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Abstract

It is estimated that 50% of beginning teachers leave the profession within the
first five years on the job (Murnane, Singer, Willett, Kemple, & Olsen, 199 ie@tol
& Wolff, 1992; Ingersoll, 2003b; Schlechty & Vance, 1981). When teachers depatrt,
they take with them their knowledge of instructional techniques, students’ lgarnin
styles, and professional development training (Chuong, 2008).

Teacher turnover creates many problems. The annual recruitment and
placement of teachers is not only time-consuming and labor intensive, it isya costl
burden on public school administrators (Boe, Bobbitt, Cook, Whitener, & Weber,
1997). Furthermore, teachers hired to replace the teachers who have left often do not
have the teaching experience and qualifications of the teachers theplacenge
(Rollefson, 1993), and the induction of replacement teachers disrupts instructional
programs until the new teachers are assimilated to the culture, curricaldim, a
school community (Boe, Bobbitt, & Cook, 1997).

In the past ten years, educational researchers have been trying toipet a pr
on teacher turnover using various business and educational models. Benner (2000)
put the cost between $329 million and $2.1 billion per year — for Texas alone. The
Alliance for Excellent Education (2005) estimated the national yeasiyaf
replacing public school teachers between $2.2 billion and $4.9 billion. Finally, the
National Commission of Teaching and America’s Future put the nationalt®&Ba

billion a year (NCTAF, 2007).

Xi



This study examined the various fiscal components of teacher turnover as
they related to a mid-sized urban school district in the Southern United Steges. T
purpose of this study was to validate a 4-component turnover model by calculating
the financial costs of teacher turnover in an urban school district. The turnover costs
were examined in four areas — separation costs of the departing teaahg i
training costs of the new teacher, and the development of performance ptibducti
in the new teacher.

Utilizing terminated teacher data from school year (SY) 1999 throMgh S
2008, the yearly turnover costs ranged from $3.2 million in SY 2003 to $5.7 million
in SY 2005, with an average yearly cost of $4.1 million. This translated into per-
leaver costs ranging from $10,000 to $18,300. In addition, the yearly turnover rates
averaged 9.38%, with the rates ranging from 7.55% in SY 1999 to 11.05% in SY
2004.

The future projections of yearly turnover costs for SY 2010 through SY 2012
were $4.5 million, $4.67 million, and $4.75 million respectively. In addition, the
projections for yearly turnover rates for the same years were 10.60%, 10.75%, and
10.90% respectively. These calculations were determined using the Trend Line
Analysis tool in Microsoft Excel. The implications are clear. The awean teacher
turnover costs also increases allocations for recruitment and hiringreéSpedel,

2005).
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Background

Each fall, bells ring in schools across this nation to mark the beginning of
another academic year. As students return from their summer vacations, many of
their teachers do not return to the classrooms in which they taught lastwegr. E
school day, nearly a thousand teachers leave the field of teaching with another
thousand changing schools, many in pursuit of better working conditions — and these
figures do not include the teachers who retire (NCTAF, 2003).

A highly qualified and committed teacher can substantially enhance a
student’s learning, while having a series of ineffective teachers nansg retard
that same student’s progress (McCaffrey, Lockwood, Koretz & Hamilton, 2003).
Therefore, staffing all classrooms with effective teachers should legihest
priority for educational policymakers and practitioners at a time wherlscimust
educate students to be productive citizens of a knowledge-based society.

The exit of teachers from the profession and the movement of teachers to
better schools are a costly phenomena, both for the students, who lose the value of
being taught by an experienced teacher, and to the schools and districts, which must
recruit and train their replacements (Alliance for Excellent Eduta2005).

Reducing teacher attrition and teacher mobility also has potentigdyriamt

implications for school finance (Feng, 2006). Searching for and hiring new teacher



IS an expensive proposition. A conservative national estimate of the cost oingplac
public school teachers who have dropped out of the profession is $2.2 billion a year
(Alliance for Excellent Education, 2005). If the cost of replacing public school
teachers who transfer to other schools is added, the total reaches $4.9 billion every
year. For individual states, cost estimates ranged from $8.5 million in NdktiteDa

to $56.3 million in Oklahoma to $504.9 million for Texas (see Table 1).

Many analysts believe that the teacher turnover price tag is even higher due
to the fact that hiring costs vary by district and sometimes include gigoimuses,
subject matter stipends, and other recruiting costs specific to hardttsebizols.

Others believe that the cost of the loss in teacher quality and student a@nevem
should also be added to the bill (Benner, 2000). The actual costs of replacing
teachers are not as readily apparent because these costs are not incsilegléen
line item of the superintendent’s annual budget (Shockley, Guglielmino, &
Watlington, 2006).

However, recognizing the crucial role that teachers play in the students’
learning does not lead easily to policies and practices that “ensure baohaw
classroom will be staffed by an excellent teacher” (Johnson, 2006, p. 2). Many
teaching positions remain vacant for months at a time, leaving students to contend
with a series of unprepared substitute teachers. Other classroomsfadength
teachers who are ineffective for a variety of reasons — insufficientigaini
overwork, low morale, inadequate curriculum and resources (Darling-Hammond,

1997; Goldhaber & Brewer, 2000; Laczko-Kerr & Berliner, 2002; Weglinksky,



TABLE 1: U. S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR ESTIMATES

Source: Alliance for Excellent Education (2005)

STATE

AK
AL
AR
AZ
CA
CO

LEAVING
$7,920,331
$28,969,359
$14,361,155
$44,026,392
$206,213,616
$41,635,928
$31,359,651
$6,017,796
$4,841,971
$78,790,723
$81,736,892
$15,607,820
$20,144,334
$8,530,747
$78,961,817
$26,843,846
$22,649,585
$18,010,556
$30,776,968
$56,049,714
$44,644,190
$10,606,424
$67,056,880
$39,579,507
$43,169,611
$18,492,272

TRANSFER
$10,611,317
$41,987,258
$23,725,427
$44,379,821

$249,518,976
$34,919,145
$35,965,870

$6,871,872
$9,162,186
$112,854,050
$103,609,330
$8,287,407
$30,013,404
$14,507,442
$145,106,049
$47,469,200
$28,669,378
$44,526,937
$46,065,876
$59,762,606
$69,365,028
$10,318,166
$111,971,866
$53,188,209
$68,474,496
$20,159,747

TOTAL
$18,531,647
$70,956,618
$38,086,582
$88,406,214

$455,732,592
$76,555,073
$67,325,521
$12,889,668
$14,004,157
$191,644,774
$185,346,221
$23,895,228
$50,157,738
$23,038,188
$224,067,866
$74,313,045
$51,318,964
$62,537,493
$76,842,844
$115,812,320
$114,009,218
$20,924,590
$179,028,746
$92,767,715
$111,644,106
$38,652,018

STATE
MT
NC
NE
ND
NH
NJ
NM
NV
NY
OH
OK
OR
PA

RI
SC
SD
TN
TX
uT
VA
VT
WA
Wi
wv
wYy

Total

LEAVING
$5,525,286
$84,497,347
$11,166,635
$3,563,447
$7,299,916
$72,633,486
$12,254,139
$12,830,603
$210,614,387
$110,627,905
$23,047,221
$19,354,114
$88,432,504
$5,592,175
$30,551,316
$5,328,932
$32,378,057
$214,509,448
$18,203,284
$62,031,275
$6,715,307
$38,120,738
$25,093,968
$6,677,984
$4,026,798

TRANSFER

$8,780,211
$104,067,934
$15,654,627
$4,965,650
$10,220,329
$77,928,873
$15,632,756
$27,660,052
$153,046,225
$95,816,606
$33,258,194
$27,179,712
$90,358,337
$10,898,365
$44,026,758
$7,569,478
$55,472,856
$290,407,937
$14,944,657
$85,074,850
$5,773,916
$36,889,448
$38,448,836
$18,649,644
$5,587,750

$2,158,074,35¢ $2,709,805,06¢

$4,867,879,421

TOTAL

$14,305,497
$188,565,281
$26,821,262
$8,529,097
$17,520,245
$150,562,359
$27,886,896
$40,490,655
$363,660,611
$206,444,511
$56,305,415
$46,533,826
$178,790,841
$16,490,540
$74,578,074
$12,898,410
$87,850,913
$504,917,385
$33,147,941
$147,106,125
$12,489,223
$75,010,187
$63,542,804
$25,327,629
$9,614,549




2002). Rapid turnover of successful teachers imposes enormous costs, both financial and
organizational, on the schools and those who teach and learn there.

This chapter describes the problem of teacher turnover and the need for this study,
including the problem statement, purpose of the study, conceptual framework¢argrefi
of the study, limitations and delimitations, definition of terms, and overview of tHeonhet

Statement of Problem

School staffing problems are primarily due to large numbers of teachersldaei
profession (Ingersoll, 2003b). Thisvolving doorof teachers, rather than a shortage of
teachers, is a major factor behind school staffing problems (Ingersoll, 2001a, 2003b;
Ingersoll & Smith, 2003). Approximately a third of America’s new teachensel¢éeaching
during their first three years of teaching and almost half leave duririgghfeve years
(NCTAF, 2003; Ingersoll, 2003b). Teacher turnover is “almost a third higher in low-eacom
urban school districts” (NCTAF, 2007b, p. 28) and the highest rate of teacher turnover
“occurs in schools where 75% or more of the student body is eligible for free anddreduce
price meals” (SECTQ, 2003, p. 2). The cost of retaining public school teachers igeaofiss
concern in education circles. In 2007, NCTAF issued a report that estimatedrtea
turnover at a staggering seven billion dollars. “An ordinate amount of their time isceas
by the constant process of hiring and replacing beginning teachers who |leaeglwfor
have mastered the ability to create a successful learning culture fasttltnts” (NCTAF,
2007b, p. 2).

Researchers have acknowledged that turnover is a problem and there needs to be a

model to measure its financial costs Several researchers have attéongtsate a model to



define turnover (Alliance for Excellent Education, 2005, ACORN, 2003; Bliss, 2001,
Cascio, 1991; HR Chally Institute, n.d.; Milanowski & Odden, 2007; Seavey, 1999;
Shockley, Guglielmino & Watlington, 2006; Smith & Watkins, 1978). The model in this
study combined many of the components of previous models and added costs that have not
been addressed in previous studies. Many studies have been criticized for only using
estimates when actual data was available (Benner, 2000; ACORN, 2003). The validity of
this model and the resulting determination of the costs should prove that the teacher turnover
must be accurately calculated based on established criteria.
Purpose of Study
The purpose of this study was to validate a 4-component turnover model by

calculating the financial costs of teacher turnover in an urban schooltdB&oause it
takes time, energy and money to recruit, hire and train replacement teadimeobdstricts
need to understand the source of these costs, and in our economic times, understand how
they impact the school district budgetary bottom line. By calculating a pre@asurement
of teacher turnover costs, districts can more adequately assesgthefe$tich turnover,
and examine the cost-effectiveness of implementing interventions desigrestilite
turnover.

This study is guided by the following research questions:

e Research Question MWhat are the financial costs associated with teacher turnover

in an urban school district in a mid-sized Southern city between school ygar (SY

1999 and SY 20087

e Research Question ZIro what extent have these costs changed over this period?




e Research Question 3Vhat are the predicted teacher turnover costs in SY 2010

through SY 2012?
Conceptual Framework

An analysis of how the human capital theory, as defined by Nobel Prize vaimesher
University of Chicago economist Gary Becker, relates to teacher turnelss to put this
issue into perspective. To understand human behavior, researchers continuousty analy
why humans make life-changing decisions that impact their quality oinligedition to the
rationale behind these decisions. Education is fundamentally important to societys aoth a
institution and as a process. Schools play a critical role by helping shapeitige s
economic, and political aspects of our culture (Gardner, 2006). Teachers ardysimilar
important given that the quality of an educational institution is primarilyméted by the
quality of its teachers.

Teaching has features that make it uniquely attractive as a professitia,(1975),
and as a career offers “opportunities for services and for personalcsatsfahich are
equaled by very few professions” (Gould & Yoakam, 1947, p. 7). Despite its importance to
society, the teaching profession is not as attractive a career choi@ntedakthical, and
intelligent young people as other professions that offer higher salariesgredsief social
status. Becker’s (1964) human capital theory, which evolved into Grissmer agtKirb
(1987) teacher attrition theory, may help explain why.

The original commitment between the teacher and the school district regarding
teaching position is predicated on prevailing information and circumstancesr{@éri&

Kirby, 1987). The key to understanding teacher turnover is to recognize that a clenge ha



occurred that causes a reversal of the original decision. According to @riascKirby
(1987), the fundamental tenet of the human capital theory of occupational choice is that
“individuals make systematic assessments of thenneetaryandnon-monetarypenefits

from different occupations and make systematic decisions throughout their tceeater,
stay or leave an occupation” (p. 10). Thenetary benefits include the stream of likely
income resulting from entry into a given profession, likely promotion opportuaitiéshe
value of health, life, and retirement benefits. fioamonetary benefits within an

occupation include working conditions, support of coworkers and superiors, compatibility of
hours and schedules with family and leisure needs, availability of adequataisared
equipment, and in the teaching profession, such factors as the learning attituddsragst
and parental support.

In simple terms, this theory posits that individuals either choose to enter gechan
occupations to “maximize their net returns, taking account of both costs of training and
stream of benefits” (Grissmer & Kirby, 1987, p. 10). Teaching salaries oagetently
been lower than salaries of other professions over the last few decades§Hadams,

2005) with pay raises minimized by inflation. This may be one reason that some fivespec
teachers weigh the pros and cons before becoming teachers and either never enter the
teaching profession at all or leave shortly after beginning their careers

Grissmer and Kirby (1991) tested their teacher attrition theory based ¢timewhe
from one school year to the next a teacher continued in the same teaching positiontomove
a teaching position in a different school district, or left the profession #ditrgdhe

literature on teacher turnover has consistently shown a bimodal curve: most of tkeose w



leave in any given year are either disillusioned beginners with les$ivkayears in the
classroom or 30-year veterans who are ready to retire (Tye &&€0B2D02; Shen, 1997,
Grissmer & Kirby, 1991). As an individual stays in a profession, he or she accusnulate
human capital that translates into wage premiums. This is one of the main rehgons w
moves are much more likely early in the career rather than mid-careeréd#duoagseater
amounts of specific capital that one accumulates with age or experience sehcs$
barriers to leaving the occupation.

A major limitation of human capital theory is its assumption that an individual has
perfect information about salary, benefits, and the nonpecuniary aspects of the job. |
reality, the process of finding and accepting a job is conducted in an environment of
uncertainty. The prospective employee and the hiring employer both have iniemple
knowledge of each other and other employment alternatives. Early turnover can then be
explained as resulting from new information regarding the costs and benefitsofréra
job versus alternate jobs. One can portray the job as being characterized astgs of
attributessearchcharacteristics, which can be observed without actually experiencing the
job, andexperiencecharacteristics, which become evident only after experience on the job.
Examples obearch characteristics are wage, type of neighborhood, type of school, benefits;
while examples oéxperience characteristics are types of students, the workload, time taken
for extracurricular activities, and support from colleagues and princigasadceptance of
any job is conditional; if the person finds the value of the experience chestactezlow

some critical level, he or she will quit. This is easily extended to the ger@dso. If the



teacher’s performance or character turns out to be unacceptable, the sdhrepladé the
teacher.

The human capital theory interprets the decisions of people whether to stayeor le
their profession; for example, the greater the accumulation of specific hapited,che
lower the probability of turnover. The more complex the initial training and the lamger
individual has held a position, the less likely leaving is seen as a plausible optiCaagA,
2005). This is why a doctor, for example, is unlikely to change professions and why a
teacher who remains in the classroom past the initial years is lessdikegve the
profession with each additional year.

In addition, higher rates of turnover during the first few years of teachengod the
result of a single factor but tend to result from the confluence of sevdeskdiffactors.
Interdistrict and interstate mobility of teachers is high for youngehega, because they
often accept first teaching jobs paying lower salaries, with bad teadsmggaents, and in
less desirable locations, but once they gain experience then seek and find pietger pa
teaching jobs, with better assignments, and in more desirable locations. @acedhg
teachers stay throughout their careers.

Individuals may also leave early in their careers because of a mish&tteeen
original expectations and actual experience as teachers, arising baedatidaals enter
employment commitments with incomplete information. As more complete infiema
gained from teaching experience reveals a mismatch, transfers to atheatoans or to
nonteaching jobs within education are generally easier at this earlygftthsecareer, as

salaries and debt obligations are lower, and investment in occupation- and lopatiic-s



human capital is not as high as at later career points. The bottom line acoottieg t
human capital theory is that a person will make decisions to leave a job or easetoh
how much he or she has invested in it — in effect, weighing the benefits and costsdnrol
making a change (Kirby & Grissmer, 1993; MacDonald, 1999).
Significance

In 2007, the National Commission of Teaching and America’s Future (NCTAF)
created a teacher turnover cost calculator after an extensive natimyalBdsed on a
national average school leaver rate of 16.5%, NCTAF provided schools and disthcs wi
way to estimate their turnover rate based on the number of teachers who lefteHdle
organization warned that this estimate should only be a “starting point for thesist
(NCTAF, 2007a, T 1).

Using the 245 teachers who left in SY 2008 from the school district in this study as
an example, the NCTAF Cost Calculator estimated district costs of $2,143,750 — based on a
per-leaver cost of $8,750 —and school costs of $5,880,000 — based on a per-leaver cost of
$70,000 —for a total of $8,023,750. The district costs were calculated based on preset costs
established by the author: $1,600 for recruitment, $2,150 for hiring incentives, $700 for
administrative processing, $600 for induction, and $3,700 for professional development.
However, the $70,000 for school costs were not explained. This estimation is a generic
calculation without acknowledging the impact of regional economic conditions, satol
district size, socioeconomic status, and cultural diversity.

This study takes the process further by providing a realistic model to tatgura

calculate the costs of teacher turnover by examining the individual codiatatifte to

10



teacher turnover in the areas of separation costs, hiring costs, trainsigaooist
performance productivity. Using the propodadsa Turnover Model (Appendix A),
school districts are able to calculate and analyze the true costs arteacover.
Limitations

This study does not explore the conditions or reasoning behind a teacher’s decision
to leave the school or district nor address the professional expectations afstégche
building principals. The results of this study are limited to one mid-sizea gdteol
district in the Southern United States. This researcher hopes the resuksstddlyican be
generalized to other similar urban districts around the country, If that is redbleoshen
maybe themes may emerge that may have relevance for other distifi@ts.

