In my job, I have many
opportunities to
learn new things

Inservice programs are
relevant and useful

Ideas presented at
inservices are
discussed afterwards
by teachers

I feel intellectually
challenged

I participate in profes-
sional learning oppor-
tunities that are not
required for certifi-
cation or by MCS

Overall score

4800

4802

4810

4757

4833

4845

Special Education Teachers

In my job, I have many
opportunities to learn
new things

Inservice programs are
relevant and useful

Idess presented at
inservices are
discusaed afterwards
by teachers

I feel intellectually
challenged

I participate in profes-
sional learning oppor-
tunities that are not
required for certifi-
cation or by MCS

Overall score

446

447

41

4456

448

42.0 (3.6)

246 (3.1)

18.6 (2.9)

26.6 (3.2)

650.4 (3.6)

25.6 (NA)

14.4 (NA)

16.0 (NA)

17.0 (NA)

» 40.2 (NA)

39.3 (34)

36.1 (3.3)

44.1 (3.6)

384 (34)

364 (34)

409 (NA)

36.7 (NA)

37.8 (NA)

41.7 (NA)

39.1 (NA)

14.6

23.2

22.3

256.3

11.7

24.7

31.3

313

279

4.6

(2.3)

(2.9)

2.7
2.9)

(2.1)

(NA)
(NA)

(NA)
(NA)

(NA)

4.1

17.1

16.0

10.7

2.6

88

17.6

16.9

134

6.1

(1.3)

2.7

(2.8)

(2.2)

0.9)

(NA)
(NA)

(NA)

(NA)

(NA)

3.2*

2.7*

2.7
2.8

3.3*

29

28

2.6*

2.6

2.6

3.1

2.9

* Significant differences between general and special educators, p<.01.
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1992-93 Comprehensive Study: Responding General Education Teachers’

EXHIBIT 6.40

Perceptions of Self-Efficacy

~

Responses®

Agree
% (SE)

Tend to

Agree
% (SE)

Tend to
Disagree

%

(SE)

Disagree

%

(SE)

Mean

(SE)

If I really try hard,
1 can get through
to even the most
difficult or
unmotivated
students 4845

It’s hard to judge how
I'm doing in my
teaching 4767

I am satisfied with the
accomplishments and
progress of most of
my students 4833

I can generaliy deal
successfully
with behavior
problems in my
classes 4845

I feel I am making a
significant difference
in the lives of
my students 4802

When it comes right
down to it, a
teacher really can’t
do much because
most of a student’s
motivation and
performance depends
on his or her
home environment 4829

Overall score 4845

32.7 3.3)

63 1.7)

284 (3.2)

472 3.5)

52.6 (3.4)

7.7 (1.8)

472 (3.6)

176 24)

46.6 (3.6)

474 (3.6)

363 3.3)

22.6 (2.9

16.3

19.8

3.4

9.1

43.2

2.3)

3.6)

2.8)

1.0

(1.8)

(3.6)

4.8

30.6

6.2

19

2.0

28.7

14)

(3.3)

(1.6)

0.9)

(0.8)

(32)

31

2.0

3.0

34

84

21

31

0.1)

©.1)

0.1)

0.0)

©.1)

0.1)

0.0)

*Results are based on weighted totals.
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EXHIBIT 6.41

1992-93 Comprehensive Study: Responding Special Educstion Teachers’
Perceptions of Self-Efficacy

Tend to Tend to

Responses Agree Agree Disagree  Diszgree
% % % % Mean

Sb

If I really try hard,
1 can get through to
even the most diffi-
cult or unmotivated
students. 442 33.0 62.9 11.8 2.3 3.2

It's hard to judge how
I'm doing in my
teaching. 446 3.8 20.4 49.1 28.7 2.0

I am satisfied with the
accomplishments and
progresas of most of
my students. 444 30.0 46.8 180 5.2 3.0

I can generally deal
successfully with
behavior problems
in my classes. 442 448 49.8 4.3 1.1 34

I feel that I am making
a significant differ-
ence in the lives of _
my students. 444 46.6 39.6 113 2.6 33

When it comes right down
to it, a teacher really
can’t do much because
most of a student’s
motivation and performance
depends on his or her home
‘environs -ent. 436 6.7 23.3 448 26.3 2.1

Overall score 448 3.1

0.7

08

0.8

0.8

0.8

0.9
0.6

6.98 318
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EXHIBIT 6.42
1992.93 Comprehensive Stady: Responding Special and General Education Teachers’
Feelings About Job Stress
Almost Ocea- Fairly Fre- Almost (SE)
Never sionally Often quently Always or

Responses % SE) % SE) % (SE) % (SE) % (SE) Mean SD

General Education Teachers

1 worry about

school problems

while at home 4936 98 (22 40.7 (34) 174 (26) 19.7 (27 123 (23) 28 (0.1)
I am often upset '

at work 4907 3256 (3.3) 478 (356) 101 (21) 81 (18 14 (10 20 0.1
I am often

frustrated

at work 4927 241 (3.0) 44.1 (35) 163 (22) 134 (23) 32 (10 23 (01)
I am often :

tense at work 4935 337 (3.3) 388 (34) 169 (24) 87 (18 28 (12) 21 (0.1
The amount of work

1 have to get done

interferes with how

well it gets done 4884 252 (3.1) 388 (34) 171 (25) 123 (21) 67 (@1.7) 24%*0.1)
I am often under '

a lot of pressure

at work 4935 340 (33) 333 (33) 162 (24) 113 (19 63 1.7 22*01)

E ¢ B W =k R . e

Overall score 4936 2.3*(0.1)
Special Education Teachers

I worry about
school problems
while at home 448 7.4 (NA) 386 (NA) 228(NA) 23.9 (NA) 7.4 (NA) 29 11

1 am often upset
at work 446

1 am often
frustrated
at work 449 18.3(NA) 46.3(NA) 149 (NA) 16.3 (NA) 4.2 (NA) 24 11

I am often tense
at work 449 294 (NA) 426 (NA) 14.56(NA) 10.3 (NA) 3.1(NA) 22 11

The amount of work
I have to get done
interferes with how
well it gets done 446 14.6(NA) 40.1(NA) 14.8(NA) 17.3(NA) 13.2(NA) 27 1.2

I am often under
a lot of pressure )
at work 448 22.3(NA) 388(NA) 17.6(NA) 12.9 (NA) 8.3 (NA) 2.5* 12

348(NA) 47.1(NA) 10.1(NA) 6.6 (NA) 186 (NA) 19 09

Overall score 449 24* 09

NOTE: Results for general education teachers are based on weighted totals.

*  Significant differences between general and special educators, p<.01.
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EXHIBIT .43

1992.93 Comprehensive Study: Responding Special and General Education Teachers'
Estimates of Percentage of Students Making Satisfactory Progress
This Year and Their Satisfaction With Their Current Job in MCS

Special Ed Teachers Genersl Ed Teschers

% % (SE)
What percentage of your students have
mad. -tisfactory progress this year?l
0-5 0.2 0.7 0.5
6-10 1.0 0.0 (0.0)
11-20 20 1.3 0.7
21-30 35 24 (1.0)
31-40 20 23 0.9
41-50 94 73 (1.7
51-60 . 32 4.7 (1.3)
61-70 6.7 8.9 (1.9
71-80 24.6 252 (3.1)
81-90 : 233 - 254 (3.2)
91-95 104 102 (2.3)
96-100 13.6 11.8 (2.9)
Total 100.0 100.0
Overall, how satisfied are !on with yoar
current job in the MCS?
Very satisfied ‘ 314 375 (3.9
Somewhat satisfied 4279 474 (3.5)
Somewhat dissatisfied 159 99 (1.9)
Very dissatisfied 10.0 52 (1.9
Total 100.0 100.0

1  Percentages sre based on a total of 403 responding special education teachers and a weighted total of 4,717
responding general education teachers.

