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The purpose of this study is (1) to ascertain the nature of teacher quality in rural 

schools; (2) to determine the extent to which rural teachers meet the standards set by 

NCLB requirements for highly qualified teachers; and (3) to search for patterns of 

regional differences in the demographic characteristics and/or academic qualifications of 

rural high school teachers. The study utilizes survey research as the method for data 

collection. The research findings are derived from a secondary analysis of an existing 

large, comprehensive, nationally representative survey dataset of public school teachers 

collected by the National Center for Education Statistics. The analysis of data concerning 

the quality of the rural high school teaching force provides valuable information to a 

variety of education stakeholders who are working to address the teacher quality issue—

rural school administrators, policymakers, and educational researchers. To date, limited 

research has been conducted on this issue in the U.S. 
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Major findings from research question one were: The race/ethnicity of rural high 

school teachers is more homogeneous than any other group of high school teachers. On 

average, the more rural the school district, the less diverse the race/ethnicity of the high 

school teaching force. The average age of a rural high school teacher is 42 and there are 

approximately 55 percent female and 45 percent male teachers in rural high schools. 

Major findings from research question two were: There are major disparities for 

rural high school teachers in terms of advanced degrees. The vast majority of rural high 

school teachers earn their teaching certificate through a bachelor’s degree program. When 

examining rural high school core subject area teachers, the findings reveal that 42 percent 

of these teachers are teaching out-of-field in at least one core subject area. 

Major findings from research question three were: Approximately 98 percent of 

rural high school teachers hold a bachelor’s degree and 96 percent hold a teaching 

certificate in their main teaching assignment. After controlling for the subject matter 

competency variable, it was determined that at most 92 percent of rural high school 

teachers meet the highly qualified teacher requirements set forth in NCLB.  

Major findings from research question four were: Rural high school teachers in 

the Western states chose to leave their schools an average of three years earlier than 

teachers in other states. Rural high schools experience less teacher turnover than other 

geographic areas even though they earn an average of $5,000 less than high school 

teachers in other areas of the U.S. and $8,000 than the average urban high school teacher. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

Over the past decade, teacher quality has become one of the most widely 

discussed policy issues in education. For decades, Americans have been concerned about 

the quality of teachers in public school classrooms. There have been minor attempts to 

reform the quality of the American schoolteacher; however, none have remotely satisfied 

the expectations of the American public. In fact, few educational problems have received 

more attention in the last few years than the need for highly qualified teachers in every 

public school classroom (Hanushek, Kain, & Rivkin, 2004; Ingersoll, 1999).  

The American public education system is filled with a diversity of students with 

educational, financial and social challenges. Many Americans believe that quality 

teachers are the critical factor in helping young people overcome the damaging effects of 

poverty, lack of parental guidance, and a variety of other challenges (The Importance of 

Highly Qualified Teachers in Raising Academic Achievement). One of the most important 

factors—if not the most important—in the success of American public schools is the 

quality of our nation’s teachers. In fact, some experts (Finn, 1999; Darling-Hammond, 

1998a; Ingersoll, 1999; Olson, 2003b; Sanders & Rivers, 1996) deem that the primary 

cause for public school failure is the quality of the teaching force. 

The Teaching Commission (2004) firmly believes that the effectiveness of any 

broader education reform—including standards, smaller schools, and choice—is 

ultimately dependent on the quality of teachers in the classroom. The Teaching 

Commission does not stand alone in their beliefs about the importance of quality teachers 

in every classroom. Their belief is rarely questioned by anyone interested in American 

public school education. In fact, many business leaders would agree that the well-being 
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of the nation’s economy stems from a strong public education system. Business leaders 

want to ensure that public schools are preparing students to be productive members of the 

workforce. Louis V. Gerstner, Jr., former Chairman and CEO of IBM, was cited in a 

report released in early 2004 stating: 

If we don’t step up to the challenge of finding and 

supporting the best teachers, we’ll undermine everything 

else we are trying to do to improve our schools. That’s a 

conscious decision that would threaten our economic 

strength, political fabric, and stability as a nation. It’s 

exactly that clear cut. (Teaching at risk: A call to action, 

2004). 

Background 

Rural schools specifically face countless challenges in teacher quality issues. 

Many of these challenges converge on teacher recruitment and retention problems. In 

fact, the American Association of School Administrators has identified the ability to 

attract and keep quality teachers as the main problem of rural school districts (McClure, 

Redfield, & Hammer, 2003). The research that supports the need for qualified teachers in 

schools is overwhelming (Levin & Quinn, 2003). However, even though rural districts 

historically have had difficulty hiring highly qualified teachers, there is no credible 

research that unambiguously looks at the staffing needs of rural schools. Because more 

than 31% of all public schools are in rural areas and more importantly, there are more 

than eight million students attending schools in rural communities, this is a significant 
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problem. Research needs to be conducted in the United States to examine the extent of 

the teacher quality problem in rural schools.  

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 

President George W. Bush addressed the crisis on teacher quality in January 2002 

when he signed into law the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001. NCLB, the most 

sweeping reform of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), redefined the 

federal role in K-12 education and is intended to close the achievement gap between 

disadvantaged and minority students and their peers (Jennings, Stark-Rentner, and Kober, 

2002). Title II, Part A of the law requires states to raise the qualifications for new 

teachers and verify the qualifications of current teachers ("No Child Left Behind Reforms 

Address Teacher Qualifications," 2002).  

Title II, Part A of NCLB is focused on preparing, recruiting, and retaining high-

quality teachers. The legislation provides historic levels of funding to assist states and 

local communities in recruiting and retaining a high-quality teaching force (No Child Left 

Behind Act of 2001:  Reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act). 

According to the law, a “highly qualified” teacher: (1) must be certified in the core 

subject areas in which they teach, (2) hold a bachelor’s degree, and (3) demonstrate 

competency in the core subject areas in which they teach. The certification and 

competency pieces are subject to interpretation by state and local education agencies; 

therefore, state and local education agencies have spent the last few years developing 

policies to address this legislation. NCLB also requires that parents be notified in a 

“timely” manner when their child has been taught for four to more consecutive weeks by 

one or more teachers who are not “highly qualified” (Berry, 2002). NCLB mandated that 
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100 percent of teachers teaching in a Title I school had to be “highly qualified” according 

to the legislative definition by the 2002-2003 school year. The law also includes a 

mandate that 100 percent of every state’s teachers will be “highly qualified” by 2005-

2006 ("No Child Left Behind Act of 2001," 2001).  

Because of the overwhelming concern from various school populations, in March 

2004 the U.S. Department of Education released new “relaxed” guidelines for this policy 

for several school populations. Small, rural schools were given a three-year extension to 

meet the guidelines under certain conditions. The news brought hope and a sense of 

security for rural schools as a cosmic amount of federal funding is tied to this legislation. 

However, the reality is that the three-year extension may not be enough to help rural 

schools comply with the new law.  