Delimitations

The sample population was limited to certified teachers employed by Tulsa Publ
Schools (TPS) between SY 1999 and SY 2008. The current study focused only on the issue
of teacher turnover from a fiscal standpoint, and not on teacher quality. Thehmesea
methods used in this study are not intended to determine the causes of teacher twinover, b
only to determine what financial costs comprise the calculation of teachewer.

Definition of Terms

Only recently has the study of teacher turnover embraced a more congorehe
understanding of mobility (Plecki, Elfers, Loeb, Zahir, & Knapp, 2005). Three major
categories define the movement of the teacher fetagers, teachers who stay in the same

school and in the same positiongvers, teachers who move to other schools in the same
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district, or to other districts; deavers, teachers who exit the teaching profession, either
temporarily or permanently.

Teacheturnover consists of teachers employed in a specific position one year but
not the next. Turnover can be due to retirement, career changes, or terminatiort &lerbe
Ramsey, 1999). It consists atfrition — teachers who leave teaching for reasons other than
retirement or promotion — amdigration — teachers who move from school to school or
district to district (Grissmer & Kirby, 1987; Ingersoll & Smith, 2003). For theppse of

this studyturnover is defined as a teacher who leaves his or her current position and must

be replaced.

Induction is a program implemented by a school district that spans one to three years
to assishovice teachers — those with five or fewer years of teaching experience, regardless
of the number of schools in which they have taught (Ingersoll & Smith, 2003; Merseth,
1992) — in achieving a level of comfort and security in dealing with everyday prelaled
issues as they adjust to the demands of teaching (Breaux & Wong, 2003). Inductids consis
of mentoring — a program established by a school, which assigns an established veteran
teacher to assist a novice teacher with the realities of teachirgu¢@geWong, 2003) — and
orientation — training to learn “how we do things around here”, focusing on the community,
school district policies and procedures, the curriculum, and the school (Skinner, 2001, { 3).
In aformal learning environment the professional development department sets the goals
and objectives, whilenformal learning means the learner sets the goals and objective

(Cofer, 2000).
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Summary

McCreight (2000) argued that teacher turnover is the largest single factor
determining demand for additional teachers in the United States — and it is Thstlgtest
estimate puts the national turnover rate at 16.8% (NCTAF, 2007a). Ingersoll (2002a)
asserted that “as many as 33% of new hires leave teaching altogett®er finst three
years, and 46% leave in the first five years” (Y 8). An average of aBROL00 teachers
out of a teaching force of almost 2.5 million teachers leaves their schaatgpddyment
annually (U. S. Department of Education, 2003). Ingersoll (2002b) described it akat“buc
rapidly losing water because of holes in the bottom. Pouring more water into the buicket wi
not be the answer if the holes are not first patched” (1 10).

Overview of Method

Using terminated teacher data from Tulsa Public Schools and conversations with
district staff that handle teacher employment taskdyitbdel was developed to calculate the
costs of turnover based on salaries and timelines needed to perform Humand®esourc
Payroll, Benefits, Information Systems and Professional Developmé&astridated to
adding teachers to and removing teachers from the district database. IRgeeaton one
was addressed by populating tMedel and calculating the yearly turnover costs. Using the
Model, a graphically-based analysis was created and the yearly turnoweasatalculated
to address research question two. Trend analysis was utilized to addres$ rggestion

three in order to predict the future costs and rates of teacher turnover fattice di
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Organization of Study
This dissertation is organized into five chapters. Chapter One includes thewave
of the problem being addressed in the study, problem statement, purpose of the study,
research questions, and operational definitions. An extensive review of the ratevaiuiré
is included in Chapter Two. Chapter Three includes the design, context, methoddiagy, da
collection procedures, and organization of the study. Presentation of the data and data
analysis are discussed in Chapter Four. Chapter Five includes the summdungiaonc

implications and recommendations pertaining to the research.

14



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction

This review of literature was divided into five significant areas of tedcineover.

The first area was thenportance of the teacheBtronge and Tucker (2000) stressed that the
“single most influential school-based factor is the teacher” (p. 48). Accomimgtudy by
the U. S. Department of Education (2000), students in high-minority and high-poverty
schools are in desperate need of high-quality teachers if their achievewsdsare to
improve. For this reason, it is extremely important to have qualified teachevery
classroom. The next area examined waeioelus of teacher§he number of teachers
leaving for other reasons is three times larger than the number ré@N@IAF, 2003).
Teaching has become a revolving door through which a third of all teachers (atebxim
a million teachers) flow in and out and where 90% of new hires are replacemgetsdll,
2001a; NCTAF, 2003; Darling-Hammond, 2003). Teacher turnover affects the quality of
teachers, restricts planning and program continuity, increases altwcdr recruitment and
hiring, and impedes student learning (Spiedel, 2005).

Third, thehistory of teacher turnovexas chronologically examined. Teacher
turnover has been a topic of discussion since the National Education Associ&mn (N
identified it in the 1920s. It is important to examine the history of teacher turtmover
determine where the issue of teacher turnover has evolved and how we have addressed the

problem. The fourth area was theancial impact of teacher turnoveA typical district
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allocates 80% of its budget to fund personnel costs (Thompson & Wood, 2008). “Education
is a labor-intensive endeavor, and districts must spend time and money to understand the
current state of their personnel and in forecasting the future state of tisenmpe” (Huff,

2002, p. 18). Of the total number of teachers not returning to schools, more than 173,000 are
leaving the profession altogether, costing the nation about two billion dollsglacement

costs. For some districts the amount of monies spent can have a crippling effeat on the
ability to provide a quality education to their students.

The final area examined in this literature review wasiiteasurement of teacher
turnover costsResearch has shown that teacher turnover annually costs millions — and
sometimes billions — of dollars. Losing a valuable teacher who has exjgesgrart of the
formula. Hiring the replacement is necessary to provide continuity. Training#h&acher
provides a basis in the investment school districts must make. Whether yowtilgree
Breaux and Wong’s (2003) estimate of $50,000 to replace a teacher or Bennerjs (2000
estimate of 30% of the leaver’s salary, it is important to understand the cooposithese
Ccosts.

This chapter provides an extensive review of the relevant literatured-¢tateacher
turnover, including the importance of the teacher’s role, exodus of teacherg; bistor
teacher turnover, financial impact of teacher turnover, and measurementhef tegcover
costs. The importance of this review is to understand how other studies and models have

attempted to address the various components of teacher turnover.
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Importance of the Teacher

Darling-Hammond (1997) acknowledged that there are not enough qualified
teachers. Not only is it important to have competent teachers, but the job of teawbe
than just covering the curriculum. To achieve the goal oNth€hild Left Behind Act
school districts throughout the United States must provide students with qualifledrtgea
and also develop beginning teachers (Alliance for Excellent Education, 2002). When
teachers leave, districts are burdened with the task of recruitment, aimthgyaining new
teachers. If more effort is focused on reducing teacher turnover, distnaisedhese
financial resources to improve instruction. More money could also be alloogteal/en
research-based effective instructional strategies, techniques, andiprededevelopment
of existing teachers.

Exodus of Teachers

There is currently a broad consensus in educational research and policy that one of
the primary causes of poor student performance is the inability to adequalftely st
classrooms with qualified teachers (Ingersoll, 2001b). Although this shortage diequali
teachers affects all schools, it is most severe in high-poverty and hightyngobrools with
student populations that are generally low-performing (Berry & HirseB5® In other
words, the students who are most desperately in need of qualified teachleesleastt
likely to have them.

Ingersoll (2003b) contended that 14% of first-time teachers quit in thedast y
33% leave within three years; and half of all new teachers will exit thegsioh after five

years — the average time it takes for teachers to maximize theintstudarning (Colbert
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& Wolff, 1992). Many teachers who see no hope for change leave the profession altogethe
Rather than encouraging new teachers to develop and progress, new teaabiezs &ft

on their own to fend for themselves (Halford, 1998), and the result is failure in nsasy ca
The rate of turnover is roughly 50% higher in high-poverty schools than in low-poverty
schools (NCTAF, 2003). Teachers new to the profession are far more likelyedhea are
their more experienced counterparts (Ingersoll, 2003b) and the best and thetbrightes
teachers are often the first to leave (Henke, Chen, & Geis, 2000).

Why do teachers, particularly those who have taught for only a few yeavs, the
classrooms they worked so hard to enter? Teachers cite a lack of support and pogy worki
conditions among the primary factors (Alliance for Excellent Education, 2005)doiée
put attorneys just out of law school alone on their first case, yet we put newsezone in
the classroom for their first year and expect them to shoulder the samesibgjies as
veteran teachers” (Carroll & Fulton, 1999, p. 2).

New teachers are expected to assume a full schedule of classesthaieatwn
lesson plans, and develop teaching techniques and classroom-managemerssimategi
relative isolation. They are also expected to learn quickly the administratitine details
of the job, from taking attendance and communicating with parents to navigating the
school’'s computer network and finding the faculty bathrooms. The result is that new
teachers must weather a frazzling first year that many veterarmstoonew as a rite of
passage (Butterfi, 2005). Beginning teachers are particularly vulnéraddese they are
more likely than their more experienced colleagues to be assigned lowapegatudents.

Despite the added challenges that come with teaching students with highenmessdsew
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teachers are given little professional support, feedback, or demonstration of takes ito
help their students succeed.

Researchers have suggested various explanations as to the source of teache
turnover. Plecki, Elfers, Loeb, Zahir, and Knapp (2005) concluded that teacher retention is
related to the ethnic composition of the school’s student population. Hanushek, Kain, and
Rivkin (1999) discovered that teaching lower-achieving students was a strtorgriac
decisions to leave Texas public schools. Murnane (1984) reported that teachevsveurith |
supervisor evaluations and whose students had lower test-score gains wdrkeehydce
leave teaching after one or two years. Ondrich, Pas, & Yinger, (2005) condhadled t
secondary teachers in upstate New York were more likely to move to andtbel cc
district than elementary teachers.

If the literature shows that high quality teaching makes a differenceiswhevery
child in America getting it? The conventional wisdom is that there arennogl qualified
teachers. “The real school staffing problem is teacher retention” (RCZ®@03, p. 6). The
inability to support high quality teaching in many schools is not the result oéwoo f
teachers entering the profession, but by too many leaving it for other jobs. Tityet@abil
create and maintain a quality teaching and learning environment in a schodieid hot by
teacher supply, but by high turnover among the teachers who are already there.

In short, high teacher turnover is an added burden of cost and inefficiency for school
districts. It poses a particular threat to the fiscal health of alréaatycially strapped
districts (Ondrich et al., 2005; Fitz-enz, 1997). School district funds drained by turnover

related costs could be used in much more productive ways to increase student pegformanc
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Because the consequences of teacher turnover are considerable, it isuepiextfiscally
responsible school districts understand the cost. Therefore, it is important tee exipéar
brought us to this point.

History of Teacher Turnover

In the 1920s the National Education Association reported a 16% teacher turnover
rate (NEA, 1924). In 2007, the rate was only slightly higher at 16.8% (NCTAF, 2007b).
During the 1940s, prior to the baby-boom years after World War I, there existessaven
teacher shortage, which was a direct result of the poorly established mcagg bad
created for teachers (NEA, 1962). During this era, education was not on the favéfront
most political agendas as the country was involved in the war, thus resulting iti@duca
being an afterthought for politicians and other government officials.

In a 1957 nationwide study of school board presidents, McGuinn reported that 40.4%
of school board presidents cited teacher turnover as the most serious problem sataols fac
The National Education Association reported in 1960 that “the greatest losshafrteac
occurs in the first three or four years of teaching” (Alexander, Rush, & F8§®, p. 8).
Overstreet (1960) surveyed 300 teachers in Alaska who indicated they would motaetur
their jobs after the 1959-1960 school year, resulting in an overall rate of taacloset in
Alaska for that year of 34.2%. Whitener (1965) examined turnover rates in ten Stateai
school districts. Findings from his study indicated a U-shaped turnover curvéar 8im
that suggested by Grissmer and Kirby 20 years later — with turnover beyngigie during

the first five years.
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In the early 1970s, NEA declared the teacher shortage to be officially over thee
creation of federal government programs resulting from concerns about the mguaichi
Sputnik I in 1957 and the passage of the Civil Rights Act in 1964. Political leadaradec
more focused on student achievement and less concerned about teacher retetigon, teac
satisfaction, and the impact of highly qualified teachers. Although it appeargublitiatl
leaders had found a solution to the teacher shortages of the 1950s and 1960s by
implementing federal funded programs to increase the number of trained$etobe
majority of educational researchers neglected to notice the impact of trgcAm
educational system on the teachers themselves. The cornerstone for fustrgatigas in
teacher retention and turnover began in this period of time (Watson, 2000). The research
studies of teacher shortages became more frequent and the emphasis moved to teacher
incentives. The earlier studies were designed to describe the teacheeituvhereas
studies in the 1980s were seeking causes for teachers leaving the professidition, the
impact and influence of salary differentials, career ladders, merit payclaool slistrict
characteristics were studied.

The 1983 publication oA Nation at Risklrew widespread national attention to the
plight of American schools (Alliance for Excellent Education, 1999). The re@omet
that American teachers were ill-prepared and teacher retention queddynle a source of
major concern. Between 1987 and 1991, more people were entering the teaching profession
than were leaving; but over the past two decades, the gap between those leaving and
entering has grown enormously. High turnover creates an obvious set of problacis ef |

continuity and stability for students, difficulty in building a successful schaat tand
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difficulty in sustaining a culture of success and improvement over time” (NNCZ803, p.
1).

During the 1980s, educational researchers warned national leaders of a severe
teacher shortage with Darling-Hammond (1984) predicting the shortage wauldbycthe
end of the decade. Others argued that the issue was not a shortage of teacherseaisan inc
in teacher retirement, but rather the inability to retain highly qualifiechiers, primarily at
the beginning stages of their careers. Toward the end of the 1980s and throughout the 1990s,
education became one of the most criticized professions in America.

In the 1990s, several leading economists became interested in developing orodels f
the teacher labor market to address the issues and problems of teacher tuhsyver. T
developed behavioral models that linked demand and supply estimates to conditions within
the market that addressed life decisions of teachers (Murnane, Sindett, Wdmple, and
Olsen, 1991). Grissmer and Kirby (1987) used an extensive database containing 24 yea
Indiana teacher data to determine that employment decisions were demensalaty and
working conditions. Looking at teacher turnover, they found teachers in thevérsears
leave the fastest. Other researchers had concluded that Caucasiarstiedicbefore
African American teachers and secondary teachers left before edeyntaichers (Adams
& Dial, 1994; Murnane et al., 1991). Not surprisingly urban schools appeared to be having
the hardest time filling teaching positions, especially in the areas oématits, science,
special education, and bilingual education because most college graduatestefierach

in the suburbs than in the city (Olson & Jerald, 1998). Urban districts were expeyienc
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teacher turnover rates as high as 50 percent within the first five yesmmsediicator’s career
(Shann, 1998).

In the state of Texas between 1993 and 1996, 13 to 19 percent of the teachers quit
after the first year, and 35 to 45 percent left by the end of the thirdBeangr, 2000).

When the career paths of new teachers were studied in Massachusetts overfour ye
Johnson and Birkeland (2003) reported that 24 out of 50 new teachers (48%) left the schools
where they started teaching. America’s teacher preparation prograeralgeproduce

enough teachers to meet the needs for every school year. However, teachensgewho ha

taught five years or less are leaving the profession in vast numbers. This tuesoims in

negative consequences for the quality of instruction in schools because maeystelacnot

stay long enough to become competent at teaching.

Ingersoll (2002c) solidified McGuinn’s 1957 diagnosis — that the teacher shortage is
not the result of retirement, a shortage of teachers, an increase in studimiesnror even
school staffing cuts, but the result of the educational system’s inabiliyaio quality
teachers and end the turnover dilemma. The supply of teachers was comfjarealtevi
being added to a bucket with holes (Ingersoll, 2002b). The problem does not lie in the
amount of water — or the number of available teachers — but in the inability tothepair
holes — to understand why we are losing teachers at an acceleratedeaendlbsion:
“recruiting more teachers will not solve the teacher crisis if 40 to 50% of sachdrs then
leave within five years” (Ingersoll, 2002b, p. 17). Darling-Hammond (1996) ass&htid,

the turnover rate of new teachers estimated at 30% within the first yieacbing, the
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quality of education is at risk” (p. 3). Based on this information, it is important tostadd
how this crisis affects a school district’s budgetary bottom line.
Financial Impact of Teacher Turnover

The stakes for making quality educational decisions are high (Huff, 2002)jci3istr
are entrusted with large sums of money and the most cherished possession of thetgommuni
— children. There is a clear need for districts to be vigilant in the planning astdeci
making processes. District data are a plentiful resource, with schoolsidatnghdata on
everything from attendance to test scores. Virtually every distltects an incredible
amount of data on an annual basis but the major shortfall of many districts lieis in the
underutilization of the great storehouses of data they collect (Noyce, &&rdaer, 2000;
Yeagley, 2001). Districts have become data rich, but remain knowledge poosfi€omg
1999). Therefore, districts should rely on the data they collect to make iofalecesions.