2 Percentages are based on a total of 440 responding special education teachers and a weighted total of 4,899
responding general education teachers.

Q 6.100
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EXHIBIT 6.44

1992-93 Comprehensive Study: Responding General Education Teachers’
Perceptions of Ancillary and Salary Benefits

Tend to Tend to
Weighted Agree Agree Disagree Disagree
Responses % (SE)y % (SE) % (SE) % (SE) Mean (SE)

The job security of my
present position is
important to me. 4890 79.3 (2.7) 17.0 2.6) 25 (0.9 12 07 37 090

Summer vacations are an
important reason for ’
remaining in teaching. 4907 340 (3.3) 285 (32) 26 (29 160 (25) 28* (0.1)

I like my current work
. hours. 4935 63.1 32) 302 (3.1) 30 1.0 36 (13) 35 (0.1

@The location of my
current school(s)
is convenient for me 4936 63.8 (3.4) 26.0 (3.0) 95 (1.9 109 @20 32 (0.1

Overall satisfaction with

Salary policies are
administered with
fairneas and justice. 4911 24.1 (29) 442 85) 223 (3.0) 95 (22) 28* (0.1)

Salaries paid in this
school system compare
favorably with salaries
in other systems I might
consider teaching in. 4766 21.7 (29) 3b.8 (3.3) 276 (32) 49 @27 26 (00)

This district offers a
reasonable benefits
packags. 4914 300 (32) 493 3.6) 1668 (2.6) 61 (1.9 30 (0.1)

Overall satisfaction
with salary 4936 28 (0.1)

-

Significant d’ifferencos between general and special educators, p<.01; aiso see Exhibit 6.45.
@ These items are not part of the composite score. '

l work in MCS 4936 33 (0.0

321

6.101




EXHIBIT 6.48 '
1992.93 Comprehensive Study: Responding Special Edwucation Teachers’
Perceptions of Ancillary and Salary Benefits l
Tend to Tend to
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree l
Responses % % % % Mean SD
The job security of my l
present position is
important to me. 44 734 23.0 2.3 14 3.7 O.i
Summer vacations are an
important reason for
remaining in teaching. 444 45.3 276 17.1 10.1 3.1+ l.l'
I like my current work )
hours. 448 65.6 23.2 6.3 4.9 8.6 0.1 '
@The locstion of my
current school(s)
is convenient for me. 444 49.6 26.0 11.7 13.7 3.1 l.ll
Overall satisfaction )
with work in MCS. 449 3.3 0.1
Salary policies are
administered with
fairness and justice. 444 33.8 42.3 156.8 8.1 3.0* 0 i
Salaries paid in this
achool system compare ) '
favorably with salaries
in other systems I might
consider teaching in. 439 22.3 36.7 26.7 14.4 2.7 1.('
This district offers a
reasonable benefits :
package. 448 256.7 51.3 16.7 6.3 3.0 0 ‘
Overall satisfaction :
with salary. 449 2.9 0.1
* Significant differences between general and special educators, p<.01; also see Exhibit 6.44. , '
€@ These items are not part of the composite score. l
1 6.102 322 '
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EXHIBIT 6.46

1992-93 Comprehensive Study: Responding Special and General Education Teachers’ Views
About Their Career Plans

No Little Moderate Great
Desire to Degire to Desire to Desire to (SE)
Responses Remain Remain Remain Remain or
% (SE) % (SE) % (SE) 9% (SE) Mean SD

General Education
Teachers**

Your current .
school. 4907 6.9 (1.6) 6.7 (1.6) 34.8 (3.3) 616 (34) 3.3 (Q.l)

Your current
teaching field. 4907 3.7 (1.3) 356 (1.2) 214 (2.8) 71.3 (3.1) 3.6* (0.1)

The Memphis City
Schools. 4907 25 (09 59 (14) 292 (3.1) 624 (32) 3.5* (00

The teaching

Overall score 4907 3.56* (0.0)

Special Education
Teachers

Your current
school. 448 6.6 NA) 10.0 (NA) 324 (NA) b51.1 (NA) 33 09

Your current
teaching field. 451 3.8 (NA) 8.6 (NA) 31.7 (NA) ©56.9 (NA) 34* 08

The Memphis City
Schools. 462 3.3 (NA) 8.8 (NA) 418 (NA) 46.0 (NA) 33* 08

The teaching
profession. 463 2.0 (NA) 6.6 (NA) 329 (NA) 585 (NA) 356* 0.7

Overall score 453 34* 06

*  Significant differences between general and special educators, p<.01.

' profession. 4907 1.2 (0.7) 27 12) 288 (32) 673 (3.3} 3.6* (0.0)
l **Results are based on weighted totals.
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| 1992-93 Comprehensive Study: Responding General Education Teachers’
Perceptions About Their Teaching Fields

EXHIBIT 6.47

Weighted
Responses

% (SE)

Tend to

Agree
% (SE)

Tend to
Disagree Disagree

%

(SE)

%

(SE)

g

1 am satisfied with
my choice of
teaching field. 4936

1 would transfer to
another teaching
field if I had the
opportunity 4907

1@ am willing to put
forth considerable
effort in order to
be succeszful in
my field. 4936

If I could go back to
my college days
and start over
again, I would
again choose my
teaching field. 4827

1 would recommend

that young people
pursue careers in

my teaching field. 4890

Overall score 4934

730 B.1)

13.6 (2.6)

844 (2.6)

53.9 (3.6)

37.1 (8.3)

229 (2.9)

11.3 (22)

16.2 (24)

20.3 (2.8)

31.7 34)

32

04

144

179

12)

(2.9)

(04)

(2.6)

(2.6)

1.0

61.9

0.0

114

73

0.8)

(3.6)

0.0)

22)

(1.8)

8.7

1.9

38

3.2

3.1*

34*

0.0)

0.1)

0.0)

Q@ Theae items are not part of the composite score.

Significant differences between general and special educators, p<.01; also see Exhibit 6.48.




1992-93 Comprehensive Study: Responding Special Education Teachers’

EXHIBIT 6.48

Perceptions Their Teaching Fields

Responses

Agree

Tend to

Agree
%

Tend to
Disagree

Disagree
%

Mean

SD

I am satisfied with my
choice of teaching
field.

I would transfer to
another teaching
field if I had the
opportunity.

I am willing to put
forth considerable
effort in order to
be successful in
my field.

If I could gn back to
my college days and
start over again, I
would again choocse
my teaching field.

I would recommend that
young people pursue
careers in my
teaching field.

I would accept a non
special education
teaching position if
it was offered to me.

I am committed to
working with students
with disabilities.

Overall score

450

449

452

448

449

442

453

60.2

9.8

73.0

42.4

30.3

11.9

59.0

30.0

16.0

18.7

32.1

6.2

314

0.4

17.9

21.2

33.3

6.8

3.6

0.4

16.1

16.4

36.0

2.0

3.6*

1.9

3.7

2.9*

2.*

2.1

3.5

3.2*

0.8

1.0

0.5

1.1

1.0

1.0

0.7

0.6

Significant differences Yetween general and special educators, p<.01; also see Exhibit 6.47.
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EXHIBIT 6.49

1992.93 Comprehensive Study: Responding General Education Teachers’
Commitment to Teaching in the MCS and Teaching in General

Weighed Agree
Responses

% (SE)

Tend to

% (SE)

Tend to

Disagree Disagree
% (SE) % (SE)

Mean

I would become a
teacher if I had
it to do over again.

