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Fiscal Note Number:
Bill Version:
(H) Publish Date:

Dept. Affected: 
'BRU

1
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''"19/03

Administration
Centralized Admin Services

and benefits for retired teachers. Component Retirement & Benefits
Sponsor
Requester

Rep Stevens
House State Affairs

Expenditures/Revenues

Component No 

(Thousands of Dollars!
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009
Personal Services 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Travel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Contractual 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Supplies 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Equipment 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Land & Structures 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0
Grants & Claims 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Miscellaneous 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

CHANGE IN REVENUES ( )

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1003 GF Match 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1004 GF 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1005 GF/Program Receipts 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1037 GF/Mental Health 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other (Specify Type-Do not abbreviate) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY2003) cost: 0.0
Mark this box (X) if funding for this bill is included in the Governor's FY 2004 budget proposal: 

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate pape if nocessary)
This bill amends the Teachers' Retirement System (TRS) statutes to:

* expand the provision allowing school districts to hire retired teachers to include those teachers who 
previously elected to retire under a Retirement Incentive Program (RIP);

’  grant authority to the Department of Education and Early Development to hire retired teachers; and
* remove the RIP penalties for Public Employees' Recrement System (PERS) retirees who are hired 

under the provisions of AS 14.20.135(a).

Prepared by: Guy Bell_________________________________________________ Phone______________
Division Retirement & Benefits Date/Time 2/6/03 7 17 AM
Approved by: Mike Miller_______________________________________________ 2/6/200B>ale_______
Agency Department of Administration_______________________________
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A la sk a  St a t e  L eg isl a tu r e

SESSION ADDRESS 
Alaska State Capitol
Juneau. AK 99801-1182

INTERIM ADDRESS 
112 M ill Ray Road 
Kodiak. A K 99015 
(907) 480-4925 

Fax (907) 465-2819
(907)405-4925 

F a x (907)405-3517

Senator Gary Stevens

SPONSOR STATEMENT-HB 20

HB 20, "An Act relating to reemployment o f and benefits for retired teachers and principals who 
participated in retirement incentive programs and to the employment as teachers o f members o f 
the public employees' retirement system who participated in a retirement incentive program; and 
providing for an effective date."

Alaska, like the rest o f the nation, is experiencing a severe shortage o f qualified teachers and 
principals. Research has shown that a qualified teacher in the classroom is the single most 
important school-based factor in a student's success. It is incumbent upon the Legislature to 
provide additional tools to Alaskan school districts to ameliorate the current teacher shortage and 
thus continue to assist school districts in their efforts to improve student learning.

HB 20 would allow schools experiencing a shortage o f education professionals to reemploy 
teachers and principals who had retired under a Retirement Incentive Program (RIP). This b ill 
would not require any school district to reemploy any particular retired individual; it  would only 
give them the option to do so.

School districts would be required to certify that they are experiencing a shortage in order to 
rccmploy a RIP-retired teacher or principal. Those reemployed under this provision would not be 
required to pay back their retirement incentive and could elect to either continue receiving their 
retirement benefits or to accrue new Teacher Retirement System (TRS) credited service during 
the ic-hire period. The Department o f Education would also be able to hire RIP-retired teachers 
and principals for Alyeska Central School, M t. Edgecumbe, the Alaska State School for the Deaf 
and Hard o f Hearing, and the Alaska Vocational Tcchnica' Center.

Statute allowing school districts to hire any retired personnel without penalty sunsets on July I, 
2005; school districts would not be able to rccmploy any additional retirees after that dale.

IIb-20 would provide one more tool to school districts suffering from the shortage o f 
education professionals, and I hope that you w ill give it your support.
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Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008
Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment
Land & Structures
Grants & Claims
Miscellaneous

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

CHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) |

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1037 GF/Mental Health
Other (Specify Type-Do not abbreviate)

TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY2002) cost: 0.0
Check this box (X) If funding for this bill is Included In the Governor's FY 2003 budget proposal:

POSITIONS
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Temporary

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate patjs If necessary)
This legislation allows Teachers' Retirement System retirees who participated in a system sponsored 
retirement incentive program (RIP) to be reemployed under the provisions of AS 14.25.043(b), which was 
enacted by the legislature in 2001. This will allow RIP retirees to return to teaching and continue receiving 
their retirement benefits. In exchange, no additional TRS credit will accrue during the period of 
reemployment.

Enactment of this legislation will have no actuarial impact and, therefore, no impact on the TRS 
contribution rate. The full actuarial cost of the RIP has already been covered by participating employers 
and employees. Therefore, the division has prepared a zero fiscal note.

Prepared by: 
Division
Approved by: 
Agency

Guy Bell, Director Phone 465-4471
Retirement and Benefits
Jim Duncan, Commissioner
Department of Administralion

Dale/Time February 14. 2002 
Dale February 14. 2002
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(907) 465-3867 or 465-2450 STATE OF ALASKA State Capitol
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M E M O R A N D U M  January 27,2003

SUBJECT: Reemployment o f  retired teachers (W ork Order No. 23-LS0130\A)

TO: Representative Gary Stevens
Attn: Doug

FROM: Barbara R. Craver
Legislative C o u n s e l lA T ^ ^

You have requested a sectional summary o f  the above-described b ill.

As a prelim inary matter, note that a sectional summary o f  a b ill should not be considered 
an authoritative interpretation o f  the b ill and the b ill itse lf is the best statement o f  its 
contents. I f  you would like an interpretation o f  the b ill as i t  may apply to a particular set 
o f  circumstances, please advise.

Section 1: Adds the Department o f  Education and Early Development to this subsection. 
The department may pass a resolution i f  it finds teacher shortages in  particular 
specialties, and rehire qualified retired teachers. The department is required to no tify  the 
TRS administrator i f  it  rehires retired teachers.

Section 2. Adds the Department o f  Education and Early Development to this subsection 
which allows retired teachers to elect to continue receiving retirement benefits while 
reemployed. The prohibition on rehiring teachers who participated in a retirement 
incentive program (RIP) is deleted to allow the rehiring o f  RIP members.

Section 3. Provides that i f  a person is hired as a teacher under AS 14.20.135 and i f  that 
person had retired from a PERS employer under a RIP they w ill not lose the incentive 
credit they received under the RIP and w ill not be subject to the reemployment 
indebtedness otherwise imposed by the RIP.

Section 4. Amends the 2001 uncodified law which repeals the sections invo lv ing  rehiring 
retired teachers because o f  shortages to include the changes above in the repeal on 
July 1, 2005.

Section 5. Repeals AS 14.20.135(c) which prohibited districts from hiring RIP teachers. 

Section 6. Establishes an immediate effective date for the act.

BRC'.med
03-055.med



AASB Position 
HB 20 -  Reemployment of Retired Teachers

The Association o f  Alaska School Boards (AASB) is supportive o f maintaining broad latitude for 
school districts to rehire teachers, administrators, and members o f  the public employee’ s retirement 
system retired under incentive programs. This position is based on the fo llow ing perspectives:

•  School districts participated in the retirement incentive programs prim arily  due to the saving 
afforded them during times o f challenging budgets. Districts achieved the economies 
envisioned by the legislature through the retirement o f  more costly employees in exchange for 
employees costing less.

•  The current challenge o f  attracting and retaining teachers in Alaska is compounded by the 
growing shortage o f  teachers nationwide. By perm itting high quality retired teachers and 
administrators back into the Alaska educational system while a llow ing these individuals to 
retain their retirement benefit is good for the children o f  Alaska. These individuals have 
already demonstrated their commitment to Alaska and because districts retain control as the 
h iring authority, individuals o f  less than the highest sk ill level or those experiencing “ burnout”  
are avoided.

•  School districts realize much needed economies o f  scale even i f  the teacher/administrator 
retains the same salary as the benefit (health insurance, TRS district contribution, life  
insurance, etc.). The cost saving could easily be in the 20-30% range. Given the substantial 
savings, even as outline in  the aforementioned situation, districts are in the best position to 
determine salary levels for returning retired teachers.

•  A  bonus to retirement incentive returnees, many o f whom have “ bottomed out”  on the salary 
schedule, is their retirement stipend plus their ongoing salary to encourage their continued work 
on behalf o f  a d istrict’s children.

•  Employment o f  individuals as teachers who retired under a retirement incentive program 
offered by the public employee’s retirement system (PERS) is also a significant benefit to 
education in Alaska. Some PERS retirees undoubtedly return to higher education to secure a 
teaching or a d m in is tra te  credential and w ill be lost to other states i f  prohibited from jo in ing 
districts in Alaska.

In summary, Alaska w ill lose the m ajority o f  these retirement incentive professionals to other states 
who are eager to develop attractive incentive packages to gain their employment. These states arc 
unconcerned about v, hether the potential employee has a retirement benefit from another state. Let’s 
keep the opportunity for the rehire o f  retired teachers, administrators, and members o f  the public 
employee’s retirement system as open as possible and let local districts and negotiated agreements 
determine entry status. A llow ing  retirees to re trn to the profession in Alaska is m utually beneficial -- 
good for the professional who retains retirement benefits and continues the work he/she enjoys, and 
good for the district that secures or maintains a quality professional at an overall cost savings to the 
district. Thank you.



i 4 /4 R P  Alaska

Honorable Bruce Weyhrauch, Chair 
House State Affairs Committee 
Alaska Capital, Room 102 
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

February 15, 2003

Corrected letter fo r  HB 20, 
orig ina lly  identified as HB 15. 
P lease excuse the erro r.

RE: HB 20 (Stevens) - Support

Dear Chair Weyhrauch:

On behalf o f the AARP members in Alaska, we encourage you and your colleagues 
on the House State Affairs Committee to support HB 20, authored by Representative 
Gary Stevens and co-sponsored by Representative Carl Gatto.

At this time when we have a variety of shortages among skilled educators, HB 20 
will offer flexibility to educational institutions and school districts to re-employ their 
retirees without causing financial penalties for the retiree. Later life should offer many 
options. Returning to work and employment ought to be one of them.

HB 20 is a "win, win, win” bill. Educational entities will have another source of 
skilled, able and willing educators to fill vacant positions. Educators who miss working 
and the classroom will have an opportunity to return to their chosen career. Students 
who want to leam from experience, dedicated, lifelong “seasoned” teachers will have 
that door opened to them.

Representatives Stevens and Gatto have a good bill that deserves your support. 
AARP recommends an "AYE” vote on HB 20.

Should you have any questions about our position, please feel free to contact Marie 
Darlin (907.586.3637), Coordinator of the AARP Capital City Task Force; Patrick Luby 
(907.762.3314), AARP Legislative Representative; or me (907.245.5259).

3601 C Street, Suite 1420 I Anchorage, A K99S03 | 907-341-2277 | 907-341-2270 fax | 1-877-434-7598 TTY 
Jamas G. Parkel, President | W illiam  D. Novell!, Executive Director and CEO | www.aarp.org

http://www.aarp.org


Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely,

Marguerite Stetson 
AARP Alaska
Executive Council Member for Advocacy 
3009 Northwood Street 
Anchorage, AK 99517-1871 
907.245.5259 voice 
907.245.5279 fax 
ffmas@aurora.uaf.edu

cc: Vice-Chair Jim Holm
Representative Nancy Dahlstrom 
Representative Bob Lynn 
Representative Paul Seaton 
Representative Ethan Berkowitz 
Representative Max Gruenberg 
Representative Gary Stevens 
Representative Carl Gatto 
Marie Darlin 
Patrick Luby

mailto:ffmas@aurora.uaf.edu
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Alaska does not have a gen- R educing  T urnover: D ifficult b u t C ru c ia l-----------------------
eral shortage o f teachers, Attempts to reduce die shortages we identified in certain
desp ite  w hat m any Alaskans specializations and in certain districts will be com plicated by 
believe. But the states 53 school Alaska's heavy dependence on teachers from outside the 
districts do face shortages of state. Alaska recruits about 70 percent o f its teachers from 
special education teachers and outside Alaska— w hich means it competes with o ther states, 
to a lesser ex ten t secondary especially western states, for teachers with specializations that 
m ath  and science teachers, are in short supply.
Shortages in these specializa- N ational data show that the overall supply  of

tions are not confined to Alaska bu t are national. teachers is more than adequate, but that shortages exist in
And about a third of Alaska's school districts— alm ost certain  specialties— particularly special education  and 

entirely rem ote rural d is tric ts— face chron ic  teacher secondary m ath and science. For exam ple, w hen the 
shortages. These rem ote districts have historically been hard W ashington Education Association recently surveyed special 
to staff, and som cscram ble to fill as m any as half their education teachers in Washington state, it found that at least 
teaching jo b s  every year. one in three special education teachers planned to leave the

These are am ong the findings of the Institute of Social field within the next five years.1 
and Economic Research's assessm ent of the supply of and Accomplished teachers w ith specialties that are in short 
demand for teachers in Alaska (see page 12). The president supply  can usually decide for themselves w here thev will 
of the University of Alaska and  the com m issioner o f the teach. Alaska's school districts are not in a strong com peti- 
Alaska D epartm ent of Education and Early Developm ent tjve position to attract such teachers. Alaska teachers’ 
asked ISER to examine w hether Alaska has a shortage of salaries are comparatively modest, w hen you consider the 
teachers and, if so, to provide inform ation that could help state's higher living costs—especially in rural com m unities, 
policymakers deal w ith the problem . w here living costs arc higher than in urban  Alaska and m uch

We collected and analyzed data from m any sources, higher titan in m ost or the U.S. 
including the Alaska Department of Education and Early And attracting  teachers to Alaska's schools is only one
Development, the University of Alaska, and the Alaska step: the second step is keeping them  once we hire them. 
Teacher Placem ent office at the University of Alaska National data, as well as our own survey data, show  that 
Fairbanks. We also collected new data through interviews and w orking conditions— everything from class size to school 
surveys, including a survey of teachers who left their jobs at security to professional development opportun ities— play a 
the end or the 2000-2001 school year and a survey of instruc- m ajor part in teachers’ decisions to slay or go. Personal and 
tional aides working in urban and rural schools during the ramily reasons, apart from working conditions or salary, also
2001-2002 school year. strongly influence w hether teachers stay in  their jobs. Not all

In this executive summary' we first briefly discuss w hy the factors that affect teacher retention can be influenced by 
recruiting and retaining quality teachers for all Alaska policy changes— bu t some clearly could, 
schools will be difficult bu t is crucial. Then we sum m arize The im plications of high turnover in some rural Alaska
oui findings about (1) the variation in teacher turnover districts also go far beyond the costs, adm inistrative difficul- 
across Alaska's school districts; (2) why Alaska teachers leave tics, and lack of continuity districts face w hen diey have to 
their jobs: (3) jo b  satisfaction am ong teachers who leave replace so many teachers every year. Recent rescarcli shows 
their jobs; (4) how m any teachers graduate in Alaska; and a strong relationship between low teacher turnover and
(5) the potential Tor Alaska instructional aides to becom e higher-than-avcrage student achievem ent.2 Results from 
teachers. We conclude w ith som e recom m endations about Alaska’s High School Graduation Qualifying Examination 
how policym akers might help recruit and  keep quality c o n f i r m  that m any of the remote rural districts where 
teachers for all Alaska schools.
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students have fared poorly on the test arc precisely those that 
have experienced the highest rates of teacher turnover. 
Addressing the turnover problem will not likely be sufficient, 
by itself, to improve student achievem ent in these districts—  
but it may well be a necessary condition.

The recent federal No Child Left Behind legislation also 
underlines the im portance of reducing teacher turnover, if 
we assume lower turnover w ould help im prove student 
achievement. The new federal law requires accountability 
among states "to ensure that all children have a fair, equal, 
and significant opportunity  to obtain a high-quality  educa­
tion and reach, at a m inim um , proficiency on challenging 
statca cadem ic achievem ent standards and state academic 
assessments."

If a state fails to improve achievem ent am ong disadvan­
taged students, the U.S. Departm ent of Education can 
reduce the am ount of federal m oney the stale may use for 
adm inistration of Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
(ESEA) programs. Therefore, failing to im prove studen t 
achievement at schools that don’t m eet academ ic standards 
will have profound consequences not only for the com m u­
nities and the districts in which these schools are located, 
but for the state as a whole.

T eacher T urnover: H igher in M ost But
N o t All R ural D istric ts  ------------------------------------------------

O f Alaska’s 53 school districts, we classified the four 
largest— Anchorage School District, Fairbanks N orth Star 
Schools, Juneau Borough Schools, and Mat-Su Schools— as 
urba.:. Two thirds of Alaska’s teachers work in those districts.

The other 49 districts we classified as rural. O nly about 
a third of Alaska's teachers work in rural d istricts— but in 
recent years those districts have hired more than half of all 
new teachers. The next several figures make it plain why 
rural districts hire a disproportionate share of new  teachers: 
m any— but not all— rural districts lose more teachers every 
year than urban districts do.

Figure 1 paints the broad picture of m obility among 
Alaska's public school teachers, and it offers the first evi­
dence that teacher turnover is m uch more of a problem  for 
rural than for urban schools. At the end of the 1999-2000 
school year:

• Most teachers stayed put— 85 percent stayed either in 
the sam e school or the same district to teach the coming 
year. But only 76 percent of rural teachers stayed in the same 
district, com pared w ith 91 percent of urban teachers.

• Relatively few teachers changed districts w ithin Alaska, but 
those who did were mostly rural teachers w ho moved to 
o ther rural districts.

• About GO percent o f those who quit teaching in Alaska public 
schools were from ru ra l districts. Keep in mind that these are 
teachc-rs who quit teaching in Alaska public schools; some arc 
now teaching elsewhere.

Figure 1. What Did Teachers Do at the .md of the 1999-2000 School Year?

Stayed at Same School

Stayed in Same District

6,024 743
(76%) (9%)

Changed to a
Changed Schools different school Stopped teaching

Within Same District district in Alaska in Alaska public schools

151
(2%)

1,028
(13%)

i Teachers
76% Rural Teachers

Rural to rura

Source: Alaska Department o f  Education and Early Development

m
Urban to urban or 
Urban to rural 
12%

Left rural 
schools

24%
Rural to urban

Left urban 
schools
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Map 1 adds to the picture of teacher turnover, show ing Figure 2 on page 5 shows som e measures o f  difference
that not all Alaska districts and not even all rural districts am ong districts w ith higher and lower teacher tu rnovcr. 
have high turnovcr. To clarify w hich rural districts have • Urban districts and ru ra l districts w ith low turnovcr have
higher or lower turnover, we divided them  into three lower costs per student, higher household incomes, m ore expcri- 
groups: (1) those with average annual turnover or 15 per- er.ced teachers, and smaller Alaska Native populations, 
cent or less; (2) those w ith annual turnover between 16 and

29 percent, and (3) those w ith annual turnover of 30 per- .  Districts with the highest turnover have the highest costs per 
cent or more. Turnover rates in districts with few teachers s/ll(]en(i p ]e /owcst household incomes, the least experienced 
can change sharply from year to year, if ju s t a few more teacherSi and the ]argcs( Native populations.
teachers stay or leave; we attem pted to com pensate for such 
chance variation by using 5-year average turnover rates. 
The map on page 4 shows:

• Urban districts have annual turnover rates between 8 and 
14 percent, around national averages.

• About a th ird  o f ru ra l districts have turnover rates as low  
or lower than those in urban districts. Some of those districts 
arc on the road system, but a num ber are c lastal com m uni­
ties off the road system in southcentral and southeast Alaska.

• Most districts with the highest turnover rates— from 30 to 
50 percent annually— are clustered in remote areas of the 
interior. Many districts in w estern and northern  Alaska have 
somewhat lower but still high teacher turnover rates.

• Not a ll districts l i t  the pattern. For example, while many 
districts in southeast Alaska have relatively low rates, 
Skagway’s rate falls am ong the highest. And conversely, the 
Bristol Bay district in southw est Alaska has lower turnover 
than Juneau.