The human resource department of an organization has often been viewed as a
reactionary entity rather than a proactive entity. The majority of monewg gehool district
spends is on payroll. Every year, schools in the United States spend anywhere from $2.6
billion to $7.2 billion on teacher turnover (Ingersoll & Smith, 2003; Benner, 2000; Alliance
for Excellent Education, 2005; NCTAF, 2007b). In 2005, the Alliance for Excellent
Education estimated that more than 394,000 teachers would not return to the schools in
which they taught the previous year, and replacing them could cost almost $5 billion,
according to conservative estimates, with others transferring to otlimaiscat an
approximate cost of $3 billion (Cavanagh, 2005). The dilemma therefore becomes how

school districts can accurately measure the cost of replacing teachers
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Measurement of Teacher Turnover Costs
Smith and Watkins (1978) were the first researchers to address the astsal ¢
related to employee turnover. They believed that “a practical measurproeaess must be
utilized for analyzing the costs of personnel turnover” (p. 46), by considering thjee m
cost categories: separation costs, replacement costs, and training leeistde3cription of
the costs are as follows:
Separation Costs
1. Exitinterview
a. Cost of interviewer’s time = (time required prior to interview + time
required for interview) x interviewer’s pay rate during period x number of
turnovers during period
b. Cost of terminating employees’ time = time required for the interview x
weighted average pay rate for terminated employees x number of
turnovers during period
2. Administrative functions related to terminations = time required by personnel
department for administrative functions related to termination x average

personnel department employee’s pay rate x number of turnovers during period

3. Unemployment tax = (unemployment tax rate — base rate) x budgetecetaxabl
wages for following year

Replacement costs
1. Communicating job availability = [advertising and employment agency fees per
termination + (time required for communicating job availability x personnel
department employee’s pay rate)] x number of turnovers replaced during period
2. Pre-employment administrative functions = time required by personnel departm

for pre-employment administrative functions x average personnel department
employee’s pay rate x number of turnovers replaced during period
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3. Entrance interview = time required for interview x interviewer’s rate x nummbe
interviews during period

4. Staff meeting = time required for meeting x (personnel department ereplg@ay
rate + department representatives’ pay rate) x number of meetings duroty pe

5. In-house medical examinations = [(time required for examination x exdmpssr
rate) + cost of supplies used] x number of turnovers replaced during period
OR
Contracted medical examinations = rate per examination x number of turnovers
replaced during period
Training Costs

1. Informational literature = unit cost of informational package x numbers of
instructions during period

2. Instruction in a formal training program = hours required for instruction during
period x average pay rates for all trainers and instructors

3. Instruction by employee assignment = number of hours required for instructi
new employee’s pay rate x number of instructions during period
They understood the importance of this process. “When organizations experience
continually high levels of employee turnover, more effective decisions areativeér
(Smith & Watkins, 1978, p. 50).

In 1991, Wayne Cascio in his boGlosting Human Resources: The Financial
Impact of Behavior in Organizatiorsided a fourth category — learning curve loss. The
learning curve loss was reflected in productivity differentials baseleodifference
between the ratios of the leaver and the new employee. The performanceiytgduc
calculation was the “cost in terms of the time it takes the new employsebdme
productive” (Sorensen, 1995, p. 50). Sorensen predicted that, in order to get a new employee

up to speed, it cost 80 percent of the employee’s salary the first month, 60 percent the
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second month, 40 percent the third month, and 20 percent the fourth month. This formula
suggested that an employee makes 20 percent per month in productivity gain; thus, a new
employee must work five months to reach productivity (Benner, 2000).

Bliss reasoned that “as the new employee is learning the new job, the company
policies and practices, etc., they are not fully productive” (Bliss, 2001, 1 83 Bli
estimation was that the employee is contributing at a 25 percent productieityoethe
first four weeks. The cost is therefore 75 percent of the new employee’dduml daring
that time period. Until week 12, the employee is contributing at a 50 percent productivity
level. During weeks 13-20, the employee is contributing at a 75 percent produetreity |
This researcher confirmed that it takes a new employee five months to bedgme ful
productive. Pinkovitz, Moskal and Green (1997) of the University of Wisconsin added the
final category — vacancy cost. This included cost of additional overtime, cakdibbaal
temporary help, and wages and benefits saved due to vacancy.

Teacher turnover costs have only recently been a focus of education rese@cher
Texas study was the first large scale education study to address thaf tepicher turnover
costs but the study was criticized because it used an business model tte estgtsain
schools, and because it failed to account fully for costs in its more in-depth sthdgeof t
school districts (Benner, 2000). Although this study has not undergone quality cotiasl, it
some utility because it has survived the test of time, as it has served adrappéar other
most recent studies. A Chicago study used three models for estimating teauobwer
costs, instead of actual teacher turnover data which was available fen@&htary schools

(ACORN, 2003). None of the models used actual costs and each model produced widely

27



varying results. The next study that gained prominence was produced by Bnea\Wong
(2003), which was based on the work of human resource specialists in business and
concluded that the loss was 2.5 times the teacher’s initial salary. In 2005lidineeA\for
Excellent Education used a U. S. Department of Labor estimate of 30% of thedealary
to estimate national teacher turnover costs at $4.9 billion, which was only abauaswic
much as the upper bound of the Texas report of annual costs — for Texas alone (see Table 1)
Finally, the Florida study of 2006 became the first study that utilizedosadata —
instead of estimates derived from other fields. Shockley, Guglielmino, arohitat
conducted a study of teacher turnover in Broward County, Florida — home of Fort
Lauderdale — and St. Lucie County. The results showed that Broward County had a turnover
rate of 7.25% and an average cost of $12,652 while St. Lucie County had a turnover rate of
16.4% with an average cost of $4,631. The researchers explained the difference as the
“infrastructure investment that Broward County School System is makingiin the
teacher/induction support system” (Shockley, Guglielmino, & Watlington, 2006, p. 6). The
results of each of these studies are described in detail below.
Texas Study (2000)
According to the Texas Center for Education Research report, Texas schambdist
reported that a significant percentage of teachers left the professiom theHirst three
years of employment, with 13 to 19 percent leaving after the first yed@%atwd43 percent
gone by the end of the third year (Benner, 2000). This represented a cost to publioreducat

beyond the expense of operating schools and was a wasted expense that did not contribute t
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the education of Texas students. The report’s conclusion set the stage forefathes t
turnover studies.

High teacher turnover is a burden of cost and inefficiency to the Texas public

school system, and turnover may also affect student performance, particularly

in schools where the turnover rate is consistently high (Benner, 2000, p. 1).
Using the 2000 Texas teacher turnover rate of 15.5%, the researcher concludeslisTexa
losing between $329 million and $2.1 billion per year, depending on the industry cost model
that is used” (Benner, 2000, p. 2).

Several industrial models were examined that estimated employee turnover
Hauenstein (1999) postulated that the turnover cost per employee was approX@ately
percent of the annual salary plus the cost of benefits, which averaged aboue85 qieioe
annual salary. Benner acknowledged that this was a conservative estiatabe (®90)
and Ettorre (1997) agreed that the turnover rate was roughly 25 percent but Gatelted
benefits at 30 percent of the leaver’'s annual salary. The U. S. Departmehbof La
estimated that cost was higher at 33 percent (Brannick, 1999). Benner agr¢ieeistha
estimates were “conservative because they do not calculate actudheastganization
invests in termination, recruitment and hiring, substitutes, learning curvafasgaining”

(p- 3). Once all the costs were calculated, the actual cost of turnover cehdasehigh as
double the annual salary and benefits of the leaver (Fitz-enz, 1997).

Benner looked at three models for a more complete perspective on the costs of
employee turnover. The first model included three categories of expensegcbsts,
training costs, and lost productivity costs (Sorensen, 1995; Jones, 1999). The second model

specified four types of costs: separation costs, replacement or hirisgtcaising costs,
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and learning curve loss (Smith & Watkins, 1978; Cascio, 1991). The third model added
vacancy costs to the second model (Bliss, 2001; Fitz-enz, 1997, 1998; Pinkovitz et al., 1997,
Brown, 2000).

Within theseparation category, costs included any exit interviews costs and
applicable administrative tasks related to termination involving processipigpygee
records, security, and payroll and costs related to stoppage of payroll, heleefitstions,
COBRA notification, and general termination paperwork (Fitz-enz, 1997;, R$H ).

Hiring costs included advertising, agency fees, employee referrals, resrpagrand
benefits, travel for applicants and staff, and relocation costs. It encom plasgane spent
interviewing applicants, conducting pre-employment tests, drug testimgnal
background checks, educational checks, and reference checks. Post-emploksient tas
included establishing payroll, security and computer passwords, creatiig@ecoants,
and conducting dissemination activities (Pinkovitz et al., 1997).

Vacancy costs included wages for substitute employees in addition to overtime for
current employees covering the vacant position (Fitz-enz, 1997; Pinkovitz et al., 1997). T
learning curve loss costs included the expenses associated with the time it took for a new
employee to reach full productivity (Bliss, 2001; Sorensen, 1995), with the average time
about five months. The final categorytodining costs included both formal and informal
costs. Training costs encompassed the cost of the trainer and trainingls)ateeatation
and mentoring activities, and time spent by others explaining and reviewing the wioek of

new employee.
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The industry-based costs ranged from 50 percent (Sorensen, 1995) to 100 percent
(Ettorre, 1997) to 150 percent (Bliss, 2001) to 200 percent (Fitz-enz, 1997). The researchers
seemed to agree that the more the leaver was paid, the higher the percerncaagle for
turnover costs. Separation costs could be as high as 85 percent of the leavgngitbalar
hiring costs at 15 percent of the salary (Bliss, 2001; Cascio, 1991). If an ereploggency
was used, that percentage increased to 38 percent. In terms of vacancy castg Sara
Institute research reported that organizations averaged 53 business days t@areplace
employee (Fitz-enz, 1997). Training costs accounted for 13 percent of thedesalary
while the learning curve loss was estimated at 32 percent. Sorensen (1995¢gropos

calculating the cost of productivity differentials using the following falan

Cost = (0.8*monthly salary [MS]) + (0.6 * MS) + (0.4 * MS) + (0.2 * MS)

This formula suggests that an employee makes 20 percent gains in productivity edgh mont
requiring five months to reach full productivity.

Benner applied two estimations to the Texas datacnaervativeestimate of 25
percent of the leaver's annual salary and associated benefits (G9&0y Ettorre, 1997;
Hauenstein, 1999) andpaagmaticestimate of 150 percent of the leaver’s annual salary
(Fitz-enz, 1997; Bliss, 2001). Benefit costs were defined as 30 percent of thréslaaneal
salary. Five districts were selected to represent differemne@f Texas — districts with
15,000 to 78,000 students and turnover rates between 12 percent and 22 percent.

Table 2 compares the cost of per-teacher turnover usirugriservative estimate,

which shows similar costs among districts in different regions and highlightadt that
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costs are roughly consistent across the state using the conservativeotogihohile

Table 2 estimates the cost of losing a single teacher, Table 3 utilinaktaacher turnover
rates for districts tgonservatively estimate the total turnover costs these districts incur by
losing as much as 22 percent of their teaching workforce. It illustifaéd turnover rates
vary among Texas districts and these rates affect the cost of taacioset.

Table 4 reflects thpragmatic estimations of the total cost of turnover per teacher for
the districts, assuming that turnover costs equal 150 percent of the leaneias salary.
While Table 4 illustrates the turnover cost per teacher, “calculating turnostsrusing
actual teacher turnover rates for these districts more adequatelserggréhe total turnover
costs that districts face” (Benner, 2000, p. 10). Table 5 represents the total turnts/er cos
based on the turnover rate — if each district lost teachers all making thgeatesrehing
salary.

Benner (2000) selected three Texas school districts to serve as examples for
estimating teacher turnover costs, requesting detailed expenditure itndorfnam these
districts and interviewing the human resource director, deputy superintendent, or chief
financial officer for each district to gain a better understanding of #teatfis hiring and
retention history and the approaches taken to fill vacancies. Districtd B avere relatively
large districts located in urban areas with student enrollments between 10,000 and 25,000
while District C had a student enrollment under 3,000 and was located approximately 30
miles from an urban area. District A had a teacher turnover rate of 20.4 percent while
District C had a rate of 23.3 percent, with both reporting difficulties hiringfepdali

teachers. District B had a turnover rate of 15.0 percent, which was below thestatea
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TABLE 2: CONSERVATIVE CALCULATION OF PER-TEACHER COST BY REGION
Source: Benner (2000)

Years of North Texas
Experience Average
0 Years $10,328
5 years $10,567
10 years $11,490
15 years $12,504
20 years $13,860
Average $11,750

Panhandle
Average

$8,750
$8,905
$10,541
$11,800
$12,750

$10,549

South Texas
Average

$9,063
$9,892
$11,589
$13,052
$13,357

$11,391

West Texas
Average

$8,906
$9,595
$10,541
$11,865
$12,895

$10,760

Central Texas
Average

$7,575
$8,869
$10,541
$11,800
$12,750

$10,307

State
Average

$8,924
$9,566
$10,94
$12,2(
$13,12

$10,951

10
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TABLE 3: CONSERVATIVE CALCULATION OF TOTAL TEACHER COST BY REGION
Source: Benner (2000)

Years of
Experience

Turnover Rate

Teachers Lost

0 years
5 years
10 years
15 years
20 years

Average

North Texas

Average
16.4%
755
$7,797,734
$7,978,227
$8,674,950
$9,440,567

$10,464,300

$9,331,328

Panhandle
Average

13.8%

300

South Texas
Average

11.7%

175

West Texas
Average

11.7%

184

$2,625,000
$2,671,406
$3,162,188
$3,540,000

$3,825,000

$3,415,406

$1,585,938
$1,731,133
$2,208,031
$2,284,133

$2,337,508

$2,095,297

$1,638,750
$1.765,480
$1,939,475
$2,183,160

$2,372,623

$2,053,153

$2,364,427

Central Texas
Average

22.8%

223
$1,689,225
$1,977,731
$2,350,559
$2,631,400

$2,843,250

State
Average

15.5%

40,260

$331,3

61,218

$377,030,639

$439,2

31,636

$489,946,082

$528,2

$447,686,140

D3,298
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TABLE 4: PRAGMATIC CALCULATION OF PER-TEACHER COST BY R EGION
Source: Benner (2000)

Years of

Experience

0 years
5 years
10 years
15 years
20 years

Average

North TX
Average

$49,575
$50,723
$55,152
$60,011
$66,528

$56,398

Panhandle
Average

$42,000
$42,743
$50,595
$56,640
$61,200

$50,636

South TX
Average

$43,500
$47,498
$55,626
$62,651
$64,115

$54,678

West TX
Average

$42,750
$46,056
$50,595
$56,952
$61,895

$51,650

Central TX
Average

$36,360
$42,570
$50,595
$56,640
$61,200

$49,473

State
Average

$42,837
$45,918

$52,51

$58,51
$62,98

$52,567

9
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TABLE 5: PRAGMATIC CALCULATION OF TOTAL TEACHER COST BY R EGION

Source: Benner (2000)

Years of
Experience

Turnover Rate
Teachers Lost
0 years
5 years
10 years
15 years
20 years

Average

North TX
Average

16.4%
755
$37,429,125
$38,295,488
$41,639,760
$45,314,723

$50,228,640

$44,790,375

Panhandle

Average
13.8%
300
$12,600,000
$12,822,750
$15,178,500
$16,992,000

$18,360,000

$16,393,950

South TX
Average

11.7%

175
$7,612,500
$8,039,438
$9,734,550

$10,963,838

$11,220,038

$10,057,425

West TX Central TX State
Average Average Average
11.7% 22.8% 15.5%

184 223 40,260
$7,866,000 $8,108,280 $1,590,533,844
$8,474,304 $9,493,110 $1,809,747,067
$9,309,480 $11,282,685  $2,108,311,853
$10,479,168 $12,630,720  $2,351,741,191
$11,388,588 $13,647,600  $2,535,807,831

$9,855,132 $11,349,925 $2,148,893,474




but had no difficulty hiring teachers.

Table 6 differentiates the separation costs, hiring costs, and training costs fo
each district, resulting in totals per lost teacher for each districs. ifttportant to
note that districts do not identify or report expenditures specific to teachevéuy
therefore, turnover costs for Texas districts would be difficult to study oge lar
scale” (Benner, 2000, p. 15). While districts like District B did not have diffesulti
hiring and retaining teachers, they were not representative of most Tdxassdis
Therefore, it would not be accurate to simply average district costs. Thesledgs
using industry turnover costs models and actual education data, estimated the cost of

teacher turnover at 20 percent of the leaving teacher’s annual salary.
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TABLE 6: ITEMIZED PER-TEACHER COSTS BY DISTRICT

Source: Benner (2000)

COST PER TEACHER LOST

ACTIVITY

DISTRICT “A” DISTRICT “B” DISTRICT “C”
Separation Costs
Exit interview $9.01 $27.01 NA
Administrative tasks $508.13 $114.25 $497.76
Hiring Costs
Advertising cost $91.12 $5.50 $41.67
Recruiting costs $633.26 $36.09 $108.46
Processing applications/resumes $15.33 $9.74 $47.75
Background checks $70.67 $26.54 $56.33
Conducting interviews $73.33 $80.31 $124.44
Administrative tasks $450.52 $54.12 $12.72
Signing bonus $720.00 NA $2,000.00
Subject matter shortage area stipend $392.00 NA $120.00
Training Costs
Orientation $2.39 $1.36 $4.84
Training $2,200,00 NA $353.00
TOTAL PER TEACHER LOST $5,165.76 $354.92 $3,366.97




Chicago Study (2002)

The Association of Community Organizations for Reform Now (ACORN)
examined 2001-2002 teacher turnover in 64 Chicago Public Schools (CPS)
elementary schools. ACORN is the nation’s largest grassroots community
organization of low- and moderate-income people with over 400,000 member
families organized into more than 1,200 neighborhood chapters in about 75 cities
across the country. The schools in this study were located in neighborhoods where
Chicago ACORN has traditionally organized chapters — North Lawndale,
Englewood, West Englewood, Chicago Lawn, and Little Village. Almost aliexfe
schools have high-minority and high-poverty student populations and many are
academically low-performing (ACORN, 2003,  2).

The one-year turnover rate for the 2,377 teachers at these schools was 22.9
percent. For novice teachers, the turnover rate was 23.3 percent (ACORN, 2003,

1 3). This study used three models employed in teacher turnover researche0 perc
of salary, 150 percent of salary, or 2.5 times teacher preparation costr B0t
Education Commission of the States, 1999). Each model’s cost estimate, when
multiplied by the 545 teachers who left their positions in the 2001-2002 school year,
resulted in the following total turnover cost in the 64 elementary schools: Model

One, $5,629,523; Model Two, $42,221,422; and Model Three, $34,710,505. Chicago
Teachers Union President Deborah Lynch observed, “We must make a significa

dent in the teacher turnover rate. This is especially true in high-poverty, high-
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minority, low-performing schools if teacher turnover rates in these schools are
consistently higher than average rates across the country (ACORN, 2003, 1 22).
To estimate the long-term impact of new teacher turnover on these schools,

ACORN calculated the turnover rate for teachers with one through five gkar

experience:
1 year of teaching experience: 21.8% turnover
2 years of teaching experience: 22.9% turnover
3 years of teaching experience: 24.0% turnover
4 years of teaching experience: 22.7% turnover
5 years of teaching experience: 25.6% turnover

Figure 1 displays how the one-year turnover rate of 22.9 percent in this study
surpassed the national turnover rates of all schools (15.7%), public schools (15.1%),
urban schools (15.9%), low-poverty schools (12.9%), and high-poverty schools
(20.0%). Projected over five years, the turnover rate of first-year teaichie

ACORN study was 73.3 percent, compared with national turnover rates of 40 to 50
percent.