1 would move to a
nonteaching position
if it had comparable
income and benefits.

I am proud to tell
others I am
a teacher.

Being a teacher is
rewarding and
contributes to a
satisfying life.

Overall commitment {o
teaching

I am proud to tell
others I am part
of MCS.

Deciding to work in
MCS was a definite
mistake on my part.

I talk up MCS to my
friends as a great
district to work in.

Overall commitment to
the MCS

4863

4890

4936

4893

4943

4913

4908

4814

4913

61.1 (3.6)

19.4 (2.8)

62.0 34)

60.6 (3.5)

48 34

2.6 (1.9

30.7 3.2)

28.7 (32)

244 (30)

30.8 (32)

40.4 (3.6)

36.7 34)

6.0 (1.6)

38.8 (3.6)

109 (2.2) 9.3 (20

313 (B.2) 3.1)

66 (1.8) 06 (04)

81 (1.8) 1.0 (0.6)

166 (2.4) 30 (11

274 (30) 640 @)

201 (27) 103 (1.9)

3.2

24

3.6

34*

3.2

3.2

1.6*

29"

3.2¢

*

6.106

Significant differences between general and special educators, p<.01; also see Exhibit 6.60.




EXHIBIT ¢.50

1992.93 Comprehensive Study: Responding Special Educxtion Teachers’
Comimitment to Teaching in the MCS and Teaching In General

Responses

Tend to

Agree Agree

%

%

Tend to
Disagree Disagree

Sb

I would become a
teacher if [ had
it to do over
again.

1 would mova to s
nonteaching position
if it had comparable
income and benefits.

I am proud to tell
others [ am a teacher.

Being a teacher is
rewarding and
contributes to a
satisfying life.

Overall commitment to
teaching

I am proud to tell
others I am part
of MCS.

Deciding to work
in MCS was a
definite mistake
on my part.

I talk up MCS to
my friends as a
great district to

work in.

Overall commitment
to the MCS

447

461

450

453

445

433

452

43.8

33.6

4.6

217

422

38.0

9.4

328

154 13.6

32.2 9.9

5.6 22

10.4 3.6

218 6.7

38.6 47.5

33.6 12.0

8.0

2.5

35

3.3*

3.1

3.0*

1.7*

2.6*

3.0

i1

11

0.7

0.8

0.7

0.9

0.8

1.0

08

Significant differences between general and special educators, p<.01; also see Exhibit 6.49.

3277




EXHIBIT 6.51A

1992-93 Comprehensive Study: Special and General Education Teachers
Who Want to Transfer to a Teaching Position in anether School in the MCS
By Type of School In Which They Are Carrently Employed

Special Education Teachers Geaeral Education Teachers
Perceat Parceat
Respondeats Reaspondents
Number Number Wantiagto  Number Number Waating to
Employed  Responding Traasfar Ewmployed Respondiag Traasfer
Charscteristics of Current School N N % N N % (5E)
Location and SES*
Urban School
High SES 115 113 150 1802 1779 151 (3.6)
Medium SES 151 145 18.6 1158 1099 27.1  (6.6)
Low SES S0 48 14.6 385 362 333 do.7)
Could Not Determine 0 0 0.0 21 21 00 (0.0)
Subtotal 316 306 16.7 3366 3261 21,1 @3.1)
Inner City School
High SES 6 6 33.3 66 66 00 (0.0)
Medium SES 27 26 50.0 420 20 335 (103)
Low SES 7 9 333 1049 1026 182 (5.3)
Could Not Determine 0 0 0.0 b L) 00 (0.0)
Subtotal 105 101 376 1540 1517 216 (4.7)
Could Not Determine 37 37 21.6 83 83 18.7 (18.1)
Totsl 458 444 218 4989 4861 212 @26
Grade Lovel
Could Not Determine 39 39 20.5 63 63 25.0 (23.2)
Elementary 230 23 25.1 2807 2700 235 (37
Middlz 49 48 27.1 822 822 209 (62)
Secondary 68 €7 24 1196 1175 “2 39
Mixed** T2 67 75 102 102 423 (21.7)
Totai 458 444 218 4990 4862 212 (2.6)

b SES = Socioeconomic Status as defined by the percent students in the school who participate in the "fres or reduced” lunch
program. High =<49.04, Medium = 49.05-76.83, and Low >76.83.

**  This designation includes teachers assigned to special schools thet cannot be simply clasified as being an ela - ntary, middle,
or high school.
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' EXHIBIT 6.51B
1992-93 Comprehensive Study:
l Type of School to Which General Education Teachers Want to Traziafer
(Results Are Based on a8 Weighted Total of 1030 Teachers Who Want to Tranefer)*
' Characteristics Selected First Second Third
of As Choice Choice Cheice Choice
Desired Schools %* (SE) % (SE) % (SE) % (SE)
' Location and SES®* |
Urban School
l High SES 61.2 (7.0) 442 (1.0) 360 5.7 32.1 (6.6)
Medium SES 170 (44) 75 (34) 2.5 (1.5 83 (34)
l Low SES 9.9 (4.9) 55 7 44 (3.1 00 (0.0)
Could Not Determine 128 (44) 83 42) 07 07 38 29
' Subtotal 100.9 65.5 43.6 42
Inner City School
High SES 0.5 (0.5) 0.0 (0.0) 0.5 (0.5) 0.0 0.0)
l Medium SES 6.1 -(4.0) 0.0 (0.0) 6.1 (4.0) 0.0 (0.0)
Low SES %0 3.7 37 21) 34 (28) 34 (20
. Could Not Determine 0.0 (00) 0.0 (0.0 0.0 (C.0) 0.0 0.0)
Subtotal 15.6 37 10.0 34
' Could Not Detemine 70.2 (6.5) 308 (7.1) 46.6 (74) 524 (1.3)
Total 186.7 100.0 100.2 100.0
I Grade Level
Elementary 58.6 (6.6) 65.1 (72) 59.5 (8.9) 703 (8.6)
l Middle 10.7 (4.0) 53 (3.7 64 (2.0 7.1 {5.3)
Secondary 301 (5.6 29.7 (6.6) 342 (89) 226 (13)
' Mixed*** 0.0 (0.0 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0
Could Not Determine 702 (6.5) 00 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 (©.0)
l Total 169.6 100.1 100.1 100.0
l *  Percentages in this colum total more than 100 because of multiple responses.
e*  SES = Socioeconomic Status as defined by the percent students in the school who participate in the "free or
l reduced” lunch program. High = <49.04, Medium = 49.05-76.83, and Low >76.83.
**+  This designation includes teachers  gned to special schools that cannot be simply classified as being an
' elementary, middle, or high school.
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EXHIBIT 6.51C

1992-93 Compreheansive Study:
Type of School to Which Special Education Teachers Waat to Transler
(Percents Are Based on 97 Teachers Who Want to Transfer)

Selected First Second Third
As Choice Choice Choice Choice
Characteristics of Desired Schools % % % %
Location and SES**
Urban School
High SES 48.5 330 25.8 216
Medium SES 22.7 12.4 82 6.2
Low SES 82 4.1 2.1 3.1
Could Not Determine 52 41 0.0 1.0
Subtotal 84.6 53.6 36.1 319
Inner City School
High SES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Medium SES 21 2.1 21 0.0
Low SES 52 1.0 31 1.0
Could Not Determine g 0.0 0.0 0.0
Subtotal /3 3.1 52 1.0
Could Not Determine 732 433 58.8- 67.0
Total 165.1 100.0 100.1 99.9
Grade Levei
Elementary 41.7 40 320 SN
Middle 10.3 5.2 4.1 3.1
Secondary 16.5 134 6.2 7.2
Mixed*** 9.3 72 21 1.0
Could Not Determine ' 72.2 402 55.7 66.0
Total 156.0 100.0 100.1 100.0

* Percentages in this column total more than 100 because of multiple responses.

s+  SES = Socioeconomic Status as defined by the percent students in the school who participate in the "free or
reduced” lunch program. High = <49.04, Medium = 49.05-76.83, and Low >76.83.