Science
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M ap 1. Alaska School Districts, By Average Annual Teacher Turnover Rate, 1996-2000

Average Turnovcr Ru le ,
U rban  D istricts 1996-2001)

Faitbanks North Star Schools 6%
Matanuska-Susitna Schools 8%
Anchorage School District 10%
Juneau Borough Schools 14%

R u ra l D istricts, 15%  o r  less
Delta'Grccly Schools 3%
Klawock City Schools 3%
lloonahC ity  Schools 7%
Keitai Peninsula Schools 8%
Sitka Borough Schools 9%
Bristol Bay Borough Schools 
Valdez City Schools

9%
9%

Kodiak Island Borough Schools 9%
Petersburg C ity Schools 9%
Ketchikan Gateway Schools 10%
Wrangell City Schools 11%
llaines Borough School District 12%
Chugach Schools 13%
Cordova City Schools 14%
Annette Island Schools 14%
Tanana City Schools 14%
Denali Uorough Schools 1534

R ttrn l D istricts, 16-29%
Kakc City Schools 17%
Copper River Schools 1734
Alaska Gateway Schools 1834
Lower Kuskokwim Schools 1834
Nome City Schools 1934
Craig City Schools 21%
Dillingham City Schools 2234
Southwest Region Schools 2234
Low er Yukon Schools 2234
Unalaska City School District 2334
Southeast Island Schools 2334
North Slope Borough Schools 2534
Northwest Arctic Scht Is 2634
Yttkon/Koyukuk Schools 2634
Aleutian Region Schools 2734
Kashunamiul School District 2836
Galena City Schools 2834
Chatham Schools 2934
Ynkutat School District 2934
Bering Straits Schools 2934

R u n l  D istricts, 3 0%  o r  m ore
Nenana City Schools 3034
Kitsnuk Schools 3034
P rib tlo f School District 3034
Skagway C ity Schools 3134
Yukon Flats Schools 3134
Iditarod Area Schools 3334
Lake and Peninsula Schools 3636
Pelican City Schools 3734
Aleutians Hast School District 3736
Yupiil School District 3934
llydaburg City Schools 4034
Saint Marys School District 5034

City districts shown by o  symbol

Galena

Aleutian

Chatham
Petersburg 

Wrangell 
Southeast 
Island

Ketchikan 
Gateway

Annette Island 
llydaburg

Source: ISF.R calculations from Alaska Teacher Placement data



Figure 2. Comparing Characteristics of Districts, By Average Annual Turnover Rate, 1996-2000

5,500 -49,000a
Average Numbers o f  Students 

in District, 2001

Average Numbers o f Teachers 
in District, 2001

_■ | as
” 167
I 29

3St)-2HOtla

Average A nnual T urnover Rate, 
1996-2000

l ____I Urban districts
l I Rural districts 15% or less
I I Rural districts 16-29%
■ B l  Rural districts 30% or more

Average Base Salary 
o f  Teachers, 2001

S31,394

H B B S 3 - U I 3

Expenditures per Student, 1999

J  $6,473
~)S9.571

~~]S12.I72
V* V- “  w «*£ 3  S I5,994

Percent o f Teachers 1___
with at least 3 years' L 

experience, 200 l b

75%
J  85%

J 68%
107%

Percent Alaska Native
I l i l t

Population, 2000c £
133%

157%

64%

Median Household Income, 
2000

H $51,454

____ _________ H  S46.436

]S 4 1,087 
I 537,284

aFor urban districts, we show ihc range rather than the average, which is misleading because 
Anchorage has many times more teachers and students than any oilier district.

^Thc proportion o f  experienced teachers in the low-lurnovcr rural districts is significantly higher than 
in the other districts.

c\Ve calculated the proportion o f Alaska Natives within district groups by giving equal weight 
to each community within the district, regardless o f  total population, and then averaging across 
districts. This method reveals the average Native population at the com m unity  levcl-vvhich is the 
measure most relevant to this study.

Sources: Alaska Teacher Placement; Alaska Department o f Education and Early Development;
Alaska Department o f Community and Economic Development; U.S. Bureau o f  the Census
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W hy T eachers Leave Jobs: P ersonal and  P rofessional 
R easons--------------------------------------------------------------------

Having looked at how  m any teachers leave their jobs, 
we then looked at why they leave. We surveyed a sam ple 
of 239 teachers who left their jobs in Alaska schools at the 
end of the 2000-2001 school year. We had a 51 percent 
response rate from the urban surveys and a 59 percent 
response rate from the rural surveys. Figures 3 through 7 
sum m arize w hat we they told us.

• More Ilian h a lf the teachers who left their jobs after the 
2000-2001 school year moved to new districts— either in 
Alaska or elsewhere— while about 28 percent quit teach­
ing and the rem aining 19 percent retired (Figure 3).

• Rural teachers were more like ly  to leave the ir jobs to 
teach elsewhere, while urban teachers were more like ly  to 
retire. Roughly equal shares of urban and rural teachers also 
said they left their jobs to work outside education o r to care 
for family m em bers (Figure 4).

' Most teachers who retired said they did so because they 
became eligible fo r pensions, But more than half also said they 
were unhappy w ith som e aspect of their jobs (Figure 5). O ur 
sample of retiring teachers was so small that we d id n ’t look 
separately at responses of urban and rural teachers.

Figure 3. Composition of Alaska Teacher Turnover
(Urban and Rural Teachers)

Sou rce : IS E R  survey o f  exiling A lask a  teachers , 2 0 0 1 -0 2

Figure 4. Top Reasons Why Alaska Teachers Left Jobs, 2000-01
(Includes all Teachers Who Moved to Other Districts, Retired, o r Quit Teaching)

Percentages o f Teachers C iting Reason
^  , , ,------------:— : □  Urban Teachers
Teaching elsewhere I— ■■ Rural Teachers

Retiring

Working outside education 

Caring for family members (

Sou rce : IS E R  su rvey  o f  exiling (cachcrs, 2 0 0 1 -0 2  N = 1 12

Figure 5. Selected Reasons Alaska Teachers Retired, 2000-01
(Percentages o f Retiring Teachers Citing Reason As Very Important or Important)

llrlinn  anti R ural Teachers

Became eligible to receive full p en sio n -------------------------------------------- 71%
Dissatisfied with job description or responsibilities----------------------------59%
Dissatisfied with CHANGES in job dcscriplion or responsibilities 57%
Retired for family or personal reasons---------------------------------------------- 55%
Dissatisfied with teaching as a career_______________________________ 50%

Sou rce : IS E R  su rvey  o f  e x ilin g  teachers , 2 0 0 1 -0 2  N = 2 1



• More than h a lf those who quit teaching— including both 
urban and ru ra l teachers— cited family and personal reasons 
or pursuing another career (Figure 6). Nearly half were also 
dissatisfied w ith their jobs. But less than one-quarter were 
unhappy w ith their pay or benefits.

• Urban and ru ra l teachers changed districts fo r  
significantly different reasons (Figure 7). All urban teachers 
cited family or personal reasons, while only about three- 
quarters of rural teachers did. A third of rural movers were 
looking for better medical care, while virtually no urban 
movers were. And half of urban movers w anted better pay 
or benefits, while only about 15 percent of rural movers did.

Figure 6. Selected Reasons Why Alaska Teachers Quit Teaching, 2000-2001 
Percentage R ating Reason as Im p o rta n t_____________________________

Family or personal reasons j 

Pursuing another career

16 7 %
I 5 5 %

15 0 %  
15 0 %

Dissatisfied with job  description I ■■ ■ . | j 4»/u
or responsibilities 4 8 %

Wanted better salary or benefits
12 4 %

Did not agree with new refonns I- 18%

Sou rces: IS E R  su rvey o f  e x ilin g  teachers. 2 0 0 1 -0 2

□ □ U rban  Teachers 
■H Rural Teachers

N=30

Figure 7. Selected Reasons Why Teachers Changed Districts 
Percentage of Teachers R ating  Reason as Im portan t

Personal or family reasons* | , ~ —  ■

Wanted to live somewhere else

1100%

rr * •- *:J

Wanted to teach in
another district o r community L  

Dissatisfied with community support

5 6 %

3 6 %

For better medical care* 

Better salaries or benefits*

13 0 %

f  114%

For better housing 136% 
1 3 8 %

Wanted better education j0"'0 
opportunities for own children I ] 2 5 %

1 5 0%

H 5 7 %

15 6%

1 5 0 %

J 7 3 %

H  Urban Teachers 
□  Rural Teachers

Disagree with refonns 14%
I 114%

‘ D iffe ren ce  in u rban -ru ra l responses is sta tistica lly s ign ifican t. N=55 
Sou rces: IS E R  surv ey  o f  ex iting  teachers, 2 0 0 1 -0 2
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Job Satisfaction : T eachers W ho Left H appy W ith  Som e 
A spects o f  J o b ----------------------------------------------------------------

We also w ondered how large a part jo b  dissatisfaction 
played in teachers’ decisions to leave. So in our survey we 
asked teachers who left their jobs— including all those who 
changed districts, quit teaching, or retired— how satisfied or 
dissatisfied they were w ith a wide range of their jo b  condi­
tions (Figuie 8). M any teachers from both urban and rural 
schools were surprisingly positive about a num ber of aspects 
of die school, they were leaving.

• More than h a lf o f both urban and ru ra l teachers were sat­
isfied w ith their schools emphasis on academic success, as well as 
w ith opportunities for professional developm ent and pay 
and benefits. However, rural teachers were significantly 
more likely than urban teachers to be satisfied with their pay 
and benefits.

• Given the recent school security issues in some ru ra l districts, 
it is noteworthy that more than 60 percent o f ru ra l teachers said 
they were satisfied with their schools’ security policies and 
more than eight in ten reported feeling safe in their schools. 
These responses were similar to those of urban teachers.

• Student behavior made both urban and ru ra l teachers 
unhappy, nearly two-thirds said student behavior was a 
problem  at their schools.

• Rural teachers were more likely to be dissatisfied w ith  the 
motivation o f students to learn, the support they received from 
parents and die community, and the opportun ities to 
collaborate w ith other teachers.

• Urban teachers were more likely to say their classes were too 
large and that they didn't have enough com puters and other 
instructional resources for their classrooms.

• These results support findings o f national studies that 
emphasize the role working conditions— rather than prim arily 
salary and benefits— play in teachers’ decisions about 
staying or leaving.3

Figure 8. Job Satisfaction Among Teachers Who Left Their Jobs, 2000-2001
(Includes all Teachers Who Moved to Other Districts, Retired, or Quit Teaching)

(Percentage of Teachers A greeing W ith Statem ent) 

M ost o f  the students were motivated to learn.* 

Student behavior was a problem. 

1 received little support from parents.* 

The school received little support from the community.

Computers and other technology for my classrooms 
were sufficiently available.*

Some o f  the classes or sections I taught were too large.*

The school facility (buildings and grounds) 
was in need o f  significant repair.

The school emphasized academic success.

I had many opportunities to collaborate with other teachers.* 

The school's security policies and practices were sufficient.

I was satisfied with my salary and benefits.*

I was pleased with the opportunities for 
professional growth and development,

S tudent/Parcn t/C om m unity  M easures
65%

63%
61% d ]  U rban

H B  Rural
67%

Resource/ Facility M easures 
I 1 37%

!st%
J65%

:v%

C cnditions/Pay/O pportunity  M easures

•Difference in urban-rural responses is statistically significant. 
Source: ISF.R survey o f exiling teachers, 2001-3002

N=l 12
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127 aTotal UA

Figure 9. Secondary Teachers Graduating
From University of Alaska, 1997-2001

UAS
1 6 a

1997-98 98-99 99-00
Y c iir  P r o g r a m  C om p le te d  

S ou rce : J. C u iw . A la sk a  Educato r Supp ly . December 200!

2000-01

Teacher Production: Fewer Teachers Graduating 
in Alaska----------------------------------------------

Some policymakers hope that Alaska can alleviate 
the shortages of teachers in some schools and some 
specialties by producing more teachers in Alaska. We 
examined data on num bers of elementary and sec­
ondary teachers graduating from Alaska’s colleges 
and universities in recent years. Most elementary and 
all secondary teacher graduates come from University 
of Alaska programs; Alaska Pacific University and 
Sheldon Jackson College graduate a few elementary 
teachers each year.

• Numbers o f both elementary and secondary teach­
ers graduating from Alaska institutions dropped sharply 
in  recent years. Still, w ith the exception of some 
remote rural districts, Alaska schools typically have 
adequate num bers of elementary teachers.

• The large drop in numbers o f secondary teachers 
graduating in Alaska— down from 127 in  1997-98 to 62 
in 2000-01— is more worrisome, because shortages of 
secondary teachers are greater (Figure 9.) We don't 
have the data to explain  this decline in 
secondary graduates.

• Alaska ccrtiTies less than a th ird o f the new special education 
teachers school districts need every year. All Alaska districts 
combined hired, on average, 52 special education teachers 
annually from 1996 to 2000. The University of Alaska 
Anchorage (the only certification program  in Alaska) 
averaged about 15 special education graduates annually over 
the same period.

Instructional Aides: A Possible Source ofTeachcrs, but 
Many Obstacles-----------------------------------------------

W ith Alaska facing a shortage of teachers in remote dis­
tricts, some policymakers are considering another pool of 
potential teachers: instructional aides. For rem ote rural d is­
tricts that often suffer turnover rates of 25 percent or more 
a year, supporting resident instructional aides who w ant to 
become teachers seems an obvious strategy.

To learn about instructional aides w orking in Alaska 
classrooms, ISER surveyed a sample of urban and rural aides 
in the 2001-2002 school year. We asked them  about educa­
tional levels and dem ographic characteristics and whether 
they were interested in becoming teachers— 
and if so, what impediments they saw to 
becoming certified.

We mailed out 249 surveys and received 
103 responses. Among aides in urban 
schools, the response rate was 45 percent 
and among aides in rural schools 35 percent.
We tried unsuccessfully to increase that 
response rate. Still, we think enough aides 
responded to provide useful information.

Figures 10 and  11 summariz.c aides’ dem ographic and 
educational characteristics:

• Almost all instructional aides in both urban and ru ra l schools 
are women, and three quarters are married.

• Rural aides have on average nine years' experience, com ­
pared with about six years among urban aides.

• Rural aides a iv  fa r more like ly  to be Alaska Native, to be 
the prim ary wage earners in their families, and  to rely on sub ­
sistence foods (Figure 10).

• N early 4 in  10 ru ra l aides have only a high-school educa­
tion, com pared w ith  about 1 in 10 urban  aides (Figure 11).

• Only about 20 percent o f ru ra l aides and less than h a lf o f 
urban aides have the level o f education required by the new No 
Child Left Behind law. W ithin the next few years, all aides paid 
with federal Title 1 money (which is money for economically 
disadvantaged students) will be required to have either two 
years of college education or to dem onstrate requisite skills 
on a “formal state or local academic assessm ent.”

Figure 10. Selected Characteristics 
of Alaska Instructional Aides, 2001-2002

Alaska Native* 

Primary wage earner*

Rely on :ubsistencc foods

•D iffe re n c e s  in u ro a rvn ir .i l responses are sta tistica lly  s igm ficnn l

□  Urban 
54% i b  Rural

56%
74%

Sou rce ; IS E R  su rvey o f  A la sk a  in s ln ic t iou a l aides. 2 0 0 1 -0 2  N=103
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We asked aides w hether they were working toward or 
interested in earning degrees— and if so, w hat im pedim ents 
they saw. Those im pedim ents are num erous, and many are 
different for rural than for u rban  aides (Figure 12). 
Aides reported:

• Money fo r tu ilion is a problem for virtually everyone.

• Availability o f courses in  their communities is a problem fo r 
more than three quarters o f ru ra l aides and ju s t over half of 
urban aides.

• M any ru ra l aides lack college-level reading and w riting  
skills: nearly tw o-thirds of rural aides said they could not 
w rite at the college level and about a third said they could 
not read at the college level.

• N early two thirds o f urban aides said school superintendents 
and school boards would not support aides’ efforts to get 
degrees.

• Finding affordable child care would be another hurdle, 
according to m ore than a quarter of urban aides and nearly 
half of rural aides.

Figure 11. Education Levels 
Among Alaska Instructional Aides' 2001-02

(Highest Level Completed)

High-school only* 

Some college 

AA degree 

Bachelor's degree 

Graduate-level study

113%

]8%
19%

Its?
8%

Hi 7%

□  Urban 
138% ■  Rural

, •. • ~p3<;
140%

•Urban-rural difference is statistically significant.
Source: ISER survey o f  Alaska instructional aides, 2001-02 N =I00

Figure 12. Selected Impediments 
To Alaska Instructional Aides' Obtaining Degrees

Percentages citing specific im pedim ent 

Lack money for tuition ■ )96% 
100%

Required courses not I ■ ■equi
available in community 

Need better computer skills

Can't write at college level

Lack affordable child care 

Lack support

76%
I I Urban 
f l i  Rutal

L a c k  su p p o r t  
f ro m  s u p e r in te n d e n t /s c h o o l  b o a rd

1 _ ]  59%
■ A V I  22%

Lack support from family/friends L J36%
 1 8 %

Suurcc: ISER survey o f  Alaska instructional aides. 2001-02 N=54
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C onclusions and  R eco m m en d a tio n s-------------------------------
W hat do our findings tell us about possible ways o f eas­

ing the shortages that exist in some specializations and in 
some rural districts? State and university policymakers may 
want to consider a num ber of options.

C ould A laska  Ease Teacher Shortages By  

Producing M ore  Teachers.7
Developing targeted programs could address 

specific shortages. Given the specific nature of Alaska’s teacher 
shortages, the university and the stale i ly need to collabo­
rate on program s designed to recruit and prepare teachers in 
the specializations w here they arc most needed. This w ould 
suggest collaboration w ith the historically d iflkult-to-staff 
districts to identify the specializations they need.

But such programs would have to be adapted as circum ­
stances changed, and predicting future shortages is always 
risky. However, most shortage areas— especially secondary 
science and math; special education; and difTicult-to-stafT 
remote rural districts—have proven persistent over the past 
decade. Developing programs to address those shortages is 
probably a safe bet.

• Developing programs specifically to prepaiv teachers fo r  
ru ra l schools could address shortages in hard -lo -s la ff ru ra l 
districts. The university and the state need to develop p ro ­
grams to graduate more teachers who are perm anent resi­
dents o f rural com m unities. For more than a decade, the 
state has not funded any programs that specifically target the 
developm ent of teachers in remote rural com m unities.

• Developing career ladders fo r and providing support to 
instructional aides could produce more teachers in  ivmote  
districts. But these potential candidates face a legion of 
obstacles: affordable, quality day care; funds for tuition; 
m aintaining their incomes as the prim ary breadw inners in 
their families; and the dem ands of subsistence activities in 
sum m er m onths, w hen they would otherwise be available 
Tor classes.

Equally challenging is the inadequacy of their basic aca­
demic skills, w ith nearly <10 percent having no more than a 
high school education, almost two thirds lacking adequate 
writing skills, and a third lacking college-level reading skills. 
Recent changes in federal law make the availability of add i­
tional educational opportunities even more im portant for 
rural aides. Soon, school districts will be unable to use their 
Title 1 funds to pay aides whose educational levels d o n ’t 
meet federal requirem ents.

Tiiese challenges m ight seem insurm ountable, the costs 
far greater than the current political will to address the 
obstacles. Yet, they m ust be viewed against w hat we know  of 
the situation in m any remote rural districts: persistent, 
debilitating levels of teacher turnovcr; the high costs of 
recruiting and training new teachers every year o r two;

persistent low student achievement; and m ounting concerns 
about student behavior and motivation. Developing a core of 
teachers who are permanent residents of these communities 
could be the cornerstone of policies and programs to reverse 
these trends in remote rural districts.

H o w  Can  We Im prove  A laska's Com petitiveness?

Data from the American Federation of Teachers indicate 
that Alaska teacher salaries— once the highest in the nation— 
have been declining for a decade and are now 40th among the 
states, w hen adjusted for Alaska's higher living costs. And 
because Alaska depends so m uch on teachers recruited from 
outside the state, school districts here are particularly vulner­
able to changes in the state's competitive position.

• Raising salaries to keep up with those in other states is c r it i­
cal. Allocating more money to education at a time of declin­
ing state revenues and growing budgetary shortfalls seems 
unlikely. But if salaries continue to fall, hard-to-slaff dis­
tricts— as well as those that have not typically had to struggle 
to staff their schools— will find it increasingly difficult to 
compete for well-qualified teachers in areas w here shortages 
are national. Schools in which students are already perform­
ing poorly on the state assessments will have to rely on 
unqualified or under-qualified teachers and will 
continue to suffer high teacher turnover rates.

H ow  Can  We Reduce T u rn o vcr and Increase R ecru itm ent?

We’ve seen that while teacher turnover in Alaska's urban 
distn'cts is near national averages, some rural districts have 
annual turnovcr above 30 percent. W hen we asked rural 
teachers why they left their positions, half said that at least 
part of the reason was that they were dissatisfied with their 
jobs. Specifically, they were most dissatisfied w ith  student 
motivation and behavior; community and parental support; 
the ability o f their school leaders to com m unicate with 
parents; and with the relevance of required professional 
development activifies. Thus, while comparatively modest 
salaries may be hindering recruitm ent for hard-to-staff dis­
tricts, it is working conditions rather than pay that is the pri­
mary issue for teachers leaving rural schools.