Statement of the Problem 

According to the requirements under NCLB, every current rural school teacher 

must be highly qualified—certified in the core subject area in which they teach, hold a 

bachelor’s degree, and demonstrate competency in all subject areas in which they teach—

by the end of the 2008-2009 school year. New teachers who teach multiple subjects in 

eligible small, rural districts must demonstrate competency in one of the subjects they 

teach when hired. They will have three years from their date of hire to demonstrate 

subject-matter competencies in additional subjects. Because available information 

suggests that rural areas are finding it increasingly difficult to attract and retain well-

qualified teachers (Schwartzbeck, Prince, Redfield, Morris, & Hammer, 2003), there is 

increasing concern for rural schools to meet the requirements for this legislation.  
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In fact, many rural school districts may find themselves without enough teachers 

to teach their students in the next few years if something is not done to help attract 

certified teachers to these rural areas. The literature suggests rural administrators have 

difficulty finding qualified teachers who fit in with the school and community and who 

will stay in the job. The “ideal” rural teacher is certified to teach more than one subject or 

grade level, can teach students with a wide range of abilities in the same classroom, is 

prepared to supervise extracurricular activities, and can adjust to the community (Lemke, 

1994; Stone, 1990). 

A number of barriers appear to be putting constraints on rural school districts’ 

ability to sufficiently hire and retain enough certified teachers (Stone, 1990). A primary 

concern is that many rural school teachers are forced to teach in multiple subject areas 

and are certified in less subject areas than they teach (Schwartzbeck et al., 2003). If these 

rural teachers are asked to gain certification in all core subject areas in which they teach, 

many educational experts fear that these teachers will simply leave the profession. This 

will substantially increase the already excessive teacher shortage in some rural 

geographic areas of the country. Because there are more than 400,000 educators who 

teach in rural schools, representing 31% of all public school teachers, it is imperative that 

policymakers and practitioners work hard to diminish this problem over the next few 

years. 

The challenge of staffing every rural classroom with a highly qualified teacher is 

not a new facet for this conundrum. Rural districts historically have had difficulty hiring 

highly qualified teachers (AASA online advocacy, 1999; Schwartzbeck et al., 2003). 

Nearly one in three of America’s school-age children attend public schools in rural areas 
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or small towns of fewer than 25,000, and more than one in six go to school in the very 

smallest communities, those with populations under 2,500 (Beeson & Strange, 2003). 

Because more than 31% of all public schools are in rural areas and more importantly—

there are more than eight million students attending schools in rural communities—this is 

a significant problem. Those eight million children deserve an excellent and equitable 

education, with access to well-qualified, professional educators. These children, their 

schools and their communities matter, and they deserve more consideration than they get 

in the national debate over education policy. Geography should not dictate which 

children obtain an excellent education and which do not (Jimerson, 2003a). 

There are a multitude of barriers that are contributing to the highly qualified 

teacher challenge in rural school districts. One of the major barriers that rural school 

districts encounter in the highly qualified teacher challenge is the supply of certified 

teachers (Beeson & Strange, 2003). This complication includes both certified teachers 

who live in their area and are unwilling to teach and certified teachers that live outside of 

their geographic region and are unwilling to relocate to their area. This problem is so 

severe that many rural school districts find themselves scrambling to hire new teachers 

the week before school starts. From my perspective, there are two facets that spring this 

challenge.  

Rural districts experience difficulty finding certified teachers who are willing to 

relocate to their geographic area for various reasons including fear of reduced quality of 

social life and lower salaries (McClure et al., 2003). In a study conducted by the 

American Association of School Administrators, rural school superintendents claimed 

that the largest obstacles to attracting and retaining teachers were low salaries, social 
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isolation, and geographic isolation of rural districts (Schwartzbeck et al., 2003). The 

latest data indicates that salaries in most rural districts are significantly lower than 

suburban and urban districts (Beeson & Strange, 2003; Jimerson, 2003a).  

Other frequently cited factors included lack of adequate housing, the poor 

economic health of the surrounding community, and being expected to teach multiple 

subjects or grade levels (McClure et al., 2003). On the other hand, some rural districts 

experience difficulty meeting the highly qualified teacher challenge because of internal 

organizational barriers. One of the most obvious is the structure of their hiring patterns. It 

is my perception that the culture of many rural school districts is familial in which they 

tend to merely hire “their own”. This ideology has the potential to cause problems when 

districts are in need of hiring highly qualified teachers by any definition, but can be 

especially difficult when trying to comply with the new requirements of NCLB. The 

dynamics of rural school districts lead many educational experts to fear the long-term 

impact of NCLB’s Title II, Part A requirements.  

To date, few researchers have noted the problems that rural schools face in hiring 

highly qualified teachers. In fact, there is no credible research that unambiguously looks 

at the staffing needs of rural schools. Because of the new NCLB requirements concerning 

highly qualified teachers commingled with the shortage of certified teachers across the 

nation, there is a high need for rural school districts to recruit and retain certified 

teachers.  

There has been more focus on teacher retention in the last few years than ever 

before; however, recent research on rural teacher recruitment and retention appears thin, 

and much of it has been conducted outside the United States. Because of the substantial 
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amount of funding that is tied to the new federal requirements concerning highly 

qualified teachers, extensive research needs to be conducted in the United States to 

analyze the teacher quality issue in rural schools. This study aims to explore the issue of 

teacher quality in rural schools to determine the extent to which rural schools currently 

meet NCLB requirements. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is three-fold: (1) to ascertain the nature of teacher 

quality in rural schools; (2) to determine the extent to which rural teachers meet the 

standards set by NCLB requirements for highly qualified teachers; and (3) to search for 

patterns of regional differences in the demographic characteristics and/or academic 

qualifications of rural teachers.  

Research Questions 

1. What are the demographic characteristics of rural school teachers? 

a. What is the average age of a rural school teacher? 

b. What is the gender composition of rural school teachers? 

c. Are there any geographic differences for the demographic composition of 

rural school teachers? If so, what are they? 

2. What are the academic qualifications of rural school teachers?  

a. What is the distribution of degree level for rural school teachers—

bachelor’s, master’s, or doctorate?  

b. What percentage of rural school teachers hold a valid teaching certificate? 
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c. What is the distribution of certification route for rural school teachers—

traditional teacher preparation programs, alternative certification 

programs, online certification programs, emergency certification, other? 

d. What is the percentage of rural school teachers who are teaching out-of-

field in at least one core subject area? 

e. To what extent are these rural school teachers teaching out of their field of 

expertise (non-certified course assignments)? 

3. To what extent do rural school teachers’ academic qualifications meet NCLB 

requirements for highly qualified teachers? 

a. What percentage of rural school teachers currently hold a teaching 

certificate in all core subject areas in which they are teaching? 

b. What percentage of rural school teachers currently hold a bachelor’s 

degree? 

c. What percentage of rural school teachers have demonstrated subject 

matter competency in the state in which they live? 

d. What percentage of rural school teachers currently meet all NCLB 

requirements for highly qualified teachers? 

4. Are there any regional differences in the demographic composition or academic 

qualifications of rural school teachers—for example, does proximity to teacher 

training programs or education service centers make a difference in terms of 

qualifications? 
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a. Are there any patterns in rural geographic location where teachers are 

more academically qualified than in other areas? 

b. Are there any patterns in where teachers locate compared to length of 

stay? 

c. What rural geographic areas experience the greatest teacher turnover? 

d. What factors appear to determine where teachers seek employment in rural 

areas? 