*#*%  This designation includes teachers assigned to special schools that cannot be simply classified as being an
elementary, middle, or high school.
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EXHIBIT 6.51D

1991-92 Comprehensive Study: Reasons Why General Education
Teachers Want To Transfer To Another School In The MCS

(Results Are Based on a Weighted Total of 1030 Respondents)

6.111

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Given as First Second
Reason* Reason Reason
Reasons For Transferring % SE % SE % SE
Location (general) 113 39 9.6 37 1.6 1.3
Location (closer to home) 26.7 6.5 179 59 8.8 7 33
Location (closer to kids. school. care) 5.8 31 29 2.4 28 23
School Schedule (earlier/later) 49 29 22 22 2.7 1.9
Working Conditions (improve gseneral) 34 28 27 27 0.7 0.7
Administration (more support or recognition) 134 43 8.4 34 49 29
Colleagues (more support/competence) 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0
Students (better motivation/discipline) 10.8 34 54 22 55 2.7
School Discipline (better support) 6.6 a2 43 30 23 1.2
Students’ Age Levels (older/younger) 34 1.6 1.6 09 2.3 14
| Parents (more involvement/support) 32 2.3 20 2.0 1.2 1.2
Safety (improve in school or neighborhood) 34 28 2.7 2.7 0.7 0.7
Facilities (improve, e.g., AC, hours open, maintenance) 6.4 ~3.0 53 2.8 1.2 1.2
Stress/Burnout 1.2 1.2 12 1.2 0.0 0.0
Change Needed 4.5 2.6 0.5 0.5 4.1 26
Assignment Areas (change) 39 24 39 24 0.0 0.0
Class Sizes 0.7 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.7
Single School Assignment 0.0 0.0 0.0 09 0.0 0.0
Be With Other Special Education Teachers 0.0 0.0 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Assignment in Administration 2.1 1.3 1.6 1.3 09 0.6
General Support 1.8 1.3 0.6 0.6 1.2 1.2
Racial Issues 5.0 3.1 0.7 0.7 43 3.0
Workload (improve) 5.4 34 0.0 0.0 54 34
Other 354 62 206 5.8 235 58
Nonresponse 59 43 59 43 253 6.0
Totals 165.2 100.0 100.0
¥ "The percentages in this column total more than T00 because of n n:nultxplc responses.
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EXHIBIT 6.51E

1991-92 Comprehensive Study: Reasons Why General Education
Teachers Want To Transfer To Another School In The MCS,
By Location of Teacher’s Current School

Urban Inner City School

School* School® Unknown*
Reasons For Transferring N % SE % SE % SE
Location (general) 116 75.7 16.1 243 16.1 0.0 0.0
Location (closer to home) 275 685 116 = 258 10.7 5.7 5.5
Location (closer to kids, school, care) 59 10.2 108 898 10.7 0.0 0.0
School Schedule (carlier/later) 35 692 26.6 0.9 0.0 30.8 26.6
Working Conditions (improve general) 35 209 233 79.2 233 0.0 0.0
Administration (more support or recognition) 138 712 142 17.4 11.2 114 10.6
Colleagues (more support/competence) 0 00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Students (better motivation/discipline) 112 643 154 217 12.1 14.0 12.7
School Discipline (better support) ' 68 805 145 19.5 14.5 0.0 0.0
Students’ Age Levels (older/younger) 35 516 238 484 238 0.0 0.0
Parents (more involvement/support) 33 1000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Safety (improve in school or neighborhood) 35 00 00 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Facilities (improve, e.g., AC, hours open, 66 819 17.1 18.1 17.1 0.0 0.0
.naintenance)
Stress/Burnout 12 1000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Change Needed 47 55.1 352 49 352 0.0 0.0
Assignment Areas (change) 40 1000 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0
Class Sizes 7 100.0 0.C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Single School Assignment 0.0 00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Be With Other Special Education Teachers 0.0 00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Assignment in Administration 22 55.7 29.7 443 29.7 0.0 0.0
General Support 18 1000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Racial Issues 51 1000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Workload (improve) 56 50.7 31.8 494 318 0.0 0.0
Other 365 46.7 119 458 13.0 1.5 74
Nonresponse 61 1000 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

* The percentages in these columns are based on row totals (weighted N's).
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i
l EXHIBIT 6.51F
1991-92 Comprehensive Study: Reasons Why General Education
l Teachers Want To Transfer To Another School In The MCS,
By Location of Teacher’s Current School
I Urban  Inmer City  School
School® School* Unknown*
‘(N=644) (N=328) (N=59)
l Reasons For Transferring % SE % SE % SE
Location (general) 137 51 86 64 00 0.0
' Location (closer to home) 293 87 217 9.1 266 294
Location (closer to kids, school, care) ) 1.0 10 163 8.7 0.0 0.0
. School Schedule (earlier/later) 54 40 00 00 266 294
Working Conditions (improve general) i.1 1.1 84 8.2 0.0 0.0
l Administration (more support or recognition) 152 58 73 6.1 266 294
Colleagues (more support/competence) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
l Students (better motivation/discipline) 11.2 44 74 45 266 294
School Discipline (better support) 8.5 5.0 4.1 29 0.0 0.0
Students’ Age Levels (older/younger) 2.8 2.1 5.2 30 0.0 0.0
. Parents (more involvement/support) 5.1 37 00 00 00 0.0
Safety (improve in school or neighborhood) 00 00 106 85 0.0 0.0
' Facilities (improve, e.g., AC, hours open, maintenance) 84 4.5 3.7 3.7 0.0 6.0
Stress/Burnout 1.9 19 00 00 00 0.0
' Change Needed 40 23 64 6.1 0.0 0.0
Assignment Areas (change) 6.2 39 00 00 0.0 0.0
. Class Sizes 1.1 1 00 00 00 0.0
Single School Assignment 00 00 00 00 0.0 0.0
I Be With Other Special Education Teachers ' 00 00 00 00 00 00
Assignment in Administration 1.9 19 29 20 0.0 0.0
I General Support 2.8 2.1 00 00 0.0 0.0
Racial Issues 80 50 00 00 0.0 0.0
I Workload (improve) 44 34 84 82 00 00
Other 265 78 510 124 468 249
l Nonresponse 94 67 00 00 00 00
* The percentages in these columns are based on column totals (weighted N's), which indicate
the number of teachers who reported the reason as either a first or second reason for wantmg to
l transfer. The percents may total more than 100 because of multiple responses.