• School improvement efforts should include conversations 
between educators and the community on goals fo r the school and 
academic and behavioral expectations fo r students. Dealing 
w ith student m otivation and behavior will require a con­
certed, collaborative effort by educators, on the one hand, 
and parents and com m unity  m em bers, on the other. 
Problems w ith behavior and motivation can often be traced 
t o 
inconsistent messages com ing from hom e and school.

• Professional development fo r principals could help them 
broker the conversation between the school and the community 
about goals and expectations fo r student performance and behav­
ior. The conversation required to develop com m on expecta-
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lions for student behavior and school perform ance should 
be at the core of com m unications between the school and 
the community. Each m ust listen to the other. Educators 
who do not plan to stay in the com m unity need to make a 
special effort to hear what parents w ant from the school. The 
school principal is obviously the person to broker these 
conversations.

• District-arid school-lcvcl professional development must 
include teachers in identifying tlw ir needs and planning activities. 
Districts and school administrators need to address teachers’ 
perception that much of their professional development is 
irrelevant to the issues and problems they face. A mounting 
body of evidence clearly demonstrates the importance of teach­
ers’ involvement in planning their professional development.

• Induction programs that support teachers through the d iffi­
culties o f the lirs t year o f teaching help keep them in the class­
room. A major problem all states face is that a high num ber 
of new teachers— between 30 and 50 percent, depending on 
location— leave the profession w ithin the first five years. 
Much of that attrition can be traced to the frustrations an< 
sense of failure that new teachers feel.

Research from California has show n that induction pro­
grams for new teachers can dram atically reduce the num ber 
leaving the profession in their first few years.1 The State of 
Alaska should fund induction program s in a;. districts, espe­
cially those w ith high rates of teacher turnover. Districts can 
w ork in collaboration w ith the University of Alaska and 
NEA-Alaska to prepare teachers as m entors. The costs o f 
such a program need to be weighed against the costs of 
recruiting and training new teachers.

In conclusion, the shortages that some Alaska districts face 
arc unlikely to disappear in either the short- or long-term, 
without major policy changes at the state and district levels 
and at the University of Alaska. Although graduating more 
teachers should clearly remain a goal, the evidence suggests 
that we cannot simply “pioduce" our way out of our current 
shortages. Policymakers must address the conditions that 
cause high rates of turnover and difficulties in recruiting in 
some districts, if all students in all Alaska's schools arc to have

the opportunities to learn that (hey need and deserve.

* Washington Education Association. (2002). Special 

Education Task Force, 2002 Special Education Survey Report. Online 
at:lillp:/Avww.wa.noa.org/lunips/2002 2Avorklonri.htm

^ Crissmcr, D.. Flanagan, A. Kawata, J., and W illiamson. S. 
(2002). Improving Student Achievement: What State N AEP Test 
Scores Tell Us. Santa Monica, CA: RAND.

Ingersoll, R. (2001). Teacher Turnovcr, Teacher Shortages, and 
the Organization o f Schools. Seattle, WA: Center for Policy and 
Teaching, University of Washington and Kardos, S., Johnson, S., 
Peske, H., Kauffman, D., and Liu, E. (2001). Counting on 
Colleagues: New Teachers Encounter tho Professional Culture of 
Their Schools. Educational Administration Quarterly, 37(2), 250- 
290.

Bullard, C. (199k). Qualified Teachers for All California Students: 
Current Issues in Recruitment, Retention, Preparation and  
Professional Development. Sacramento: California Research

The full report and the survey instrum ents w c used to 
collect data are .available on ISER’s Web site: 
www.iser.uaa.alaska.edu/

You can also get a copy of die report from ISER for $6 .50 
plus postage if you order by mail. Call 907 -786-7710  or 
send an  e-mail message to: ayiser@ uaa.alaska.edu
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I .  T h e  N a t i o n a l  a n d  R e g i o n a l  P i c t u r e

Historically, Alaska has depended heavily on teachers educated outside the state. 
Over time, Alaska has imported roughly 70 percent of its teachers. As a consequence, 
national trends—in certification of new teachers, teacher shortages, retirements, and 
salaries—are of immediate relevance to teacher supply and demand in Alaska.

Before we delve into data on Alaska educators, therefore, we will look at the 
wider national picture. Specifically, projections of student enrollment, teacher retirement, 
turnover, and new entrants to the teaching field seem critical to the issue.

Nationwide Enrollment
Nationv. ide, student enrollment is beginning to level off, after increasing for a 

number of years. Projected enrollments for the year 2010 are almost identical to those for 
2000. Secondary enrollment grew slightly between 1999 and 2000, while elementary 
enrollment decreased slightly from the previous year (NCES, 2002).

The bigger issue is which slates are experiencing growth. Six states are witnessing 
a surge in enrollment: California, Nevada, Arizona, North Carolina, Massachusetts, and 
Rhode Island. The three Western states experiencing enrollment growth compete with 
Alaska for teachers. Student enrollment in the Western region, projected to grow about 6 
percent between 2000 and 2010 (Chart 1), will outstrip the national growth rate in the 
period 2000-2010.

Although this growth is not dramatic—roughly half a percent annually—it 
nonetheless suggests a slow, steady increase in demand for teachers. And when growing 
enrollment is coupled with policy initiative' such as class-size reduction in California, the 
demand for teachers increases dramatically—as we have seen in Los Angeles.

C hart I. U.S. Western Region, K-12 Enrollment Projections, 2000-2010
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National Teacher Retirement and Turnover
What has received the most public attention nationwide is the rise in the number 

of teachers reaching retirement age. From 1986 to 1996, the median age of teachers 
increased from 41 to 44 (NCES, 1998). As Chart 2 indicates, the proportion of teachers 
over 50 has been increasing since 1976. However, after increasing 5 percent a decade 
from 1976 to 1996, the share of teachers over 50 is projected to level off, like student 
enrollments.

Chart 2. Nationwide Teacher Experience and Age Trends
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Source: American Federation o f Teachers, S u rvey  and  A nalysis o f  T eacher S alary  T ren d s  1998, p. 37

Some analysts have concluded that retirements are strongly influencing the 
demand for teachers. One analysis, based on 1999 surveys of teacher preparation 
institutions nationally, identified early retirement—intended to save districts money—as 
the primary factor determining demand, followed by routine retirement (American 
Association for Employment in Education, 2001).

Yet, retirements account for only small—although growing—proportions both of 
teachers who leave their positions and those who leave the profession. Of the more than 
400,000 teachers who left their jobs in 1993-94— to teach elsewhere, to quit teaching, or 
to retire—only about 50,242 retired (Ingersoll, 2001). Those retirements accounted for 
only about 12 percent of teacher turnover that school year. As Chart 3 indicates, these 
data are consistent over time, rising slightly in the 1990s.
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Chart 3. Total Turnovcr in the U.S.: Movers, Leavers, and Retirees,
1987-88 to 1993-94

1987-88 1990-91 1993-94
Y tir

Source: National Center for Educational Statistics, S chool S taffing Survey. 1994. cited in Ingersoll 2001

As Ingersoll (2001) has argued, it is those who leave the profession (“leavers”), 
even if temporarily, and those who move from one teaching position to another position 
elsewhere (“movers”), that constitute the bulk of what is called teacher turnover.

As Chan. 4 shows, movers also make up almost half of the new hires each year.
In 1993-94—the most recent year for which we have NCES statistics—49 percent of new 
hires were actually movers, while only 51 percent were new entrants to the profession. 
This illustrates what Ingersoll calls the “revolving door” of teaching.
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Chart 4. Total Hires in U.S. Schools: New Entrants And Movers, 1987-88 to 1993-94
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Is the U.S. Facing an Inadequate Supply of Teachers?
Another common assumption is that the U.S. supply of teachers is inadequate and 

that teacher preparation programs need to produce more teachers. Although that may be 
tme for certain specialties—for instance, math, science, and special education—it may 
not be generally true. Enrollment in teacher education programs increased 49 percent in 
the 15 years between 1983 and 1998 (Feistritzer, 1999). Over the past decade, 67 new 
teacher education programs have come on line. Recent federal policy initiatives such as 
the Transition to Teaching program—designed to foster alternate ways for teachers to 
become licensed and shorten the preparation time—will further increase the labor pool.

Depending on which estimate you choose, the nation has a surplus supply of 
several million teachers who are certified but not teaching. Census data from 1993 
indicated that six million people held at least a bachelor’s degree in education in the U.S. 
(Feistritzer, 199S), while fewer than four million were teaching that year (NCES, 2001). 
We know relatively little about these potential teachers—for instance, we do not know 
' /hat incentives would draw some of them into teaching.

Thus, while the demand for teachers has increased nationwide, so has the 
supply—and it continues to increase.
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If Inadequate Supply Isn’t the Problem, What Is?
The data we just discussed suggest that a significant number of people do not 

teach after earning their certificates—perhaps as many as 40 percent of the graduates of 
teacher education programs nationwide. And the attrition rate for teachers in the first five 
years of teaching is also high—between 30 and 50 percent, depending on location 
(Darling-Hammond, 2000; NCES, 1997). Consequently, a graduating class of 100 
teachers might yield, five years later, between 30 and 42 teachers in the classroom.

In addition to high attrition rates, the supply of teachers is uneven. For some 
specialties—such as elementary, English, and social studies—surpluses exist in some 
areas of the country (NCREL, 2000; Oregon University System, 1999). Yet for other 
specialties—such as special education, math, and science—shortages are rampant in 
many districts.

Consequently, to speak of a generic teacher “shortage” is misleading. Rather, we 
are experiencing shortages that are localized and specific to specialties. As we noted 
above, much of teacher turnover—roughly 50 percent—is actually teachers moving from 
one district to another (Chart 3). Among all teachers in the U.S., 14 to 15 percent actually 
leave the profession annually.

Which Schools and Districts arc Experiencing Shortages and in Which Fields?
Shortages are localized to a small number of schools. Unfortunately but 

predictably, high-need schools in rural and urban districts are much more likely than 
suburban schools to experience shortages (Darling-Hammond, 2000). Students in these 
high-need schools are also less likely to be taught by teachers with majors or minors in 
the subjects they are teaching (Education Trust, 2002). Among high-poverty districts, 65 
percent hire non-certified or long-term subs (Darling-Hammond, 2000). A student in a 
high-need math classroom has less than a 50-50 chance of being taught by a teacher with 
a major or minor in mathematics (Oakes, 1990).

The problem is exemplified by data on shortages by specialty. Most of the areas 
of shortage are well known—math, science, special education, English as a second 
language, bilingual education. However, some schools actually experience shortages in 
specialties for which a surplus of licensed teachers exists. In 1993-94, for instance, 16 
percent of schools reported difficulty staffing math positions and 15 percent had trouble 
filling special education positions—but 9 percent also reported difficulty finding 
qualified English teachers, despite evidence that teacher preparation programs are 
producing a surplus of English teachers. This indicates that hard-to-staff schools—which 
loo often are also the schools where students have the greatest educational needs—may 
have difficulty attracting teachers even in specialties with a surplus of qualified teachers.

This supply problem suggests a parallel to the world food situation. Although 
sufficient food is produced worldwide to feed everyone, the food often fails to reach the 
people in greatest need. Thus the issue is less one of production and more one of 
distribution. Teachers—especially accomplished teachers who teach in specialties that 
arc experiencing shortages—can usually decide for themselves where they will teach. 
Many teachers avoid high-tumovcr districts precisely because they tend to be in 
impoverished neighborhoods and to enroll students who lack many of the resources that 
lead to success in school.
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This is not to deny that critical supply problems do exist in some specialties. For 
instance, the Washington Education Association sent current and former special 
education teachers a survey asking what they would be doing in five years (Washington 
Education Association, 2002). About two-thirds of those who received surveys 
responded. Among the respondents, only 36 percent reported they planned to continue 
working in the field. Another 22 percent were unsure, 13 percent planned to retire, 9 
percent planned to leave education altoge'her, and 20 percent planned to remain in 
education but not in special education. Even if all those who didn’t respond to the survey 
plan to stay in special education—which seems unlikely, given the answers of those who 
did respond—at least one in three special education teachers plan on leaving the field 
within five years. This survey indicates the depth of the problem in special education. 
Washington is one of the states with which Alaska competes for teachers.

National and Regional Context: Conclusion
The national and regional picture suggests that the primary problem is getting 

teachers to the schools where they are needed. Most schools in the country and in the 
Western region are not facing shortages. But schools where students have traditionally 
been underserved—rural and urban schools in communities with high poverty—are 
suffering severe shortages. These schools have little choice but to tum to unlicensed and 
under-prepared people who, facing the greatest instructional challenges, are often 
overwhelmed and consequently abandon the classroom in short order. As we will see 
later, one factor associated with students’ failure to learn is high leacher-tumover.

Increasing the supply of teachers, esp.vcially in high-need areas such as math, 
science, and special education, may help. Nev.ly minted teachers may find their way to 
the schools that most need them. History, hov'evei, suggests otherwise.

Consequently, we need incentives that will attract well-qualified teachers to the 
schools where they are most needed.

The Relationship Between Teacher Turnover and. Student Achievement
A primary reason to be concerned about h'gh rates of turnover among teachers is 

the relationship that has been established between teacher tamover and student 
achievement. David Grissmer and his colleagues i.z RAND analyzed math and reading 
scores from over 2.500 fourth and eighth graders in 44 states on the 1990-1996 National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (Grissmer et al., 2000 ). The researchers were 
particularly interested in the relationship between certain school and teacher 
characteristics and student achievement. They used both U.S. census data and parent self- 
reported data from the National Educational Longitudinal i Tidy to ensure that they were 
comparing students from similar socio-economic backgrounds. Among the variables that 
correlated with higher-than-average student scores over time was low teacher turnover.

The findings of Grissmer and his colleagues arc nart.cularly important because 
they (1) used a national sample of students and their families; (2) examined NAEP results 
over time, rather than just a “snapshot” of scores; and (3) controlled for the effects socio­
economic factors have on student achievement. Still, these results only allow us to say 
that low teacher turnover is associated with higher student achievement, not that low 
turnover causes higher student achievement. Nonetheless, the results are suggestive and 
make the point that turnover is not merely disruptive and a headache for administrators 
but that it may also affect student achievement. This finding is particularly relevant to
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Alaska at (his time, because students will soon be required to pass a High School 
Graduation Qualifying Examination before they can receive diplomas and because both 
the federal and state governments have established school accountability systems.

The recent federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation underlines the 
importance of addressing the turnover issue. NCLB requires accountability “to ensure 
that all children have a fair, equal, and significant opportunity to obtain a high-quality 
education and reach, at a minimum, proficiency on challenging state academic 
achievement standards and state academic assessments.” If a state fails to improve 
achievement among disadvantaged students, the U.S. Department. of Education could 
reduce the amount the stale may use for administration of ESEA programs. Persistent low 
performance on the state assessment among students at a given Alasxa school is not 
merely a problem for the community and district in which the school is located—it is a 
challenge for Alaska as a ’ 'hole. Addressing chronically high turnover rates—arguably a 
major factor in persistent low performance—is thus a key to overall state success in 
meeting the NCLB performance objectives.
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Population and Enrollment Growth
Alaska’s population is expected to grow at a rate of about 1.5 percent annually 

over the next 25 years (Goldsmith, 2001). This aggregate figure hides unevenness in 
growth among different groups and in different regions. In 2000, for instance, 39 percent 
of Alaska Natives were under the age of 18, compared with 30 percent of all Alaskans; 
Alaska Natives made up 20 percent of school-age children, but just 16 percent of the total 
population (U.S. Census, 2000). Some areas of the state also grew faster than others in 
recent years—particularly the Mat-Su Borough, but also the Kenai Peninsula, the North 
Slope, and the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta. These data suggest that the demand for teachers 
is likely to increase more in specific areas and in school districts with large numbers of 
Alaska Native students.

Alaska’s Competitiveness
As noted above, Alaska has relied on teachers from outside the state since the 

establishment of formal schools in the nineteenth century. In recent years, roughly 70 
percent of the teachers in Alaska’s schools have been educated outside the state.

The demand for teachers in Alaska increased dramatically during the mid-1970s, 
when construction of the trans-Alaska oil pipeline attracted new residents, and in the late 
1970s and early 1980s, as tne stale government built and staffed village high schools. At 
that time, North Slope oil production was generating very high revenues for the state 
government, and the state was able to offer the highest teacher salaries in the country. As 
a consequence, most Alaska school districts received far more applications than they had 
positions and could pick and choose whom they wanted.

However, as the 1980s unfolded, oil revenues began to decline and so did Alaska 
teachers’ salaries, when adjusted for Alaska’s higher cost-of-living (COL). The American 
Federation of Teachers reports that during tiie 1990s, average COL-adjusted salaries in 
Alaska plummeted from 8th to 40th among the states (Table 1).

I I .  T h e  A l a s k a n  C o n t e x t

Table 1. Average Salary, Cost-of-Living Adjusted Salary, and 
Relative National Ranking for Alaska Teachers, 1989-90 to 1999-2000
Year Average Salary COL Adj. Salary National Ranking

1989-90 543,097 535,152 8
1992-93 546,799 S35,214 18
1995-96 547,349 536,422 24
1997-98 548,275 538,620 23
1999-00 546,481 537,185 40

Source: American Federation o f  Teachers, 200/

To adjust average teachers’ salaries to reflect cost-of-living differentials across 
states, the federation uses the cost-of-living index published by the American Chamber of 
Commerce Researchers Association (ACCRA; see www.coli.org/). ACCRA uses the 
COL-adjustment for Anchorage to reflect the cost-of-living differential for the entire 
state. ACCRA’S adjustment for Anchorage is about 23 to 25 percent above the U.S. 
average, according to Goldsmith (2002). Goldsmith, based on his own research into cost-
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of-living differences between Alaska and other states, argues that ACCRA overestimates 
the cost-of-living difference between Anchorage and the U.S. average but may 
underestimate the difference for rural areas, where costs can be significantly higher.

Potential sources of error include methods of data collection; the contents of the 
ACCRA “market basket” used to measure living costs; and the exclusion of sales taxes 
from the cost of items. Also, the Permanent Fund dividend the state pays Alaska residents 
effectively reduces the cost-of-living differential —by increasing buying power of 
Alaskans—but the ACCRA index doesn’t account for that.

Goldsmith estimates that the Alaska differential is about 20 percent above the 
U.S. average (Goldsmith, 2002). This represents the average cost of living across the 
state, based on weights for particular places using the number of sta z and local 
employees in each place. This state average tends to overestimate the differential for 
Anchorage and underestimate the differential for rural Alaska.

Overall, Goldsmith estimates that the ACCRA index is likely inaccurate for 
Anchorage and for the state as a whole—and may actually underestimate the cost-of- 
living differential for rural Alaska. As we will discuss below, of greatest concern in 
Alaska is the high turnover rate in hard-to-staff schools. These schools are almost 
exclusively in the remote rural areas of the state, where the cost-of-living differential is 
the highest. Thus, while the rankings in Table I may place Alaska lower than real living 
costs statewide would justify, they may—by underestimating rural costs—overstate the 
competitive position of remote rural Alaska districts.

Snapshot of Alaska Teacher Mobility
To put our descriptions of teacher turnover and demand in perspective, we first 

present a snapshot of mobility among Alaska’s teachers at the end of the 1999-2000 year. 
Chart 5 shows that about three quarters of teachers stayed at the same schools to teach the 
following year. Another 9 percent changed schools but stayed in the same districts. Two 
percent moved to other Alaska school districts. The final 13 percent decided, for various 
reasons, to leave their jobs in Alaska’s public schools. This turnover— defined as 
“movers” plus “leavers”—of 15 percent was similar to the national turnover rate of 13.7 
percent in 1995 (NCES, 1997).

Within that broad pattern among all teachers, there were substantial differences in 
movements of urban and rural teachers, as the bottom half of Chart 5 shows. While more 
than 90 percent of teachers in urban schools stayed in the same districts (either in the 
same school or a new school) to teach the following year, only 76 percent of rural 
teachers stayed in the same districts. Among the teachers who left the public schools, 
nearly 60 percent left rural schools, as compared with 40 percent leaving urban schools.