FIGURE 1: CHICAGO VERSUS NATIONAL TEACHER TURNOVER
Source: ACORN (2003)

Chicago ACORN Neighborhood Schools 22.9%

High Poverty Schools 20.0%

Low Poverty Schools

Urban Schools 15.9%
Public Schools 15.1%
All Schools 15.7%

0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0%
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National Study (2005)

Using the U. S. Department of Labor formula of 30 percent of the leaving
employee’s salary, the Alliance for Excellent Education (2005) releasatioaal
analysis of cost estimates where it was estimated that the nationaf seigacing
teachers that leave the profession was $2.2 billion per year and that when the cost of
replacing public school teachers who transfer schools was added the toted€ost
approximately $4.9 billion (see Table 1).

To understand the regional differences of teacher turnover costs, it is
important to analyze selected states in all four regions of the United Stisitarth,

South, East, and West. For this comparison, New Jersey (NJ) and Massachusetts
(MA) were selected to represent the East region, Minnesota (MN) andnisc

(W1) the North region, Oklahoma (OK) and Arkansas (AR) the South region, and
Oregon (OR) and Washington (WA) the West region. The East region has the
highest turnover costs at $266,374,679, followed by the North region at
$156,310,519 and the West at $121,544,013 but the South region having the lowest
costs at $94,391,997 (Figure 2).

The difference in costs in various areas of the country was analyzed by
looking at several economical and educational factors (MERIC, 2009; NEA, 2009;

Kentucky Legislative Research Council, 2007).
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FIGURE 2: TURNOVER COSTS OF SELECTED STATES AND REGIONS
Source: Alliance for Excellent Education (2005)
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Cost of Living Index: Oklahoma ranked first in having the lowest cost of
living index (88.2), followed by Arkansas't{#t 90.0), Wisconsin (1at
96.6), Minnesota (33at 103.0), Washington (35t 104.5), Oregon (38at
114.1, and finally Massachusetts Y4t 118.5) and New Jersey (4at
126.9) .

Teacher Salaries: In 2008, New Jersey teachers rankBd$61,277)
followed by Massachusetts{at $60,471), Oregon (T7at $51,811),
Minnesota (19 at $50,582), Washington (2@t $49,884), Wisconsin (Zht
$49,051), and finally Arkansas (3t $45,773) and Oklahoma (42t
$43,551) .

Expenditures Per Student: New Jersey ranked®($15,374) followed by
Massachusetts {6at $13,768), Wisconsin ({&t $10,643), Minnesota (20
$10,560), Arkansas (2%2at $9.591), Oregon (Z'7at $9,469), Washington
(31% at 9,804), and finally Oklahoma (#at $7,615).

Turnover Rate: Minnesota was ranked highest af.3.44%, followed by
Oklahoma (2% at 13.11%), Oregon (¥t 12.92%), Arkansas (P&t
12.60%), Washington (8%at 11.16%), Massachusetts T4at 10.60%), New
Jersey (4@ at 9.81%), and with the lowest in Nation, Wisconsir''(&tL
7.66%).

Cost Per Teacher Leaving or Transferring: New Jersey was ranked highest
at 7" ($15,603.93), following by Massachusetts'{H $13,973.49), Oregon

(16" at $12, 700.28), Wisconsin (1@t $12,345.60), Washington (2@t
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$12,312,90), Minnesota (#at $11,940.75), and finally Arkansas '4&

$10,014.88) and Oklahoma (2at $9,388.93).

Cost of Living Index East West| North South
Teacher Salaries East West North  South
Expenditures Per Student Easl Nonth  West  South
Turnover Rate South West North East
Cost Per Teacher Leaving or Transferring East West  North  Sputh

The relationships (highest to lowest) between the factors and the regions of the
country are displayed above. The East region dominated most of the categories,
explaining why those costs are the highest. The North and West seemed more evenly
matched with the South region trailing in most categories. Oklahoma — whiclh is par

of the South region — ranked low in cost of living, teacher salaries, expenditures per
student, and cost of turnover per teacher. This may be due to the low average teacher

salaries. However, it was in the median range in turnover rate.

Florida Study (2005)

A longitudinal study conducted in Florida observed that “new hire retention
rates varies greatly by school district” (Shockley, Guglielmino & \gttbn, 2006,
p. 2). The teacher retention rates ranged from as low as 45 percent to 73 percent after
four years. The researchers designed an instrument to determine a s¢hot$ dis
costs of replacing a teacher, which required a school district to analyzeacmsnd

the categories of separation costs, hiring costs, and training costs. The
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school districts used in this validation study were the counties of Broward, where
Fort Lauderdale is located, and St. Lucie, between West Palm Beach an8éaeh

on the eastern coast. Ironically, the district with the highest teeetestion rate —
Broward County — was a school district that had a very strong and supported teacher
induction and mentoring program. Table 7 displays a comparison of the two

counties.

TABLE 7: COMPARISON OF BROWARD AND ST. LUCIE COUNTIES
Source: Shockley, Watlington, Carlstrom, Huie, Ngr& Lieberman (2005)

BROWARD COUNTY ST. LUCIE COUNTY
Cost Per Teacher $12,652 $4,631
Teachers Leaving 1,206 320
Total Number of Teachers 16,648 1,952
Turnover Percentage 7.24% 16.39%

Broward County had a higher cost to replace a teacher but a lower turnover
rate. The researchers believed that “due to the smaller turnover rateerdB
district is saving costs as well” (Shockley et al., 2006, p. 6). In another longitudinal
study of teacher retention (Shockley, Guglielmino & Watlington, 2007), where all
teachers new to the school district in the 2000-2001 school year were tracked over a
period of years, Broward County School District had a retention rate of 73 percent

after four years, versus 45 percent in St. Lucie County.
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Boston Study (2006)

Boston Public Schools (BPS) spent $3.3 million in 1999-2005 to replace 194
first, second, and third year teachers. That number represented 19 percetit of fir
year teachers, 22 percent of second-year teachers, and 15 percentyaahird
teachers (Birkeland & Curtis, 2006). The researchers extrapolated that hedé&e
that a new teacher would leave BPS before the beginning of the#at of teaching
at 47 percent, with that number increasing to 53 percent for teachers of color
(Education Trust, 2008). Table 8 displays that “new teachers of color (African
American, Hispanic, and Asian) leave at higher rates than do Caucaslarséac
(Birkeland & Curtis, 2006, p. 10). These turnover rates were consistent with those of
other large districts such as New York, which lost approximately 17 perceatof
hires after their first year (Council of the City of New York, 2003), and Phpadsel
which reported a 51 percent turnover rate for teachers in their first thregNedds
Useem & Farley, 2005). This study is significant because new teachealtypi
spend their first year in survival mode and do not reach full effectivenesshmitl a
the fifth year of practice (King-Rice, 2003).

When new teachers churn through the district, some students may never get
the benefit of learning from a teacher who has taught for several yeatsraad
built his or her expertise. In addition, teacher turnover disrupts the work of
administrators and other teachers in the school. Administrators must screen,
interview, and hire replacements, and find teachers to cover the departingeacher

classes and duties until this process is complete (Birkeland & Curtis, 2006). They
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TABLE 8: NEW TEACHER TURNOVER BASED ON COLOR

Source: Birkeland & Curtis (2006)

1% Year Teachers

2"dyear Teachers

3 Year Teachers

Probably leaving
before the
4" year

All New
Teachers

89 of 474

19%

61 of 275

22%

44 of 294

15%

47%

Caucasian

53 of 307

17%

34 of 176

19%

25 of 190

13%

42%

Teachers of
Color

36 of 167

22%

25 of 98

26%

19 of 104

18%

53%

African
American

22 of 96

23%

23 of 77

30%

14 of 64

22%

58%

Hispanic

10 of 45

22%

1of12

8%

30f22

14%

38%

Asian

4 of 25

16%

20f9

22%

2 of 18

11%

42%




must orient the new hires to the culture of the school, its building and resources,
faculty, students, and curriculum. Administrators must bring the new hires up to
speed on the school’s priorities, mission, and prevailing pedagogy. This takes time
and effort away from the primary responsibility of educating students.

Birkeland and Curtis (2006) acknowledged that teacher turnover was
financially costly, for the district must recruit, screen, and processceplents for
every teacher who left. BPS also invested heavily in its teachers’ gimfak
development, and with each departing teacher that investment was lost. Using a
model of analysis adapted from the Texas Center for Educational Researnbr(Be
2000), Birkeland and Curtis postulated a BPS-specific estimate by gagtherin
information about district expenditures on recruitment, hiring, professional
development, and processing job terminations. They estimated the replacensent cos
of a first-year teacher at $10,547, a second-year teacher at $18,617, and athird-ye
teacher at $26,687 (Birkeland & Curtis, 2006). The 1999-2005 school year turnover
costs were approximately at $3.3 million just to replace the 194 first, second, and
third year teachers who left the system during or at the end of the schoolfyear. “I
that year was typical, one can assume that the district incurs similar tucost®

every year” (Birkeland & Curtis, 2006, p. 11).

Midwest Study (2007)

This study developed an average dollar cost per vacancy, which could be

converted to a percent of payroll (Milanowski & Odden, 2007). Using the earlier
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work of Smith and Watkins (1978) and Cascio (1991), the researchers defined five
components of turnover cost per vacancy: cost of separation, cost of replacement
staffing, net replacement pay, cost of training, and value of lost productivity. The
definedseparation costs as expenditures such as time to process termination
documents, payment of accrued sick leave, or severanceepkagement staffing

costs as out of pocket recruitment and selection expenditures and staff time, and any
monetary inducements such as a signing bamaglacement pay as the difference

in compensation between the worker who left and the replacement, which is usually
a cost savings when an inexperienced worker replaces an experienceq worke
training costs as orientation, induction, and training to a standard of competence that
is needed for adequate performance of the assigned work, including matertals, cos
of formal instruction, costs of on-the-job training, and the compensation of the new
employee during off-the-job training; and tvaue of lost productivity as the

productivity difference between the replacement work and the worker who lef

which is typically a loss and thus a cost because the replacement workbr hissial

a lower skill level or needs to learn the job in order to reach the level of productivity
of the original worker (Milanowski & Odden, 2007).

Time spent on processing separations resulted in a processing cost of three
dollars per vacancy at the district level, based on 0.08 hours spent, and 21 dollars at
the school level. In addition, the average severance per vacancy was $10,667.
Because 30 percent of the teachers who left were retirees, the as@ragence per

vacancy was $3,200 (30% of $10,667). Central office replacement staffing costs
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were estimated at $1,136 per vacancy, based on dividing the compensation costs of
the hours spent on administrative tasks and recruiting costs by the average number of
vacancies per year over a five-year period. At the school level, the st wa

estimated at $2,588 per vacancy filled. The estimate was reduced to $1,144 when
teacher time costs were excluded.

The average net replacement pay was calculated by subtractintatiyeand
benefits of the newly hired teacher from the average compensation for teachers a
each year of the seniority distribution and then multiplying this by the propati
turnover in that year group. The results were then averaged, for a net negative
replacement salary estimated at $28,149. This means that the districtrsaved a
average of $28,000 in the first year after a teacher left the district anckplaced
by a beginning teacher. “It is important to note that the net replacement pay is
strongly influenced by the distribution of turnover by years of service” (Milakow
& Odden, 2007, p. 11).

In this district, most of the training was conducted at the school level. The
average cost of induction was estimated at $4,518 per vacancy at the school level and
seven dollars at the district level. The budget for professional development was
divided by the number of teachers to calculate the cost of $788, which was then
multiplied by five to represent the cost of professional development needed to bring
a teacher to proficiency. Using this method, the cost of lost professional development
was estimated at $3,940 per vacancy. Higher induction and professional costs were

not strongly related to the achievement level of the students.
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Milanowski and Odden (2007) posited that, although the separation, hiring
and training costs were substantial, they are not the major factors in the cost of
turnover. The net replacement pay and the value of lost productivity were the most
important costs. The value of lost productivity was estimated at $35,349, based on
class size deduction, $28,149, based on salary difference, or $8,722, based on the

Success for All program.

National Study (2007)

The National Commission of Teaching and America’s Future quantified the
actual financial costs of teacher turnover in five school districts: Chitdagois
Public Schools (CPS); Milwaukee, Wisconsin Public Schools (MPS); Granville
County, North Carolina Schools (GCS); Jemez Valley, New Mexico Public Schools
(JVPS); and Santa Rosa, New Mexico Public Schools (SRPS). These schools
represented a range of large and small communities in addition to urban &nd rura
The results of this study generated the NCTAF Teacher Turnover Costa@iaeul
which is available on the organization’s website — to assist other schools aietsdistr
in estimating the turnover costs each year based on the number of tealcbers. T
were six key findings of this study (NCTAF, 2007).

e The costs of teacher turnover were substaniibke cost-per-teacher ranged
from $17,872 in Chicago and $15,325 in Milwaukee to $4,366 in Jemez
Valley, New Mexico. The total cost in Chicago alone was estimated to be

over $85 million per year.
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Teacher turnover undermined at-risk schodlI€ TAF determined that low
school performance and high poverty were correlated with high teacher
turnover, especially in Chicago and Milwaukee.

At-risk schools spent scarce dollars on teacher turnd®ecause teacher
turnover rates at these at-risk schools were chronically high, turnover costs
become a drain on already scarce resources.

At-risk schools could recoup funds by investing in teacher retergipn
implementing a high quality induction program at a cost of $6,000 per
teacher, Chicago could reduce their $17,872 per leaver turnover cost.
Turnover costs can be identified, aggregated, and analyzszh of the

studies previously discussed acknowledged this can be done. To save time,
many of them either instead relied on well-established percentage
calculations from industry or education (Benner, 2000; Breaux and Wong,
2003; ACORN, 2003; Birkeland & Curtis, 2006; Milanowki & Odden, 2007).
This study helped districts analyze which teachers were leaving, fronre whe
they were leaving, and how to invest in teacher retention in order to reduce
turnover costs.

District data systems were not designed to control the costs of turnover
Many district data systems stood as “formidable obstacles to mareaging
controlling turnover” (NCTAF, 2007b, p. 5). The costs of turnover were
hidden in mounds of teacher records, school data, and district financial

information.
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NCTAF identified eight cost elements that must be considered when examining
the actual cost of teacher turnover: recruitment and advertising, speeiatives,
administrative processing, training for new hires, training for finsé teachers,
training for all teachers, learning curve, and transfer. The teacher turateer
equaled or exceeded the national average of 16 percent in all five schookdistrict
Chicago, lllinois — 40.3%

Milwaukee, Wisconsin — 17.4%
Granville County, North Carolina — 16.5%

Jemez Valley, New Mexico — 42.9%
Santa Rosa, New Mexico — 15.5%

As a point of reference, Tulsa (591,000) is closest in population to Milwaukee
(582,000). NCTAF also suggested that few studies had reported the impact of school
level, poverty, limited English proficiency, minority enroliment, and school
performance on turnover.

NCTAF (2007b) reported results similar to studies previously discussed —
“teachers with little experience were much more likely to turnover and uchaols
with high percentages of minority students had higher levels of turnover, as did
schools with low academic performance” (p. 68). This study was especiatlglcr
of the data systems of the districts studied. NCTAF concluded that “to dedeitmai
cost of teacher turnover, a school district needs to be able to collextramett
teacher, school, and cost information” (p. 72).

Table 9 displays the district costs of turnover for four out of the five school
districts. Due to state reporting requirements and a limited distrit;tSéamta Rosa

was unable to report any costs. The NCTAF study calculated that teacher dropout
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TABLE 9: TEACHER TURNOVER BY DISTRICT

Source: NCTAF (2007a)

Recruitment

Hiring

Administrative Processing
Training for £ Timers
Training for New Hires
Training for All Teachers
Transfer

TOTAL

Chicago,
lllinois

$828,403
$340,000
$137,500
$2,968,600
$0
$41,747,917
$259,239

$46,281,659

Milwaukee,
Wisconsin

$380,663
$0
$226,152
$4,028
$3,800
Unavailable
$59,187

$673,830

Granville County,

North Carolina
$124,466

$170,444
$53,977

$16,843

$96,147
$40,382

$700

$502,959

Jemez Valley,
New Mexico

$6,142
$0
$9,863
$1,952
$7,665
$45,083
$419

$71,124




costs the nation an estimated $7.3 billion per year. Based on this study, the RenniéoCenter
Education Research and Policy (2006) reported that other cities have s®atlaer turnover
costs:

Baltimore, Maryland — $10,920,000
Oakland, California — $12,005,000
Washington D. C. — $16,598,750
Louisville, Kentucky — $18,208,750
Houston, Texas — $35,043,750
New York City — $115,221,250

Tulsa (591,000) is closest in population to Louisville (556,000). Each of these studies described
a wide variety of teacher turnover costs. Most of them agree that separaing),dmd training
costs should be considered, and teacher productivity should also play an important role.
Components of Teacher Turnover

Creating a comprehensive model of teacher turnover requires accumulatiegactors
presented in various industrial and educational studies and models mentioned in thislohapte
the category o$eparation costs, the exit interview and administrative tasks should be considered
(Smith & Watkins, 1978; Cascio, 1991; Pinkovitz et al., 1997; Benner, 2000; Milanowski &
Odden, 2007; Bliss, 2001; BLR, n.d.; Darmon, 1990; HR Chally Institute, n.d.; Wyoming
Department of Workforce Services, n.d.).