EXHIBIT 6.51G

1991-92 Comprehensive Study: Reasons Why Special Education
Teachers Want To Transfer To Another School In The MCS
(Results Are Based on & Total of 97 Respondents)

Given as First Second

Reason* Reason Reason

Reasons For Transferring % % %
Location (general) 8.2 8.2 0.0
Location (closer to home) 27.8 16.5 113
Location (closer to kids, school, care) 4.1 1.0 31
School Schedule (eariier/later) 31 1.0 3.1
Working Conditions (improve general) 4.1 2.1 2.1
Administration (more support or recognition) 24.7 18.6 113
Colleagues (more support/competence) 3.1 1.0 2.1
Students (better motivation/discipline) 4.1 3.1 1.0
School Discipline (better support) 3.1 2.1 1.0
Students’ Age Levels (older/younger) . 31 2.1 1.0
. Parents (more invol vement/support) 2.1 0.0 2.1
Safety (improve in school or neighborhood) 6.2 3.1 3.1
Facilities (improve, e.g., AC, hours open, maintenance) 4.1 1.0 3.1
Stress/Burnout _ 4.1 0.0 4.1
Change Needed 3.1 2.1 1.0
Assignment Areas (change) 20.6 15.5 82
Class Sizes 4.1 2.1 2.1
Single Schoo! Assignment 2.1 2.1 0.0
Be With Other Special Education Teachers 4.1 0.0 4.1
Assignment in Administration 0.0 0.0 0.0
General Support 0.0 0.0 0.0
Racial Issues 0.0 0.0 0.0
Workload (improve) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other 26.8 14.4 14.4
Nonresponse 4.1 4.1 2)6
Totals 166.8 100.0 100.0

* The percentages in this column total more than 100 because of multiple responses.
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EXHIBIT 6.51H

1991-92 Comprehensive Study: Reasons Why Special Education
Teachers Want To Transfer To Another Schooi In The MCS

Given As First Second

A Reason Reason* Reason*
Reasons For Transferring N % %
Location (general) 8 100.0 0.0
Location (cioser to home) 27 593 40.7
Location (closer to kids, school, care) 4 250 75.0
School Schedule (earlier/later) 3 333 100.0
Working Conditions (improve general) 4 50.0 50.0
Administration (mofe support or recognition) 24 75.0 46.0
Colleagues (more support/competence) 3 333 66.7
Students (better motivation/discipline) 4 75.0 250
School Discipline (better support) 3 66.7 333
Students’ Age Levels (older/younger) 3 66.7 333
Parents (more involvement/support) 2 0.0 100.0
Safety (improve in school or neighborhood) 6 50.0 50.0
Facilites (improve, e.g., AC, hours open, maintenance) 4 25.0 750
Stress/Burnout 4 0.0 100.0
Change Needed 3 66.7 333
Assignment Areas (change) 20 750 400
Class Sizes 4 50.0 50.0
Single School Assignn.s=t 2 100.0 0.0
Be With Other Special Education Teachers 4 0.0 1000
Assignment in Administration 0 0.0 0.0
General Support 0 0.0 O.OA
Racial Issues 0 0.0 0.0
Workload (improve) 0 0.0 0.0
Other 26 54.0 54.0
Nonresponse 4

The percentages in these columns are based on row totals (N's) and will total more than 100 for a
general reason that was given as both a first and second reason.




EXHIBIT 6.511

1991.92 Comprehensive Study: Reasons Why Specisl Education
Teachers Want To Transfer To Another School In The MCS,
By Location of Teacher’s Current School

Urban Inner City School
School* School* Unknown*

i
i
i
i
Reasons For Transferring N % % % l
Location (general) | 8 62.5 375 0.0
Location (closer to home) 27 556 333 1.1 l
Location (closer to kids, school, care) ‘ 4 250 75.0 0.0
Scho;)l Schedule (carlier/later) 3 66.7 0.0 3313 '
Working Cor ditions (improve general) 4 50.0 0.0 50.0
Administration (more support or recognition) 24 417 50.0 8.3 I
). Colleagues (more support/competence) 3 333 333 333
Students (better motivation/discipline) 4 100.0 0.0 0.0 '
School Discipline (better support) 3 333 66.7 0.0
Students’ Age Levels (older/younger) 3 66.7 333 0.0 I
Parents (more involvement/support) 2 50.0 50.0 0.0
Safety (improve in school or neighborhood) 6 50.0 50.0 0.0 I ‘
Facilities (improve, e.g., AC, hours open, maintenance) 4 250 50.0 25.0
Stress/Burnout 4 750 250 0.0 I
Change Needed 3 333 66.7 0.0
Assignment Areas (change) 20 60.0 40.0 0.0
Class Sizes 4 75.0 25.0 0.0 '
Single School Assignment 2 100.0 0.0 0.0
Be With Other Special Education Teachers 4 750 25.0 0.0 '
Assignment in Administration 0 00 0.0 0.0
General Support 0 00 0.0 0.0 l
Racial Issues 0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Workload (improve) 0 00 0.0 0.0 I
Other 26 539 423 39
Nonresponse 4 75.0 _ 0.0 250 l
* The percentages in these columns are based on row totals (N's).
i
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EXHIBIT 6.51)

1991-92 Comprehensive Study: Ressons Why Special Education
Teachers Want To Transfer To Another School In The MCS,
By Location of Teacher’s Current School

Urban Inner City School

School* School* Unknown*

(N=51) (N=38) (N=8)
Reasons For Transferring % % %
Location (general) 2.8 79 0.0
Location (closer to home) 294 23.7 375
Location (closer to kids, school, care) 2.0 79 0.0
School Schedule (earlier/later) 39 00 12.5
Working Conditions (improve general) 39 0.0 250
Administration (more support or recognition) 19.6 316 25.0
Colleagues (more support/competence) 20 26 12.5
Students (better motivation/discipline) 7.8 00 0.0
School Discipline (better support) 2.0 53 0.0
Students’ Age Levels (older/younger) 39 26 00
Parents (more involvement/support) 20 26 00
Safety (improve in school or neighborhood) 59 7.9 0.0
Facilities (improve, e.g., AC, hours open, maintenance) 20 53 12.5
Stress/Bumout 59 26 0.0
Change Needed 20 53 0.0
Assignment Areas (change) 235 211 0.0
Class Sizes 5.9 26 0.0
Single School Assighment 39 0.0 0.0
Be With Other Special Education Teachers 5.9 26 00
Assignment in Administration 0.0 00 0.0
General Support 0.0 0.0 0.0
Racial Issues 0.0 00 00
Workload (improve) 0.0 00 0.0
Other 215 290 12.5
Nonresponse 59 00 125

*

The percentages in these columns are based on column totals (N’s) and may total more than 100

because of multiple responses.
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EXHIDBIT ¢.52

1992-93 Comprehensive Study: Responding Specisl and General Education Teschers’
Plans to Remain in Teaching and/or Special Education

Spec Ed Teachers  Gen Ed Teschers

% % (SE)
How long do you pian to remain in teaching?*
As long as I am able 323 356 (3.3)
Until [ am eligible for retirement 33.0 41.6 -(3.4)
Will probably continue uniless something
better comes along 13.0 8.0 (1.9
Definitely plan to leave as soonasI can 4.2 32 (1.2)
17.6 116 (22
100.0 100.0
How long do you plan to remain in special educaticn?**
As long as I am able 349 NA NA
Until | am eligible for retirement 257 NA NA
Will probably continue unless something
better comes along 15.6 NA NA
Definitely plan to leave as soonas| can 7.3 NA NA
165 NA NA
100.0 NA NA

Percentages are based on a total of 455 responding special education teachers.