Of special interest in Alaska is the question of whether significant numbers of 
rural teachers move to urban districts. Anecdotal evidence suggests that some of the 
teachers who move to the sta'.  ̂initially take jobs in remote districts until they can find 
openings in districts on the road system. Rural educators point out that if this is true, rural 
districts shoulder a disproportionate burden of inducting and training new teachers who 
then move on to urban schools. Because such induction and training may cost S8,000 or 
more per teacher, this would represent a subsidy rural schools pay urban schools (Texas 
Center for Educational Research, 2000).
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Chart 5 shows that of the small number of teachers who moved from one Alaska 
district to another in 2000, most were in fact rural teachers. But they moved mostly to 
other rural districts. Of the roughly 150 teachers who moved from one Alaska school 
district to another after the 1999-00 school year, about two-thirds moved from rural 
districts to other rural districts. Another 20 percent—36 teachers—moved from rural to 
urban schools. A handful moved from urban to rural schools, and a few moved from one 
urban district to another. Thus, the number of teachers who move from rural to urban 
districts appears small—yet the acute teacher shortages that rural districts experience 
suggest that even these relatively small numbers are significant.

Chart 5. Snapshot of Alaska Teacher Mobility, 1999-2000
W lm l D id  T e a c h e rs  D o a t  th e  12nd o f  th e  1999-2001) S c h o o l Y ea r?

/
Staved at Same School

0.024 
< 7()' > i

All A laska I’tihlic School T eachers 
7.946

Chanced lo ti 
C hanced Schools different school

Within Same District district in Alaska

4

743 :
OHelj

Stayed in Same District
it.Than Teachers 

Rural Teachers

Stopped lead line 
in Ala >kn public schools

77 Vf

Rural to rural M'ic

151
l2'ir)

Urban to urban or 
/ 'U r b a n  to rural \2rr

Lett urban 
Rural to urban schools 
24U

I.02S
(I.V7)

Sou rce: A laska l)e |tun tncn t o f  lidncn iio ii anti l la r lv  Development

I.eft rural 
sehtHils

Source: ISER calculations from Alaska Department o f Education and Early Development data

Alaska Teacher Turnover 
Now we describe teacher turnover among Alaska’s 53 public school districts in 

recent years. As Map 1 shows, the average annual turnover rale from 1996 through 2000 
differed sharply across school districts, from a low of 3 percent to a high of 50 percent. 
We calculated a five-year average, to compensate for year-to-year fluctuations. Some of 
the smaller, remote rural districts have experienced rates near 100 percent in some years. 
The state’s urban districts—Anchorage, Fairbanks, Juneau, Mat-Su—have historic annual 
turnover rates between 6 and 14 percent—comparable to the national average. All the 
districts with annual turnover rales of 30 percent or more are rural districts far from the 
main road system. But at the same time, some remote districts —notably Klawock (3 
percent), Hoonah (7 percent), and Bristol Bay Borough (9 percent)—have annual 
turnover rates comparable to those of their more accessible counterparts. These districts 
deserve closer study, so we can leam more about how they manage to retain their 
teachers.

11



District and Community Characteristics and Teacher Turnover Rates
Table 2 compares district, community, and teacher characteristics in urban 

districts—which have low turnover—and several categories of rural districts: those with 
turnover rates below 15 percent, between 16 and 29 percent, and above 30 percent.

Retaining Quality Teachers for Alaska
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Tabic 2. District, Community, and Teacher Characteristics, by Teacher Turnover Group

' ' ’d icato r Y ear

Turnover Grou )s, Based on Annual Average Turnovcr, 1996-2000

U rban  Districts
R ural D istricts 

T u rnovcr Below 
15%

R ural D istricts 
T u rnovcr Between 

16% and 29%

R ural D istricts 
T u rnover 30%  o r 

m ore

District
Indicators District Teacher Turnovcr Rate

Average
1996-2000 9% 10% 24% 37%

Average Daily Membership 2001 20,669 1,299 1,014 282

Average Number o f  Teachers 2001 350-2,800* 88 67 29

Average Base Salary o f  Teachers 2001 531,394 532,447 535,988 S34.313

Expenditures per Student (ADM) 1999 S6.473 S9.57I 512,172 SI 5,994

Com m unity
Indicators
(Average across 
communities)

Aver. Number o f Communities in District 2001 8 5 8 6

Average Population per Community 2000 92,667 5,390 3,033 1,164

Percent Alaska Native Population 2000 11% 33% 57% 64%

Median Household Income 2000 551,454 546,436 S 41,087 S37.284

Median Value, Owner-Occupied Housing 2000 S 123,131 5126,558 588,733 592,522

Unemployment Rate 2000 8% 13% 15% 18%

Percent Families below Poverty Line 2000 8% 10% 16% 19%
T eacher
Indicators
(For entire district)

Percent Teachers with 1 Ycai Experience 2001 7% 7% 9% 13%

Average Years o f  Experience 2001 10.1 11.8 8.8 7.5

Percent Female 2001 73% 61% 62% 60%

Percent Alaska Native 2001 3% 8% 14% 12%

* This is llie range rather than the average among urban districts; the average is misleading, because Anchorage has nearh three limes the teachers as the next largest district. 
ISER tabulations with data from Alaska Teacher Placement; Alaska Departments o f Education and Early Development and Community and Regional Affairs; U.S. Census 

Note; District indicators and teacher indicators are averages across districts in each group. Community indicators arc averages across communities in each group.
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Table 2 makes clear the patterns of difference between, on the one hand, urban 
districts and rural districts that have little difficulty in staffing their schools, and on the 
other, rural districts that are chronically difficult to staff.

High-tumover districts have significantly smaller populations and likewise far 
fewer teachers and students. The districts with the highest turnover had on average 29 
teachers in 2001, compared with an average of S8 in rural districts with low turnover and 
between 350 and 2,800 in urban districts. Alaska Natives make up a substantial share of 
the small populations in high-tumover districts. In 2000, Alaska Natives made up 
between 57 and 64 percent of the community populations, compared with just 11 percent 
in urban districts and 33 percent in rural districts with lower turnover.

Base salaries of teachers in high-tumover districts are just modestly higher than 
salaries in urban districts, despite significantly higher living costs. The base salary is the 
bottom of the pay scale—what a district offers its newest, least experienced teachers — 
and it does not reflect average salaries. However, it is a reasonable indication of the 
salary differential among districts. In 2001, base salaries of teachers in high-tumover 
districts were in the range of 10 percent more than in districts with lower turnover. Salary 
levels may be critical in efforts to attract teachers to remote, high-tumover districts.

Districts with the highest turnover also have the highest per-pupil expenditures — 
reflecting the higher costs of living and doing business at remote rural sites; small schools 
in general also face higher costs because they can’t take advantage of economies of scale. 
In 1999, per-student costs in high-tumover districts were more than twice as high as in 
urban districts. These high per-pupil costs make rural districts vulnerable to crit cs who 
want to reduce state education spending at the expense of small, remote communities.

Substantial income differences also exist between districts with lower turnover 
and districts with higher turnover. In 2000, median household income in urban districts 
was $51,454— nearly 40 percent higher than the S37, 284 income in rural districts with 
the highest turnover.

The districts with high turnover also have highei unemployment and more 
poverty. The 2000 unemployment rate in urban areas was S percent, while the rate in 
districts with higher turnover was 15 to IS percent. And because of the way 
unemployment is defined and recorded, these data significantly underestimate real 
unemployment in rural Alaska (for a discussion, see McDiarmid and Goldsmith, 1998). 
Also, as we might expect with higher unemployment, poverty was more widespread in 
high-turnover districts. While 8 percent of families in urban districts—and 10 percent in 
rural districts with low turnovcr—had incomes below the federal poverty level in 2000, 
between 16 and 19 percent of families in high-tumover districts had incomes below the 
federal poverty level.

Clearly, districts that have the highest turnover rates also have smaller popu'ations 
that tend to include more Alaska I* ativcs and are economically poorer by several 
measures. The finding that districts with higher poverty also have higher teacher turnover 
rates is consistent with national data (Darling-Hammond, 2000- Hanushek, Kain, and 
Rivkin, 2001).

Looking at teacher characteristics in Table 2, we again find noticeable differences 
between district' with higher and lower rates of turnover. Districts with the highest 
turnover rates employ more first-year teachers (13 percent) than do urban and low- 
tumover rural districts (7 percen. each). Grissmer and his colleagues found a strong

Retaining Quality Teachers for Alaska
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positive correlation between the proportion of teachers with two or more years of 
experience and student achievement (Grissmer et al., 2000). Correspondingly, urban and 
low-tumover rural districts employ teachers who have on average been teaching longer.
In 2001, teachers in urban districts had been on the job an average of 10.1 years, and 
teacher in rural districts with low turnover had been working on average 11 .S years. By 
comparison, teachers in districts wilh the highest turnover had been working on average 
7.5 years.

Table 2 also shows some differences by gender and race among teachers in highl­
and low-tumover districts. The percentage of women teaching in urban and low-tumover 
rural districts is larger than in the higher turnover districts—but the difference is not 
statistically significant. There are substantially more Alaska Native teachers —between 
12 and 14 percent—in the high-tumover districts (which are also the districts with larger 
overall Alaska Native populations); in urban districts only 3 percent of teachers are 
Alaska Native and in low-tumover rural districts 8 percent.

In sum, teachers in districts v.'ith low turnover rates tend to be more experienced 
and are far less likely to be Alaska Native than teachers in high-tumover districts.

Demand for Teachers In Alaska
The best proxy we have for teacher demand is the number of teachers hired. Chart 

6 shows the number of annual hires over the six years from 1995 through 2000.
Annual new hires statewide increased dramatically between 1995 and 1998— 

from 817 to 1,386. Numbers of school-age children peaked during those years, which 
explains some of the new hires. But the need to hire more teachers may also reflect 
increased turnover due to a number of factors we’ve already discussed, including the 
relative decline of COL-adjusled Alaska teacher salaries and a rise in retirements. 
Another factor may have been the early retirement programs urban districts offered in an 
effort to reduce their operating expenses. The impact of these piograms was less 
pronounced in 1999 and 2000. However, as Chart 6 shows, the trend has been to ’ard 
fewer hires in recent years.
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Chart 6. Number of Teachers Hired ;n Alaska, 1996-2000

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Year
Source: Alaska Department o f Education and Early Development. 2001

Teacher Demand in Urban and Rural Areas
Given the high rural turnover rates we just reported, it is not surprising that 

Alaska’s rural districts hire a disproportionately large share of new teachers. Chart 7 
below shows the average annual number of new teachers that urban (with Anchorage 
shown separately) and rural districts hired from 1994-95 through 1999-2000.' According 
to data from the Alaska Department of Education and Early Development, Alaska 
districts employed 8,206 full- and part-time teachers in 2001-02. Of these, 5,518—or 67 
percent—worked for the five largest districts: Anchorage (2,836), Fairbanks North Star 
(911), Juneau (349), Kenai Peninsula (635), and Matanuska-Susitna (7S7). Yet these 
districts accounted, on average, for only 44 percent of the new teachers hired annually 
from 1994-1995 through 1999-2000. The remaining districts—mostly rural districts off 
the road system—employ only 32 percent of fhe full- and part-time teachers in the state 
but accounted for 56 percent of new hires during that period.

1 The definition o f  “urban" here is slightly different from the one ISER used in describing teacher turnover 
in the previous section. These figures arc from Alaska Teacher Placement, which classifies as “urban” not 
only the four districts ISER included as urban but also a fifth district— the Kenai Peninsula. This shift does 
not change the urban-rural patterns discussed throughout this report.
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Chart 7. New Hires (Full-Time Equivalent), In Urban and Rural School Districts
(Annual Average, 1994-95 through 1999-2000)

Average Annual Turnover, 1994-95 through 1999-00 — 1,030

Source: Alaska Teacher Placement, 2001

Demand bv Speciali?
Charts 8 through .2 show average annual new hires by specialization among 

Alaska’s urban and rural districts from 1994-95 through 1999-00. We have no reason to 
believe that tl e pattern of demand for specializations throughout the U.S. differs from 
that in Alaska. Chart 8 shows numbers of elementary teachers hired. On average, 297 
(29 percent) of the annual average 1,030 hires were elementary teacners. Again, the 
number of new hires was disproportionately high in rural districts; on average, 62 percent 
of newly hired elementary teachers went to work for the smaller districts.

A similar pattern is evident in the hiring of secondary math and science teachers 
(charts 9 and 10). The school year 1997-98 presents an anomaly: that year, in the wake of 
an early retirement program, the Anchorage School District hired more math and science 
teachers than all the other districts in the stale combined. But except for that unusual 
year, the pattern holds: rural districts annually hire a disproportionately large number of 
math and science teachers.

The other area of critical shortages nationally is special education. As Chart 11 
shows, districts around Alaska annually hire a large number of special educators. Still, 
the smaller, rural districts hire a disproportionate number of special educators annually. 
And the number of new hires in those districts has increased annually since 1995-96.

Even in an area for which a surplus of teachers exists nationally—secondary 
English specialists -rural districts must hire a large number of teachers annually, as 
Chart 12 shows.
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Chart 8. New Elementary Teacher Hires (FTE) in Urban and Rural Districts,
1994-95 to 1999-2000

243
226

1994-95 1995-96 1996-97
Year

1997-98 1998-99

o Anchorage
■ Other Urban
■ Rural

1999-2000

Source: Alaska Teacher Placement, 2001

Chart 9. New Math Teacher Hires (FTE) in Urban and Rural Districts
1994-95 to 1999-2000

Source: Alaska Teacher Placement, 2001

Chart 10. New Science Teacher Hires (FTE) in Urban and Rural Districts
1994-95 to 1999-2000.

1994-95

35

1995-96 1996-97 Y car 1997-98 1998-99

□  A nchorage

■  O ther U rban

■  Rural

1999-2000

Source: Alaska Teacher Placement, 2001
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Chart 11. New Special Education Teacher Hires in Urban and Rural Districts
1994-95 to 1999-2000.

Source: Alaska Teacher Placement, 2001

Chart 12. New English Teacher Hires (FTE) in Urban and Rural Districts,
1994-95 to 1999-2000.

□ Anchorage
■ Other Urban
■ Rural
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■  J L

ill
1994-95 1995-96 1995-97 Y ear 1997-98 1998-99 1999-2000

Source: Alaska Teacher Placement, 2001

Summary of Teacher Demand
The recent pattern of hiring in Alaska school districts reflects the pattern 

nationwide: math, science, and special education teachers are in demand. However, 
when we disaggregate the data, we find that the demand for teachers of all 
specializations—including specializations for which there is an ample supply nationwide, 
like elementary school and secondary English—is much higher in the rural districts than 
in the larger urban districts. These data underline the data on turnover examined earlier.
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I I I .  S u r v e y  F i n d i n g s : W h y  A l a s k a n  T e a c h e r s  L e a v e  T h e i r  J o b s

As we showed in the previous section, teachers in some Alaska districts and 
individual schools leave their jobs at high rates. If we are to reduce those high turnover 
rates—particularly in rural districts and schools—we need to understand more about the 
reasons why teachers leave. Some of those reasons are beyond the reach of policy. For 
instance, some teachers leave because they retire. Some are looking for new challenges in 
other professions. Similarly, teachers who move from one school to another often do so 
for reasons that policy cannot address—the desire to live in a particular location, the 
desire to have children attend particular schools, the need to be closer to specialized 
medical care, or the need to care for family membcis.

But other reasons that prompt teachers to leave their jobs are more amenable to 
policy instruments. For instance, the lack of strong and effective instructional leadership 
could be addressed by better training or incentives likely to attract people with the 
requisite skills, knowledge, and talent. The lack of professional growth and development 
opportunities could be addressed by providing the resources—human and fiscal—needed 
to offer such opportunities. Even a lack of communication between school professionals 
and parents and community members could be addressed through several mechanisms— 
for instance, through training and changes in organizational structures and procedures.

Consequently, if we are to craft policies that keep committed and effective 
teachers in our schools, we need to know why teachers leave their jobs. This is precisely 
what we set out to find with lSER’s 2001-2002 survey of exiting teachers.

We mailed 239 surveys to persons identified as teachers who had left their jobs in 
urban or rural Jistricts at the end of the 2000-2001 school year. We had a 51 percent 
response rate from the urban surveys and a 59 percent response rate from the rural 
surveys. We had hoped for higher response rates—but nevertheless, these rates are high 
enough to produce useful results. Our response rates are also higher than the average for 
nationwide surveys of exiting teachers—who, after all, have little motivation to complete 
the surveys.

Research Methods

Questionnaire
Before developing our survey, we did a thorough search of the Internet and print 

sources for all exiting teacher surveys. In particular, survey instruments from the National 
Center for Education Statistics in the U.S. Department of Education served as valuable 
guides. We then developed our own survey, using items from other surveys that fit the 
Alaska context. We then asked district personnel directors and teachers to review the 
questionnaire, made revisions, and field-tested the revised questionnaire. (The 
questionnaire is online at http://w\vw.iser.uaa.alaska.edu/).

Sampling
Existing data demonstrated that hiring and retention issues differ significantly 

between urban districts—defined here as those in or near Alaska’s large population 
centers—and rural districts, many of which are remote and far from the road system. So 
we stratified districts into urban (Anchorage, Fairbanks, Juneau, and Mat-Su Borough) 
and rural (all other districts).
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We further stratified rural districts by teacher turnover rates averaged across the 
years 1996-2000—low turnover (15 percent or less), medium turnover (16-29 percent), 
and high turnover (30 percent or more). We did this to increase the probability that all 
types of districts were equally represented in the final sample.

To design the sample, we first estimated the expected teacher turnover for each 
district, using the district’s total teachers in 2000-01 times its annual average turnover 
rate from 1995-1996 through 1999-2000. We calculated the sample size for each stratum 
to achieve the same level of precision for all. Table 3 shows the numbers of exiting 
teachers from each stratum, as well as sample sizes and response rates.

Table 3. Population and Sample Size for Teacher Exit Survey, 2001-02
Number of 

Exiting 
Teachers, 2001

Number in 
Final 

Sample

Number of 
Completed 

Surveys
Response

Rate
Urban 431 77 39 51%
Rural Total 583 162 96 59%

Low Turnover 134 60 40 67%
Medium Turnover 338 57 33 58%
High Turnover 111 45 23 51%

Total 1014 239 135 56%

Survey Process
In December 2001, we mailed a survey to each respondent in our random sample 

for whom we had a postal address, using names and addresses supplied by district 
personnel directors. A month later, we followed up this initial mailing with a letter. As 
the data came in, we entered it into a database and analyzed it using SPSS. To date, we 
have looked only at frequencies and urban/rural cross tabulations; we will carr out 
additional analyses later.

Response Rate
A major problem with surveys of exiling teachers is that respondents have little 

motivation to complete and return surveys. After all, they are on their way out. Some 
probably are leaving because they are dissatisfied with some aspects of their work life. 
This makes it even less likely that they will respond.

Although not as high as we had hoped, response rates for all our samples were 
over 50 percent. We mailed out 239 surveys. For the 77 teachers in our urban sample, we 
received 39 completed surveys, for a 51 percent response rate. This rale is above the 
average for such surveys. As noted above, we stratified rural districts by their historic 
teacher turnover rates. Of the 60 surveys sent to teachers exiting low-tumover rural 
districts, 40 (67 percent) were returned. Of the 57 surveys sent to teachers exiting 
medium-tumover districts, 33 (58 percent) were returned. Of the 45 surveys sent to 
teachers exiting high-tumover districts, 23 (52 percent) were returned. Thus, for our total 
rural sample of 162, we received completed surveys from 96 exiting teachers—or 59 
percent.
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As much as we would like to follow up with a sample of non-respondents to leam 
why they did not respond, our only contact information for these exiting teachers is a 
postal address. Consequently, they are unlikely to respond to a request for additional 
infonnation, having chosen not to respond to our first two contacts. We are also aware 
that some of the postal addresses we received were likely invalid. As a result, we do not 
know how many of the 43 percent who did not respond simply did not receive a survey. 
Again, these problems are typical in exit surveys.

Statistical Significance of Findings
In the tables reporting our survey findings, we note which differences in 

responses of urban and rural teachers are statistically significant—that is, which 
responses we can say with confidence reflect real differences between the two groups, 
rather than chance variation. Other responses that don’t meet the strict test of statistical 
significance can still help show patterns of difference among urban and rural teachers 
who left their jobs, when we have other information that supports the survey findings.

Characteristics of Exiting Teachers
Most exiting teachers in our survey were women—75 percent of the urban 

teachers and 62 percent of the rural teachers. The mean age of respondents was 43 for the 
urban teachers and 40 for rural teachers. Teachers leaving urban schools were 
significantly more likely to be married than those leaving rural schools—88 percent 
compared with 73 percent (Table 4). Both groups were predominantly white' 100 percent 
of the urban and 97 percent of the rural). Three teachers who described themselves as 
Alaska Natives left their jobs at rural schools.

Teachers leaving rural schools were about twice as likely to be the primary wage- 
eamers in their families as were those exiting urban schools (65 percent to 28 percent). 
These rural teachers were also likely to have more financial dependents than their urban 
counterparts had.