For the category dfiring costs, advertising, recruiting, application processing,
interviews, reference checks, job offers, criminal background checks, dting,teipends,
bonuses, subsidies and other considerations, and administrative tasks are importiat (Smi
Watkins, 1978; Cascio, 1991; Pinkovitz et al., 1997; Benner, 2000; Milanowski & Odden, 2007;
NCTAF, 2007; Bliss, 2001; BLR, n.d.; Darmon, 1990; HR Chally Institute, n.d.; Jones, 1999;

Seavey, 1999; Sorensen, 1995; Wyoming Department of Workforce Services, n.d.).
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Training costs should include orientation at both the district and school level; mentoring
at the school level; pre-service new teacher training at the district, sehdalepartment level,
formal and informal in-service new teacher training, including mateaat$ administrative
costs (Smith & Watkins, 1978; Pinkovitz et al., 1997; Benner, 2000; Breaux & Wong, 2003;
Milanowski & Odden, 2007; NCTAF, 2007; Bliss, 2001; BLR, n.d.; Darmon, 1990; HR Chally
Institute, n.d.; Jones, 1999; Seavey, 1999; Sorensen, 1995; Wyoming Department of Workforce
Services, n.d.). Finallyperformance productivity costs should be calculated using Sorensen’s
(1995) formula based on 20 percent productivity gains per month, requiring five monthsto reac

full productivity.

Cost = (0.8*monthly salary [MS]) + (0.6 * MS) + (0.4 * MS) + (0.2 * MS)

Some studies have also considered performance differential between and dapdrting
replacement staff (Cascio, 1991; Pinkovitz et al., 1997; Milanowski & Odden, 2007; Darmon,
1990) and lost productivity when a more senior staff member is lost (Bliss, 2001; BLR, n.d.;
Jones, 1999; Wyoming Department of Workforce Services, n.d.) but this study does ngg addre
these costs due to the unavailability of matching data between departing ateéhclesvs. The
most important point of discussing how teacher turnover is calculated is thathesganust
move away from the estimation game and take a serious look at the individual costee@nl
can a true picture of teacher turnover be drawn.

Summary

These studies have made contributions to the literature by establishingpgbeasd

scale of teacher turnover costs, but important empirical work remains to be diooéat®g the

cost of teacher turnover must move to the next level by implementing a protocolléating

56



actual turnover cost data that can provide district and state policymakerssivith@gbasis for
data-based decisions that help them to manage the costs of turnover.

The teaching profession plays a vital role within society. The need and ckdoicer
having an adequate supply of teachers has been the intense focus of educatoyrsihpelthe
early 20" century. Finding certified teachers to fill vacancies is more diffioldbme types of
schools, in some regions of the country, and within some subject areas. A major resudhef
turnover is that poor, urban, and minority children are taught by less experiessegl)défied
teachers who “do not stay long enough to become the expert, high-quality tehehmetsitlents
desperately need” (Alliance for Excellent Education, 1999, p. 9).

The problem of teacher turnover is not new. However, the magnitude of this problem
expands when predictions about teacher demand for the future are presentedifateaand
review. Teacher turnover is costly to students because they lose the valugyadbght by an
experienced teacher. The first five years for novice teachers acalclitis costly to districts
because more effort and money must be spent on recruitment, replacement, angdafaini
teachers. Additionally, school districts must spend financial resources to paovide
comprehensive induction program that includes orientation and mentoring for beginning
teachers. Some school districts record teacher turnover rates of 40 to 50 wihtenhese
years. While all school districts have some teacher turnover, urban schoadistsstein hard-
pressed to implement strategies that will stop the acceleration of téacimer rates. Despite
reform initiatives and efforts that have been implemented across the natibey tie@cover is

still a significant problem for school districts.
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CHAPTER 3

DESIGN

Introduction

Teaching is a major occupation, encompassing four percent of the entireqation’
workforce. Statistically, the number of K-12 teachers is twice as laripe amimber of
registered nurses and five times greater than the number of lawyerkege gobfessors (U. S.
Bureau of the Census, 2007). Unfortunately, novice teachers are exiting theiqncdéss
accelerated rate over the past several decades (Makovec, 2008).

The exit of teachers from the profession and the movement of teachers to betés sc
are a costly phenomena, both for the students, who lose the value of being taught by an
experienced teacher, and to the school and districts, which must recruit and train thei
replacements (Alliance for Excellent Education, 2005). Reducing teacher turndveaaher
mobility has potentially important implications for school finance (Feng, 2006jcSag for
and hiring new teachers is an expensive proposition. A conservative nationaleesfithatcost
of replacing public school teachers who have dropped out of the profession is $2.2 billion a yea
(Benner, 2000). If the cost of replacing public school teachers who transteiscs added, the
total reaches $4.9 billion every year (see Table 1). For individual statesstiosttes ranged
from $8.5 million in North Dakota to $56.3 million in Oklahoma to $504.9 million for Texas
(Alliance for Excellent Education, 2005).

Many analysts believe that the price tag is even higher due to the fagatitigatbsts
vary by district and sometimes include signing bonuses, subject matter stgethdsher

recruiting costs specific to hard-to-staff schools. Others believenthabst of the loss in teacher
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quality and student achievement should also be added to the bill (Benner, 2000). The costs of
replacing teachers are not as readily apparent because they are notlinchudingle line item
of the superintendent’s annual budget (Shockley, Guglielmino, & Watlington, 2005).

However, recognizing the crucial role that teachers play in the studentshpdoes not
lead easily to policies and practices that “ensure each school and classlideerstaffed by an
excellent teacher” (Johnson, 2006, p. 2). Even in progressive states with well-findncatioa
systems, many teaching positions remain vacant for months at a time, leadengfsto contend
with a series of unprepared substitute teachers. Other classrooms$fadergth teachers who
are ineffective for a variety of reasons — insufficient training, overworkphawnale, inadequate
curriculum and resources. Rapid turnover of successful teachers imposes enornspbsttost
financial and organizational, on the schools and those who teach and learn there.

This chapter describes the design of this teacher turnover study. A pliesearitdata
collection procedures and the methodology used to analyze the data are also itichudedes
the purpose of study, research questions, research design, context, methodologiledaten,
and data analysis.

Purpose of Study

Teacher turnover affects the quality of teachers, restricts planning@grampr
continuity, increases allocations for recruitment and hiring, and impedes sealaimd (Shen,
1997). School districts throughout the United States continue to address the consequences of
teacher turnover. The purpose of this study was to validate a 4-component turnovesymodel
calculating the financial costs of teacher turnover in an urban schooltdBagause it takes
time, energy and money to recruit, hire and train replacing teachers, schocisdigted to

understand the source of these costs, and in our economic times, understand how they impact the
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district budget’s bottom line. By having a reliable calculation of teacheover costs, districts
can more adequately assess the effect of such turnover, and examine-¢fieciogtness of
implementing interventions designed to reduce teacher turnover.

The study was conducted in four phases. The first phase was to seek approval o conduc
this study from the Tulsa Public Schools (TPS) Research Review Boardn@ipi® and the
University of Oklahoma’s Institutional Review Board (Appendix B) to condustgtudy. The
second phase of this study was to build a teacher turnover model based on establistsed model
and educational studies on teacher turnover. The third phase consisted of obtaining the
appropriate terminated teacher data from the school district and vaditla¢i data integrity
through conversations with district staff who handle teacher employment taskurth phase
was to develop a detailed analysis of the data. Trend analysis was utitizeid purpose.

Research Questions

This study was driven by three primary factors: the turnover costs aadtdtigh-
poverty, high-minority urban schools, whether the problem was increasing casiegreand
what were the future projections for teacher turnover. The purpose of thisrchiapt® describe
the procedures utilized in this study to answer the following research questions.

e Research Question What are the financial costs associated with teacher turnover in an

urban school district in a mid-sized Southern city in school year (SY) 1999 thExug
2008?

e Research Question Zo what extent have these costs changed over this period?

e Research Question 8Vhat are the predicted teacher turnover costs in SY 2010 through

SY 20127
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Tulsa Turnover Model

TheTulsa Turnover Model (Appendix A) created by this researcher was developed
from several business and education models. The idea for the categorieaagmepit, hiring,
and training costs was based on a model from the medical field et#ledlation of Annual
CNA Turnover Replacement C¢Seavey, 2004). This led to the often-referenced business
studies that defined the categories of separation costs, hiring costs, and t@stsnGmith &
Watkins, 1978; Cascio, 1991). The components for each category for this study sest@ia
the landmarlCost of Teacher Turnovetudy in Texas (Benner, 2000) which were defined as:

¢ Replacement: exit interviews, administrative tasks, unemployment taxes

e Hiring: advertising, recruiting, travel, professing applicants, interviewserstis and

bonuses, post-employment tasks

e Training: orientation, training

These categories were further analyzed by examining sevieeallmisiness models. The
first one was Bliss’ (2001 ost of Employee Turnovek fourth category of lost productivity
costs was added. The Business and Legal Reports website (n.d.) included iagemey fees,
travel expenses, relocation costs, job offers, and new employee paperwdhk, fhiediR
Chally Institute (n.d.) added separation pay, moving expenses, medical exaros, Ba@mses,
and salary paid during training.

e Replacement: temporary replacement, lost productivity, investment in lost training,

impact on productivity, benefits continuation, lost knowledge, cost of vacant position,

separation pay
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e Hiring: drug screens, education background check, criminal background check,
reference checks, agency fees, relocation costs, job offers, moving expermkes, me
exams, sign-on bonuses

e Training: department training, cost of trainer, cost of training materials, cost of
reviewing work, salary during training

e Productivity: 25% for weeks 2-4, 50% productivity for weeks 5-12, 75% productivity
for weeks 13-20, bring employe@ to speedcost of employee mistakes, loss of

department productivity

After analyzing all of these sources, this researcher subdivided teact®rer into four areas:
(1) separation costs, (2) hiring costs, (3) training costs, and (4) marioe productivity.
Separation Costs

Exit interviews and administrative tasks are a critical component afdktscategory.
Exit surveys and other exit procedures were added to cover all possible souméasnation
from exiting teachers. Unemployment taxes, temporary replacementf{emetinuation,
impact on productivity, and cost of vacant position were discounted because of a lack of
relevance to teacher employment. Investment in training lost and lost knowtedge
impossible to quantify so these were also discarded. Finally, lost produetastmoved to the
fourth category — which was renamgetformance productivitipased on Sorensen’s (1995)

calculations. Therefore, separation costs were defined as follows:
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Other Exit Administrative

Procedures Task:

e The components of thexit instruments includefdreparing, conducting, processing ¢
reporting the results.
e Theadministrativetasks coveed tasks performed by personnel in thenan Capital
Payroll, Benefits, Pfessione Development, and Information Systems departn
related to separation of teachers from the di.
Hiring Costs

This category of costs was the most difficult tdimk Creating dvertising for job
openings, recruitingotential candida, processing applications, performimgerviews,
processingtipends and bonuseperforming post-employment taslsshedulingdrug screens,
performing education andiminal background checkhandlingreference checkcoordinated
agency feeto search for qualified candida, presenting job offers, schedulingedical exams
and processing sign-on bonusese all valid costs related to hiring teache&khough travel,
moving expenses, and relocation cccould be considerggiart of the formula for recruitin

administrators, it is not as valid for teacher v&onent. Therefore, hiring coswere defined as:
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Application

Advertising Processing

Criminal \
Reference ) Drug

Background

heck
Checks Checks /

Testing

Subsidies

Administrative
Bonuses and Other

Advertisingencompassed t preparing and publishing of job openifog newspaper
and the district website.

Recruitingincludedconsultant fees, job postings to employment weds#rc
organization and presentations at job fe

Application processingealt witl those applicationsiailed to the district or sent onlii
as well as the district's matching process of ajapits to positions

Another cost wa the preparing, conducting, processing and remptlie results ¢

interviews
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e The process afeference checkisicluded checking references, addressing issues,
approving the results, and determining eligibility.

e The processing and the subsequent response activijws afferswere by letter,
telephone, or other means.

e The process of theriminal background checkavolved checking the state SBI database,
the national NCIC database, addressing issues, approving the results, anohitkgterm
eligibility.

e To conductdrug testingencompassed setting up the test, addressing any issues, analyzing
and approving the results, and determining eligibility.

e Thestipendsncluded shortage areas like mathematics, specialty areas likécattdatl
additional areas like academic organizations.

e Bonusesvere available for signing teachers employed in hard-to-fill posibossortage
areas, and members of certain demographic groups.

e Subsidies and other consideratiasgpplemented relocation, housing, living, and
education expenses.

e Again, theadministrativetasks covered tasks performed by personnel in the Human
Capital, Payroll, Benefits, Professional Development, and InformationrSyste
departments related to hiring teachers.

Training Costs
Training is important at the district, school and department level to fully prepaig
hired teachers to be productive. Trainers, training materials and stébttdchers to cover

classes so that teachers had time to attend training classes wdlseieqpostant. The cost of
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reviewing work wa incorporated in meoring activities. Therefore, training cowere

described as:

In-Service \ Adminis-
New Teachgr @ trative
Training Tasks

\ Pre-Service
‘New Teacher
Training

Orientation

\
)

V4

e Orientationincludedtrainers and training materials at both the disaied school level

e Mentoringcoveredhe mentor, the substitute teachers to cover dasss so the mentt
and mentee can work together, and any necessaeyiais

e Pre-servicenew teachetrainingwas providedy trainers and training materials at
district, school, and department lis.

e In-servicenew teachetraining, which included both formal and informal trainivggs
similar to preservice training buwasusually conducted monthly throughout the .

e An entry-yearteacher prograrof some format hatleen adopted by many st¢ to
provide structuredupport foffirst-yearteachers. The coordinating team incld an
administrator and teacl-mentor. In addition, substitute teachergeveeeded tcover
the novice teacher’s classroonsupport the growth of the emerging teac|

e Again, theadministrative tasks covered tasks performed by personnel in thean
Capital, PayrollBenefits,Professional Development, and Information Syst

departments related to training teach
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Performance Productivity
Although Bliss’ (2001) mdel provided an excellent rationale for calculatiost
productivity costs, this researclchoseSorensen’s (1995) model as the most valid for tesk

productivity concernsSorensen’s modwas defined as:

1st Month's/ ' 2nd Month's’ * 3rd Month's/  4th Month":
Salary Salary Salary Salary
@ 80% @60% @ 40% @ 20%

Many of the components of thidodel have ben proven to be viable in other studies (Ben
2000; ACORN, 2003; NCTAF, 2007b). The developmédra oconsistent model moves aw
from the estimation game that has characterizeshéss and education studies for the past
decades.
Research Design

The ex post facto method, or causal comparative rdethias chosen for this stu
because it is often used for finan-based studies when the data already exist. Thehfaicthe
data already exist does not always mean that ttreegasy to obtain. As a historian will testify,
simply finding out what happened can be diffi— and sometimes impossiblhis proved tc
be the case in this study as some information wasnade available tois researchel

Research question one was addressed by populaéModel with employment dat
from SY 1999 through S2008 obtained from the school districterminatedeacher databa

maintained by théluman Capit: departmentThe information contained in tiTulsa Public
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TABLE 10: FIELD DESCRIPTIONS OF TEACHER DATABASE (Part 1)
Source: Tulsa Public Schools (2010)

FIELD NAME FIELD DESCRIPTION
pay_group_id Part-time (PT) or Full-Time (FT)
emp_id 5-digit TPS employee number
SSN 9-digit social security number
NAME Last, First Middle-Initial
POS4 4-digit position code (used in LOOKU

Table to find Position Title)
job_or_pos_id Prim_disbursal_code + POS4
eff_date Effective date of last assignment or

salary change
POS-TITLE School type and position in words
hire_date First date of being paid

original_hire_date
adjusted_service date

emp_status_code
prim_disbursal_loc_code
employment_type code
eeo_race_code

HRS-PERDAY
STD-WORK-HRS
STD-WORK-PD
annual_salary_amt

pd_salary _amt

hourly _pay_rate

SALARY

base rate_tbl_id

base rate tbl _entry code
pay_through_date

pay_status_code
prime_assignment_ind

Hire _date unless returned to district
Total time with district. If bridged
service, it would be the most recent

hire date less how many years gone.

Active (A) or Terminated (T)
3-digit school code (LOOKUP Table)
Same as pay_group_id
Asian (AA), American Indian (Al),
African American (B), Hispanic
(His), Caucasian (W)
Part-time ($4.00) or Full-time ($8.00)
Part-time (732) or Full-time (1464)
TEAYR
TPS salary schedule based on
base rate tbl_entry code and
ST-YEARS
Not used unless the employee wants
system to determine the annual
salary amount
annual_salary _amt divided by STD-
WORK-HRS
Same as annual_salary_amt
CERTSTEP
Bachelor (B-xx), Masters (M-xx), or
Doctorate (D-xx) where xx is the ste
Active (12/31/2999) or Terminated (e
of school year date)
Active (1) or Terminated (2)
Primary assignment ()

P

D

the
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TABLE 11: FIELD DESCRIPTIONS OF TEACHER DATABASE (Part 2)
Source: Tulsa Public Schools (2010)

FIELD NAME FIELD DESCRIPTION

work_tm_code First character of
employment_type_code

ST-YEARS Completed years of teaching

Cl Number of career increments used to

determine additional pay after 20
years of service

sex_code Male (M) or Female (F)

birth_date Mm/dd/yyyy

COLLEGE Last college graduated

AOS Area of study or certification

HQ How a TA is determined to by highly
qualified

CONTYPE Type of certification: Normal,

Alternative (ALT), Teach For

America (TFA), Teacher with

certification pending (BLANK)
OD-CERT-TYPE Normal or Alternative
DATECREATED Last date this record updated

In addition, there are several codes uniquely assigned to terminated employees.

Consider_for_rehire Y or N

TERMCD Reason code for termination
TERM_CLASSN Voluntary or Involuntary
TERMDATE Last date paid

Schools (TPS) teacher database included the fields in Tables 10 and 11. In additaial the

yearly cost for teacher turnover was calculated.