Percentages are based oa a total of 455 responding special education teachers and a weighsted total of 4,854
responding general education teachers.




EXHIBIT 6.53A
l Comparison of 199293 Comprebensive Study Special and General Education Teachers
Who Plan to Leave Their Current Positiocs Within Three Years
l by Race, Gender, Years of Experience, and Career Ladder Status
Do you plan to be in yor~ current position in 3 years?
I Spec Ed Teachers Gea Ed Teachers
Ne, No, Not
Yes Retired Retired Yes No, Retired Ne, Not Retired
l Teacher Characteristics % % % % (SE) % (SE) % (SE)
l?.aoel .
' African American 25.0 14 o0 345 (29 46 (LT 103 (22
Buropean American 20 3.0 193 326 (24) 19 (0.9 147  (20)
Otber 0.2 0.0 0.0 10 ©7 00 (0.0 01 (01)
' Total 672 44 284 684 (32) 65 (19 251 (29
Genderl
Male 4.1 0.2 3.0 130 22 15 (09 56 (1.6
l Female 63.2 4.1 255  $S4 (35 S1 (1) 195 (26)
Total 67.3 43 285 684 (32) 65 (19 251 (29
l . Career Ladder Staws®
Not on ladder 10.2 0.0 13 140 (18) L1 (0.7 120 (19)
Class [ 45.7 32 173 433 (35) 38 (1.6) 114 (22
Class I 438 0.5 23 30 (14 00  (0.0) 09 (0.8
l Class Il 6.6 0.7 1.6 82 (19 15 (0.9 08 (0.8)
Total 673 4.4 285 684 (32) 65 (L9 251 (29)
I Total Teaching Experience!
4 years or less
(Beginners) 114 0.0 9.8 123 (1.2) 03  (0.3) 94 (L)
I More than 4 years
(Experienced) 55.9 4.3 186 S61 (32) 63 (1.9 157 @D
Total 673 43 284 684 (32) 65 (L9 251 (29)
l Grade Level Taught?
Elementary 36.4 34 169 361 (300 26 (L3) 165 (26)
Middie 76 0.5 39 128 22 1S (0.9 36  (LD)
l Secondary 103 0.2 59 192 @3 25 (LD 52 (12)
Mixed? 115 0.0 34 00 (00) 00 (0.0 00 (0.0
Totsl 65.8 4.1 301 681 (33) 66 (L9) 253 (29
I 1 Results are based on a total of 440 responding special education teachers and a weighted total of 4,856 responding
general education teachen.
2 Results are based on a total of409 responding special education teachers and & weighted total of 4,856 responding
l genenal education teachen.
3 This designation includes teachers asgigned to special schools that cannot be simply classified as being so
clementary, middle, or high school.
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EXHIBIT 6.53A1

Comparison of 1992-93 Comprehensive Study Special and General Education Teachers

Who Flan to Leave Their Carrent Positions Within Three Years
by Race, Gender, Years of Experience, and Career Ladder States

Do you plan to be in your carrent position ln 3 years?

i
i
i
1

Spec Ed Teachers Gez Ed Teachers
No, No, Not
Yes Retired Retired Yes No, Ratired No, Not Rcﬂr'
Teacher Characteristics % % % % (SE) % (SE) % (SE)
Racu:l ;
African American 372 1.6 320 509 (32) - 707 (122) 410 .
European American 62.5 68.4 68.0 477 (3.0) 293 (122) 87 (6.
Otber 0.3 0.0 0.0 14 (100 00 (0.0 04 (o.i
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0
Gender! l
Male 6.1 53 10.4 190 (3.1) 224 (119) 24 (5.
Female 93.9 94.7 89.6 810 (3.1) 716 (11.9) 7176  (5.6)
Total 100.0 100.0 1000 1000 100.0 100.0 '
Career Ladder Status!
Not on ladder 15.2 0.0 25.6 204 25 175 (10.1) 409 (64
Class 1 619 73.7 60.8 633 (38) 399 (142) 456 (6.'
Class I 7.1 10.5 8.0 44 (20) 00 (00 s @G
Class Il 9.8 15.8 5.6 119 27 227 (119 i1 (3.0
Total 100.0 100.0 1000 1000 100.0 100.0 I
Total Teaching F.xpen'encel
4 years or jess
(Beginners) 16.9 0.0 14.4 179 (18) 38 (3.8) 375 (s.(l
More than 4 years
(Experienced) 83.1 100.0 65.6 821 (1.8) 962 (3.8) 625 (5.0
Total 100.0 100.0 1000 1000 100.0 100.0
Grade Level Taught?
Elementary 554 824 56.1 531 (32) 397 (15.0) 652 (5
Middle 11.5 11.8 13.0 188 (32) 227 (119) 144 (4.;
Secondary 15.6 59 19.5 282 (33} 317 (14.1) 205 (4
Mixed> 17.5 0.0 11.4 0 (00) 00 (0.0 00 (0.
Total 190.0 100.0 1000 1000 100.0 1000 0'

general education teachers.

general education teachers.

elementary, middle, or high achool.

6.120
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Results are based on & total of 440 responding special education teachers and a weighted total of 4,856 responding
Results are based on atoulof409:wpondmgapeadeduauonte.dm:ndawelgtxedtoulot‘4856mq)ond1u

This designation includes teachers sssigned to special schools that cannot be simply ciassified as being an




EXHIBIT 6.53B

1992-93 Comprebensive Study: Speciel Education Teachers Wao Plan To Leave
Their Current Positions Within: Three Years, by Teaching Assignment

Do you plan to be in yoar current position in 3 years?
No No No’
I'm retiring Not retiring Total
Teaching Assignment % % xRe

i
' Blind/Visual Impairments 0.7 2.1 28
Deaf/Hearing Impairments 0.0 s 3s
Educable Mental Retardation 2.1 113 13.4
l Emotional Disturbances 0.7 2.1 28
Homebound/Hospitalized 0.0 0.0 0.0
l Intellectually Gifted L4 2.8 42
Learing Disabilitie- | 5.6 444 50.0
l Multiple Disabilities 0.0 49 49
Physical Dissbilities 0.7 28 35
I Speech Impairments 0.0 3.5 35
Severe Behavior/Communication Disorders
(Autism) 0.0 2.8 28
I Tninable Mental Retardation 2.1 6.3 8.5
Total , 13.4 86.6 100.0
i
1
|
-

*  Resuits are based on a total of 142 responding special education teachers who plan to leave their custent poeition
within three years.
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EXHIBIT 6.53B1

1992-93 Comprehensive Study: Special Education Teachers Who Plan To
Siay in and/or Leave Their Current Positions Within Three Years,

by 1eaching Assignment

Do you plan to be in your current position in 3 years?

Yes, Plan No, I'm No, Not
10 Stay retiring retiring Total
Teaching Assignment % %* %* %*
Blindi/Visual Impairments 20 0.2 0.7 28
- Deaf/fHearing Impairments 4.1 0.0. 1.1 52
Educable Mental Retardation 6.3 0.7 37 167
Emotional Disturbances 1.7 02 0.9 28
Homebound/Hospitalized | 11 0.0 00 1.1
Intelleciually Gifted 6.6 04 1.1 8.1
Leaming Disabilities 23.6 1.7 15.1 404
Multiple Disabilities 33 0.0 15 43
Physical Disabilities 1.7 02 0.9 2.8
Speech Impairments 6.1 0.0 1.5 7.6
Severe Behavior/Communication
Disorders (Autism) 1.5 0.0 09 24
Trainable Mental Retardation 6.3 0.7 22 9.2
Other 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2
Total 4 65.1 4.1 308 100.0

*  Results are based on a total of 458 responding special education teachers.