Significance of Study 

The analysis of data concerning the quality of the rural teaching force will provide 

valuable information to a variety of education stakeholders who are working to address 

the teacher quality issue. The findings provided as a result of this study are useful for 

rural school administrators as they continue in their endeavor to recruit and retain 

qualified teachers in their schools. The results also hold value for educational 

policymakers as they work to address the teacher quality issue. The data collected will 

inform policymakers about the challenges and struggles that rural school districts face in 

meeting the highly qualified teacher requirements of NCLB. The results of this study 

could be used to influence future policy decisions that relate to rural schools and teacher 

quality. The study results provide the research community with groundbreaking baseline 

evidence for the status of teacher quality in rural high schools. The results also provide 

descriptive data on the status of teacher quality in rural high schools, which drive further 

exploration of this policy issue.   
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Definitions 

For the purpose of this study, it is imperative to explore the operational definition 

of a highly qualified teacher and rural school. For the purpose of this study, the definition 

of a highly qualified teacher will correspond with the federal definition. According to 

NCLB, a “highly qualified” teacher: (1) is state-certified in the core subject areas in 

which they teach, (2) holds a bachelor’s degree, and (3) demonstrates competency, as 

defined by the state, in each of the core subject areas in which they teach. According to 

NCLB, core academic subjects include: English, reading or language arts, math, science, 

history, civics and government, geography, economics, the arts and foreign language. 

Special education teachers and teacher of English language learners must be highly 

qualified if they teach core academic subjects to their students. 

Rural School 

In this study, the definition of a rural school is derived from a combination of two 

definitions—National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) and the U.S. Department of 

Education. Rural is defined by NCES as “any incorporated place, census-designated 

place, or non-place territory designated as rural by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. It 

excludes places that are within a metropolitan statistical area”. A small town is defined as 

“an incorporated place or census-designated place with a population between 2,500 and 

24,999 and located outside a consolidated metropolitan statistical area or metropolitan 

statistical area”. 

Because the definition of rural under NCLB (U.S. Department of Education) 

includes some small towns, the study will include small towns in the rural definition as 

defined as above. In the past three years, the NCES has changed the way it defines 
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“rural” and classifies schools according to locale, thus reflecting the growing importance 

and urgency of addressing needs of rural education. The U.S. Department of Education 

and National Center for Education Statistics use school locale codes—assigned on the 

basis of the school’s physical address, or mailing address, if the former is not reported—

to determine whether a school is rural.  The change in how data are collected and 

reported is that it appears that states are actually increasing the numbers of rural schools 

and students in rural schools.  

Limitations 

There are several limitations for this study. First, the issue of teacher quality is an 

ambiguous concept. The research has not provided us with a single definition of a highly 

qualified teacher.  This issue will be explored in detail in the following chapter. Next, 

when examining teacher certification, the study only analyzes teacher primary and 

secondary teaching assignments. Finally, because the survey method enables the 

researcher to gather a wide scope of data, the depth of responses is limited. 

The next chapter explores the most current literature on teacher quality, including 

both relevant and related research. The context of the issue is presented along with the 

varied definitions of a highly qualified teacher. Research on teacher certification, out-of-

field teaching, teacher shortages, teacher retention, teacher attrition, and teacher salaries 

is also explored. The limited, yet pertinent, literature on challenges that rural schools face 

in hiring highly qualified teachers is also presented. 

Chapter Three focuses on the research design including method for data collection 

and data analysis procedures. The results of the study are presented in Chapter Four in 

narrative and graphic form. The final chapter presents a summary of the research 
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findings, study conclusions, and implications, which include suggestions for future 

research that branch off these results.  
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
 
 The purpose of this literature review is to analyze current research on teacher 

quality issues. The chapter is divided into multiple sections. In the first section, I present 

the relevant research regarding teacher quality including the context of the policy issue 

and the varied definitions of a highly qualified teacher. The second section focuses on the 

literature that is related to teacher quality including teacher certification, teacher 

shortages, teacher retention, teacher attrition, out-of-field teaching, and salary issues. The 

last section focuses on rural-specific research.  

Relevant Research 

A vast majority of our nation’s society has become increasingly concerned about 

the quality of the nation’s teachers. This movement stems from a laundry list of political 

agendas over the past half-century. After World War II, American schools were 

increasingly linked to the policy needs of the federal government. The federal 

government’s War on Poverty of the 1960s attempted to eliminate poverty through 

special education programs. In addition, civil rights legislation provided the federal 

government the responsibility to ensure that schools were not committing discriminatory 

actions against minority groups. In 1954, the Supreme Court ruled that segregated 

education was unconstitutional (Spring, 2001). A major corollary of this ruling was that 

the federal government increased its involvement with and power over local school 

systems.  

Following the Supreme Court’s decision to desegregate schools, policymakers 

initiated a new education policy agenda. As a result, Congress passed the National 

Defense Education Act (NDEA) and it became a means by which the federal government 
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could control local educational policy simply by offering money for the establishment of 

specified educational programs. Local educators did not have to accept the federal 

money, but few refused because financial conditions in most school districts made them 

eager for the funds. The passage of the NDEA marked a historical point in the changing 

role of the federal government in the public school system. 

The War on Poverty sparked significant attention to education. In 1965, 

Congress’s response to the issue of poverty was passage of the Economic Opportunity 

Act of 1964 (EOA) and the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA). 

Signed by President Lyndon B. Johnson, it contained major provisions for improving 

educational programs for children from low-income families (Spring, 2001). As a result, 

all states developed regulatory policies under the seemingly logical theory that requiring 

credentials of teachers is simply good government in action. These regulations prescribed 

the process for certifying teachers, whereby individuals who want to teach must first 

complete extensive coursework (usually completed in an undergraduate program) in both 

the field of education and the subject they intend to teach. At the heart of this policy was 

a claim by the education establishment that taking the coursework needed to obtain 

certification is not only the best, but also the only acceptable means for preparing 

teachers (Teacher certification reconsidered:  Stumbling for quality, 2001).  

However, in the 15 or so years after the establishment of the ESEA in 1965, no 

obvious positive results were recognized in the nation’s battle for quality teachers in the 

classroom. Even though many societal and economic factors influenced the results 

through this legislation, many Americans began to ponder the effect of teacher 

certification on student achievement. The lack of results from the ESEA helped fuel the 
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debate over qualified teachers among all Americans including parents, educators, and 

policymakers.  

By the early 1990s the issue of teacher quality had become an extremely 

passionate and controversial political issue. The central question being pondered was—

what constitutes a qualified teacher? There were two basic sides of the argument. These 

include those who believed in certification as a means for qualification and those who did 

not. The positive aspect of this debate was that both perspectives focused on the need for 

increasing student achievement.  

In the quest for increasing student achievement through qualified teachers, 

emphasis was placed on standardized tests in order to identify the problem areas in 

American schools. The U.S. Department of Education’s National Commission on 

Excellence in Education published the report, A Nation At Risk, in 1983. The document is 

often cited as the origin of current reform efforts. Included in this report is the 

Commission’s recommendation to strengthen the teaching profession through higher 

standards for preparation and professional growth.  

In 1989, former President George H. W. Bush began a national movement to 

establish national academic standards and institute national tests for all elementary and 

secondary students. Despite support from the business community and state governors, 

the elder Bush failed to persuade the Congress to pass legislation toward these ends. He 

succeeded only in making funds available for education organizations to develop 

voluntary national standards in core academic subjects (Jennings, 2002). 