Ta blc 4. Demographics of Exiting Teachers 2
Characteristic Urban (N=29) Rural (N=83)
Female 77% 62%
Mean Age 43 years 40 years
Married 88% 65%*

*Significant at the 0.05 level Source: ISER survey o f  exiting teachers. 2001-02

2 The number o f  respondents reported in the tables showing survey results is a maximum o f l  12, rather than 
the 135 responses reported in Table 3. This is because 23 o f  the responses indicated that the respondent 
was not, in fact, an exiting teacher, but rather an exiting administrator o r other staff member who was not a 
teacher.
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Plans for Following Year
To learn more about the future plans of exiting teachers, we asked what their main 

activity would be in the year after they left their jobs (Table 5). We found that many of 
both the urban and the rural exiting teachers planned to continue teaching in a new 
setting—but the proportion was much higher among rural teachers (53 percent) than 
among urban teachers (24 percent). Conversely, a much bigger share of the exiting urban 
teachers (37 percent) chan of the rural teac. .ers (10 percent) planned to retire.

Tabic 5. Main Activity for the Coming Year Among Teachers Who Left Their Jobs,
200o-2001 (Percentage Citing Activitty)

Following Year Activities

Urban Teachers 
N=29

Rural Teachers 
N=83

Teaching K-12 24% 53%
Retiring 37% 10%
Working outside education 15% 12%
Caring for family members 10% 6%
Other activity 9%
College student 7% 0
Non-teaching work in education 2% 3%
Unemployed/seeking work 0 4%
Missing 2% 3%
Don't know 2% 0
Total 100%* 100%*

*May lotaI more llwn 100 % due to rounding. Source: ISER survey o f exiting teachers, 2001-02

When asked if they planned to continue living in the communities where they had 
been teaching, 35 percent of exiting urban teachers intended to stay put, compared with 
only 20 percent of rural teachers. This finding is consistent with the historical pattern of 
rural schools, staffed largely by teachers who are recruited from outside the community 
and who move when they leave their jobs. Interestingly, 67 percent of exiting rural 
teachers who said they planned to leave the communities where they had been teaching 
still planned to stay in Alaska.

Why Alaskan Teachers Left the Profession
Thirty teachers in our sample said they were leaving the profession entirely. 

Nearly 60 percent identified “family or personal reasons” as important reasons they were 
leaving (Table 6). Responses of urban and niral teachers were not significantly different. 
Similarly, half of both urban and rural leavers reported that pursuing another career was a 
somewhat or very important reason for leaving the profession. Surprisingly, only 21 
percent indicated that the opportunity for better pay and benefits was somewhat or very 
important in their decision to leave teaching.

Among those leaving the teaching profession, 40 percent of urban leavers and 48 
percent of rural leavers cited dissatisfaction with the job of teaching as an important 
factor in their decision to leave. About 40 percent of urban leavers and 35 percent of rural
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le a v e rs  c ited  d issa tis fa c tio n  w ith  c o m m u n ity  su p p o rt fo r the  sch o o ls  as  a very  im portan t 
o r  so m e w h a t im p o rta n t reaso n  fo r leav in g  the  p ro fessio n .

A s T a b le  6 d em o n stra te s , w e found  few  d iffe ren ces  in re a so n s  w h y  urban  and  
ru ra l te ach e rs  w ere  leav in g  the p ro fessio n . L eav in g  fo r p e rso n a l rea so n s  and  leav in g  to 
p u rsu e  o th e r ca re e rs  w e re  am o n g  the  m o st im p o rtan t reaso n s bo th  g ro u p s  c ited  for 
a b a n d o n in g  the  p ro fess io n . F o r a  s ig n ifican t n u m b e r o f  bo th  u rban  an d  ru ra l leavers, jo b  
d issa tis fa c tio n , d issa tis fac tio n  w ith  co m m u n ity  support, an d  p u rsu it o f  sab b a tica l leaves 
o r  o th e r  b reak s  from  w o rk  w ere  v e ry  im p o rtan t o r  im p o rtan t rea so n s  fo r  leav ing .

In  sh o rt, te a c h e rs  leav in g  th e  p ro fessio n  ap p ea r as likely  to  c ite  fac to rs tha t w ere  
p u l l in g  them  a w a y  f r o m  te a c h in g — fam ily  o r  personal reaso n s an d  o p p o rtu n itie s  in o th e r  
f ie ld s— as th ey  w ere  fac to rs  that w e re  p u s h in g  them  o u t— such as d U sa tis fac tio n  w ith  jo b  
re sp o n s ib ilitie s , in ad eq u a te  pay  an d  b en e fits , o r  d isag reem en t w ith  re fo n n s . M an y  o f  
th e se  te ach e rs  ap p ea red  to  be  head ed  to w ard  so m eth in g  ra th e r  th an  ru n n in g  aw ay  from  
te a c h in g .

Table 6. Reasons Alaska Teachers Cited For Leaving Teaching, 2000-01
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(Percentages Citing Reason as Important)

Im p o rta n t o r  V e ry  Im p o rta n t R easo n s fo r L e a \ m g  T e a c h in g
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L eft b e c a u se  o f  fa m ily /p e rso n a l reaso n s 6 '% 55% 59%

L eft to  p u rsu e  a n o th e r  ea rn e r 50% 50% 50%

D issa tis f ie d  w ith  jo b  d esc rip tio n  o r  re sp o n sib ilitie s 40% 48% 45%

C h a n g e d  re s id en ce 60% 30% 40%

D issa tis f ie d  w ith  c o m m u n ity  su p p o rt o f  th e  schoo l 40% 35% 37%

T o o k  sab b a tica l o r  o th e r  b re a k  from  teach in g 33% 35% 35%

L eft fo r  b e tte r  sa la ry  o r  b en e fits 14% 24% 21%

L eft fo r  h e a lth -re la te d  rea so n s 13% 20% 18%

L aid  o f f  o r  in v o lu n ta rily  tran sfe rred 0 25% 17%

D issa tis f ie d  w ith  C H A N G E S  in jo b  d esc rip tio n  o r 13% 15% 14°/,

E n ro lle d  in  co u rse s  to  im p ro v e  ca ree r  o p p o rtu n itie s  
O U T S ID E  th e  fie ld  o f  ed u ca tio n

0% 20% 14%

E n ro lle d  in co u rse s  to  im p ro v e  c a re e r  o p p o rtu n itie s  
W IT H IN  the  f ie ld  o f  ed u ca tio n

10% 5% 7%

F elt u n p re p a re d  to im p lem en t new  re fo rm  m easu res 0% 10% 7%

D id  n o t ag ree  w ith  n ew  re fo rm  m easu res 8% 7% 7%
Source: ISER survey o f exiting teachers, 2001-02
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Why Alaskan Teachers Moved to New Districts
A second group of 57 exiting teachers were m o v in g  f r o m  a  te a c h in g  p o s it io n  in  

o n e  d is t r ic t  to  a  p o s it io n  in  a n o th e r  d is t r ic t .  In addition to asking them why they were 
moving, we also asked for infonnation about their new positions, since most of them (88 
percent; knew what and where they would be teaching the following year (Table 7).

Most teachers in this group were moving to jobs similar to the ones they were 
leaving. Among teachers leaving their positions at urban schools, 90 percent were 
pursuing the same teaching specialization. Similarly, 66 percent of teachers moving from 
rural schools would be teaching the same subjects and age groups in new districts.

Table 7. Description of Alaskan Teachers Moving to 0ither Districts, 20<10-01

Percentages answering “yes” to statement
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Know next year’s teaching assignment 91% 87% 88%
Specialization will be the same 90% 6 6 % 71%
Earnings will be more 40% 25% 29%
Position described realistically 1 0 0 % 65% 74%*

*Differences significant at p  < .05. Source: ISER survey o f  exiting teachers, 2001-02

Apparently, most teachers are not leaving to earn more elsewhere. Only 40 
percent of urban teachers and 25 percent of their rural counterparts reported they would 
be earning more in their new Dositions than in their old.

We had heard anecdotal accounts from some rural teachers, saying that the jobs 
they took hadn’t been accurately described to them at the time they signed on. So we also 
asked teachers who were moving to new districts whether the positions they were leaving 
had been accurately descrioed to them before they took the jobs Whereas all of the 
urban teachers who were changing districts reported that their jobs had been described 
realistically beforehand, only 65 percent of teachers moving from rural schools reported 
that to be true—a difference that was statistically significant.

Reasons Rural and Urban Teachers Cited as Important for Moving to New Districts
Many teachers moving from both urban and rural districts cited similar reasons 

for moving (Table 8). Most—all urban teachers and 73 percent of rural—reported that 
personal or family reasons were somewhat or very important reasons for their decision to 
move. Most teachers (63 percent) in both settings cited wanting to live in a new place as 
an important reason for moving. Similarly, the desire to teach in a different community 
was important to a little more than half the teachers who u'ere moving to new districts.

Asked how we'1-supporled they had felt in the jobs they were leaving, substantial 
proportions of the movers expressed dissatisfaction. Thirty-six percent of urban movers 
and 57 percent of rural movers cited dissatisfaction with support the school received from 
the community as an important reason for leaving. Similarly, 64 percent of urban movers 
and 60 percent of their rural counterparts cited dissatisfaction with support from their

26



Retaining Quality Teachers for Alaska

district administrators as a prime reason for moving on. Finally, 36 percent of urban 
movers and 47 percent of rural movers were dissatisfied with the support they received 
from the school board. Clearly, almost half the teachers—both rural and urban—moving 
to new teaching jobs felt they had received inadequate support from the community, the 
district office, and the school board. Substantial minorities (36 percent of urban and 3S 
percent of rural teachers) also cited dissatisfaction with professional development 
opportunities as an important reason for moving. About one in four movers overall—9 
percent of urban but 27 percent of rural—cited lack of colleague support as an important 
reason for moving, and similar numbers cited changes in their job responsibilities. None 
of these differences in responses of urban and rural movers were statistically significant.

Living conditions were also important in teachers’ decisions to move to new jobs. 
The desire for more affordable housing was important to 64 percent of urban and 41 
percent of rural movers, while 38 percent of rural and 36 percent of urban teachers cited 
the desire for better housing as an important factor in their decision to move.

Table 8. Reasons for Moving from One District to Another, 2000-01
(Percentages of Teachers Citing Reason as Important)

R eason  fo r  m oving:

U rb an  M overs 
(N=17)

R u ra l M overs 
(N=38)

Both
(N=55)

Percent Percent Percent
Personal or fam ily reasons 100% 73% 80%*
To reside elsew here 50% 67% 63%
D issatisfied with district adm inistrative su(. to rt 64% 60% 61%
To teach in other district or community 36% 57% 52%
D issatisfied w ith com m unity support o f  
school

36% 56% 51%

Dissatisfied with school board support 36% 47% 45%
T o ha ''e  more affordable housing 64% 41 46%
T o have better housing 36% 38% 38%
For better professional developm ent 
opportunities

36% 38% 38%

For better shopping 36% 28% 30%
F or cultural events 9% 35% 29%
Because jo b  description or responsibilities 
changed

9% 32% 27%

Because colleague support unsatisfactory 9% 27% 23%
For better salary or benefits 50% 14% 22%**
For better m edical care 0 30% 22% *
For health-related reasons 9% 24% 21°,
D issatisfied w ith education for m overs’ 
children

0 25% 20%

D issatisfied w ith jo b  description or 
responsibilities

0 22% 17%

Because not prepared to enact refonns 0 19% 14%
Because disagreed with reforms 9% 14% 13%
Because laid-off or transferred 0 11% 8%
To enroll in other career courses 9% 5% 6%

* Difference significant at <.05 level ** Significant at the <.01 level Source: ISER su n ’cy o f  exiting teachers. 2001-02
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Although one might expect that improved access to amenities would be a more 
important reason for rural teachers to move, our survey found no s'atistically significant 
difference in the importance urban and rural movers placed on access to amenities. Nine 
percent of urban and 35 percent of rural movers wanted access to different cultural events 
than those available in their previous school districts, and 36 percent of urban and 28 
percent of rural movers wanted access to better shopping.

Some reasons for changing districts were important to relatively few urban or 
rural teachers—such reasons as being laid off or involuntarily transferred; enrolling in 
courses to improve career opportunities outside education; being dissatisfied with 
changes in the job description or responsibilities; feeling unprepared to implement new 
refonns; and disagreeing with new refonn measures.

Areas of Disagreement Between Urban and Rural Movers
Still, despite similarities in some reasons urban and rural movers cited for moving 

to new districts, several differences are apparent, as Table 8 also shows.
Most teachers move at least partly for reasons that may not be directly related to 

their jobs—80 percent cited personal or family reasons. Another important non- 
professional reason why rural teachers move is for access to better education for their 
children: 28 percent of rural movers cited that as a reason, but no urban movers did. This 
difference does not, however, reach the threshold of statistical significance.

The relative lack of access to high-level medical care in rural Alaska is reflected 
in the fact that more than 24 percent of the rural movers cited health-related reasons as 
important in their decision to change districts, as compared with only 9 percent of urban 
movers. This difference was even more pronounced when we asked about access to better 
medical care as a reason for moving: 30 percent of rural movers cited this as an important 
reason for leaving their districts, but none of the urban teachers did—a difference that is 
statistically significant.

Only 14 percent of the rural movers cited wanting a better salary or benefits as an 
important reason for moving, while half of urban movers rated that as an important 
reason for moving on—a statistically significant difference While mral teachers who 
moved to find better salary and benefits went to a variety of districts, all of the urban 
movers in our survey who were seeking better salary and benefits left the state.

Looking at teaching conditions as an incentive for changing districts, we found 
that a much greater proportion of rural teachers (27 percent) than of urban teachers (9 
percent) reported dissatisfaction with support from colleagues as an important reason 
they were changing districts. Neaily a third of the rural movers reported dissatisfaction 
with changing job descriptions or responsibilities as an important reason for leaving—a 
reason judged important by only 9 percent of the urban movers.

In short, many teachers appear to be moving on to new districts because of an 
apparent desire to live elsewhere and for reasons related to their personal lives, families, 
and health. But many, especially those in rural schools, are also unhappy with their 
working conditions. They feel they are not getting the support they need—from district 
administrators, colleagues, school boards, or communities. Similarly, many urban movers 
also feel they are not getting the community or district support they need, and they share 
with their rural counterparts dissatisfaction with professional development opportunities.
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Why Alaskan Teachers Retired
A third group of exiting teachers retired. This was a relatively small sample (21 

teachers), and the differences between rural and urban retirees are not meaningful, so we 
report only the total. As Table 9 shows, most of the teachers (62 percent) were retiring 
because they became eligible for their full pension benefits. However, half the retirees 
also cited as somewhat important or very important their dissatisfaction with teaching as 
a profession. This dissatisfaction is also reflected in the 57 percent who cited their job 
descriptions or responsibilities as important reasons for retiring, and the 52 percent who 
identified changes in the job description or responsibilities as important reasons. Not all 
these changes appear related to recent refonns: only 26 percent of retirees rated the 
advent of the refonns as an important reason to retire. Clearly, more than half (58 
percent) were also retiring because of personal or family reasons.

In short, many of those who retired appeared ready—not just because they were 
eligible for their pensions, but because they were dissatisfied with the job itself.

Table 9. Reasons Teachers Retired, 2000-01
(Percentages of Retiring Teachers Citing Reason As Impor tant)

Somewhat or Very Important Reasons for Retiring from Teaching
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Became eligible to receive full pension benefits 62%
Retired for other family or personal reasons 58%
Dissatisfied with job description or responsibilities 57%
Dissatisfied with CHANGES in job description or responsibilities 52%
Dissatisfied with teaching as a career 52%

Did not agree with new reform measures 26%

Did not feel prepared to implement new reform measures 14%
Became eligible to accept early retirement incentive 9%
Wanted to teach in a different state but my state teacher certification was 

not accepted there 0

Source: ISER survey o f exiting teachers, 2001-02
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Job Satisfaction and W orking Conditions
We asked all exiting teachers—including those who quit teaching, retired, or 

moved to new districts—two direct questions about their satisfaction with teaching and 
also asked them the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with a series of 30 
statements about the conditions under which they worked before leaving. Finally, we 
asked another series of 10 questions about leadership at the schools teachers had left. 
These questions were motivated by what we have learned in recent years about the 
relationship between school leadership and teacher success (as measured by student 
assessment scores) and retention (see, for instance, Kelley, 1998 and Ingersoll, 2001).

Overall Satisfaction of Exiting Teachers
We asked teachers whether they were satisfied with their teaching before they left 

their jobs. Among exiting teachers, 56 percent of those leaving urban schools and 55 
percent of those leaving rural schools expressed satisfaction. When we asked exiting 
teachers to compare their final year at the schools they had left with their prior years of 
teaching, 53 percent of urban teachers reported they were at least as satisfied with their 
teaching as they had been in prior years, but only 42 percent of teachers leaving rural 
schools expressed a comparable level of satisfaction.

As we would expect, teachers’ reported satisfaction differed among those who 
were retiring, leaving teaching, or moving to another district. Only 30 to 35 percent of 
airal and urban teachers leaving the profession were satisfied with their previous year of 
teaching—either overall or in comparison with earlier years of teaching.

Again, as we would expect, more teachers who were moving to other districts 
(rather than leaving the profession) were satisfied with their previous year—just over 50 
percent. However, there was a significant difference in responses of urban and rural 
teachers changing districts: 91 percent of urban movers but only 39 percent of rural 
movers were satisfied with their previous year of teaching, in comparison with earlier 
years. This finding suggests a higher level of dissatisfaction with teaching among 
teachers leaving rural schools than among those leaving urban schools.

Exiting Teachers’ Satisfaction with Specific Working Conditions
To understand more about exiting teachers’ satisfaction with their jobs and their 

profession, we asked them to respond to a series of statements, indicating whether they 
agreed or disagreed with each statement. Some of the statements were positive, and 
agreement indicated satisfaction. Other statements were negative, so that agreement 
indicated dissatisfaction with some aspect of their jobs. In Table 10, the positive 
statements are in regular typeface, and the negative statements are in italics. All 
responses show the percentage of teachers agreeing with a statement, whether it was 
positive or negative. Asterisks indicate differences that are statistically significant in 
responses of urban and rural teachers.
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Tabic 10. Exiting Teachers’ Satisfaction with Their Jobs and Teaching Profession:
Areas where a majority of both Urban and Rural Teac lers were Satisfied

Statements about Teaching Conditions
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Areas of High Satisfaction
I was satisfied with the grades I was assigned to teach. 93% 88% 90%
The school was located in a safe neighborhood. S6% 81% 83%
1 felt safe at the school. 84% 83% 83%
The school’s security policies and practices were sufficient. 77% 64% 69%
The school emphasized academic success. 84% 75% 79%
The professional caliber of the faculty at the school was high. 79% 77% 78%
I was satisfied with the level of job security at the school 
(e.g., low possibility of being laid off). 79% 73% 75%

1 was satisfied with the policies and practices for assigning 
students to classes or sections for instruction. 65% 68% 67%

The procedures for teacher performance evaluation were 
satisfactory. 77% 62% 68%

Workplace Planning and Administration
1 did not have enough influence over the school's policies and 
practices. 39% 36% 37%

I did not have enough influence over the curriculum I taught. 21% 20% 21%
The school administrators’ behavior toward the staff was 
supportive and encouraging. 68% 59% 63%

District administrators’ behavior toward the staff was 
supportive and encouraging. 58% 55% 56%

Professional Development
I was pleased with the opportunities for professional growth 
and development that the school offered to teachers. 63% 55% 58%

There were many opportunities to collaborate with other 
teachers in the school. 49% 68% 60%*

Required professional development activities at the school 
usually closely matched my professional development goals. 31% 32% 32%

Workload
I often felt that my teaching workload was too heavy. 65% 4S% 55%
Mainstreaming special needs students in regular classes 
made it difficult for me to teach. 56% 46% 50%

Some o f the classes or sections I taught were too large. 65% 29% 43%**
Time available for planning and preparation was insufficient. 70% 64% 66%
There was not enough uninterrupted class time available for 
instruction. 42% 33% 37%
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Tabic 10, continued
Statements about Teaching Conditions
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Resources
I was satisfied with my salary and benefits 56% 75% 68%
Resources and materials/equipment for my classrooms were 
sufficiently available. 56% 78% 69%*

Computers and other technology for my classrooms were 
juffieiently available. 37% 81% 64%**

The school facility (buildings and grounds) was in need o f 
significant repair. 37% 45% 42%

Student, Parent and Community Attitudes
Student behavior was a problem. 63% 61% 62%
Most of the students in the school were motivated to leam. 65% 43% 51%*
I received little support from parents. 43% 67% 58%*
The school received little support from the community. 30% 45% 39%

'Difference significant at the <0.05 level "Difference significant at <0.01 level Source: ISER survey o f exiting teachers, 200J-02

A surprisingly high proportion of teachers leaving both urban and rural schools 
were satisfied with many of the conditions in the schools they were leaving. Over 90 
percent were satisfied with the grade level they taught. Contrary to some public 
perceptions—influenced perhaps by recent events in Kivalina—most rural teachers (83 
percent) and their urban counterparts (84 percent) felt safe in their schools. Most (81 
percent of rural and 86 percent of urban) also believed the neighborhoods where they 
taught were safe. And most (64 percent of rural teachers and 77 percent of urban) felt that 
their school’s security policies were sufficient.