Research question two was addressed by generating a graphical repoesehtia¢

categories of costs for tiodel for each year being studied and calculating the yearly turnover
rate. Trend analysis was used to make predictions of teacher turnover costesafud the SY
2010 through SY 2012 to answer research question three. Thed¢athanalysigefers to the
concept of attempting to determine a patterriraard in the data. It is a mathematical technique

that uses historical results to predict future outcome, by tracking vasiancest performance.
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Trend analysis can be extremely valuable as an early warning indd€&sues with events that
impact districts and schools.
Context
Tulsa Public Schools is a public PreK-12 school district in the northeastern quadrant of
Oklahoma (see Figure 3). Because it is the largest district in theTd®&dhas experienced

FIGURE 3: MAP OF OKLAHOMA
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tremendous change in enroliment in the past several decades. Enrollment peaked at
approximately 75,000 students in the early 1970s, but the current enrollment is 41,697, with 61
elementary schools, 14 middle schools, and nine high schools. The district teachergooisulat
comprised of 78.4 percent Caucasian and 14.1 percent African American, with tharrgmi
percent divided among Hispanic, Native American, and Asian. These demographitema
school to school, with certain schools having a much higher minority percentageuddéa st
population consists of 35.9 percent Caucasian, 36.0 percent African American, 19.0 percent
Hispanic, 8.2 percent Native American, and 10 percent Asian. With large minority popsiiati
many of its schools and 85 percent of all students qualifying for free oregtlutch, the
demographics at TPS mirror those of other challenged districts across thvy ¢€6B&, 2009).
Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) data has identified TPS as having some of tksttagd lowest

performing schools in the state. The school district is also representatiampiihool districts
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across the nation with challenged finances, and a budget-per-studentaallbetdw the
national average for urban districts.

The elementary teaching staff is 92.2 percent female, the middle schod &6 i
percent female, and the high school staff is 61.8 percent female. Thegstal#ry for teachers
with a bachelor’s degree is $32,900 (see Table 12), which places TPS behind otk igistri
the area whose average starting pay is $34,900. Teachers in this distnet agicktional
compensation for non-performance-based factors including degrees earnéek] giealis of
teaching, and certification such as National Board, rather than theiy &bilead students to
academic and collegial success. Goldhaber and Anthony (2003) arglreticators of Teacher
Quality, that mere attainment of a master’s degree does not improve student achievement.

Several avenues of teacher recruitment are used, including internal promotion and
transfer, early acceptance, employee referral, recruitmerg, fieacher recruitment fairs,
campus interviews, substitute teachers, internet postings, recruitmei ygsof-state
geographical locations that hold promise for meeting diversity needs, tradeapabsand local
print media. The district’s process of early acceptance for teachers heeenas productive as
expected. A team of two recruiters attends career fairs at the localsitnegethat offer
education degrees but this process has not resulted in acceptable rates wiaetcrQit the 209
early offers extended, less than 33% (69 applicants) began teaching in theatidttess than
22% (47 applicants) are still in the district after two years (TPS, 2008).iéwa#lly, in 2007-
2008, TPS hosted 51 student- teachers, but only 18% (nine teachers) accepted teatibimgy pos

and are still teaching in the district after two years (TPS, 2009, p. 33).
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TABLE 12: TEACHER SALARY SCHEDULE
Source: Tulsa Public Schools (2010)

Step Bachelors Masters M+30 M+60 Doctorate
0 32,900 33,956 34,964 36,005 37,105
1 33,300 34,366 35,384 36,605 37,705
2 33,700 34,776 35,794 37,015 38,115
3 34,100 35,176 36,194 37,415 38,515
4 34,500 35,576 36,694 37,825 38,925
5 34,900 35,976 37,094 38,235 39,335
6 35,300 36,376 37,494 38,635 39,735
7 35,700 36,796 37,914 39,045 40,145
8 36,300 37,406 38,524 39,645 40,745
9 36,800 37,916 39,034 40,155 41,255

10 37,200 38,326 39,444 40,555 41,655
11 37,610 38,986 40,614 42,255 43,335
12 38,020 39,476 41,114 42,725 43,825
13 38,660 40,286 41,914 43,545 44,645
14 39,370 41,206 42,834 44,455 45,555
15 40,190 42,216 43,844 45,475 46,575
16 40,800 42,936 44,864 46,485 47,585
17 42,220 44,406 46,434 48,085 49,161
18 43,430 45,016 47,154 48,785 49,881
19 43,930 45,526 47,714 49,335 50,441
20 44,430 46,736 48,374 49,995 51,101
21 45,130 47,236 49,134 50,755 51,861
22 47,736 50,344 51,975 53,071
23 48,436 50,844 52,475 53,571
24 51,544 53,175 54,271
25 52,044 53,675 54,771

Tulsa Public Schools also has problems with its interview methodology. The interview
process for all teacher applicants involves at least one interviewafignath a team of
interviewers and, in some cases, a follow-up interview. Prior to extending aapmtPS

requires a physical, educational level verification, criminal backgroundkshaed drug
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screenings. The lengthy process often results in the loss of potentialataadvith excellent
gualifications (TPS, 2009).

The school district also prides itself on its mentoring activities, technalaigynig, pre-
service and monthly in-service professional development, and curriculum andtinstsupport
(TPS, 2008). However, according to Professional Development trainers, thessuasewith
Human Capital informing newly hired teachers about the availability of profeds
development opportunities. Still, TPS must fill “400 to 500 positions” (15.2 percent of the
teacher workforce) each school year (TPS, 2009, p. 33). Clearly, TPS is awisitrgtoblems
in its selection, training, and retention of its teachers. It is importanptorexhe impact of
these deficiencies.

Methodology
Research Question One

The researcher created tM@del to calculate the separation costs, hiring costs, training
costs, and performance productivity of teachers between SY 1999 and SY 2008.

1. The first step was to calculate the costsephration for the outgoing teacher, which
included exit interviews, exit surveys, other exit procedures, and adminestiagks.

2. The second step was to calculate the codtsrofg the new teacher, which included
advertising, recruiting, application processing, interviews, refererexkshjob offers,
criminal background checks, drug testing, stipends, bonuses, subsidies and other
considerations, and administrative tasks.

3. The third step was to calculate the costsahing the newly-hired teacher, which
included orientation, mentoring, pre-service new teacher training, in-semve teacher

training, and entry-year teacher program.
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4. The fourth step was to calculate fheeformance productivity of teachers using
Sorensen’s (1995) formula: 80 percent of the first month’s salary and 60 pert®at of
second month’s salary and 40 percent of the third month’s salary and 20 perbent of t
fourth month’s salary.
These calculations resulted in the yearly teacher turnover costs.
Research Question Two

To determine the change in costs over that period, the yearly turnoveasatalculated
by dividing the total count of teachers leaving by the total number of teanhbesdistrict. In
addition, a graphical representation was created to track the changemeveer dissist in the
trend analysis conducted to answer research question three.
Research Question Three

Trend analysis using Microsoft Excel was calculated as follows:

1. The first step was to create a line graph of the teacher turnover costesthenounts
were displayed in millions to make readability easier. Data labelsattached to
establish a point of reference.

2. The second step was to enter Chart Tools — Layout mode. On the Layout tab, Trendline
was selected on the Analysis group.

3. The third step was to select Linear Trendline and specify a Forecast fufriiaad (in
the future) periods. That displayed five years into the future.

4. The final step was to label the resulting linear line based on the projected.result

The same process was followed to create a trend line for teacher turieser ra
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Data Collection

All of the certified teachers in the study were employed by the TulskcFSchools
district for various lengths of service between SY 1999 and SY 2008. Data weotetbfrom
the terminated teacher database maintained by the Human Capital @epartochdata integrity
was verified through conversations with employees of Human Capital, R&8go#fits,
Information Systems, and Professional Development departments who leactiert
employment tasks.

The objective of the conversations with district staff in Human CapitalpPayenefits,
Professional Development, and Information Systems were two-fold. First, thesamwes with
department heads were fact-finding in nature to determine which departafehastlled tasks
related to teacher employment. The task-specific categories lgfdiie were used as a template
to identify which tasks were being analyzed. Second, once the appropriate \wassidentified,
salaries and timelines per task were identified, resulting in a finanstper task.

Data Analysis

Research question one was answered by populatifgdtid and calculating the total
turnover cost for SY 1999 through SY 2008. Research question two was answered byraalculat
the yearly turnover rate and graphically representing the results ofatesgstion one.
Research question three projected the teacher turnover costs andri@e2®d.0 through SY
2012 using trend analysis.

Organization of Study
The rest of this study was organized in the following chapters. Chapter Fouedeiher

results of the study for SY 1999 through 2008, and projected the teacher turnover catgt&nd
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for SY 2010 through 2012. Chapter Five completed the study with the summary, conclusion,

implications and recommendations pertaining to the research.
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CHAPTER 4

DATA ANALYSIS

Introduction
The purpose of this study was to validate a 4-component turnover model by calculating
the financial costs of teacher turnover in an urban school district. Becausgselfiools is the
single largest expense of most school districts, the departure of teachdoss of the school
district’s investment that goes beyond a dollar figure (O’Brien, 2007). lloissan experience,
staff development, and knowledge of the community.
The following research questions guided this study:

e Research Question What are the financial costs associated with teacher turnover in an

urban school district in a mid-sized Southern city between school yepd 889 and SY
2008?

e Research Question 2ZI'o what extent have these costs changed over this period?

e Research Question 3NVhat are the predicted teacher turnover costs for SY 2010 through

SY 20127
Presentation of Findings
This chapter outlines the results of data analyses in this study. Thefirdeperibes
demographic information regarding the teachers. The second part of this chaptegprovi
statistical analyses about the terminated teacher data obtaineth&alistrict teacher
employment database, and verified data integrity through conversatiorenytbyees of

Human Capital, Payroll, Benefits, Information Systems, and Professionaldpenent
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departments who handled teacher employment tasks. The last part included aysamdmdrat
conclusions could be drawn from these analyses.
Data Collection Methods

After receiving approval for research through Tulsa Public Schools’ (PRct
Management Office (Appendix C), a snapshot of the terminated teacher dat@sagceived in
the form of a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet for SY 1999 through SY 2008. On closenatxam)i
the data provided to this researcher did not include gender and race. A second snapshot of the
database was requested but the new spreadsheet only contained téneatiter data from SY
2003 through SY 2008. The discrepancy was explained by the district that thishressar
original request had only specified five years of data. The key fields intdieada included the
position title, position code, hire date, termination date, school code, race, level dioeguca
years of teaching experience, and gender. To verify the data integritgrsatons were held
with personnel in Human Capital, Payroll, Benefits, Professional Develdpared Information
Systems whose job responsibilities involved handling teacher employmient tas

Demographic Characteristics

In SY 2008, there were 1,804 elementary school (59.4%) teachers serving 23,360
students; 568 middle school (18.7%) teachers serving 7,350 students; and 664 high school
(21.9%) teachers serving 8,739 students — for a total of 39,449 students. All of thesteacher
this study (=3,157) were employed by TPS for various lengths of service between SY 1999 and
SY 2008. Demographic characteristics of gender, race, level of education, aitid jobre
analyzed for each teacher. Figure 4 displays the terminated teaclyersdey. As previously
discussed, gender data was only available starting in SY 2003. Of the 2,165 terremettedst

from SY 2003 to SY 2008, there were 443 males (20.46%) and 1,721 females (79.49%).
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FIGURE 4: TERMINATED TEACHERS BY GENDER
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Figure 5 displays the terminated teachers by race. Similar to ther gltdethe race data
was only available starting in SY 2003. Of the 2,165 terminated teachers from SY 2003 to S
2008, there were 1,801 Caucasians (83.19%), 185 African Americans (8.55%), 46 Hispanics
(2.12%), 115 Native Americans (5.31%), and 15 Asian Americans (0.69%).

Figure 6 displays the level of education for the terminated teachers. Therg,8&3
(59.65%) teachers with a bachelor’s degree, 626 teachers with a master'yte&&¥), 140
teachers with a master’s degree plus 30 hours (4.43%), 131 teachers with & thegtee plus
60 hours (4.15%), and 50 teachers with a doctoral degree (1.58%). There were 327 records
where no degree was specified, representing 10.36 percent of the 3,157 teableaiatizbiase.

There were several subgroups of job titles worth noting. Figure 7 displays tleaten
special education teachers. There were 414 terminated special educahersté€E®.11%), of
which 166 were elementary teachers (5.26%), 136 were middle school teachers (48199), a

were high school teachers (3.14%). The rest were alternative educatimerse#tds interesting
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FIGURE 5: TERMINATED TEACHERS BY RACE
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FIGURE 6: TERMINATED TEACHERS BY LEVEL OF EDUCATION
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FIGURE 7: TERMINATED SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS
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to note that the high school line was mostly constant, the middle school had some fluctuation,
and the high school had the most fluctuation.

There were 2,038 terminated regular education classroom teachers (64.55%g¢hdé2vhi
were pre-kindergarten teachers (1.65%), 148 kindergarten teachers (4.69%), &2aglem
teachers (26.35%), 493 middle school teachers (15.62%), 465 high school teachers (14.73%),
and 48 alternative education teachers (1.52%). The rest of the terminatedsteszbespread
among counselors, deans, special education certified staff (such as speeciyistghand

specialized teachers (such as Indian Education and ELL). All terminatéetsdy job title,
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TABLE 13: TURNOVER RATES BY JOB TITLE (Part 1)

CODE

0110
0200
0201
0202
0203
0204
0209
0300
0400
0404
0405
0600
0600a
0601
0602
0603
0604
0609
0611
0612
0612
0613
0614
0615
0618
0621
0622
0628
0630
0633
0634

DESCRIPTION

Principal Intern

Counselor High School
Counselor Middle School
Counselor Elementary
Dean High School

Dean Middle School
Alternative School Counselor
Librarian

Nurse

School Nurse Liaison

Nurse Supervisor
Elementary Teacher

ESL Elementary Teacher
Gifted And Talented Teacher
Vocational Teacher
Leadership Teacher
Alternative School Teacher
Teacher Trainers

Middle School Teacher
High School Teacher
Special Programs Teacher
Kindergarten Teacher
Pre-Kindergarten Teacher
Head Start Teacher

TERM Teacher

Certified Lab Instructor
Non-Certified Lab Instructor
4-year old program Teacher
Resource Teacher - 9 month
New Teacher Coach
Reading Coach

SY SY SY SY SY SY SY
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
2
2 1 3 2 2
3 5 3 1 1
3 4 7 1 4
3 1 1
2 1 1
1 1
4 9 4 3 8 2 8
2 3 3 2 3 4 4
1
1
64 66 73 71 108 106
1 1 1 1
1 1 2 1 1
2 3 2 5 11 7
3 1 1 1
4 1 2 4 13 5
1
32 51 31 37 62 71
52 50 41 51 45 51
1
12 13 9 11 24 17
2 2 6 2 6 5
1 3 1
2 4 4 12 11 17
1 2
1
2 1
1
1 2

110

e

20
10

SY
2006

SY
2007

SY
2008

21
25
35

2 43
40

87 832

0.06%
0.67%
0.79%
1.11%
0.19%
0.19%
0.13%
1.36%
1.27%
0.03%
0.03%
26.35%
0.13%
0.54%
1.49%
0.35%
1.52%
0.03%
15.62%
14.73%
0.03%
4.69%
1.65%
0.16%
7.82%
0.10%
0.10%
0.03%
0.13%
0.03%
0.19%
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TABLE 14: TURNOVER RATES BY JOB TITLE (Part 2)

CODE

0635
0636
0639
0639
0639
0640
0645
0646
0648
0649
0650
1000
1400
1401
1403
unk
1406
1407
1407a
1408
1412
1413
1414
1602
1646
1652
5802
VPOS
unk

DESCRIPTION

Math Coach

ELL Teacher Coach

Literacy Coach

Literacy Coach

Literacy Coach

ELL Teacher

Unassigned Teacher

Instructional Facilitators - Title | & 1l
Math Specialist/Interventionist
Reading Specialist/Interventionist
Science Resource Teacher
Substitute Teachers

Elementary Sp Ed Teacher
Speech Pathologist

Psychologist

Psychometrist

Middle School Sp Ed Teacher

High School Sp Ed Teacher

do not use

Alternative School Sp Ed Teacher
Behavior Coach, NC - 190 Days
Itinerant DD Program Teacher
District Homebound Teacher
Indian Education Resource Advisor
Resource Specialist, ELL
Curriculum Specialist-Social Studies
Leave of Absence/Med., Family
Conversion Position

Other — not specified

SY SY SY SY SY
2003

1999 2000 2001 2002

1

N PR

227 259 243 263

386

31

22
15

SY
2004

E A

382

18

22

SY
2005

1

378

13

SY
2006

RN RN

17
10

11

373

SY

2007

= W

g R PR

354

SY
2008

=

=

13

11
12

292

3157

0.06%
0.03%
0.19%
0.19%
0.19%
1.11%
0.10%
0.16%
0.06%
0.13%
0.10%
0.06%
5.26%
1.24%
0.44%
0.06%
4.31%
3.14%
0.06%
0.41%
0.10%
0.10%
0.03%
0.06%
0.03%
0.03%
0.95%
0.06%
0.21%




including turnover rates, are displayed in Tables 13 and 14. While middle school and high school
percentages remained constant year after year, elementary hadlmejations in SY 2003 and

SY 2007.

Historical Database

To study teacher turnover, the historical database was utilized to cotimgdiredings to
the review of literature. The literature on teacher turnover had conbkisgtkeatvn a bimodal
curve: most of those who leave in any given year are either disillusioned bsgiitieless than
five years in the classroom or mid-life veterans who are ready to reyee8( O’Brien, 2002;
Shen, 1997; Grissmer & Kirby, 1991).