President Clinton took up the same cause of general education reform. In 1994, he 

secured passage of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act and an amended version of the 
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ESEA. Both of these laws encouraged states to establish academic standards, develop 

aligned assessments, and disaggregate test results by racial and ethnic group. Clinton’s 

efforts were significant, because these were the first major federal laws in recent history 

aimed at improving elementary and secondary education for all children. The Clinton 

administration is also responsible for giving federal endorsement to standards-based 

reform. However, Clinton failed to convince the Congress to enact his next step-

instituting national tests in reading and mathematics. In fact, Congress passed legislation 

forbidding the adoption of these tests (Jennings, 2002). 

In the hope of addressing the underlying issue of needing qualified teachers in the 

classroom to enhance student success, President Clinton proceeded down another 

political path by encouraging all Americans to become involved in the debate over 

qualified teachers. In his 1997 State of the Union Address, President Clinton issued a 

“Call to Action” that included as a priority the improvement of quality of teachers in 

every American classroom. The speech referred to the nation’s educational system as one 

that must provide our children with the knowledge, information, and skills needed to 

compete in a complex international marketplace. President Clinton stated that “good 

teachers are the hallmark of such an educational system; they are integral to children’s 

intellectual and social development” (Teacher quality:  A Report on the preparation and 

qualifications of public school teachers, 1999). 

In an effort to bring federal educational reform to the quality of public school 

teachers, it could be said that President Clinton’s intent in bringing the teacher quality 

issue to the attention of the American people through the State of the Union Address was 

to persuade the general public’s values about the need of qualified teachers in every 
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classroom. The values of the American citizens would then influence the political culture 

and therefore, the agenda of Congress.  

As implied by President Clinton’s 1997 State of the Union Address, the need for 

an educational reform for quality teachers had not developed recently. Teacher quality 

had long been a complex phenomenon; however, two broad elements that most 

Americans agreed on were teacher preparation/qualifications and teaching practices—

both interdependent. The general view was that excellent teacher preparation and 

qualifications led to exemplary teaching behaviors and practices (Teacher quality:  A 

Report on the preparation and qualifications of public school teachers, 1999). 

President Clinton’s attempt to raise the awareness of the need for qualified 

teachers not only had an enormous impact on the American people’s view for quality 

teachers for all of America’s children. Moreover, Clinton succeeded in changing the 

values of policymakers in such a way that after two decades of harsh criticism of public 

schools, policymakers made “accountability” their favorite buzzword. Policymakers 

expected teachers to increase academic achievement for all students and eliminate 

achievement gaps between various racial, ethnic, and income groups. School districts and 

states were expected to improve continuously failing schools or close them down. States 

were expected to strengthen the quality of the teaching force—sooner in poor schools, 

and within a few years in all schools. Clearly, the federal government had become more 

assertive in education (Jennings, Stark-Rentner, and Kober, 2002). 

Over the next few years, the attention of American society towards teacher quality 

escalated. This attention had a significant impact on the political culture and 

policymakers began seeking empirical findings and advice from researchers on the issue 
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of qualified teachers. Policymakers directed their attention to a report produced in 2000 

by the National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future. The report stated that 

fortunately, many states and districts had developed practical, effective solutions to the 

problems of teacher supply, demand, and quality (Darling-Hammond, 2000). Even 

though these ideologies transformed into policies in some states and districts, not all of 

America engaged in these practices. Therefore, policymakers began to dig deeper into the 

research to learn more about this critical issue. Testimonials by teacher quality experts 

became common on Capitol Hill (Legislative staffers convene to discuss the relationship 

between teacher quality and closing the achievement gap) and policymakers were paying 

close attention. 

As the attention to the teacher quality issue increased, policymakers became 

interested in the values and stance of local education agencies. Local entities contributed 

to the political context concerning teacher quality during the 1990s by placing a great 

amount of emphasis on increasing the standards of teacher preparation programs. Many 

local education agencies alleged that if the standards of university teacher preparation 

programs increased, they would not have as much difficulty in their search for qualified 

teachers. The local education agencies lobbied for these increased standards and the 

notion led policymakers to focus more attention on standards and effectiveness of teacher 

preparation programs. 

By the beginning of the new millennium the issue of teacher quality had reached 

the top of most political agendas. There was a general consensus by most policymakers 

that something had to be done to reform the quality of teachers in public schools; 

however, the debate over what constituted a qualified teacher had yet to be agreed upon. 
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Nevertheless, many politicians capitalized on the American people’s values in education 

for campaign purposes. 

In 2000, education received significant attention from policymakers during the 

presidential election campaign. Proposal from both candidates—Al Gore and George W. 

Bush—indicated a significant change in the federal government’s role in education. 

George W. Bush’s educational campaign to improve teacher quality focused on the 

following: protection from lawsuits for teachers, tax deduction for out-of-pocket school 

supply purchases, program consolidation, and fund for teacher training (Bush's proposal 

for ensuring teacher quality, 2000). The education proposals of President George W. 

Bush built on the 1994 Clinton legislation, while substantially raising the stakes.  

When President Bush took office early in 2001, many Americans considered 

education to be one of the most pressing concerns for the new administration. The 

American public considered teacher quality the single most important factor in improving 

public education, according to “The Essential Profession,” a 1998 survey conducted by 

Louis Harris and Associates (Teacher quality, 2001).  

Importance of Quality Teaching 

A primary reason that the teacher quality issue has become so prevalent over the 

last decade is the impact that teachers have on student achievement. Studies show that 

when it comes to student achievement, effective teachers are more important than any 

other school ingredient (Alexander & Salmon, 1995). Linda Darling-Hammond (1998a), 

a leading researcher in teacher quality, says that no other intervention can make the 

difference that a knowledgeable, skillful teacher can make in the learning process. She 

contends that teacher expertise affects all the core tasks of teaching. In addition, research 
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has shown that the best teachers, compared with their least effective colleagues, can get 

an additional year’s worth of learning out of their students (Hanushek, Kain, & Rivkin, 

1998; Olson, 2003b). 

Research further suggests that the effects of teacher expertise on student learning 

are long lasting. Sanders and Rivers (1996) found that Tennessee students’ scores were 

strongly correlated with the quality of the teachers to whom they were assigned, and that 

the residual effects of weak teachers could last for years. Some researchers have found 

that the consequences of weak teaching can be difficult, if not impossible, to reverse. 

Hanushek (1992) proclaims that even if one year of instruction from a very ineffective 

teacher is followed by years of instruction from an average teacher, students may never 

make up the difference. There are many studies which illustrate the impact that teacher 

expertise has on student learning. Teacher expertise (as measured by performance on 

state teacher assessments, years of teaching experience, and completion of an advanced 

degree) accounted for roughly 40% of the variance in student achievement on 

standardized tests in reading and mathematics in Texas (Ferguson, 1991).  

The Gap in Access to Teacher Quality 

Research has also provided evidence that teacher quality affects the achievement 

gap among various student groups. The importance of having an effective teacher is so 

pronounced that having a very good teacher instead of an average teacher for four or five 

years in a row could essentially close the gap in student performance between students 

from low-income and high-income households (Olson, 2003a). A nationwide study 

conducted by Education Week magazine shows that high-poverty schools are less likely 

to have teachers trained in the subjects they teach than other schools—and few states 
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have plans to close the gap (Sorokin, 2003). According to the survey, 32 percent of 

students attending high-poverty schools take at least one class with a teacher who did not 

at least minor in the subject, compared with 18 percent of their counterparts in lower-

poverty schools. Another 26 percent of students in high-poverty schools have a teacher 

who is not certified in the subject he or she teaches, compared with 13 percent in lower-

poverty schools. The survey defined high-poverty schools as those in which at least half 

the students qualify for subsidized school meals.  