Although more urban than rural teachers agreed that their school emphasized 
academics (84 percent compared with 75 percent), a sizeable majority of both groups 
agreed that academic success was emphasized. Most urban and rural teachers also 
thought that the professional caliber of the faculty at their schools was high.

Most exiting teachers (79 percent of urban and 73 percent of rural) were satisfied 
with the level of job security they had. Nearly as many (65 percent of urban teachers and 
68 percent of rural teachers) were satisfied with the policies and practices for assigning 
students to classes or sections for instruction. The majority—77 percent of urban teachers 
and 62 percent of rural teachers—were also satisfied with teacher evaluation procedures 
at their schools.

Most teachers in both settings felt they had sufficient control over their work 
place. Only about 20 percent of both groups felt they did not have enough influence over 
the curriculum they taught. However, substantial minorities of both groups felt they did 
not have sufficient influence over their school’s policies and practices (39 percent of 
urban and 36 percent of rural exiting teachers).

Most of the exiting teachers agreed that school administrators had supported and 
encouraged them, although the percentage agreeing was higher among urban (68 percent) 
than among rural teachers (59 percent). Both groups were slightly less satisfied with the

32



Retaining Quality Teachers for Alaska

level of support from central district administrators -  58 percent of urban and 55 percent 
of rural exiting teachers.

Over half of both groups (63 percent of urban and ̂ 5 percent of rural exiting 
teachers) were pleased with the opportunities available to them for professional growth 
and development. However, ntral teachers were much more likely to be satisfied with 
their opportunities to collaborate with colleagues. Just under half (49 percent) of urban 
teachers agreed that there were many opportunities to collaborate with their colleagues, 
compared with 68 percent of rural teachers—a statistically significant difference. And 
both groups were much less satisfied with required professional development activities. 
Less than one-third agreed that the required professional development in which they 
participated met their needs.

On the issue of workload, 65 percent of urban and 48 percent of rural teachers 
agreed that their workloads were too heavy. Around half—56 percent of urban and 46 
percent of rural teachers—felt mainstreaming special-needs students into their regular 
classes made teaching difficult. As one might expect, when asked about class size, exiting 
urban teachers were significantly more like to agree that their classes were too large (65 
percent) than were teachers in rural schools (29 percent). Many rural schools are so small 
that class size is not an issue.

Along with their workload concerns, most exiting teachers felt time pressures.
The r ajorily of both groups of teachers (66 percent of the combined sample) felt that 
there was insufficient time available for planning and preparation. A substantial minority 
(42 percent of urban and 33 percent of rural teachers) v/as also dissatisfied with the class 
time available for instruction.

Three out of four exiting rural teachers were satisfied with their salary and 
benefits; however, significantly fewer urban teachers (56 percent) were satisfied.

Availability of instructional materials and resources and of comput'.-s and other 
technology does not appear to have been a problem for exiting rural teachers: 78 percent 
agreed adequate resources were available, and 81 percent agreed that enough computers 
were available. However, exiting urban teachers were significantly less likely to agree: 
only 56 percent of urban teachers agreed adequate resources and materials were available 
and just 37 percent agreed that enough computers were available.

Somewhat more exiting ruial teachers (45 percent) than urban teachers (37 
percent) thought their school facilities needed repair—a result not surprising to those 
familiar with the conditions in many rural schools, but a difference that is not statistically 
significant.

Although student behavior is no more of a problem for rural than for urban 
teachers, a majority—62 percent—of the exiting teachers in both areas agreed that 
student behavior was in fact a problem. However, on the question of student motivation, 
we found a large and statistically significant difference. '.5 percent of the urban teachers 
agreed that most students in their school were motivated to learn, but only 43 percent of 
the rural teachers believed their students were motivated.

Similarly, when we asked about parental support, significantly more exiting rural 
teachers (67 percent) than urban teachers (43 percent) reported feeling that they had 
received “little support from families.” When we asked about community support, we 
received similar (but not statistically significant) responses: 45 percent of rural teachers
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felt they received little community support, while only 30 percent of urban teachers cited 
such lack of support.

Summary: Teachers1 Feelings About Working Conditions In Schools They Left
Many teachers from both urban and rural schools were surprisingly positive about 

a number of aspects of the schools they were leaving. Clear majorities (60 percenQ of 
teachers leaving both rural and urban schools felt satisfied with:

• Safety at their schools
• Teaching assignments
• The school’s emphasis on academic success
• The professional caliber of the faculty
• Job security
• Student assignment policy
• Procedures for teacher performance evaluations
• Influence on school policy and curriculum

In other areas, teacher satisfaction was less clear—that is, while more than half of all 
teachers were still satisfied with the conditions listed below, that satisfaction wasn’t as 
pronounced. Either rural or urban exiting teachers or both were closer to being split, with 
less than 60 percent satisfied, with:

• Salary and benefits
• Opportunities for professional development
• Support from school and district administrators
• Mainstreaming special needs students
• Workload
• Availability of uninterrupted instructional time

And majorities from both urban and rural schools were clearly dissatisfied with other 
conditions at the schools they had left:

• Time for planning and preparation
• The match between required professional development activities and teachers’ 

professional development goals
• Student behavior

Exiting urban and rural teachers disagreed about some conditions. Teachers leaving rural 
schools were significantly more likely to be dissatisfied with:

• Student motivation
• Parental support

Teachers leaving urban schools were significantly more likely to be dissatisfied with:
• Availability of computers and other instructional resources
• Class size
• Salary
• Opportunities to collaborate with colleagues
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In short, exiting mral and urban teachers were dissatisfied with different aspects 
of their working conditions, and those differences have, of course, different policy 
implications. Exiting rural teachers were significantly more likely to be dissatisfied with 
their students’ motivation and effort and lack of support from parents. Exiting urban 
teachers were more likely to be dissatisfied with the work environment—instructional 
resources, class size, and salaries—provided by their districts. And interestingly, 
dissatisfaction was higher about instructional resources and class size than about salaries.

These results support findings of national studies (see Ingersoll, 2001 and Kardos, 
2001), which emphasize the role working conditions—rather than primarily salary and 
benefits—play in influencing teachers’ decisions about staying or leaving.

Exiting Teachers’ Satisfaction with Instructional Leadership
As noted above, we asked our sample of exiting teachers about leadership at the 

schools they had just left. We hypothesized that the absence of effective leadership might 
be a primary reason why teachers decided to leave their schools.

But what we found does not seem to bear this hypothesis out. As Table 11 shows, 
most teachers from both urban and rural schools were satisfied with the effectiveness of 
the leadership at the schools they were leaving. Differences about a few measures of 
leadership emerged, with smaller proportions of rural teachers expressing satisfaction— 
but even in those areas, the majority of rural teachers rated their leaders as effective.

The first question we asked was about the school principal’s role in instructional 
leadership. About two thirds of teachers leaving both urban and rural schools reported 
that the principal took responsibility for such leadership. The next most frequently cited 
leaders were other teachers—including department chairs and the respondents 
themselves—identified by 28 percent of urban teachers and 25 percent of rural teachers. 
Ten percent of urban teachers and 8 percent of rural teachers reported that other 
administrative personnel (assistant principals or directors of curriculum or instruction) 
provided leadership. A few teachers in both groups reported that no one was responsible 
for leadership at their schools.

More than 80 percent of urban teachers and 70 percent of rural teachers rated their 
leaders as somewhat or very effective in encouraging them to change their methods if 
students weren’t learning, and in working with them to develop and attain curriculum 
standards. Almost as many teachers (72 percent overall) rated leaders as effective in 
communicating respect and the value of teachers and in encouraging professional 
collaboration among teachers (70 percent overall).

Significant differences between responses of urban and rural teachers emerged on 
two leadership issues. Almost all urban teachers (89 percent), but only 66 percent of rural 
teachers rated their leaders as effective at communicating with parents. And 85 percent of 
urban teachers but only 61 percent of rural teachers said their leaders effectively 
facilitated and encouraged professional development.

Another dimension of leadership teachers rated somewhat lower was “working 
with teaching staff >o solve school or department problems.” Only 69 percent of the 
urban and 60 percent of the rural teachers agreed that their leaders engaged in such 
collaborative problem-solving. Differences in responses of urban and rural teachers were 
even smaller on the question of using student evaluation data in planning curriculum and 
instruction. In that area, 58 percent of urban teachers and 62 percent of rural teacher:.
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rep o rted  e ffec tiv e  leadersh ip . O n d ev e lo p in g  b ro ad  ag reem en t on  the sc h o o l’s m iss io n , 
h a l f  o f  u rb an  and  61 p e rcen t o f  rural teach ers  ag reed  th a t th e ir  lead ers  w ere  e ffec tiv e .

Table 11. Exiting Teachers’ Evaluation of Effectiveness of School Leadership 
______________(Percentages Who Rated Leader as Effective)______________

E ffec tiv en ess  o f  In struc tiona l L ead e r
U rban
N=26

R ural
N=79

Both
N=105

E n co u rag in g  teach ers  to ch an g e  teach in g  m ethods i f  s tu d en ts  w ere  
no t d o in g  w ell

81% 75% 77%

W o rk in g  w ith  s ta f f  to d ev e lo p  an d  a tta in  cu rricu lu m  s tan d a rd s 85% 72% 77%

C o m m u n ica tin g  w ith  paren ts 89% 66% 1 5 % *

C o m m u n ica tin g  re sp ec t and  value  o f  teach ers 78% 68% 72%

F ac ilita tin g  and  en co u rag in g  te a c h e rs ' p ro fessio n a l d ev e lo p m en t 85% 61% 71 % *

E n co u ra g in g  p ro fess io n a l co llab o ra tio n  am o n g  teach ers 70% 70% 70%

W o rk in g  w ith  teach in g  s ta f f  to  so lve  sch o o l o r  d ep a rtm en t 
p ro b lem s

69% 60% 64%

E n co u rag in g  the  tea c h in g  s ta f f  to u se  s tu d en t ev a lu a tio n  resu lts  in 
p lan n in g  cu rricu lu m  an d  in struc tion

67% 58% 63%

D ev e lo p in g  b ro ad  ag reem en t am o n g  tbe teach in g  s ta f f  a b o u t the 
sc h o o l’s o r d ep a rtm en t's  m issio n

50% 61% 56%

•  Difference significant at <.05 level Source: ISER survey o f  exiling teachers. 2001-02

In su m , w h ile  m a jo ritie s  o f  bo th  urban  and  rural ex itin g  teach e rs  rep o rted  th a t 
lead ersh ip  in th e ir  sch o o ls  w as  e ffec tiv e  u n d er m an y  m ea su re s , s ig n if ic a n tly  m o re  ru ra l 
teach ers  found  lead ers  in th e ir  sch o o ls  ine ffec tiv e  in p ro fe ss io n a l d e v e lo p m e n t an d  in 
co m m u n ica tio n  w ith  paren ts.
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IV .  T e a c h e r  S u p p l y : P r o d u c i n g  T e a c h e r s  in  A l a s k a

Most of those who teach in Alaska are prepared elsewhere. Nonetheless, the 
roughly 30 percent of Alaska teachers who are prepared at colleges and universities in the 
state represent a substantial share of the teaching force. So policymakers and university 
administrators have responded to teacher shortages in some schools by trying to produce 
more teachers. In 2001, the University of Alaska’s board of regents decided to revive the 
four-year bachelor of education degree. But just five years earlier, the regents— 
concerned about the quality of teachers graduating from UA—had voted to phase out the 
four-year program and move teacher preparation to the graduate level.

That brief history is critical to understanding the data presented below. The recent 
dip in teacher production at the University of Alaska has been due largely to the policy 
change that occurred in 1996 and began to have effects in 1997.

Research Methods
Our efforts to collect accurate infonnation about the number of teachers 

graduating from Alaska’s institutions of higher education were made difficult by die 
proliferation of education programs and by the fact that teacher candidates, enrolled in 
programs, may take more than the expected time to complete their course work. Thus, we 
focused on graduates rather than on the number of candidates enrolled.

Dr. Shirley Holloway, Alaska’s Commissioner of Education, contracted with Dr. 
Jerry Covey—a former commissioner—to gather data on teacher program graduates in 
preparation for the Governor’s Summit on Teacher Education, held in Anchorage in 
October 2001. To avoid duplication of effort and the resulting imposition on educators, 
we asked Dr. Covey to verify the data he collected for the summit. He provided a final 
report in December 2001, and we used his data on teacher education program graduates.

Elementary Education Graduates
As Chart 13 shows, the number of elementary teachers graduating from the University of 
Alaska declined after 1998 on the Anchorage and Fairbanks campuses, the major 
producers of teachers in the state. After two years of higher-than-average numbers of 
graduates, the Southeast campus returned to its lower pre-1998 level of graduation. 
Overall, the number of elementary education graduates from UA declined by about one 
third between 1997-98 and 2000-01, dropping from 246 tc 164.

One interpretation of this decline is that some potential elementary candidates 
may have been deterred by the prospect of having to pursue an undergraduate bachelor 
degree before entering a program to earn their teaching certificate—the change UA 
instituted in 1996, as described above. Some potential candidates might have found the 
additional year of studv economically challenging, including not only another year of 
tuition costs but also the opportunity cost of being out of the labor force for an additional 
year. Some might have also found the prospect of pursuing a degree in a discipline rather 
than in education cither irrelevant to teaching or academically intimidating.
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Chart 13. Elementary Education Graduates (Type A), University of Alaska,
by Campus, 1997-2001,
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Source: J. Covey. A laska  E ducator Supply, December 10. 2001

Understanding the reasons for the production decline is further complicated by the 
state board of education’s decision to require passing scores on the PRAXIS I exam for 
initial teacher licensure. That change was instituted at the same time the UA board of 
regents was moving teacher preparation to the post-graduate level. Some potential 
candidates may have been deterred by the prospect of passing that exam—and certainly, 
some candidates who were already enrolled in UA teacher education programs did not 
complete their programs because they had failed to receive a passing score on the 
PRAXIS exam.

Two other institutions of higher learning in Alaska—Alaska Pacific University in 
Anchorage and Sheldon Jackson College in Sitka—also prepare elementary education 
teachers. Chart 14 shows that the number of graduates from Alaska Pacific University 
increased in 1998-99 and 1999-00 but declined precipitously in 2000-01, to roughly the 
level of 1997-98. Sheldon Jackson’s number of graduates declined even more steeply; 
that institution has recently undergone an examination of its organization and mission. 
These declines after initial increases appear unrelated to UA’s decision to move teacher 
preparation to the graduate level.
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Chart 14. Elementary Education Graduates (Type A) From Other Alaska
Institutions of Higher Learning, 1997-2001
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Sources: J. Covey, A laska E ducator Supply, December 10, 2001

Finally, Chart 15 captures the primary story lire: Production of elementary 
teachers in Alaska has declined significantly over the past four years. But at the same 
time, few school districts are reporting shortages of elementary classroom teachers, 
despite these declines. As we noted at the outset, the northwest region of the U.S. 
currently appears to have a surplus of elementary teachers.
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Chart 15. Elementary Education Graduates (Type A), from AH Alaska Institutions
of Higher Education and from the University' o f Alaska, 1997-2001
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Source: J. Covey, A laska  E ducator Supply. December 10, 2001

Secondary Education Graduates
As we noted above, Alaska, like other states, is experiencing shortages of 

secondary teachers, particularly in math and science. Just as the production of elementary 
teachers declined in the wake of the UA regents’ decision to end the four-year bachelor 
of education progiam, so too did the production of secondary teachers. But that decline is 
less obviously related to the policy change, since the secondary programs had already 
evolved to the graduate level before the regents’ decision.

As Chart 16 shows, the Fairbanks campus suffered the most precipitous decline, 
with the number of secondary education graduates dropping from 61 in 1997-98 to 14 in 
2000-01. At UAA, the number of graduates declined from 127 to 62 during that period. 
But the Southeast campus showed no decline and, in fact, experienced a significant 
increase in 2000-01.
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Chart 16. Secondary Education Graduates, University of Alaska, by Campus,
1997-2001
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Special Education Graduates
Chart 17 shows the number of graduates from the special education certification 

program at the University of Alaska Anchorage during the period 1996-2000. This is the 
only special education certification program in the state. Despite the high demand for 
certified special education teachers—not just in the state but across the nation—the 
number of those entering and graduating from the program did not increase substantially 
between 1996 and 2000, and in fact began declining in 2000. During the five-year period, 
77 certified special education teachers graduated from the program, but only 15 
graduated in 2000. This reflects a national trend: as many special education teachers 
leave their positions because of increasing caseloads and paperwork, fewer candidates 
enter special education programs. In 1999-2000, more than 12,000 openings for special 
education teachers nationwide were left vacant or filled by substitutes (SPeNSE, 2001).

41



Retaining Quality Teachers for Alaska

C hart 17. Graduates with Special Education Certification,
University of Alaska Anchorage, 1996-2000
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Source: Data supplied by Dr. Claudia Dyhdahl. Director, Teacher Education Program. University o f Alaska
Anchorage, June 2001

Summary: Producing Teachers in Alaska
In short, overall production of teachers in Alaska has declined significantly over 

the past five years. Given that there is a surplus of elementary teachers in the region, it is 
the nearly 50 percent decline in the production of secondary teachers that should be of 
greatest concern to policymakers. This decline cannot be easily explained by the UA 
regents’ decision to move teacher preparation to the graduate level, since that change had 
already occurred for secondary preparation programs before 1996. Other factors appear to 
be at work, but identifying the causes is beyond the scope of this report. Of equal concern 
is the recent decline in certified special education graduates.

How Many Teachers Who G raduate in Alaska are Likely to Go Into Classrooms?
In considering policy directions, we need to remember that the number of 

certified teachers who graduate from teacher education programs does not translate into a 
similar number in the classroom. As many as 40 percent of the graduates of traditional 
four-year bachelor of education programs do not enter classrooms after certification 
(Darling-Hammond, 2000). A greater percentage of the graduates of 5th year and 5-year 
programs enter classrooms, but as many as 10 to 20 percent do not (Andrew, 1981 and 
1990; Shin, 1994). Thus, if Alaska’s colleges and universities produced, on average, 230 
elementary teachers over the period 1997-2001, we might expect that about 143 teachers 
would actually enter classrooms. A higher percentage of graduates of secondary teacher 
preparation programs that are 5th year programs may be expected to actually enter the 
classroom—roughly 80 percent of the average of 85 annual graduates from 1997-2001, or 
68 teachers.

42



Retaining Quality Teachers for Alaska

Overview
As Alaska faces shortages of teachers in a number of remote districts, attention 

has focused 011 a pool of potential teachers: instructional aides. For remote rural districts 
that often suffer turnover rates of 25 percent or more a year, supporting resident 
instructional aides who want to pursue certification seems an obvious strategy. Filling 
many or most of the positions in these schools with permanent residents of the 
community could improve curricular, instructional, and social continuity for rural 
students—and that would, in turn, improve their learning.

In addition, the recent No Child Left Behind legislation raises the ante for 
instructional aide qualifications. Under NCLB, paraprofessionals must have two years of 
postsecondary education, or demonstrate requisite skills on a “formal state or local 
academic assessment.” All paraprofessionals who were hired after January 8, 2000 and 
are paid with Title 1 funds must meet these requirements. By 2005-06, all Title I 
paraprofessionals will have to meet these requirements.

Nationally, a number of school districts and institutions of higher education have 
collaborated to create career ladder programs to support para-educators in becoming 
certified teachers (DeWitt Wallace Readers Digest, 1997). Evaluations of some of these 
programs show that para-educators lend to persist in the programs, and that when they 
graduate, they go right into the classroom—and appear to be successful teachers.

In the past, the State of Alaska funded rural-based programs (such as X-CED) to 
provide course work and instructional support to para-educators and other rural residents 
who wanted to become teachers. As oil dollars—and consequently state revenues— 
declined, funds for such site-based support largely came to an end, although funding for a 
few outreach instructors and for distance-delivered programs has continued.