EXHIBIT ¢.53B2

1992-93 Comprehensive Study: Special Education Teachers Who Plan To
Stay in and Leave Their Current Positions Within Three Yesars,

by Teaching Assignment

Do you plan to be in your current position in 3 years?
Yes, Plan No,I'm No, Not .
te Stay retiring retiring Total
Teaching Assignment . Responses %* %* %* %*

i

]

i

i

l Blind/Visual Impairments 13 69.2 7.7 23.1 100.0
Deaf/Hearing Impairments 24 792 0.0 20.8 100.0

' Educable Mental Retardation 48 60.4 63 333 100.0
Emotional Disturbances 13 61.5 7.7 30.8 100.0

' Homebound/Hospitalized 5 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Intellectually Gifted 37 81.1 54 13.5 100.0

l Leaming Disabilities 179 60.3 45 352 100.0
Multiple Disabilities 22 ' 68.2 0.0 31.8 100.0
Physical Disabilities 13 61.5 7.7 30.8 100.0

I Speech Impairments 33 84.3 0.0 15.2 100.0

i

I

i

]

i

Severe Behavior/Communication
Disorders (Autis;n) 11 63.6 0.0 36.4 100.0

Trainable Mental Retardation 41 70.7 73 22,0 100.0
Other 9 333 0.0 66.7 100.0

Total 448 670 4.0 290 100.0

*  Results are based on total responses for each row.
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EXHIBIT 6.54

1991.92 Comprehensive Study: Important Reasone Why General Education Teachers
Plan to Leave Their Current Positions Within Three Yoars

(Results Are Based on a Weighied Total of 1,528 Teachers)

Top Three First Second Third

Reasons*® Reason Resson Resson
Reasons for Leaving % (SE) % (SE) % SE) % (SE)
Family or personal move 136 (34) 69 (.3 38 20 29 (1D
Pregnancy/child rearing. 1.3 Qn 46 (249 20 (12) 08 (09
Health. 10.7 4.2) 1.8 (1.9) 78 (39 LI (09
To retire. 207 (549 164 (4.9) 00 ©0 43 (30
To pursue another education-related caseer. 4.4 (6.1) 272  (5.8) 8.9 3.5 84 3.6
To pursue a career outside of education. 162  (4.5) 32 (2.0 08 (06 122 (41)
For an even better teaching assignment. 412 (6.1) 146 (4.9 212 (87 69 (3%
For better salary or benefits. 215 | (5.1) 12 (09 88 (38 115 (39
Dissatisfied with assignment. 30,0 (5.5 148 (4.2) 73 (29 82 (39
Dissatisfied with teaching as a career. 99 (3.3) 22 (1.3) 38 (21) 40 Q2
To take sabbatical or other break from teaching3.8  (2.1) 00 (0.0) 1.9 (1.6) 1.8 (1.4)
Other 117 3.9 66 (29 33 (1D 18 (LY
Nonresponse 05 (.3 05 (0.5 245 (5.1) 362 (59

Totals - - 100.0 100.0 100.0

* The percentages in this column total more than 100 because of multiple responses.
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EXHIBIT 6.53

1991-92 Comprehensive Study: Important Reasons Why Special Education Teachers
Plan to Leave Their Current Positions Within Three Years
(Results Are Based on a Total of 154 Respondents)

Given as First Second Third
Reason Reason* Reason* Resson*

Reasons for Leaving N % % %
Family or personal move. ' 25 52.0 320 16.0
Pregnancy/child rearing. 11 364 455 18.2
Health. 15 200 46.7 333
To retire. B 84.2 0.0 158
To pursue another education-related career. 50 49.0 254 19.6
To pursue a career outside cf education. 24 333 292 375
For better salary or benefits. 29 233 56.7 16.7
For an even better teaching assignment. 60 36.7 40.0 233
Dissatisfied with assignment. 73 49.3 30.1 205
Dissatisfied with teaching as a career. 16 6.3 188 750
Sabbatical or other break from teaching 13 30.8 23.1 462
Cther 21 429 19.0 381
Gave no reason ' ) 6

. Percentages in these columns are based on row totals (N's).




EXHIBIT 655A

1991-92 Comprehensive Study: Important Reasons Why Special Education Teachers
Plan to Leave Their Current Positions Within Three Years
(Results Are Based on a Total of 154 Respondents)

Given as First Second Third
Reason Reason Reason Reason
Reasons for Leaving % % % %
Family or personal move. 162 84 52 26
Pregnancy/child rearing. 7.1 26 32 13
Health 9.7 1.9 45 12
To retire. 123 104 0.0 1.9
To pursue another education-related career. 331 16.9 9.7 7.1
To pursue a career outside of education. 15.6 52 45 5.8
For better salary or bepefits. 195 52 11.7 32
For an even better teaching assignment. 39.0 143 15.6 9.1
Dissatisfied with assignment. 474 234 14.3 9.7
Dissatisfied with teaching as a career. 104 0.6 1.9 7.8
. Sabbatical or other break from teaching - 84 26 1.9 39
Other 123 4.5 2.6 52
Noaresponse 39 247 39.0
Totais 100.0 100.0 100.0
,
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EXHIBIT 6.5¢A

1992-93 Comprehensive Study: Areas of Dissatisfaction With MCS Teaching
Expressed by Special and General Education Teachers
Who Plan to Leave Their Positions Within 3 Years

Spec Ed Teachers Gen Ed Teachers
(Total=458) (Total=4,989)
~ Most Most
Important Important Important Imporiant
Aress Area Aress Ares

Areas of Dissatisfaction %* % % (SKE)* % (SE)*
Do not plan to leave, or did not give

dissatisfaction as a reason for leaving. 80.6 80.6 853 (2.4 863 (23)
Lack of opportunity for professional

advancement. 24 02 12 (0.8) 00 (0.0
Inadequate support from central

administration. 41 02 32 (1.1) 00 (00
Inadequate support from principal(s). 57 15 49 (1.5 2.1 (10)
Lack of adequate support staff (e.g., aides, )

clerical assistants). 74 09 33 (2y 01 (0.1)
Inadequate facilities or classrooms. 39 0.2 29 (1) 00 (00
Unsafe working envirooment, 35 04 38 1.2) 02 (©.1)
Lack of influence over school/district policies

and practices. 2.6 02 18 (0.8 02 (02
Lack of control over classroom

decisions. 20 0.0 25 (1.1) 00 (0.0
Inappropriate placement of studeats with

disabilities. 72 1.1 16 @9 00 (0.0
Inadequate program design or curriculum. 4.8 04 30 (1.2) 0S5 (0.3)
Lack of professional competence of

colleagues. 1.7 04 21 (1.0) 00 (0.0
Poor student attendance or motivation

to learn. 55 0.0 40 (1.0) 06 (0.5
Lack of student progress. 1.3 00 32 (12) 03 (0.8)