Research also shows a gap exists in the distribution of qualified teachers among 

various ethnic groups (Berry, 2002). In fact, in 2002 researchers identified a trend that 

minority students in high-poverty schools were six times more likely not to have a fully 

qualified teacher than white students in a low-poverty school (Jepsen & Rivkin, 2002). 

These gaps in access to highly qualified teachers have the potential to increase challenges 

for social class advancement. One factor in the advancement to a higher social class is the 

quality of education that a child receives. If the most disadvantaged children are deprived 

of the best teachers and they received a less than quality education, then the challenges 

for entering a new social class are augmented. 

Teachers’ level of experience is another point of comparison. In more affluent 

elementary schools, just under 9 percent of teachers have fewer than three years’ 

experience, compared with about 13 percent in high-poverty schools (Coeyman, 2003). 

Jerald and Ingersoll (2002) found that poor and minority children are: (1) twice as likely 

as other children to serve as training fodder for inexperienced teachers (21% in high-

minority schools versus 10% in low-minority schools); (2) twice as likely as the average 

child to be taught by uncertified teachers; and (3) taught disproportionately by teachers 
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who themselves scored poorly on college or licensure exams. Ingersoll also concluded 

that poor and minority children are considerably more likely to be taught during their 

secondary school years by teachers working outside their areas of college preparation 

(Ingersoll, 1999). 

A vital—and ethical—concern in the teacher quality crisis is the blatant gap that 

exists between student populations and their access to qualified teachers. Quality Counts 

2003 revealed that while 34 states and the District of Columbia offer retention bonuses to 

veteran or accomplished teachers, only five of them gear those bonuses toward teachers 

in high-poverty, high-minority, or low-achieving schools (Olson, 2003b). It was 

inevitable that something had to be done to close these gaps in order to promote higher 

student achievement among all student groups. After years of increasing public exposure, 

a national crisis has evolved concerning the quality of the American public school 

teacher. 

What is a Highly Qualified Teacher? 

The definition of a highly qualified teacher is a highly debated issue. 

Practitioners, researchers, and policymakers have argued for years about the definition of 

a quality teacher. Current research has provided assorted definitions and characteristics of 

highly qualified teachers. While some perspectives about the characteristics of quality 

teachers overlap, others do not.  

Perhaps one of the first definitions of a qualified teacher came from Horace Mann 

in the mid-nineteenth century. Horace Mann stated in his Fourth Annual Report (1840) to 

the Massachusetts State Board of Education the ideal characteristics of teachers for the 

common school. First, he said that a qualification for teaching is a “perfect” knowledge 
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of the subjects to be taught. Mann complained that the major defect in existing schools’ 

instruction was the teacher’s lack of knowledge of the subject matter. Second, he 

believed that teachers should have an aptitude for teaching, which he believed could be 

learned. He feared that inadequate or erroneous methods of teaching could destroy the 

moral character of students. Last, Horace Mann thought that the ability to manage and 

govern a schoolroom to mold moral character was also an ideal characteristic of a teacher 

(Spring, 2001). 

In the present time, some stakeholders believe that college degrees, teaching 

certificates and subject matter expertise make up the characteristics of a qualified teacher. 

Others believe that a good teacher does not require a college degree or a teaching 

certificate. Rather, if that person has good curriculum delivery skills, they can learn any 

subject and teach it well. The variations in beliefs on the definition of a qualified teacher 

are exponential.  

The National Council on Teacher Quality describes six primary characteristics of 

effective classroom teachers. These include: (1) certification and licensure, (2) subject-

matter knowledge, (3) general knowledge and ability, (4) teaching experience, (5) 

advanced degree (masters or above), and (6) intensive and focused professional 

development. Of these areas, the Council asserted that general knowledge and ability was 

reported to have the strongest direct impact on student learning (Whitehurst, 2002). 

Those researchers also asserted that the three primary factors in ensuring quality teaching 

are subject-area mastery, multiple career pathways for becoming teachers and measures 

to hold teachers accountable for student learning (Poliakoff, 2002).  
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Barnett Berry, Executive Director of the Southeast Center for Teaching Quality, 

presents a list of five characteristics that reflect those of a highly qualified teacher. Berry 

(Berry, 2002) says effective teachers: (1) know not only their subjects, but also how to 

organize their lessons so diverse students can learn those subjects; (2) can help each 

student reach higher academic standards, even when those students learn in different 

ways or have a learning disability or may not speak English as their first language; (3) 

don’t just teach well-designed standards-based lessons; they know how and why their 

students learn;  (4) work effectively with their colleagues to push and lead school 

improvement; and (5) know how to teach when they themselves are in the uncomfortable 

positions of not having all the answers or not knowing how to give children a sense of 

certainty in our increasingly uncertain world.  

Studies have also provided the field with other distinct characteristics of a highly 

qualified teacher. Using a meta-analysis of the available research, the Abell Foundation 

determined that verbal ability and the selectivity of the college the teacher attended are 

the key factors in teacher quality (Bassett, 2003). The National Council for the 

Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) has established that qualified new teachers 

should be able to: (1) help students learn, (2) teach to P-12 standards as set by specialized 

professional association and the states, (3) explain their instructional choices based on 

research-derived knowledge and best practice, (4) apply effective methods of teaching 

diverse students who are at different developmental stages or who learn differently, (5) to 

integrate technology into instruction effectively, (6) assess their own practices, and (7) 

respond to feedback by supervisors and colleagues (Summary data on teacher 

effectiveness, teacher quality, and teacher qualifications, 2003). 
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The National Board for Professional Teaching Standards organized five core 

content-specific teaching standards that speak of accomplished teachers. These standards 

include: (1) committed to students and their learning; (2) know the subjects they teach 

and how to teach those subjects to students; (3) are responsible for managing and 

monitoring student learning; (4) think systematically about their practice and learn from 

experience; and (5) are members of learning communities (A distinction that matters: 

Why national teacher certification makes a difference, 2000). These findings and beliefs 

have made the teacher quality policy issue a difficult quandary to disentangle. 

Related Literature 

Even though NCLB has set a new standard for the teaching profession, some 

educational experts deem that the outcome of the new legislation will have little impact 

for students—especially the nation’s most vulnerable children—if school districts 

continue to hire teachers who are unprepared and to assign many teachers outside of their 

field of expertise (Darling-Hammond, 2000). It is virtually undisputed that there are a 

number of factors contributing to the teacher quality conundrum and some stakeholders 

believe that the complex amalgamations of these factors are limiting the ability of state 

and local education agencies to adequately address the problem.  

Barriers such as teacher shortages and retention problems create a difficult 

challenge for district-level administrators in staffing every classroom with a highly 

qualified teacher. In order to staff every classroom at the beginning of the school year, 

many principals are forced to make teachers teach outside of their area of expertise. 