The data in this study reflects a similar U-shaped curve as estabhsthediterature
(Whitener, 1965; Grissmer & Kirby, 1986) — “high turnover occurring in the first faas/of
teachers, low turnover in the middle years, and the number of exits graduedbsing up to the
age at which most teachers retire” (Watson, 2000, p. 93). Starting in"tlyear7of service, the
number of terminated teachers in this study begins to increase (see8yigure

Table 15 displays turnover rates by years of experience. There weree8&¥ neith no
value in this field, reducing the total number of teachers from 3,157 to 2,830. The total
percentage of terminated teachers with five or less years of set8i@d %) corresponds to the
national average of 50 percent of teachers leaving within the firstdees yYNCTAF, 2003;

Ingersoll, 2003Db).
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FIGURE 8: U-SHAPED CURVE BASED ON TURNOVER RATES
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TABLE 15: TURNOVER RATES BY YEARS OF EXPERIENCE

YR 1999 2000 2001

O oo ~NOOL A~ WwWwDNPEFE O

NMNNNNRPRRRPRRERRRRR
WNPFPOOWONOOUDNWNDNERO

19
25
24
17
17
16
15
13
13
9
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o
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24
24
21
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=
© ©

[EEN
w

259

22
21
30
18
12
10
11

243

2002

29
45
21
18
18
7
8

16

262

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

19
18
34
22
22
17
15
10
12
16
16
15
8
11
3
4
5
4
25
5
19

20

320

45
20
15
21
22
21
14
21
15

P 8o wvoo N o K ©

17

16

325

52
40
17
18
25
13
19
12
12
9

8

14
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43
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27
10
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16
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37
27
27
24
17
16
15
13
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N
N OB
(o]

315

40 332
26 290
19 238
19 191
17 187
7 146
10 146
5 115
4 127
4 101
8 93
5 68
5 55
1 63
2 55
7 38
3 33
3 90
3 89
4 86
16 72
2 87
17 71
18 57
245 2830

11.73%
10.25%
8.41%
6.75%
6.61%
5.16%
5.16%
4.06%
4.49%
3.57%
3.29%
2.40%
1.94%
2.23%
1.94%
1.34%
1.17%
3.18%
3.14%
3.04%
2.54%
3.07%
2.51%
2.01%




Research Questions

Research Question #1:

What are the financial costs associated with teacher turnover in an urban school district in a
mid-sized Southern city between SY 1999 and SY 20087

Utilizing the terminated teacher database provided by TPS and vgtif@rdata
integrity in conversations with district staff of Human Capital, Payr@hdBits, Information
Systems, and Professional Development departments who are responsible foripgtisks
related to teacher employment, costs were calculated for separat®rhaasg costs, training
costs, and performance productivity based orTtilea Turnover Model (Appendix A). Tables
16 and 17 summarize the total teacher turnover costs by year.

Separation costs averaged 2.29 percent, hiring costs averaged 8.64 pentieigt cais
averaged 48.15 percent, and performance productivity averaged 40.92 percent. Tikisrasul

average per-leaver cost of $14,508.86 based on the following yearly per-lestggfigure 9).

FIGURE 9: PER-LEAVER COSTS BY YEAR
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TABLE 16

: TOTAL TURNOVER COSTS BY YEAR (Part 1)

SEPARATION COSTS
Exit Interview
Exit Survey
Other Exit Procedures
Administrative Tasks
TOTAL
PERCENT

HIRING COSTS
Advertising
Recruiting
Application Processing
Interviews
Reference Check
Job Offer
Criminal Background Check
Drug Testing
Stipends
Bonuses
Subsidies & Other
Administrative Tasks
TOTAL
PERCENT

TRAINING COSTS
Orientation
Mentoring
Pre-Service Training
In-Service Training

Entry-Year Teacher Program

Administrative Tasks
TOTAL
PERCENT

SY 1999

27,743.94
23,820.25
10,757.53
11,172.94
73,494.66
1.95%

27,246.34
96,611.35
6,373.96
54,876.00
60,363.60
23,602.06
14,224.72
10,582.46
6,940.20
9,253.60
9,253.60
6,620.09
325,947.97
8.67%

162,930.61

358,630.80
107,895.90
1,128,802.01

41,140.98
17,283.25
1,816,683.55
48.31%

PERFORMANCE PRODUCTIVITY

1st Month @ 80%
2nd Month @ 60%
3rd Month @ 40%
4th Month @ 20%
TOTAL
PERCENT

TOTAL TURNOVER

617,598.09
463,198.57
308,799.05
154,399.52
1,543,995.24
41.06%

3,760,121.41

SY 2000

31,654.98
27,178.17
,212.01
747,98
83,855.14
2.27%

26,739.90
94,815.60
6,255.48
53,856.00
59, M1.6
23,163.36
13,960.32
10,385.76
6,811.20
9,081.60
089.60
6,497.04
319,889.46
8.64%

159,902.16
351,964.80
106,89
1,107,880.5
40,376.27
982,00

1,782,916.19

48.16%

606,118.58
454,588.93
303,059.29
151,529.64

1,515,296.44

40.93%

3,701,957.23

SY 2001

29,699.46
25,499.21
11,515.77
11,960.46
78,674.90
2.26%

25,119.30
89,069.20
5,876.36
50,592.00
55,651.20
21,759.52
13,114.24
9,756.32
6,398.40
8,531.20
8,5631.20
6,103.28
300,502.22
8.64%

150,211.12
330,633.60
99,472.80
1,040,679.92
37,929.23
15,934.00
1,674,860.67
48.16%

569,384.12
427,038.09
284,692.06
142,346.03
1,423,460.29
40.93%

3,477,498.07

SY 2002

32,021.64
27,492.97
12,416.18
12,895.64
84,826.43
1.89%

32,614.58
115,646.30
7,629.79
65,688.00
72,256.80
28,252.28
17,027.36
12,667.48
8,307.60
11,076.80
11,076.80
7,924.42
390,168.21
8.67%

195,032.18
429,290.40
129,154.20
1,351,205.38
49,246.82
20,688.50
2,174,617.48
48.35%

739,280.99
554,460.74
369,640.50
184,820.25
1,848,202.48
41.09%

4,497,814.59

SY 20

139,40
33,309
15,164.80
15,750.40
103,604.80
3.24%

22,880
81,167
5,355.07
46,004
,79@.40
19,829
11,950.88
898,84
36,80
7,404
7,774.40
5,561.86
273,844.77
8.56%

136,885
301,303
90,648.60

948361,

34,564.54

14,520.50
1,526,284.32

47.68%

518,374
389,885
259,137
129588
1,297,185.59
40.53%

3,200,919.47
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TABLE 17

SEPARATION COSTS
Exit Interview
Exit Survey
Other Exit Procedures
Administrative Tasks
TOTAL
PERCENT

HIRING COSTS
Advertising
Recruiting
Application Processing
Interviews
Reference Check
Job Offer
Criminal Background Check
Drug Testing
Stipends
Bonuses
Subsidies & Other
Administrative Tasks
TOTAL
PERCENT

TRAINING COSTS
Orientation
Mentoring
Pre-Service Training
In-Service Training

Entry-Year Teacher Program

Administrative Tasks
TOTAL
PERCENT

PERFORMANCE PRODUCTIVITY

1st Month @ 80%
2nd Month @ 60%
3rd Month @ 40%
4th Month @ 20%
TOTAL
PERCENT

TOTAL TURNOVER

: TOTAL TURNOVER COSTS BY YEAR (Part 2)
SY 2004 SY 2005 SY 2006 SY 2007
39,721.50 38,010.42 39,477.06 38,499.30
34,103.88 32,634.79 33,894.01 33,054.53

15,401.75 ,738.29 15,306.97 14,927.85
15,996.50 317,42 15,898.06 15,504.30
105,223.63 100,690.92 104,576.10 101,985.98
2.62% 1.77% 2.27% 2.35%
28,866.94 41,224.01 33,222.30 31,297.84
102,357.75 146,174.05 117,801.20 110,977.35
6,753.08 9,643.87 7,771.96 7,321.76
58,140.00 83,028.00 66,912.00 63,036.00
63,954.00 91,380.8 73,603.20 69,339.60
25,005.90 35,710.18 28,778.72 27,111.66
15,070.80 21,522.16 17,344.64 16,339.92
11,211.90 16,011.38 12,903.52 12,156.06
7,353.00 10,500.60 8,462.40 7,972.20
9,804.00 14,000.80  11,283.20 10,629.60
9,804.00 08,80 11,283.20 10,629.60
7,013.85 N 27 8,072.08 7,604.49
345,335.21 493,162.92 397,438.42 374,416.07
8.61% 8.68% 8.64% 8.63%
172,621.65 246,515.83 198,666.32 187,158.21
379,962.00 542,612.40 437,289.60 411,958.80
114,313.50 163,2a 131,560.80 123,939.90
1,195,942.65 1,707,880.0 1,376,383.12 1,296,653.61
43,588.02  62,246.76 50,164.46 47,258.59
18,311.25 128,75 21,074.00 19,853.25
1,924,739.07  2,748,662.47  2,215,138.30  2,086,822.36
47.98% 48.40% 48.16% 48.12%
654,332.55 934,432.80 753,056.41 709,434.24
490,749.42 700,824.60 564,792.31 532,075.68
327,166.28 467,216.40 376,528.21 354,717.12
163,583.14 233,608.20 188,264.10 177,358.56
1,635,831.38 2,336,082.01  1,882,641.03 1,773,585.61
40.78% 41.14% 40.93% 40.90%
4,011,129.29 5,678,598.31  4,599,793.85 4,336,810.02

SY 20

923,90
25,089
11,610.55
12,058.90
79,322.43
2.29%

25,018
88,710
5,852.67
50,888
,4326.80
21,681
13,061.36
18,98
2,80
8,406
8,496.80
6,078.67
299,290.52
8.64%

149,605
329,300
9,091.70

1,036,483

37,776.29

15,869.75

1,668,107.20
48.15%

567,288
425,836
283,544
141092
1,417,720.53
40.92%

3,464,440.67
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FIGURE 10: TOTAL TURNOVER COSTS BY YEAR
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It is important to note that separation and hiring costs are generally ceds$ided costs
and training costs and performance productivity are generally consgtdtedsts. Soft costs
were substantially higher in this study (see Figure 10) but the schodattdistibably does not
realize their impact because they are not readily apparent. In additiotetatife does not
seem to adequately address this issue.
Question #2:
To what extent have these costs changed over this period?

Figure 10 displays a graphical representation of the total teacher tucost®by
category for SY 1999 through SY 2008. The total costs peaked at $5.7 million in SY 2005 but
generally averaged approximately $4.1 million. In SY 2008, during a natioealkien that
continues into SY 2009, the costs decreased to $3.4 million. This may be attributed to the fact
that teachers were concerned about the news of the recession and were uovelljrigre other
teaching possibilities. This may be consistent with the SY 2003 costs of $3.2 millich, wds
also a year of state financial crisis.

Table 18 displays the turnover rates by year, including the rates of dhetmgeen years,
as compared to the national average. The turnover rate was calculated Imgdhadexiting
teachers by the total number of teachers. The rate of change from year teag calculated by
subtracting the previous year’s rate from the current year’s rate emdlithding by the previous
year’s rate. Changes in the district teacher workforce could be attributesl thanges in
superintendent leadership four times during the years being studied arat¢lmidiyetary crises
in 2002 and 2008. Based on an analysis of these data, the turnover rates for TPS recorded a lowe

rate of teacher turnover than the national average for the years being studied.
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TABLE 18: TURNOVER RATES COMPARED TO NATIONAL AVERAGE

SY 1999

SY 2000

SY 2001

SY 2002

SY 2003

SY 2004

SY 2005

SY 2006

SY 2007

SY 2008

TOTAL

TEACHERS TEACHERS TEACHERS

3,005
3,010
3,015
3,075
2,981
2,941
3,037
3,042
3,036

3,038

EXITING

227

259

243

262

320

325

311

323

315

245

ADDED

269

264

248

322

226

285

407

328

309

247

TURNOVER RATE OF

RATE

7.55%

8.60%

8.06%

8.52%

10.73%

11.05%

10.24%

10.62%

10.38%

8.06%

CHANGE

12.21%

-6.76%

5.38%

20.65%

2.86%

-7.91%

3.56%

-2.34%

-28.66%

NATIONAL

AVERAGE

15.2%

15.1%

NA

15.7%

16.9%

16.5%

NA

NA

16.8%

NA
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FIGURE 11: TREND ANALYSIS FOR TURNOVER RATES IN SY 2010-2012
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FIGURE 12: TREND ANALYSIS FOR TURNOVER COSTS IN SY 2010-2012
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Question #3:

What are the predicted teacher turnover costs in SY 2010 through SY 2012?

Figure 11 displays the trend analysis turnover rate projections for SY 2010 through SY
2012. The estimations are 10.60 percent, 10.75 percent, and 10.90 percent respectively.
Microsoft Excel was used to calculate the trend analysis in a linear fdfigate 12 displays the
trend analysis turnover costs projections for SY 2010 through SY 2012. The estimations are
$4.50 million for 2010, $4.67 million for 2010, and $4.75 million for 2012. Although there have
been some outliers — turnover rate in SY 2004 and turnover costs in SY 2005 — the numbers have
remained consistent over the period being studied. It is too early to determthenthe lower
numbers in 2008 will remain consistent with the next several years or whethaniathomaly
due to the recent state and national budgetary crises.

Summary

The purpose of this study was to validate a 4-component turnover model by calculating
the financial costs of teacher turnover in an urban school district. The thraechegeestions
and their corresponding results provided a detailed analysis of teacheetumthis urban
school district. Thélodel was then tested to investigate how well it performed when calculating
turnover. Finally, this chapter provided an understanding how these costs contributed to the
financial costs of teacher turnover.

This chapter included an introduction, a description of the teacher workforce, and a
description of the movement of this workforce. The exploration of differences meteac
turnover were discussed by demographics and teaching categories. Chapterdemtiegre

discussions and analysis of the findings obtained from the study. The final cHdpigistudy
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discusses the implications of the results of the statistical analyses, aadtpm@nclusions for

future consideration based on these implications.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction

Turnover of public school teachers has been an issue of continuing concern in education
for the past 80 years. Understanding the implication of teacher turnovercel aniorder to
identify how to retain teachers. Knowing that 50 percent of new teacherdhegweofession
within five years (Ingersoll, 2002c; Murnane, Singer, Willett, Kemple, & QI14891; Schlechty
& Vance, 1981), and knowing that the teacher turnover problem is not just focused in thie area
new teachers, school districts can face many problems.

The annual recruitment and placement of teachers is not only time-consuming and labor
intensive, it is a costly burden on public school administrators (Boe, Bobbitt, Cook, Whitene
Weber, 1997). Furthermore, teachers hired to replace the teachers who havenleib ofbt
have the teaching experience and qualifications of the teachers theplacenge(Rollefson,

1993), and the induction of replacement teachers disrupts instructional programs uneti the
teachers are assimilated to the culture, curriculum, and school communityB (it &
Cook, 1997).

Schools play a critical role in helping to shape our society, and the quality of our
children’s education depends greatly on the quality of its teachers (Gardner,IR306)
important to study turnover patterns and their implications to determine viablegslthat will
reduce the present turnover rate of teachers and, in turn, help maintain or improveitjhefqual
public schools. As pointed out by Lortie (1975), the hierarchical structures of saheafen

not conducive to generating a feeling of collegial cooperation between rieacide

98



administrators, and their negative effects on retention are corroborated bggibgi Ingersoll
(2002c). Teachers are so often under fire when it comes to accountabilitydfentstest scores
and the requirements of thio Child Left Behind Adbat educators would rather change
professions than work under the stressful conditions of public schools teachers (& &0GH¢

The conceptual framework utilized for this study was based on the human ttegutsl
(Becker, 1964), which dictates career choices and frequently plays a pathens’ decisions
about entering or staying in education (Kirby & Grissmer, 1993; MacDonald, 1988pdetive
teachers weigh the costs and benefits of entering a profession assodiateddaquate salary
(Makovec, 2008). Shen (1997) described teacher turnover as being similar to a tleshrape
(Figure 8) over a life cycle: novice teachers leave at a higrestivah do middle-career teachers,
and turnover rate of veteran teachers rises as they approach netiegiee

This chapter presents the implications of the findings, including interpretaitthe data
and inferences that may be drawn; the conclusions of the study as it elaesterature; and
recommendations for practice and future research. The chapter concludagisitussion of
future considerations. Efforts to recruit and retain teachers have beericaetrent of the
nation’s educational agenda. School districts face constraints in comieaiihgr shortages
including teacher certification regulations, the reluctance of teatthersrk in rural and urban
schools, and the enticement of incentives in the other sectors of the economy (IngE990l
Hanushek, Kain, & Rivkin, 1999; Stoddart, 1993).

As previous studies have indicated (Harrell, Leavell, & vanTassel, 1999; Luékteis
& Fox, 1999), student behavior problems can push practitioners out of the profession. Teachers
with minimal content knowledge often lack the self-efficacy and competerreyrain in

teaching indefinitely. Previous studies have confirmed that under-preparedsesehmore
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likely to leave teaching (Darling-Hammond, 2008). This exodus of teachertsiastle costs
associated with recruitment and retention efforts straining many school lalidgations
(Alliance for Excellent Education, 2005; Benner, 2000).
Summary of Study

The purpose of this study was to validate a 4-component turnover model by calculating
the financial costs of teacher turnover in an urban school district. This stuheébon teacher
turnover in terms of separation costs, hiring costs, training costs, and @eréerproductivity
costs at one urban public school district for school year (SY) 1999 through SY 2008tibnaddi
to the potential implications for practice at other schools facing sinslaess the primary
intention of this study was to test thalsa Turnover Model (Appendix A) as an accurate
measurement of the aforementioned costs related to teacher turnover.

Three research questions were analyzed to tedf ciel.

1. Research Question What are the financial costs associated with teacher turnover in an

urban school district in a mid-sized Southern city between SY 1999 and SY 20087

2. Research Question Zo what extent have these costs changed over this period?

3. Research Question 8/hat are the predicted teacher turnover costs in SY 2010 through

SY 20127

This study’s focus was to develop a model to quantify the costs that compeisertea
turnover and then test the model in a mid-sized urban school district. Previous studiegtiave us
business estimations and educational estimates while others have trieq/ t@appbsts to the
equation. The goal of this study was to assimilate all the available irffomaand develop one

encompassing model.
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Findings

Comparison with Previous Studies

The findings of this study aligned with several components of the literatlireg8ey
(1993) argued that grade level was related to teacher turnover. This wasedain this study
by the fact that elementary teachers accounted for 26.35 percent, whictlyiswiea the rate of
either middle school teachers at 15.62 percent or high school teachers at 14.7 3 see Ceatltle
14).

Comparison of the TPS results with the Texas study (Benner, 2000) of thresdive

school districts (Table 6) in four categories showed the following results:

Advertising: TPS cost of $103.97 was 14.1% higher than the highest amount of
$91.12 in District “A”.
e Professing Applications: TPS costs of $24.32 were between the costs of District
“B” ($9.74) and the costs of District “C”" ($47.75).
e Background Checks: TPS costs of $54.28 were similar to the costs of the median
costs of the three districts (District “C” at $56.33).
e Interviews: TPS cost of $209.41 was 68.3% higher than the highest amount of
$124.44 in District “C".
Ingersoll (2003b), NCTAF (2003), and Colbert and Wolff (1992) contend that up to 50
percent of teachers leave by the fifth year. This also was validatbeststudy: 11.73 percent
left after the first year, 10.25 percent left after the second year, 8 @dnpéeft after the third
year, 6.75 percent left after the fourth year, and 6.61 percent left aftdthihy@ér, for a total of
43.75 percent (see Table 16). However, when compared to the ACORN (2003) study, these

percentages are substantially smaller. This may be attributed to cognbarithird largest city
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in the country in a Midwest mid-sized city. It has previously been establitlat comparing
diverse regions of the country may be like comparing apples to oranges.