And as we will discuss in our survey results below, rural instructional aides need 
multiple supports to pursue certification. A critical area is developing the fundamental 
reading, writing, and numeracy skills required for college-level work. To have the time 
and the opportunity to develop these skills, many instructional aides would require other 
types of support such as tuition grants and child-care subsidies.

Against the cost of supporting aides who wish to earn certification must be 
balanced the high cost of teacher turnover. The costs are not only fiscal—training a new 
teacher typically costs SS,000 or more—but educational as well. As we noted above, high 
turnover rates are associated with low student achievement (Grissmer et al., 2000).

To find out more about the potential of instructional aides as a pool of prospective 
teachers, we surveyed a statewide sample. The questions we wanted to answer included:
(1) What are the demographic characteristics of instructional aides in Alaska schools?
(2) How many aides are interested in pursing bachelor’s degrees or certification?
(3) What impediments do aides who would like to pursue certification face?
(4) What differences exist between instnictional aides in rural and urban schools?

V . S u r v e y  o f  A l a s k a  I n s t r u c t io n a l  A id e s
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Survey Methods

Questionnaire
To learn more about instructional aides, ISER researchers drafted a survey 

questionnaire (available at http://www.iser.uaa.alaska.edu/') and sent it for review to six 
instructional aides and several educators knowledgeable about instructional aides (some 
of whom had previously been aides themselves). After that review process, we field- 
tested the instrument with aides who were attending the PRAXIS Institute sponsored by 
the Cook Inlet Tribal Council in the summer of 2001. We used their responses to further 
refine the questionnaire.

Procedures
In fall of 2001, we surveyed the personnel directors of 53 school districts in the 

slate (the survey instrument is available at http://www.iser.uaa.alaska.edu/). All but four 
provided the names and mailing addresses of the aides in their districts. We drew a 
stratified random sample from these names. We then mailed surveys, with a cover letter, 
to our sample in November 2001. We continued to send follow-ups and replacement 
surveys until February 2002.

As we received surveys back in the mail, we entered the data into a database and 
subsequently analyzed these data using SPSS. In addition to running simple frequencies 
for all the items, we also tested the significance of differences between results from the 
rural and urban samples.

Sampling
We divided our sample nto three strata: (1) Anchorage School District; (2) 

Fairbanks Northstar Borough School District, Juneau School District, and Matanuska- 
Susitna School district; and (3) rural school districts. We hypothesized that the 
instructional aides in rural districts might have issues and demographic characteristics 
distinctly different from those in urban areas. And given the size of the Anchorage 
School District (42 percent of all students enrolled in the state), we wanted to make sure 
that the three other urban districts were represented in the final sample. Table 12 shows 
the number of instructional aides in each stratum, as well as the number randomly 
selected for inclusion in our sample.

Table 12. Population and Sample Size for Instructional Aide Survey, 2000-01
Districts Total Number 

of Aides*
Number in 

Final Sample
Number of 
Completed 

Surveys

Response
Rate

Anchorage 609 83 39 52%
Fairbanks 178 35 14 43%

Juneau 96 19 12 63%
Matanuska-Susitna 114 23 7 35%

Rural 1,166 89 31 35%
Total 2,373 249 103 41%

‘Figures on tow! number o f  aides from Alaska Department o f  Education and Early Development.
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Response Rate
Despite numerous follow-ups with aides who didn’t respond, we were unable to 

achieve the response rate we had hoped for. However, the response rate we achieved is 
typical of self-administered, mail-out surveys. As Table 12 shows, we received 103 
completed surveys of the 249 we mailed out. Among aides in urban schools, the response 
rate was 45 percent and among aides in rural schools 35 percent.

We do not know whether or how those who didn’t respond may differ from those 
who did respond. We may speculate, however, that those who did respond may be more 
likely to have an interest in additional educational opportunities. Readers should bear this 
in mind. These modest response rates urge caution in interpreting the results.

Results of Instructional Aide Survey

Demographic Characteristics of Instructional aides
As Table 13 shows, all but a few of Alaska’s instructional aides in the 2000-01 

school year were women. Aides in urban schools were almost exclusively white, while 
more than half in rural areas were Alaska Natives. About three-quarters of both urban and 
niral aides were married; 17 percent of urban aides and 12 percent of rural aides were 
widowed or divorced.

Just over a fourth of the urban aides and more than half the rural aides were the 
primary wage earners in their families. This has implications for policy development: to 
pursue further education, most rural aides would probably have to continue working, 
unless funds could be found to support their families while they studied.

Not surprisingly, rural aides were much more likely to report that subsistence 
foods were an important part of their family's diet. Respondents from rural and urban 
schools reported comparable annual salaries—in the 515,000 to $17,000 range.

Rural aides appear to have significantly more experience than do urban aides. The 
rural aides in our sample had, on average, 9.1 years of experience as aides, compared 
with 6.2 years among urban aides. (Interestingly, nearly a third of urban aides in our 
sample reported that they had at some time held teaching licenses, while only one rural 
aide reported ever having held a teaching license.)

Table 13. Characteristics of Alaska Instructional Aides, 2000-01
Characteristic Urban

(N=72)
Rural

(N=31)
Female 94% 95%
Married 76% 77%
Widowed or Divorced 17% 12%
Alaska Native 2% 54%**
White 96% 50%**
Primary wage earner 26% 56%**
Rely on subsistence foods 11% 74%**
Years as an instructional aide 6.2 9.1*
Hole: Racial composition o f  rural aides adds to mure than 100% because two aides identified themselves as both 
Alaska Native and while. * Difference significant at the <.01 level ** Difference significant at the <.001 level.

Source: ISER survey o f  Alaska instructional aides. 2001-02
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Aides most often work in preschool through sixth grade (Table 14). Rural aides 
appear to work more often in the early grades (kindergarten through third grade) than do 
their urban counterparts—but that difference is not statistically significant.

Table 14. Grade Levels Where Alaska Instructional Aides Worked, 2000-01 
(Percentage of Aides T ha t Spent Any Time W orking with Various G rade Levels)

G rade Level
Urban
(N=70)

Rural
(N=30)

Preschool 13% 7%
Kindergarten 16% 24%
Grades 1-3 28% 46%
Grades 4-6 39% 40%
Grades 7-8 13% 17%
Grades 9-12 20% 17%

Source: ISER survey o f  Alaska instructional aides. 2001-02

Significant differences do appear when we look at the distribution of aides across 
programs (Table 15). Nearly 9 out of 10 instructional aides in urban schools spend at 
least some of their time working in special education, compared with just over a third in 
rural schools. This difference may reflect the higher case loads that special education 
teachers typically face in urban schools, as well as differences in funding. Conversely, 
rural aides are much more likely to work in regular classrooms than are urban aides.

Table 15. Programs Where Alaska Instructional Aides Worked, 2000-01 
(Percentage of Aides That Spent Any Time W orking in Various Programs)v -------------- ----------------------------f c j - ............................... - ............... " ' I ' ------------------* J

Instructional Program
Urban
(N=70)

Rural
(N=30)

Special Education 89% 37%*
Title I 4% 9%
Regular Instructional Program 22% 50%*
Migrant Education 0 4%
Bilingual 2% 7%

* Difference significant at the <.001 level 
Source: ISER survey o f Alaska instructional aides, 2001-02

Education Levels and Post-Secondary Experience of Aides
We found significant differences in education levels of urban and rural 

instructional aides (Table 16). On the whole, urban aides were more likely to have 
education beyond high school. Among rural aides, 38 percent reported no formal 
education beyond high school, while another 40 percent reported “some college.” Over a 
third (35 percent) of the urban instructional aides, on the other hand, reported having at 
least a bachelor’s degree. This finding suggests that, in constructing career ladders for 
rural para-professionals, a first goal might appropriately be associate degrees.

This also speaks to the issues raised by No Child Left Behind legislation. Rural 
schools, especially, will face a crisis in hiring and retaining aides unless they can find
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ways to increase the educational level of their aides, very few of whom currently meet the 
new federal guidelines.

Table 16. Education Levels Among Alaska Instructional Aides, 2000-2001

Highest level of education completed

Urban
(N=70)

Rural
(N=30)

High school diploma/GED 13% 38%*
Some college 43% 40%
Associate’s degree 4% 0
College beyond AA degree 4% 9%
Bachelor’s degree 18% 8%
Some graduate-level study 13% 4%
Graduate-level degree 4% 0
Total 100%** 100%**

* Difference significant at .01 level **May add to more or less than 100% dee to rounding
Source: ISER survey o f  Alaska instructional aides. 2001-02

We also asked aides—including those who held only high-school degrees—about 
taking college-level courses and where they took those courses. Table 17 shows the 
percentages of aides who had taken at least one college-course from specific institutions. 
Remember that any given aide may have taken courses from more than one institution— 
so the percentages in Table 17 add up to more than 100.

Table 17. Sources of Post-Secondary Education Among Instructional Aides 
(Percentage of Aides Who Have Taken Courses from Specific Institutions)

Post-Secondary Institutions
Urban
(N=70)

Rural
(N=30)

A community college or rural campus in Alaska 17% 24%
University of Alaska Anchorage 39% 13%
University of Alaska Fairbanks 20% 17%
University of Alaska Southeast 9% 9%
Alaska Pacific University 13% 13%
Sheldon Jackson College 0 0
Institutions outside Alaska 46% 24%

Source: ISER survey o f Alaska instructional aides, 2001-02

Not surprisingly, more rural than urban aides—24 percent compared with t / 
percent—had taken courses at either rural campuses or community colleges. Table 17 
also shows how many aides had taken courses un the three main UA campuses. Given 
that a substantial share of those who responded to the survey were from Anchorage, it is 
unsurprising that 39 percent of urban aides had taken courses at UAA, compared with 13 
percent of rural aides. About one fifth of both groups had taken courses at UAF. Smaller 
shares—about 9 percent of both—had taken courses at UAS.

About 13 percent of both urban and rural aides had taken classes at Alaska Pacific 
University, but none in our small sample had taken courses at Sheldon Jackson College.
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Almost ha lf the urban aides and a quarter o f the rural aides had taken some classes 
outside Alaska.

Overall (eliminating the duplication in Table 17 resulting from aides’ taking 
classes at more than one institution), 65 percent o f the urban aides and 35 percent o f the 
rural aides had taken courses on college or university campuses. That difference between 
the two groups was statistically significant. Interestingly, all the rural aides and 85 
percent o f the urban aides who had taken on-campus classes said they would take more i f  
they had the opportunity.

Because many Alaskans rely on distance-delivered education, we also asked 
instructional aides about their experiences with distance education— which can include 
correspondence courses and telephone conference classes as well as courses offered over 
the Internet or via television (Table 18). Among urban aides, 26 percent had taken 
distance-delivered courses and among rural aides 23 percent. That amounted to just 19 
urban aides and 7 rural aides. Among that small sample, most reported at least somewhat 
positive experiences— but rural aides were more likely than urban aides to report positive 
experiences.

Table 18. Experience o f Alaska Instructiona Aides W ith Distance Education
Urban Rural
N=71 N=31

Share who had taken distance delivery courses 26% 23%

Experience o f those who had ‘ oken courses N=19 N=7
Positive 27% 54%
Somewhat positive 36% 31%
Mixed 27% 0
Negative 9% 15%

Source: ISER survey o f  Alaska instructional aides, 2001-02

Share o f Aides Working Toward or Interested in Pursuing Degrees
We also asked instructional aides whether they were currently working toward 

degrees. At the time o f the survey, only 15 percent o f the urban aides and 19 percent o f 
the rural aides were actively pursuing degrees. On average, among those aides working 
toward degrees, the urban aides needed 29 more credits and the rural aides 24 credits to 
complete their degrees.

But a much larger share o f aides— 43 percent o f  urban and 48 percent o f niral 
aides— told us they were interested in working toward degrees or certification. As we see 
below, instructional aides identified a number o f impediments to further education.

Future Plans and Impediments to Further Education
Vve asked our sample o f instructional aides a series o f questions about their future 

plans. These were especially relevant in light o f our finding that many aides have an 
interest in working toward degrees or certification. We were particularly interested in the 
impediments the aides faced in continuing their education (Table 19).
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Table 19. Impediments To Alaska Instructional Aides Obtaining Degrees 
_____________ (Percentages C iting Specific Impediments) _________—.................... t- “ I---------

Impediments, including lack of:
Urban
(N=37)

Rural
(N=17)

Money for tuition 96% 100%
Courses available when I have time 95% 76%
Required courses available in community 56% 76%
Good advice on courses available in community 60% 59%
Affordable child care 27% 48%
Child care w ith which 1 am comfortable 23% 36%
Computer skills 32% 43%
Support to help me read college-level material 18% 31%
Support to help me write at college level 25% 60%*
Support from superintendent and school board 59% 22%*
Support from principal 37% 20%
Support from family and friends 36% 8%*
Support from teachers 21% 7%
Support from my community 27% 18%
Support in community for distance delivery courses 50% 33%
Access to computer 17% 17%

* Difference significant at the <.05 level Source: ISER sun'ey o f  Alaska instructional aides, 2001-02

As Table 19 shows, virtually all the aides who expressed an interested in working 
toward degrees and certification identified lack o f money for tuition as an impediment. 
Next in importance was aides’ not having access to courses when they had time to take 
them. This was followed by the lack o f access to required courses in the aides’ 
communities— although this was an issue for only 56 percent o f  Me urban aides 
compared with 76 percent o f the rural aides. As we discussed earlier, rural aides in 
particular tend to be the major salary earners in their households and are involved in 
subsistence activities as well (see Table 13). Thus, many aides contemplating further 
education cannot easily move to places where classes are more readily available.

The majority o f rural and urban aides interested in getting degrees also said that 
lack o f good advice on which courses to take was an impediment. Where to go to gel the 
information they need appears to be a major concern for both urban and iural aides.

Issues related to child care proved to be a concern for more rural than urban aides. 
Among our small sample o f rural aides, 48 percent expressed concerns about the 
affordability o f child care available to them and 36 percent had reservations about the 
quality. In contrast, only 27 percent o f urban aides had similar concerns about the 
affordability o f child care and 23 percent about the quality. These results are surprising, 
given the extended family networks on which many rural residents depend for child care.

More o f the iural aides in our sample who expressed an interest in pursuing 
additional education saw lack o f specific academic skills as barriers. In addition to the 43 
percent o f rural aides who thought their computer skills were not up to standard, a third 
judged theii reading skills and nearly two-thirds their writing skills as not up to college 
standards. The scores o f rural aides on the PRAXIS examination bear out these self­
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assessments. Clearly, any program designed to help rural aides become certified must 
include opportunities for them to improve their reading and writing skills. Far fewer 
urban aides thought their reading (18 percent) and writing (25 percent) skills would 
impede their progress toward certification.

For instnictional aides to continue their education, they need support from many 
people with whom they work and live. As we see in Table 19, lack o f such support seems 
to be a bigger impediment for urban than for rural aides. Significantly more urban (59 
percent) than rural (22 percent) aides saw lack o f support from the superintendent and 
school board to be an impediment. Similarly, 37 percent o f the urban aides but only 20 
percent o f the rural aides saw lack o f support from the principal as an impediment— a 
difference that is statistically significant. Very few rural aides saw lack o f support from 
family and friends as an obstacle, but more than a third (36 percent) o f the urban aides 
did. Relatively few in either group saw lack o f community support as an issue.

The lack o f support in their community for distance-delivered courses was an 
impediment cited by fa irly high proportions o f both urban (50 percent) and rural (33 
percent) aides. On the other hand, access to a computer was an issue for only about 17 
percent o f both urban and rural aides.

In sum, the greatest impediment for both urban and rural instructional aides who 
said they would like to become certified was the money needed to pay tuition. A majority 
o f both groups also identified as major impediments the limited availability o f and access 
to required courses and good advice about which courses to take. Many rural aides rated 
concerns about affordable, quality child care as an issue, as well as help they need to 
upgrade their computer, reading, and writing skills. Many urban aides, on the other hand, 
were concerned that they might get inadequate support from the superintendent, school 
board, principal, and family and friends— concerns that relatively few rural aides shared.

Future Education Options
To leam more about how educational programs might best fit the needs o f 

instructional aides, we asked a series o f questions about which arrangements would best 
suit their circumstances.

An important issue for aides interested in further education is whether they could 
afford to leave their home communities for some period o f time, to take required teacher 
preparation courses. So first we simply asked aides who had expressed an interest in 
further education how long they could afford to be away from home each year. The 
results o f that question are shown in Table 20. We then asked those same aides how long 
they could afford to be away from home, i f  their travel, tuition, and living expenses were 
paid; those results are shown in Table 21. Finally, we asked the aides how long they 
cou'd afford to be away from home, i f  not only their travel, tuition, and living expenses 
weie paid but also some support for child care were provided (Table 22).
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Tabic 20. Longest Period Aides Could be Away From Home Each Year
Urban
N=37

Rural
N=17

Both
N=54

No time 20% 42% 32%
1-3 weeks 40% 36% 38%
4-6 weeks 28% 16% 21%
7-12 weeks 0 0 0
Longer than 12 weeks 12% 6% 9%
Total 100% 100% 100%

Source: ISER survey o f  Alaska instructional aides, 2001-02

When simply asked how long they could afford to be away from home each year 
to take teacher-preparation courses, a majority o f both urban and rural aides said they 
could not afford to be away at all or only for a short time (Table 20). Among rural aides, 
42 percent said they could not afford to be away at all, and another 36 percent said they 
could be away no longer than 1 to 3 weeks. Among urban aides, 20 percent said they 
could not be away at all and another 40 percent said they could be absent no longer than 1 
to 3 weeks. Very few said they could afford to be away longer than 6 weeks.

However, when we asked the same question and included support for tuition, 
travel, and living expenses, the numbers changed dramatically (Table 21). With financial 
support, almost all the aides in our sample said they could afford to be a.vay for some 
time— and 42 percent o f urban and 24 percent o f rural aides said they could be away for 
longer than 12 weeks each year.

Table 21. Longest Period Aides Could be Away Ft om Home, I f  A  Program Provided 
_____________A Scholarship For Travel, Tu ition and L iv ing Expenses____________

Urban 
N—37

Rural
N=17

Both
N=54

No time 8% 0 4%
1-3 weeks 13% 23% 18%
4-6 weeks 25% 42% 35%
7-12 weeks 13% 13% 13%
Longer than 12 weeks 42% 24% 31%
Total 100% 100% 100%

Source: ISER su n vy  o f  Alaska instructional aides, 2001-02

And when we added child care support to the other financial supports, an even 
higher proportion o f aides reported that they could be away from their homes to pursue 
further education (Table 22). Nearly a third o f rural and 44 percent o f urban aides said 
they could be away from home 12 weeks or longer each year, with all that support.

51



R etaining Q uality T eachers for A laska

Table 22. Longest Period Aides Could Be Away From Home Each Year, 
I f  a Program Paid Travel, Tu ition and L iv ing Expenses and 

______________ Provided Some Support for Child Care_______ _______
Urban
N=37

R ura l
N=17

Both
N=54

No time 4% 0 2%
1 -3 weeks 13% 17% 15%
4-6 weeks 13% 30% 23%
7-12 weeks 26% 23% 23%
Longer than 12 weeks 44% 30% 36%
Total 100% 100% 100%

Source: ISER sunvy  o f  Alaska instructional aides. 2001-02

Given the remoteness o f many Alaska communities, computer technology 
represents a means to provide additional education to aides. Sr  we also asked the 
instructional aides who were interested in furthering their education about their level o f 
comfort with computer technology. Almost all the sample o f both urban and rural aides 
said they would be at least somewhat comfortable using computers to communicate with 
instructors— but urban aides were almost twice as likely to report themselves as “ very 
comfortable”  with the prospect o f using computers for communications (Table 23).

Table 23. How Comfortable Do Aides Feel Using Computers to 
Take Classes and Communicate w ith Instructors?

Urban
N=37

Rural
N=17

Both
N=54

Very comfortable 48% 25% 35%
Somewhat comfortable 35% 75% 57%
Not very comfortable 13% 0 6%
Very uncomfortable 4% 0 2%
Total 100% 100% 100%

Source: ISER sunvy  o f  Alaska instivclional aides. 2001-02

We also asked a series o f questions about computer and Internet availability 
(Table 24). A ll rural aides and about 8 in 10 urban aides reported having access to both 
computers and Internet connections at school. But rural aides are far less likely to have 
either computers or Internet access at home. Just 55 percent o f rural aides reported having 
computers at home, compared with 91 percent o f  urban aides. And only 38 percent o f 
rural aides said they had Internet connections at home, versus 91 percent o f urban aides.