Unfortunately, the challenge does not stop here. Many principals do not have the luxury 
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of hiring certified teachers from traditional teacher preparation programs. Alternative and 

online certification programs have become a frequent resolution for many principals.  

Teacher Certification 

Since the passage of NCLB, it does not appear that the intensity of the 

certified=qualified debate has even remotely weakened. The battle lines are clearly drawn 

among practitioners, researchers, and policymakers regarding teacher quality. At both the 

state and local level, the lack of consensus on what constitutes a highly qualified teacher 

is creating serious challenges in implementing the new law. History has shown that 

without buy-in from all stakeholders on the intent of legislation, the law will have little 

chance of being successful in addressing the problem it was designed to solve. Some 

stakeholders still strongly declare that a teacher does not have to be certified in order to 

be highly qualified. One element of this belief is that certified teachers may not be highly 

qualified because there are many other factors to consider for effective teaching (Bassett, 

2003).  

The U.S. Department of Education’s first annual report to the U.S. Congress on 

teacher quality entitled “Meeting the Highly Qualified Teacher Challenge” (2002) states 

that “requiring excessive numbers of pedagogy or education-theory courses acts as an 

unnecessary barrier for those wishing to pursue a teaching career”. The report 

recommends that states restructure their certification processes by raising standards for 

teacher quality while removing barriers to certification. The report criticizes current state 

teacher certification programs as “outdated” and providing “low standards and high 

barriers”. From my perspective, this position is rather contradictory considering the 

certification requirement included in NCLB. 
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The U.S. Department of Education does not stand alone in their beliefs about the 

effectiveness of traditional teacher preparation programs. A research report produced by 

the Abell Foundation explores the relationship between teacher preparation and student 

achievement and concludes that “teacher certification is neither an efficient nor an 

effective means by which to ensure a competent teaching force. Worse, it is often 

counterproductive” (Bassett, 2003). Many educators in rural school districts would agree 

with this ideology. Many public school teachers in rural areas teach in multiple subject 

areas, and have certification in less subject areas than they teach (Schwartzbeck et al., 

2003). Because of the dynamics of many rural school districts—including both financial 

and organizational—rural teachers are nearly forced to teach outside of their area of 

expertise. These out-of-field educators would argue that they are “qualified” to teach 

their students as well as those teachers who are qualified according to NCLB.  

On the contrary, many Americans support teacher certification as an independent 

criterion for teacher quality (Goldhaber & Brewer, 2000). This group strongly supports 

teacher preparation programs and their ability to reach higher student achievement levels. 

The research suggests that preparation in a given subject does not necessarily develop 

understanding of how particular concepts and procedures related to that subject are best 

learned (Allen, 2003). Some of the major support of teacher preparation programs has 

come from the proven effectiveness of pedagogical training. In other words, one may be 

an expert on biology, but not have the knowledge and skills to deliver content effectively 

in order for student learning to occur. This ideology supports the concept of teacher 

preparation programs in their endeavor to provide the most effective training for our 

nation’s teachers. However, in spite of this support for teacher preparation programs, 
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conclusive evidence has not been attained in the research community on the effectiveness 

of teacher preparation programs (Haycock, 2004). This lack of empirical evidence is what 

led to an order by Congress earlier this year to conduct a thorough study of teacher 

education programs (Blair, 2004).  

Compounding Influences 

Besides the certified=qualified debate, there are several other topics receiving a 

deserved amount of attention in the teacher quality crisis. With the current teacher 

shortage, many school districts experience tremendous difficulties attracting and retaining 

teachers. Administrators are often forced to partake in assigning teachers to teach out of 

their area of expertise. Administrators are also nearly forced to recruit from alternative 

certification programs in order to assuage immediate staffing concerns. The impact that 

teacher shortages, retention, attrition, out-of-field teaching, and alternative certification 

programs have on the quality of the teaching force are quite profound.  

Teacher shortage 

The biggest obstacle in staffing every classroom with a skilled teacher is the ever-

increasing teacher shortage. With NCLB in place, there is an increased need for 

additional teachers, as well as more training for teachers already in the classroom. Hiring 

well-trained, fully certified teachers is admittedly more difficult during times of teacher 

shortages. The reports of a burgeoning teacher shortage have increased dramatically over 

the past five years. Even teaching areas that traditionally have been “over-supplied,” such 

as elementary education, are witnessing a shortage, at least in some locations (Ingersoll, 

2001; Issues of supply and demand: Recruiting and retaining quality teachers, 1999).  
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Recent data show that schools in isolated rural areas and inner cities are the 

hardest to staff, particularly those schools serving minority or low-income students 

(Reeves, 2003). The current deficiencies are not consistent in terms of curriculum areas, 

socioeconomic status or geographic areas. In terms of curriculum, the areas of math, 

science, foreign languages, and technology experience some of the greatest teacher 

shortages. Additional shortages are also found at all grade levels in special education and 

bilingual education. In terms of geography, rural and urban areas also experience some of 

the highest deficiencies compared to those of suburban districts. Although many affluent 

districts have long waiting lists of extremely well-qualified teachers, in central cities and 

poor areas disparities in salaries and working conditions make teacher recruitment more 

difficult (Darling-Hammond, 2000).  

The teacher shortage can be explained by a simple economic theory—a matter of 

supply and demand. Even though some believe that they are not fully ready to begin their 

teaching careers due to the lack of education in teacher preparation programs, statistics 

indicate that the number of new teachers currently prepared each year is more than 

enough to satisfy the demand (Darling-Hammond, 2000). These statistics would imply 

that teacher shortages should not be an area of concern for American education. In fact, 

from 1984 to 1999, the annual number of new graduates from education programs 

increased 50 percent, to 220,000 annually. However, of those, only 85,000 were hired by 

schools. And yet, one year later, more than 287,000 teachers overall quit their jobs- a loss 

of 24 percent (Blair, 2003). Demand for public school teachers has outpaced the supply 

of available teachers due to a number of reasons including substantial departures from the 

classroom, rising student enrollments and lower student-teacher ratios mandated by law.  
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It is a legitimate question to ask whether raising standards for teachers will 

increase the existing teacher shortage. With NCLB placing new standards of increased 

accountability for teachers, a concern is emerging about the effect on the teaching 

force—particularly in teacher supply. Some educational theorists have preliminary 

findings that the demands for accountability are exacerbating the problem of teacher 

supply (Banchero & Ahmed-Ullah, 2002; Wise, 1999). Because many teachers’ contract 

renewals and effectiveness are judged on the results of their students’ standardized test 

scores, teachers who take on students with greater challenges are often penalized. These 

are the children who need the best teachers and high quality professionals are often 

driven away to suburban areas where they can teach students with higher academic 

achievement levels. According to relevant studies on equity, access, and student 

achievement, this is the antithesis of what should be happening in our nation’s schools.  

Out-of-field teaching 

As mentioned, due to the current teacher shortage, many principals are resorting 

to out-of-field teaching as a means by which to staff all classrooms. This interim 

resolution for local school administrators is causing a major upheaval among education 

stakeholders as the evidence on the numbers of out-of-field teachers is astounding. 