(continued)
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Exhibit 6.56A (continued)
!
Spec Ed Teachers Gen Ed Teachers
(Total=458) (Total=4,989)
Most Moet
Important Important Impertant Important
Areas Area Areas Area
Areas of Dissatisfaction % %* % (SE)* % (SE)*
Lack of sense of accomplishment. 39 0.9 3.0 (.1 02 0.2)
Demands of working with special education
students, 5.0 0.2 0.1 ©.1) 00 (0.0
Class size/case load too large. 9.2 2.6 42 (1.4) 090 (0.0
Studeat discipline problems. 6.1 0.2 7.4 1.7 22 0.9
Problems with other teachers. 1.1 0.2 0.5 ©.5 0.0 (0.0)
Too much paperwork. 10.0 22 54 (1.6) 00 (0.0)
Too many nonteaching responsibilities. 3.7 0.2 42 (1.4 15 (09
Monotony/routine of job. 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0
Poor salary and fringe benefits. 37 0.9 06 (0.5 0.0 (0.0
Lack of challenge/opportunities for
growth. ) 15 0.0 19 (09 00 (0.0
Lack of appreciation/respect. 48 0.0 49 (1.4 01 (0.1)
Problems with parents. 0.0 0.0 19 (0.8 00 (0.0
Stress associated with teaching. 83 1.1 6.1 (1.5) 13 (0.6)
Inadequate teaching materials/suppliss 0.2 0.0 00 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0
Prefer working with younger students 04 0.0 00 (0.0) 00 (0.0
Other (not dissatisfaction). 3.7 1.5 1.0 03y 03 (0.2
Noaresponse. 22 37 38 (14 38 (14

* The percentages reported in these columns may total more than 100 because of multiple responses.
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EXHIBIT 6.56B

Comparison of 1991-92 Comprehensive Study Special and General Education Teachers
Who Plan to Leav:? Their Current Positions Within 3 Yeurs
by the Number of Arcas of Dissatisfaction They Have With The MCS

Spec Ed Teachers Gen Ed Teachers
Number of Areas of Dissatisfaction® % % (SE)

None 455 60.1 (5.8)
One 0.6 21 0.9)
Two 39 0.0 0.0)
Three 5.8 45 2.5)
Four 32 29 Q.5)
Five ' 39 715 (2.6)

Seven 435 4.1 (1.9)
Bight 9.1 57 @1
Nine ’ 3.2 04 (0.4)
Ten 32 0.4 0.4)
Eleven 2.6 0.0 ©0.0)
Twelve 13 14 (1.4
Thirteen 1.3 13 ©.9)
Fourteen 0.6 38 2.8)
Fifteen ‘ 0.6 00 (00
Sixteen 0.0 08  (0.8)
Seventeen 0.0 0.0 (0.0)
Eighteen 00 03 (03)
Nonresponse 39 3s Q.1
Total 99.7 99.6

*  Percentages are based on a tosal of 151 respoading special education teachers and a weighted total of 1528
responding general education teachers.

I Six 6.5 08  (0.6)
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| EXHIBIT 6.57

1992-93 Comprehensive Study: What Speciai and Generai Education Teachers
Plan to be Doing in Three Years

Spec Ed Teachers  Gen Ed Teacher
What Teachers Plan to be Dolng in Three Years® % % (SE)

Not employed full-time outside the home or

not a full-time student. 6.5 64 (1.7)
Employed in my current position. 66.2 69.7 (3.2)
Teaching special education in another

school district. 34 . 0.1 X0.1)
Teaching special education in another

school in Memphis 7.6 00 (0.0
Teaching general educsation in Memphis, 3.1 5.1 (1.4)
Teaching general education in another

school district. 0.4 43 (1.2)
Employed as an administrator in education. . 3.6 55 (L.3)
Employed in education, but in a

nonteaching job (other than an administrator). 29 28 (1.2)
Employed outside of education. 20 19 0.8)
Pursuing a graduste degree full time

in special education. 04 00 0.9
Pursuing a graduate degree full time in

education, but not in special education. 0.7 03 0.2)
Pursuing a graduate degree full time in

non-education field. 09 14 (0.9)
Other. 22 25 (1.0)

*  Percentages are based on a total of 447 responding special education teachers and a weighted total of 4,772
responding general education teachers.
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EXHIBIT 6.58

1991-92 Compreheasive Study: Important Reasons Why General Education Teachers
Plan to Stay in Their Current Positions Over the Next Three Years

First Second Third Top Three
Rezson Reason Reason Reasons®

Reasons for Staying % (SE)* % (SE)* % (SE)* % (SE)**
Income and benefits. 180 (.1) 74 22) 8.5 (23) 339 (3.9
School administrative support. 79 2.2) 99 2.7 28 (1.4 20.7 (3.%)
Central administrative support. 0.0 (0.0) - 0.6 (0.6) Q.S ©0.5) 1.1 (0.8)
Colleague support. 0.5 (0.5 32 (1.5) s Q1) 9.5 (2.5)
Parent support. 0.6 (0.6) 14 (12) 1.8 (1.3) 37 (1.8)
School location. 22 (1.2) 1.2 (0.8) 32 {1.6) 66 (2.2)
Job flexibility. 33 (1.0 0.2 (0.2) 1.1 (0.8) 4.6 (1.8)
Job schedule (hours, vacations). 29 (1.3) 12,6 2.7) 15.2 (3;3) 30.7 (4.0)
Opportunities to pursue outside interests. 0.6 (0.3) 0.1 (0.1) 2.5 (1.4) 32 (14)
Satisfaction of wotk with students. 23.7 (3.7 167 (3.2) 10.2 (2.6) 506 (4.3)
Feel competent/successful. 154 (3.2) 163 (3.2) 78 (2.3) 396 4.2)
Job security. 76 (2.4) 102 (2.6) 72 2.2) 249 (3.8)
Opportunities for growth/challenge. 44 (17 3.0 (L5) 48 (L7) 122 2.7
Recognition by others. 0.0 (0.0) 00 (0.0) 0.6 (0.6) 0.6 (0.6)
Position compatible with family

considerations/responsibilities. 72 2.1) 7.1 23) Q.6 (2.5) 240 (3.6)
Limited career opportunities outside of

teaching. 1.6 (1.0) 08 (0.6) 24 (1.2) 4.7 (1.7)
Other. 3.7 (1.6) 09 (0.5) 16 (1.2) 63 (2.1)
Nonresponse. 0.6 (0.3) 82 (22) 143 (2.9) 0.6 (0.3)

Total ) 100.0 100.0 100.0 -
*  Percentages are based on a weighted total of 3,328 responding general education teachers.
**  The percentages in this column total more than 100 because of multiple responses.
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EXHIBIT 6.59

1991.92 Comprebentive Study: Important Reasons Why Special Education Teachiers
Plan to Stay in Their Current Positions Over the Next Three Years

First Second Third Top Three
Reason! Reason? Reason’ Reasons*

Reasons for Staying % % % %
Income and beoefits. 17.1 124 104 399
School administrative support. 54 6.0 4.7 16.1
Central administrative support. 0.0 20 13 3.4
Colleague support. 1.0 30 3.0 70
Parent support. 0.0 13 0.7 20
School location. 0.7 50 4.0 9.7
Job flexibility. 27 17 337 8.1
Job schedule (hours, vacations). 74 14.1 9.4 30.9
Opportunitie; to pursue outside interests. 03 1.0 1.0 23
Satisfaction of weit. with students. 282 13.8 104 523
Feel competent/successful. 7.7 138 9.4 309
Job security. 6.0 41 11.7 225
Opportunities for growth/challenge. 20 2.0 4.0 8.1
Recognition by others. 03 03 0.3 L0
Position compatible with family

considerations/respousibilities. 9.1 13 6.4 23.2
Limited career opporturities outside of

teaching. 27 13 34 1.4
Other. 7.0 0.0 13 3.4
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