Initially novice educators may have high ideals and well-defined goalsfteutayear or
two of facing the realities of being a teacher they can become discontaotddnt3 with
discipline, non-motivated students, distant administrators, and day-to-day tasiesvthaery
little to do with teaching students, may cause these teachers to becomsfiddsath their
chosen career (Watson, 2000).

Tulsa Turnover Model

The intent of this study was to build and test an empirical model of teacher turnover
Validating thisModel both contributed to the development of an explanation of what costs are
included in the discussion of teacher turnover and presented a hard versus saftluatet
(Benner, 2000; Milanowski & Odden, 2007). This study consisted of examining the teaninat
teacher database at Tulsa Public Schools (TPS) between SY 1999 and SY 2008oin Huli
data integrity was verified through conversations with personnel in Human ICBpyeoll,
Benefits, Professional Development and Information Systems departments vanm pasks
related to teacher employment.

The discrepancy betwedard costs andoftcosts in the calculation of the financial costs
of teacher turnover in an urban school district and the lack of literature on tlastsuby
provide an avenue for the impact of the categorization of teacher turnover costsne lae
integral part of the educational policy agenda at both the state and national levels
Research Questions

The descriptive statistics yielded the following results. Males septed 19.58 percent

of the teacher workforce but 20.46 percent of the teachers that left, resulimghcrease of
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4.49 percent. Minority teachers represented 22.09 percent of the certifieOtafily 16.81
percent of those teachers who left, a decrease of 23.9 percent.

Research question one was answered by populatifddtieland calculating the yearly
turnover costs. These costs ranged from $3,200,900 in SY 2003 to $5,678,600 in SY 2005.
Research question two was answered by graphically representingdsese order to
determine trend analysis. In addition, the yearly turnover rates wakerdated. The rates ranged
from 7.55 percent in SY 1999 to 11.05 percent in SY 2004. Finally, research question three was
answered using trend analysis to predict SY 2010 through 2012. The projected costéroamge
$4.5 million to $4.67 million to $4.75 million and the projected rates ranged from 10.60 percent
to 10.75 percent to 10.90 percent. The rising turnover costs and rates were indidhgviact
that the problem of teacher turnover is still a financial strain on this schoattdidowever, the
results were below the national average.

Conclusions
Hard versus Soft Costs

As previously mentioned, the training costs averaged 48.15 percent of the total turnover
costs and performance productivity averaged 40.92 percent of the total costsoftwasts are
often overlooked because they are often highly variable, based on intangibles, othhirage
very difficult to quantify. For example, lost productivity due to an unprepared or untrained
teacher is goftcost. Some school districts can accept soft costs, but many others do not. Does a
school district really lose money if a teacher is not productive on the first dayg the first
week, or by the first month? It probably depends on a case-by-case measwiaesiier

productivity. For better or worse, people time may not be valued with a specificatalbant.
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Hard costs — such as advertising costs — are specific and identifiable costhéw teac
employment. The costs do not vary from teacher to teacher. Most school distrtifl axore
interested irhard cost savings and find it far easier to justify a decision on the basis of hard
savings. The real issue in a study of this kind is whether a school district knows how much of
teacher turnover expenditures aexd costs and how much aseftcosts. Does the district the
components that contribute to this cost, and how much each one of them costs? Theagmhre cri
pieces of information as districts seek to improve their teacher retentioespr— especially in
these tough economic times.

Patterns

Overall, five patterns emerged from the data analysis.

1. The Tulsa Public Schools’ teacher turnover rate was below the natiahaverage.

This may be attributed to the district’s investment in their comprehensiveimuct

program, which includes orientation and mentoring, the lower cost of living in

Oklahoma, or the lower teacher salaries.

2. Elementary teachers left at a faster rate than secondary teachemshich is contrary to
the national trend. This may be characterizecuttsire shockNovice teachers may not
have completed an internship in urban, high poverty schools and therefore may not be
prepared for the myriad of social and emotional problems that lower socioeconomic
students may bring to the classroom.

3. Regular education teachers left at higher rates than special educatioaachers This
may be the results of the extensive network of supportive teachers thatriceldis

established and the monthly meetings designed to exchange information.
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4. Teachers with less than five years of experience accounted for nearly 50qant of

the departures which matched the national trend.
Lower turnover and the departure of novice teachers were expected resultstoicis
However, the elementary teacher and regular education in general exitsencosisidered
abnormal based on exiting research.

These patterns established a strong confirmation to the literature (@&lidw1999;
NCES, 1998, 2000, 2003; NCTAF, 2003, 2007b; Alliance for Excellent Education, 2008a;
Benner, 2000; Breaux & Wong, 2003; Ingersoll, 2000, 2001a, 2002a; Butterfi, 2005; Williams,
2005; Birkeland & Curtis, 2006; Reichardt, 2006; Barnes, Crowe, & Schaefer, 2007; Milanowski
& Odden, 2007; Hauenstein, 1999; Gately, 1990; Ettorre, 1997; Brannick, 1999; Carroll &
Fulton, 2004; Adams & Dial, 1994; Murnane, Singer, Willett, Kemple & Olsen, 1991;
Billingsley, 2003; Brownell, Sindelar, Biship, Langley & Seo, 2002; Fore, M&tBender,
2002; Spiedel, 2005; Planty, Hussar, Snyder, Kena, Dinkes, KewalRamani & Kemp, 2008;

Colbert & Wolff, 1992); Henke, Chen & Geis, 2000; Keller, 2003; Ingersoll & Smith, 2003).

This study examined one urban school district in a mid-sized city in the Southezd Unit
States. Oklahoma ranked™ih the number of terminated teachers — preceded by South
Carolina, Colorado, Alabama, and Washington and followed by Indiana, Kentucky, Viiscons
and Kansas (Alliance for Excellent Education, 2005). There were simganith previous
studies. First, half of the novice teachers (with less than five years ofemq@yrieft their
placement (NCTAF, 2003; Ingersoll, 2003b). Second, the higher percentage of minoritysstude
contributing to the loss of teachers (King-Rice, 2003). Third, the teacher tutmoyears of

experience (Figure 10) matched the U-shaped configuration (Shen, 1997, Tye &n(O2BAE;
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Grissmer & Kirby, 1991). Fourth, TPS matched the turnover costs of Broward G8ar{$09

versus $12,652), with both having strong induction and mentoring programs.

There were also some differences that need to be considered when compaitsgiths
previous studies. First, it is impossible to compare per-leaver turnover aoss @egions of the
country without also considering the varying economic conditions. Second, ingresether
salaries have sometimes had positive results. Wisconsin raised ity &alahes 26.5% from
2006 to 2008 which reduced the turnover rate to the lowest in the nation (7.66%). Oklahoma
raised its salaries 12.3% over the same time period but the turnover ratetiamedian range
at 13.11%. The two most important results validated in this study was that halhoivibe
teachers entering teaching left their initial placement five ylatesand elementary teachers
leave the fastest.

Threats to External Validity

Three areas of concern were encountered in the course of this study.

e First, the lack of data in secondary subject areas hindered the reseabhity’so draw
conclusions about the possible deficits in the hard-to-fill areas of matlhos, science and
special education. Therefore, departure rates across teaching assigreagntere
impossible to calculate.

e Second, even though research approval was obtained from the TPS Project Management
Office (see Appendix C), management personnel in the Human Capital depadstected
access to one of the district staff that handled secondary teacher eenalsls that would
have provided a more well-rounded picture of teacher employment in the district.

¢ Finally, the researcher received a snapshot of the database in two partshdeé ©$999

through SY 2008 data, which did not contain demographic information, and another with SY
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2003 through SY 2008 data, which did contain the information. Therefore, demographic
analyses in these categories were limited to six years insteadyafaes.
Limitations of the Study

Although the researcher is confident in the soundness of the methodology used, this study
did have limitations. The data reported were based on one urban school district isizechid-
Southern city. It would make an interesting comparison to replicate thiswsitidieachers
representing different geographical and socioeconomic populations. The tedneacher
database provided a wealth of information about preK-12 teachers in Tulsa Public Sohbibl
would be practically impossible in a single study to investigate all possiblactions with the
information provided.

These findings must be interpreted with caution because the study did notdckekse
who transferred to other schools within the district or districts within theopwditan area of
Tulsa. Further, it was beyond the capacity of the investigator’s resoumdetetmine the
number of teachers that left the profession altogether. Finally, there was maaitidéor provided
to determine whether some teachers may have left the district and retusubdequent years.

Recommendations

The results of this study point to a few areas worthy of further studydiegdaeacher
turnover. Recommendations are a combination of thoughtful analyses and synteedemlthe
review of literature, quantitative results, and qualitative data. As thatlite clearly supports,

further research should be conducted to strengthen the process of retainiiegl tedthers.
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Recommendations for Practice

Improving students’ academic achievement is one of the main goals ofieduEat this
reason, it is important that resources are optimized to realize this gadvBlpping a strategic
plan to retain and support teachers, the district can reap the benefits of redobedtt@nover.
With the additional funds available, the following recommendations are worttgneifderation:

Demographics The district teacher population is dominated by Caucasian teachers
(78.4%) with African American teachers (14.1%) being the next largest demoggaminic
However, the student population consists equally of Caucasian (35.9%) and Aimesican
(36.0%) students. This results in a teacher/student demographic mismatchhehitghature
suggests is an important factor in teacher turnover (Futrell, 1999; King, 1993RKiaeg2003;
Boyd, Lankford, Loeb & Wyckoff, 2005). This should be an important consideration in future
recruitment efforts for administrators.

Grade Level Elementary teachers (26.35%) leave at a rate similar to the total of both
middle school teachers (15.62%) and high school teachers (14.73%). This is contrary to the
national trend (Ondrich, Pas & Yinger, 2005; Adams & Dial, 1994; Murnane, Singer,tWillet
Kemple & Olsen, 1991; Cashwell, 2008). Tulsa Public Schools should consider exploring the
reasons related to this discrepancy. School administrators should also calabtbramniversity
teacher education programs to encourage teacher internships in urban, high pboetty s

Supportive Network Since the early 1990s, educational researchers have documented

the crisis in recruiting and retaining special education teachersO@nderman & Stephens,
2001; Billingsley, 2003; Brownell, Smith, McNellis & Miller, 1997). Tulsa Public Schdals
less of a problem retaining this subclass of teachers than their regular@uteathers. The

total terminated special education teachers (13.11%) is less than totakokeé&mentary,
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middle, or high school regular education teachers. The district should examiateth®n
efforts for these highly sought-after educators. Administrators neekktthi@ lessons learned
here and expand them to all departments in their schools. Their proactive advocacy of the
mission and goals of their schools may help teachers feel like a valued ¢wgyvamee! of
change. Two-way communication addresses problems head-on and establishies win
scenarios.

Recommendations for Future Research

The review of the literature and the findings of this research study gesh@rédrmation
that has culminated into practical recommendations for future lines ofalkes&he
recommendations for future research may provide further insights and contitheeiody of
knowledge concerning how to combat the ever increasing dilemma of teacher turnover
especially in urban school districts. These recommendations may include:

Mirror Study. The first recommendation for future research is to conduct this sanye stud
at a similar urban school district in another geographical area of thedl8taétes with a similar
demographical population to determine whether the financial costs calculadkes study are
consistent with that study.

Leadership Styte According to Galley (1999), schools where teacher retention was high

revealed that the principals were visionary leaders, teacher-focusesdedttiee value of
leadership, and were committed and passionate about their jobs. Future researdusinestd
the administrators’ leadership style — transformational versus ttaorsde- as it relates to
teacher turnover.

Induction and Mentoring These results also indicated the importance of teacher

orientation mentoring programs spanning several years, not just amondyteaesar teachers,
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but also among the late career teachers. Future research should tesctheeéss of such
programs, as it relates to job satisfaction and teacher retention.
Final Conclusions

What are the reasons that our public school teachers are leaving the profdsseon be
retirement? The National Education Association (2003) reports that teasblersdrwhelmed
by the scope of the job, feel unsupported and isolated, and are often unclear on the expectations
of the job. The National Center for Education Statistics examined the need fteashers and
found that the United States employs over 150,000 teachers to meet the demands of growing
school districts, retiring teachers, and replacing those educators wheatidkie profession
(NCES, 2000).

The financial costs of teacher turnover presented in this study should be uridedepta
any school district watching their financial bottom line and providing the bedtite
workforce for their students. A decade of discussing the problem in political andiedalcat
circles has arguably not yielded much change in educational policy — teaahsttl leaving in
record numbers and the turnover costs are skyrocketing out of control.

Research has shown that teacher retention efforts are particuledlgohat schools in
inner-city and high poverty areas, as these are the schools that experibecedtes of
turnover (Darling-Hammond, 2003). “High-poverty public schools, especially thosban ur
communities, lose, on average, over one-fifth of their faculty each yegerfoll, 2005, p. 3).
While some turnover is acceptable, and perhaps can even be considered benefasébrsithe
infusion of new ideas, too much turnover can be costly.

Teacher turnover rates have been a major dilemma impacting the nation’s gsheroks

for decades. Table 19 displays the national turnover rates based on the Naticgralo€ent
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Education Statistics reports for years in which national data is availabte 987 (NCES,
1998; NCES, 2000; NCES, 2003) and the 2007 NCTAF national study (NCTAF, 2007b).

If Marzano’s (2003) contention that the number one factor impacting student
achievement is the classroom teacher is truly the case, political leagstravork collaboratively
with educational leaders to improve the nation’s educational system andatttaetain highly

qualified teachers by utilizing research presented here.

TABLE 19: NATIONAL TEACHER TURNOVER RATES
Source: NCES (1998, 2000, 2003) & NCTAF (2007b)

YEAR RATE YEAR RATE
1987 14.5% 1999 15.2%
1988 13.5% 2000 15.1%
1990 13.2% 2002 15.7%
1991 12.4% 2003 16.9%
1993 14.2% 2004 16.5%
1994 13.8% 2007 16.8%

With the pressures facing schools due to the governmental dictdMesCifild Left
Behind Actthe issue of finding and keeping quality teachers in the classroom is an isssie that
going to require innovative thoughts and solutions. The competition for teachers, péyticular
those in high need areas such as special education, mathematics, amdisgeimg to continue
to cause school administrators challenges. If quality teachers are notingnrathe profession,
the students, ultimately, are the ones who suffer.

The teaching profession is a demanding profession, and the increased presawgs of |
bureaucracy, lack of respect, increased at-risk student populations and diegasastal
involvement causes teachers to become frustrated, and in some cases, lpafedsien.
Particularly at the middle school level, attention needs to be placed on how to suppors teache

and provide the motivation to stay. Based on the literature and the results of thischood!
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districts must begin to place greater emphasis on teacher turnover cher tegruitment,
although both efforts present expensive options. Teacher turnover continues to pasgal fina
challenge for school districts year after year. Progressive toh@ldeaders, cognizant of the
value of human resources, must weigh the price of current recruitment and retenfibwes
and compare these expenditures to the cost of losing quality teachers. For sahats| thet
costs incurred by separation and replacement may be determined by mathdoratula, but

the cost to students may be incalculable.
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APPENDIX A

TULSA TURNOVER MODEL

SEPARATION COSTS

Exit Interview

Exit Survey

Other Exit Procedures

Administrative Tasks

TOTAL

HIRING COSTS

Advertising

Recruiting

Application Processing

Interviews

Reference Check

Job Offer

Criminal Background Check

Drug Testing

Stipends

Bonuses

Subsidies and Other Considerations

Administrative Tasks

TOTAL

TRAINING COSTS

Orientation

Mentoring

Pre-Service New Teacher Training

In-Service New Teacher Training

Entry-Year Teacher Program

TOTAL

PERFORMANCE PRODUCTIVITY

T Month’s Salary @ 80%

2 Month’s Salary @ 60%

39 Month’s Salary @40%

4" Month’s Salary @20%

TOTAL

TOTAL TEACHER TURNOVER COST
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SEPARATION COSTS

HIRING COSTS

TRAINING COSTS

Exit Interview
Prepare
Conduct
Process
Report

Exit Survey
Prepare
Conduct
Process
Report

Other Exit Procedures
Prepare
Conduct
Process
Report

Administrative Tasks
Human Capital
Payroll
Benefits

Information Systems
Professional Development

PERFORMANCE
PRODUCTIVITY
1st Month's Salary * 80%
2nd Month's Salary * 60%
3rd Month's Salary * 40%
4th Month's Salary * 20%

Advertising
Newspaper
Prepare
Publish
Website
Prepare
Publish
Recruiting
Outside Consultant
Job Postings - Websites

Job Fair
Organization
Presentation

Application Processing

Mailed

Online

Matched to Jobs

Interviews

Prepare

Conduct
Process

Report
Reference Checks

Check

Address Issues

Approve

Determine Eligibility
Job Offers

Letter Processing

Response
Phone Call Processing
Response
Other Processing

Response

Criminal Background Check
Check SBI
Check NCIC
Address Issues
Approve
Determine Eligibility
Drug Testing
Set Up
Address Issues
Analyze
Approve
Determine Eligibility
Stipends
Shortage
Special
Additional
Bonuses
Signing
Shortage
Groups
Subsidies & Other Considerataions
Relocation
Housing
Living
Education
Administrative Tasks
Human Capital
Payroll
Benefits
Information Syste
Professional Development

Orientation
District Trainer
Materials
School Trainer
Materials
Mentoring
Mentor
Substitute
Material
Pre-Service Training
District Trainer
Materials
Scnool Trainer
Materials
Department Trainer
Materials
In-Service Training
District Trainer
Materials
School Trainer
Materials
Department Trainer
Materials

Entry-Year Teacher Program
Administrator
Mentor
Substitute

Materials
Administrative Tasks

Human Capital

Payroll

Benefits

Information Systems

Professional Development
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