According to analysis based on a federal Schools and Staff Survey, Richard M. Ingersoll 

(2002) found unacceptably high rates of out-of-field teaching. In conjunction with the 

certified=qualified debate, major concern has evolved around these high numbers. A 

number of stakeholders are questioning the ability of out-of-field teachers to deliver 

unfamiliar curriculum to their students. Hence, the debate about whether or not a teacher 

has to be certified in the subject area in which they are teaching to teach it well is gaining 
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recognition from more facets of the highly qualified teacher challenge than the 

effectiveness of teacher preparation programs. 

Even though Ingersoll’s work has been widely accepted by the education 

community, an opposing view on the status of out-of-field teaching does exist. The 

research in this area is not overwhelmingly profound; however, some researchers do not 

support the idea that out-of-field teaching is a problem. In a study conducted by the 

National Education Association in 2003, researchers found that teachers are now more 

likely to be teaching in their field of college preparation than they were 40 years ago. The 

study showed that whereas 69 percent reported teaching exclusively in the subject areas 

that matched their major field of college preparation in 1961, that figure had reached 81 

percent by 2001 (Status of the American public school teacher 2000-2001: Highlights, 

2003). Even though these statistics appear that public schools are making progress in 

terms of out-of-field teaching, a number of education stakeholders would argue that these 

statistics are simply not good enough. 

Alternative Certification 

 In an effort to diminish the teacher shortage and solve the out-of-field teaching 

quandary, alternative and online certification programs have become a means by which to 

quickly certify teachers to enter the classroom. In fact, for some school districts to 

comply with the new highly qualified teacher requirements under NCLB, they are relying 

heavily on alternative certification programs. A societal concern exists about whether or 

not this is a good strategy. The effectiveness of these programs is in question and is 

currently being examined through a number of research studies. There is a cluster of 

educational experts who believe the concern lies in whether or not these programs are 
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actually producing “quality” teachers in addition to quantity. The research to date cites 

both pros and cons for the effectiveness of teachers who graduate from these programs.  

One detail that everyone seems to agree on is that alternative certification 

programs are complicating the highly qualified teacher challenge. The central theme 

around this consensus is the lack of standards for alternative certification programs—

which leads to inconsistency among program outcomes. However, recall that the U.S. 

Department of Education does not entirely support traditional teacher preparation 

programs. The Department has said that alternative certification programs meet their 

requirements for “highly qualified” under the new legislation. Guidelines issued by the 

US Department of Education in June of 2002 allow so-called teachers participating in an 

alternate route program, with just a few weeks of training, to be deemed highly qualified 

as long as the teacher is “making satisfactory progress toward full certification as 

prescribed by the state program” (No Child Left Behind Act of 2001:  Reauthorization of 

the Elementary and Secondary Education Act). This stance has alarmed a number of 

educators and the interest had led to increased research in this field. 

Teacher retention and attrition rates 

The conundrum of teacher shortages commingled with the percent of out-of-field 

teachers and the inconclusive evidence on the effectiveness of alternative certification 

programs makes teacher retention a very important topic. There has been more focus on 

teacher retention in the last few years than ever before; however, recent research on rural 

teacher recruitment and retention appears thin, and much of it has been conducted outside 

the United States. A survey of teacher mobility in British Columbia found that teachers 

leave rural communities because of geographic isolation, weather, distance from larger 
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communities and family, and inadequate shopping (Murphy & Angelski, 1997). The 

study also found that teachers stayed in rural schools because of their principal, spouse 

employment in the community, and satisfaction with the rural lifestyle. Extensive 

research needs to be conducted in the United States to determine whether these factors 

hold true for American school teachers.  

Districts which employ teachers who meet the requirements under NCLB want to 

ensure that they retain qualified teachers to diminish the teacher demand. One way that 

districts are attempting to retain qualified teachers is by increasing salary schedules. 

Some school districts are certainly more disadvantaged in this arena than others. 

Countless districts do not currently have the capacity to offer higher salaries to their 

teachers.  

There are numerous factors that local school administrators must consider in 

regard to teacher retention. Even though salary heavily influences a teacher’s decision 

about whether or not to stay, there are a number of other factors which influence the 

decision of teachers to leave public schools. For example, the characteristics of the 

districts’ students weigh into a teacher’s decision about whether or not to leave. One of 

the major characteristics that teachers factor in their decision is the achievement level of 

the district’s students. Teacher mobility has caused some serious problems in recent years 

and has become an ethical concern among educational theorists. Research indicates that 

teacher mobility is much more strongly related to characteristics of the students, 

particularly race and achievement, than to salary, although salary exerts a modest impact 

once compensating differentials are taken into account (Hanushek, Kain, & Rivkin, 

2003). Districts with low-achieving students have more difficulty retaining their teachers. 
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This evidence attests that the equality debate in public education does not stem far from 

the social values of the teachers in the classroom.  

Even though there are some ethical concerns regarding teacher mobility and 

retention, there are some positive factors weighing in on the subject. Research has shown 

that retention rates can also be affected by the number of years a teacher has spent in a 

particular location. The more years working in a particular district, the more costly it 

becomes to leave, simply because pay, responsibilities, and job opportunities are often 

tied directly to experience within the same school district (Hanushek et al., 2004). This 

ideology brings hope for many school districts—particularly in rural areas. However, this 

theory does not take into account the social ties that would have to be broken once a 

teacher decides to move to another geographic area. For most Americans, the quality of 

social life is an important component of personal satisfaction. Even though there are 

some positive influences on teacher retention, the negative influences clearly have more 

power in most cases. 

The teacher retention problem does not only entail the movement of teachers 

between and within school districts. State and local education agencies are not only faced 

with the challenge of retaining teachers in their school, they are also faced with the 

challenge of rescuing jobs for the profession in general. It is difficult to persuade 

individuals to stay in the teaching profession when other professions offer more obvious 

benefits and opportunities.  

Another factor contributing to the teacher shortage and retention problems is the 

change in the labor market opportunities for women (Temin, 2002). The hypothesis that 

gender desegregation of the professions has reduced the number of high-ability women 
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choosing to teach is so frequently cited that it has virtually earned the status of common 

knowledge. However, the evidence to date on the extent to which occupational 

desegregation has in fact affected teacher quality over time is limited (Podgursky, 

Monroe, & Watson, 2001). While teaching remains a predominantly female occupation, 

the occupation itself has significantly diminished in importance as a career path for 

female college graduates (Corcoran, Evans, & Schwab, 2002). 

 For those that do choose to enter the teaching profession, their career longevity is 

often minimal. Studies have shown that the attrition rates for new teachers is a significant 

problem (Murphy & Angelski, 1997). Nearly 30% of new teachers leaving within five 

years of entry and there are even higher attrition rates in the most disadvantaged districts. 

A revolving door of candidates makes recruitment a Sisyphean task in states and districts 

that have not enacted mentoring programs for beginning teachers (Darling-Hammond, 

2000). 

 Even though there are studies which prove that salary is a major reason for 

leaving the profession (Ingersoll, 2001), there are also organizational factors which affect 

this decision. A recent study of teachers reveals that working conditions matter more than 

salary (Hanushek et al., 2004). One component of teacher retention and attrition is the 

level of job satisfaction that teachers experience. A number of principals and 

superintendents have begun to realize the effect of teacher morale on their retention rates. 