52



R etaining Q uality T eachers for Alaska

Tabic 24. Percentage o f Instructional Aides w ith  Computer and 
Internet Connections at School and at Home

Urban
N=37

Rural
N =I7

Both
N=54

Computer available at school 83% 100% 92%
School computer is connected to Internet 79% 100% 90%
Computer available at home 91% 55% 73%
Home computer is connected to Internet 91% 38% 62%

Source: ISER Survey O f Alaska Teacher Aides. 1001-02

Summary: Potential for Aides to Become Teachers
As we noted earlier, rural aides who are permanent residents o f the communities 

where they work represent a potential pool o f teacher candidates that could help reduce 
the high turnover rates that plague some remote rural districts. They also bring other 
strengths to the table besides their knowledge o f the community including, on average, 
more than 9 years o f experience in the classroom. Recent changes in federal law have 
profound implications for niral schools. Many o f their instructional aides are paid with 
federal Title 1 monies; unless they increase their education, they w ill not qualify for that 
funding in the future.

At the same time, supporting those aides who would like to meet the new 
requirements or to become licensed teachers would require considerable resources. Rural 
aides, who are predominantly Alaska Natives, are more like ly than their urban 
counterparts to be the primary wage earners in their families and to depend on 
subsistence foods. This suggests that many, i f  not most, could not simply stop working to 
continue their education. They would have to replace both their income - and their 
contributions to the family subsistence effort— much o f which is concentrated in the 
summer, when aides might otherwise have time to pursue their studies.

Nearly half the rural aides in the sample also reported that the lack o f affordable, 
quality child care is a major impediment to their working toward a degree. This is a 
critical issue, because 92 percent o f the rural aides are parents, and o f those, 13 percent 
have at least one child younger than 5. On average, rural aides are parents or guardians 
o f two childre n o f school age.

Rural aides would also need opportunities to develop the academic skills that are 
critical to success in college. Four o f ten have only high school diplomas and no college 
experience. Only about two o f ten are currently enrolled in degree programs. Nearly two- 
thirds o f the rural aides interested in furthering their education admit that they would 
need help in developing college-level writing skills, and a third would need help learning 
to read at a college level. Four o f ten rural aides interested in more education also 
reported deficiencies in their computer skills. This suggests that before many o f  the rural 
aides could begin working toward degrees they would need courses to help them master 
college-level reading and writing.

Urban aides interested in becoming teachers face other challenges. Most do not 
feel that their superintendents and school boards would support their efforts to become 
licensed. More than a third do not think their principal would support such efforts, nor 
that their family and friends would support them.
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V I .  C o n c l u s io n s  a n d  R e c o m m e n d a t io n s
Alaska, like most other states, is facing teacher shortages. These shortages are, 

however, confined to certain specializations and to a few rural districts. For some remote 
rural districts, the shortage o f teachers is not new. Beset w ith seemingly endemic teacher 
turnover, these districts must scramble every year to f ill numerous openings.

Because Alaska depends on universities outside the slate to prepare the majority 
o f teachers for Alaskan schools, the state is particularly vulnerable to the vicissitudes o f 
teacher labor markets in the other slates. The specialization shortages— particularly in 
special education and in secondary math and science— are national in scope. 
Consequently, Alaska is competing with other states for teachers in these areas. Alaska’s 
school districts are not in a strong competitive position. Teachers’ salaries are 
comparatively modest, when you consider Alaska’s higher living costs— especially in 
rural communities, where living costs are higher than in urban Alaska and much higher 
than in most o f the U.S.

The turnover problem in some rural districts is all the more disturbing because o f 
recent research that shows a strong relationship between low teacher turnover and higher- 
than-average student achievement. Results from Alaska’s High School Graduation 
Qualifying Examination confirm that many o f the remote rural districts that fared poorly 
on the test are precisely those that have historically experienced the highest rates o f 
teacher turnover. Addressing the turnover problem may not be sufficient, by itself, to 
improve student achievement in these districts— but it may well be a necessary condition. 
As noted above, the performance o f schools that enroll educationally disadvantaged 
students is a particular focus o f the NCLB legislation. Failing to improve the 
achievement o f low-performing schools w ill have profound consequences for the state as 
a whole.

A central question for state and university policymakers is how to respond to the 
geographic and specialization shortages we have identified and to the high rates o f 
turnover in some remote rural districts. To assist policymakers, we collected and 
analyzed data from a variety o f sources. We amassed and analyzed data from the Alaska 
Department o f Education and Early Development, the University o f Alaska, and from the 
Alaska Teacher Placement office at the University o f Alaska Fairbanks. We also 
collected new data through a variety o f means, including surveys and interviews. 
Specifically, we collected data from (1) personnel directors in 49 o f Alaska’s 53 school 
districts; (2) directors o f the teacher education programs in the state in 2001; (3) a 
representative sample o f teachers who exited Alaska schools in 2001; and (4) a 
representative sample o f  rural and urban instructional aides in 2001-02. For the latter two 
surveys, our response rates were in the range o f 45 to 55 percent— rates fairly typical o f 
self-administered surveys with these populations. These rates do, however, urge caution 
in interpreting the data.

Given our analyses o f these various data, what are the factors that appear to be 
contributing to the specific shortages that Alaska schools are experiencing?
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♦ UA’s 1996 decision to require a baccalaureate degree fo r  admission to teacher 
preparation programs may have affected the number o f  elementary graduates.

A major concern o f policymakers has been the decline in the number o f certified 
teachers graduating from University o f Alaska preservice programs. The decline can be 
traced in large part to the upheaval created by the UA regents’ decision in 1996 to move 
all teacher preparation to the graduate level. That decision was prompted by research 
showing that teachers, especially elementary teachers, were often inadequately prepared 
in the subjects they taught (National Center for Research on Teacher Learning, 1991). In 
the period from 1997 through 2000, the three main campuses o f the University o f Alaska 
were understandably preoccupied with creating new post-baccalaureate programs and 
ensuring that students already enrolled in the old programs graduated. No doubt, some 
potential teacher candidates were discouraged by the requirement that they earn a 
disciplinary bachelor’s degree before beginning their professional preparation. We lack 
the data, however, to say how many were discouraged by the new requirements.

• UA’s 2001 decision to again offer a bachelor's degree in elementary education does 
not address the decline in graduates where shortages are greatest— in secondary 
teachers, in special education teachers, and in remote, hard-to s ta ff schools.

About a third fewer elementary teachers graduated from UA programs in 2000-01 
than had graduated in 1997-98. But we could find little evidence o f a shortage o f 
elementary teachers. The only exception may be in the historically hard-to-staff districts 
in remote rural areas.

What should be o f greater concern is the nearly 50 percent decline in secondary 
teachers graduating in the same period. UA's 1996 move to a post-baccalaureate degree 
should not have affected candidates for secondary certification, because their program 
was already at the graduate level. Without further investigation, attempts to identify the 
causes o f the decline would be mere speculation.

Given the high attrition— both nationally and regionally— among teachers 
certified to teach special education, the small number o f UA graduates in special 
education over the past five years is also a concern. Whereas all Alaska districts 
combined hired, on average, 52 special education teachers annually during the period 
from 1996 to 2000, the University o f Alaska has averaged about 15 special education 
graduates annually over the same period— or about 29 percent o f the demand.

The shift back to an undergraduate elementary education degree could possibly 
make more teachers available for the remote rural areas where there are shortages o f 
elementary teachers. Those shortages are also exacerbated by :hc scarcity o f certified 
Alaska Native teachers, who are like ly to be permanent residents o f the remote 
communities they call home. Alaska Natives may represent the best long-term solution to 
the chronic teacher shortages in some remote districts but currently little  is being done to 
help them move toward certification. Reinstitution o f the four-year baccalaureate in 
elementary education may encourage more Alaska Natives to pursue certification, but it 
is loo early to know.

In deciding on policies to address perceived shortages, policymakers should 
expect pressure on the university from administrators and school boards to produce more

Teacher Supply: Declining Numbers of Alaska Graduates
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certified teachers: the more qualified teachers available in the market, the more selective 
districts can be and the better their bargaining position.

The decision to widen the gateway into teacher certification programs raises a 
second issue: increasing the general supply o f teachers by no means insures that teachers 
w ill go where they are most needed— either geographically or by specialization. In fact, 
given the declining competitiveness o f Alaska's teacher salaries, UA-educatcd teachers 
could leave Alaska to teach in slates that are raising salaries to address their own 
shortages. At least three o f those states are in the western U.S. Unless the state and 
school districts attend to teacher compensation and working conditions, the University o f 
Alaska could find itself producing teachers for schools in California and Texas.

Policy Implications: How Can We Produce More Alaska Teachers?
• Developing targeted programs could address specific shortages.

Given the specific nature o f Alaska’s teacher shortages, the university and the 
slate may need to collaborate on programs designed to recruit and prepare teachers in the 
specializations where they arc most needed. This would suggest collaboration with the 
historically difficult-lo-staff districts to identify the specializations they need— including 
generalists or multi-subject endorsed teachers, who are in great demand in rural Alaska. 
The emphasis that the federal No Child Left Behind legislation places on reducing out-of- 
field teaching raises issues that cannot be ignored about preparing teachers for rural 
schools— where teachers frequently have to teach outside their fields. It isn’t clear what 
preparation programs could do to qualify teachers in the range o f fields they might need 
in niral schools, particularly since teacher education programs are required to meet the 
NCATE standards.

Targeted programs could be designed with an understanding that they might be 
phased out or transformed after a few years, as needs changed. But universities are not 
noted for their organizational flexibility and nimbleness. Thus creating programs that can 
be adapted to changing circumstances w ill not be easy. In addition, production o f 
teachers lags behind identification o f shortages, and predicting future shortages is always 
risky. However, most shortage areas— especially, secondary science and math: special 
education; and difficult-lo-staff remote rural districts— have proven persistent over the 
past decade. Developing programs to address those shortages is probably a safe bet.

• Developing programs specifically to prepare teachers fo r  ru al schools could address
shortages in hard-to-staff rural districts.

To address historic shortages in hard-to-staff districts, the university and the state 
need to develop programs to graduate more teachers who are permanent residents o f rural 
communities. The state has not funded a program that specifico'ly targets the 
development o f teachers in remote rural communities in more than a decade. Although 
the Rural Educators Preparation Partnership (REPP) has enjoyed success in helping a 
small number o f students complete their teacher preparation in rural Alaska, it is a 
federally funded program that must reapply for funding every three years. Some school 
districts, such as the Lower Kuskokwim, have established their own professional 
development programs for instructional aides and have had some success in growing their
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own. But districts have limited funds to commit to such programs, and smaller districts 
often lack the capacity to organize, fund, and oversee them.

• Developing career ladders fo r  and providing support to instructional aides could
produce more teachers in remote rural districts.

As our survey data revealed, a large number o f  current instructional aides in rural 
Alaska are interested in becoming teachers. But these potential candidates face a legion 
o f obstacles: affordable, quality day care; funds for tuition; maintaining (heir incomes as 
the primary breadwinners in their families; and the demands o f subsistence activities in 
summer months, when they would otherwise be available for classes.

Equally challenging is the inadequacy o f their basic academic skills. Nearly 40 
percent have no mo<e than a high school education. Nearly two-thirds lack adequate 
writing skills, a third believe their reading skills are not up to college standard, and four 
o f ten lack basic computer skills. Sadly, these data speak to the substandard high-school 
preparation many o f the aides experienced. Any program for rural instructional aides 
would have to begin w ith opportunities to develop the basic skills they need to succeed at 
college-level work.

Recent changes in federal law make the availability o f additional educational 
opportunities even more important for rural paraprofessionals. Soon, school districts w ill 
be unable to use their Title 1 funds to pay aides whose educational levels fall below 
federal requii aments.

These challenges might seem insurmountable, the costs far greater than the 
current political w ill to address the obstacles. Yet, they must be viewed against what we 
know o f the current situation in many remote rural districts: persistent, debilitating levels 
o f teacher turnover; the high costs o f recruiting and training new teachers every year or 
two; persistent low student achievement; and mounting concerns about student behavior 
and motivation. Developing a core o f teachers who are permanent residents o f these 
communities could be the cornerstone o f policies and programs to reverse the trends in 
remote iural districts. As anyone familiar with the history o f regional boarding schools 
and the home-boarding program knows, returning wholesale to the failed policies o f the 
past is not the answer (Kleinfeld, 1973).

Districts may be able to partner with their non-profit Native regional corporations 
to develop career ladder programs for each region. These organizations appear to have 
the needed experience, having previously established career development programs for 
vil'age health aides.

Alaska’ s Declining Competitiveness

• Cost-of-living adjusted salaries fo r  Alaska teachers have declined steadily over the
past decade.

In the late 1970s and early 1980s, Alaska's teacher salaries were the highest in the 
country. The American Federation o f Teachers now ranks Alaska’s cost-of-living 
adjusted salaries as 40 th among the 50 states. Even i f  that ranking overstates the cost-of- 
living differential between urban Alaska and the Lower 48, it may understate the 
differences between remote rural Alaska— where the shortages exist— and the Lower 4S.
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Obviously, this decline must be reversed i f  Alaska is to recruit new teachers. 
Although a sizeable portion o f the teaching force is place-bound, many teachers are free 
to sell their services to the highest bidder. Because o f Alaska's historic dependence on 
teachers from Outside, Alaska districts are particularly vulnerable to changes in the 
state’s competitive position.

Policy Implications: How Can We Improve Alaska’ s Competitiveness?
• Raising salaries to keep up with other states is critical.

A priority for the slate must be to raise teachers’ salaries overall, to regain at least 
some o f the competitive edge the state enjoyed in recruitment during the early to mid- 
1980s. Allocating more money to education at a time o f declining state revenues and 
growing budgetary shortfalls seems unlikely. But policymakers and the electorate must 
be made to understand the consequences o f failing to increase salaries. Hard-to-staff 
districts, as well as those that have not typically had to struggle to staff their schools, w ill 
find it increasingly difficult to compete for well-qualified teachers in areas where 
shortages are nationwide. Schools in which students are already performing poorly on the 
state assessments w ill have to rely on unqualified or under-qualified teachers and w ill 
continue to suffer high teacher turnover rates. A deck that is already stacked against 
many o f the highest-need students in the state w ill become even more stacked.

• Addressing housing cost and quality issues could help.
As a way to recruit and retain teachers in remote areas, districts might encourage 

the village corporations to provide loans for teachers to build housing. This might reduce 
the cost o f housing for teachers and improve the quality— as well as increase the stake 
that teachers from outside have in the community. I f  teachers left during the summer, the 
housing could be rented out to generate income to offset high housing costs.

High Turnover Rates and D ifficulty' Recruiting in Some R ura l Districts

• Many rural teachers leave because o f  dissatisfaction with their jobs.
While no urban district had an average turnover rate greater than 14 percent 

during the period 1996-2000, one-quarter o f all rural districts experienced average 
turnover rates o f 30 percent or more during the same period. In the 1980s, unusually 
generous teacher salaries and benefits combined with a general teacher surplus 
ameliorated some o f the difficulties o f staffing Alaska’s remote rural schools. Recently, 
however, as real salaries for teachers in Alaska’s rural schools have fallen and shortages 
appeared in high-need districts across the country, staffing has become a major problem 
for many—but not all— remote rural districts.

When we asked a representative sample o f rural teachers why they left their 
positions, half cited dissatisfaction with their jobs. Many felt that the job they actually did 
was misrepresented during recruiting. They were also dissatisfied with: ( I)  student 
motivation and behavior; (2) community and parental support; (3) the school leader’s 
communication with parents; and (4) the relevance o f professional development activities 
to their needs. Thus, while comparatively modest salaries may be responsible for the 
d ifficu lty in recruiting teachers for hard-to-staff districts, it is working conditions, not 
pay, that is the primary issue for most teachers who leave rural teaching positions.
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These findings are consistent with research done nationally. Ingersoll (2001) 
found that for most teachers, school and district characteristics were as critical to their 
decision to leave their jobs as was compensation. He found that turnover was lower in 
schools where: (1) salaries are higher; (2) teachers receive more administrative support; 
(3) fewer problems with student discipline were reported; and (4) teachers had relatively 
more influence on the decision-making process.

These results suggest several possible actions to improve working conditions m 
rural schools.

Policy Implications: How Can We Reduce Turnover and Increase Recruitment?
• School improvement efforts should include conversations between educators and the

community on goals fo r  the school and academic and behavioral expectations fo r  
students.

To address issues o f student motivati and behavior requires a concerted, 
collaborative effort by educators, on the one hand, and parents and community members, 
on the other. Problems with behavior and motivation can often be traced to inconsistent 
messages coming from home and school. Other research in Alaska has shown that when 
parents and educational professionals agree on values, and when students receive the 
same messages about appropriate behavior and learning goals at home and at school, 
students are unable to play one side o ff against the other and must bear down and do their 
work (KJeinfeld, 1979; Kleinfeld, McDiannid, and Plagstrom, 1985).

State assessments have identified schools that clearly need additional support. A 
key part o f that support w ill be convening school-community meetings to discuss goals 
and expectations.

• Professional development fo r  principals could help them broker the conversation
between the school and the community about goals and expectations fo r  student 
performance and behavior.

The conversation required to develop common expectations for student behavior 
and school performance should be at the core o f communications between the school and 
the community. Each must listen to the other. Educators who do not plan to stay in the 
community need to make a special effort to hear what parents want from the school. As 
temporary residents, they need to be careful about imposing their agenda on the school 
when they w ill be gone in a year or two. Residents have to live with the consequences o f 
educators’ decisions long after most o f them are gone.

The school principal is obviously the person to broker these conversations. As the 
results o f our survey show, principals’ failure to communicate with parents and 
community members is a major dissatisfaction among those who leave their teaching 
positions. This role for the principal is one that must be emphasized— and practiced —  
both in principal preparation programs and in state and district training for principals.

• District- and school-level professional development must include teachers in
identifying their needs and planning activities.

Districts and school administrators need to address teachers’ perception that much 
o f their professional development is irrelevant to the issues and problems they face.
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Although a mounting body o f evidence clearly demonstrates the importance o f teacher 
involvement in planning their professional development, some districts insist on 
controlling the agenda (McDiarmid and Kelly, in review; Sparks 2002). Involving 
teachers in planning professional development activities is not difficult (for a description 
o f how this has been done elsewhere, see McDiarmid and Kelly). What apparently is a 
challenge for some administrators is relaxing their control. The advent o f the benchmark 
tests and the High School Graduation Qualifying Examination has, understandably, 
ratcheted up administrators’ levels o f anxiety, making them even less inclined to take the 
risk o f turning professional development planning over to teachers. State-level policy 
interventions— such as those that were part o f the Kentucky Educational Reform Act— 
may be needed to put teachers in control.

• Induction programs that support teachers through the difficulties o f  the first-year o f  
teaching help keep them in the classroom.

A major problem all slates face is that a high number o f new teachers— between 
30 and 50 percent, depending on location— leave the profession within the first five 
years. Much o f  that attrition can be traced to the frustrations and sense o f failure that new 
teachers feel. Even the best teacher education programs cannot fully prepare teachers for 
the unrelenting demands made on them when they are solely in charge o f a classroom. 
Clearly, as other countries such as China have demonstrated, beginning teachers need and 
respond well to support from their more veteran colleagues and the school and district 
administration.

As research from California has shown, well-designed and funded induction 
programs for beginning teachers can dramatically reduce the number o f teachers leaving 
the profession in their first few years (Bullard, 1998). Using a federal grant, the Alaska 
Department o f Education and Early Development in 2001-02 funded mentor programs 
for new teachers in eighteen districts. Although it is loo early to determine the effects o f 
the program on teacher retention, data suggest that first-year teachers found the program 
helpful and felt encouraged to stay in their jobs.

The State o f Alaska should fund induction programs in all districts, especially 
those experiencing high rates o f teacher turnover. Districts can work in collaboration with 
the University o f Alaska and NEA-Alaska to prepare teachers as mentors. This 
preparation is critical to the success o f the program. The costs o f such a progr \m need to 
be weighed against the costs districts bear in recruiting and training new teachers.

In conclusion, the shortages that some Alaska districts face are unlikely to 
disappear in either the short- or long-term, without some major policy changes at the state 
and district levels and at the University o f Alaska. Although graduating more highly 
qualified teachers should clearly remain a goal, the evidence suggests that we cannot 
simply “ produce”  our way out o f our current shortages. Policymakers must directly 
address the conditions that cause high rates o f turnover and difficulties in recruiting in 
some districts, i f  all students in all Alaska’s schools are to have the high quality 
opportunities to learn that they need and deserve.
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