Administrators at the district and school level have begun to focus more on the culture in 

which teaching and learning occurs in an effort to increase teacher morale. Many schools 

are providing more family-oriented programs to keep teachers satisfied. In addition to 

financial increases, a number of schools have followed the corporate world in their efforts 
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to provide onsite day care for young teachers to keep them from leaving the profession to 

stay home with their children.  

Another element contributing to the attrition problem is the “graying” of the 

present teaching force. In 2001, 37 percent of teachers were over 50 and the average age 

of the American public school teacher was 43 (Status of the American public school 

teacher 2000-2001: Highlights, 2003). There are a large number of teachers predicted to 

reach retirement age within the next decade (Hanushek et al., 2003; Lemke, 1994) and 

typically new college graduates do not migrate to these areas for employment. In 

addition, new college graduates can earn significantly more money in other professions 

than in education, so the ability to recruit college students into the profession is difficult 

(Stone, 1990).  

 Rural areas have a particularly strong disadvantage as they are competing for 

teachers with high paying suburban areas in close proximity (Fuller, 2002). The fact that 

higher salaries entice well-qualified candidates indicates that raising salaries may be 

effective in luring competent educators into rural schools and keeping them there 

(Teacher recruitment, 1999). Bonuses have become a major trend in small and rural 

districts—as well as urban and suburban—to attract and retain qualified teachers. Most 

principals and superintendents are supporting this as a means to keep the quality of their 

teaching force high. However, not all stakeholders are in favor of this ideology. In 

January 2004, a Missouri judge ruled that a small district outside Kansas City was not 

allowed to give bonuses to attract and keep teachers (Goldstein, 2004). Teachers are 

apparently dubious about these plans as well. Allen Odden (2004), a University of 

Wisconsin expert on performance-based funding initiatives, claims that teachers are 
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skeptical about whether or not bonuses will actually be paid. Nevertheless, the societal 

support for these funding mechanisms is increasingly high. 

Teacher Salaries 

The push for increased teacher salaries is also gaining momentum on the political 

agenda. Perhaps the court system’s examinations of school funding systems in light of the 

way they position schools to compete for highly qualified teachers has helped fuel this 

momentum on the national education policy agenda. In order for all schools in the 

nation—rural, urban, or suburban—to comply with the new highly qualified teacher 

requirements mandated by NCLB, local school boards across the country are looking at 

ways to increase teacher salaries as a way to recruit and retain those teachers who meet 

the new guidelines.  

Even though the movement is gaining momentum on the education policy agenda, 

rural schools are not a major focus of this movement. This is a significant problem since 

the average salaries for rural teachers range from a low of $24,234 in South Dakota to a 

high of $49,872 in New Jersey, a 100 percent differential (Beeson & Strange, 2003). 

Rural schools are not only competing for teachers within their state and in close 

proximity to their locale, they are also competing for teaches across state lines in some 

cases. Without any form of standardization of rural teacher salaries, some communities 

have a major advantage over others for hiring qualified teachers. In some rural 

geographic areas, salaries vary considerably. It should not go unnoticed that salaries are 

sharply influenced by tenure or length of service, which may vary widely between hard-

to-staff and other schools within a state. 
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In a study requested by the Texas Legislature, an analysis of educator and non-

educator wages strongly suggests that school districts face substantial and uncontrollable 

differences in the price of their most important input—teachers. The study showed that 

by the most conservative estimate, the highest cost district must pay 29 percent more than 

the lowest cost districts to hire a comparable individual (Taylor, 2004). Other researchers 

would dispute this claim and say that districts need to restructure their salary schedules. 

This view is based on the fact that longtime teachers are paid well regardless of how 

much their skills are needed or how hard or effectively they work.  The incentive for new 

teachers is bleak because they will be placed in the toughest schools with the lowest 

salaries. Over the entire time period since WWII, salaries of young female and male 

teachers have fallen relative to those for other occupations. The ideology of increased 

teacher salaries is so prevalent that Senator John Kerry identified a plan which addressed 

this issue as one of his presidential campaign strategies. Kerry proposed an approximate 

$3 billion increase in public education funding to increase teacher salaries (Halbfinger, 

2004).  

School finance reform 

The country spends hundreds of billions of dollars a year on public education and 

most of that money goes to pay teachers. Because the vast majority of funding for public 

education is allocated to teacher salaries, the highly qualified teacher challenge also has a 

significant impact on the school finance debate. In fact, with the current economic crisis, 

countless state and local education agencies are struggling to find enough money to keep 

all current teachers at their present salaries. This challenge proves to be extremely 

difficult for many state and local education agencies.  
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Salaries, however, are not the only mechanism by which funds can be used to 

increase student achievement. Some stakeholders support the idea of increasing teacher 

resources as the best method of increasing student achievement. In fact, some researchers 

have argued that investments in additional teacher training and professional development 

will lead to even greater gains in student achievement for each dollar spent (Darling-

Hammond, 1998b). Class size reduction has also been explored by policymakers as an 

investment to increase student achievement. However, a number of studies have found 

that investing in additional teacher resources—but not class size reduction—was the most 

cost-effective means of raising student achievement (Grissmer, Flanagan, Kawata, & 

Williamson, 2000; Grissmer, Flanagan, & Williamson, 1998). Empirical evidence also 

supports the hypothesis that additional educational resources have much stronger effects 

on minority and low-income students than on more advantaged, non-minority students. In 

other words, human capital investments have diminishing returns. Economists have 

examined the relative impact of spending $500 more per pupil on increased teacher 

education, increased teacher experience, and increased teacher salaries. All three of these 

had a greater impact on student test scores than did lowering the pupil-teacher ratio 

(Greenwald, Hedges, & Laine, 1996). Cohen, Raudenbush, and Ball (2000) argue that 

learning is affected by how resources are used in instruction, not by their mere presence 

or absence.  

In addition to increasing teacher knowledge and expertise, decentralized 

management has proven to be a successful method of improving productivity in schools 

(Mohrman, Lawler, & Mohrman, 1992). A key element of decentralized management is 

that it is said to provide a more professional work environment for teachers (Odden & 
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Picus, 2000). With the national crises in teacher quality and educational finance, some 

educational theorists found there are some advantages to increasing the involvement of 

teachers in decision-making. By creating a sense of ownership for teachers, there could 

be a substantial increase in job satisfaction, which could lead to increased teacher 

retention rates and a decrease in the current teacher shortage. 

Ferguson’s study (1991), which looked at spending and the use of educational 

resources, concluded that “hiring teachers with stronger literacy skills, hiring more 

teachers, retaining experienced teachers, and attracting more teachers with advanced 

training are all measures that produce higher test scores in exchange for more money. If 

Ferguson’s study is valid, then funding programs that support teacher knowledge is a 

cost-effective method of increasing student achievement. 

Other Related Concerns 

In addition to the economic challenges associated with the highly qualified 

teacher challenge, there are also a number of social and organizational concerns 

commingled with the issue. One of the major challenges that rural school districts 

encounter in the highly qualified teacher challenge is the supply of qualified teachers—

including teachers who live in their area and are unwilling to teach and teachers that live 

outside of their geographic region and are unwilling to relocate to their area. A number of 

rural school districts find themselves scrambling to hire new teachers the week before 

school starts. There are two facets that spring this challenge. Rural districts experience 

difficulty finding quality teachers who are willing to relocate to their geographic area for 

various reasons including fear of reduced quality of social life and lower salaries 

(Schwartzbeck et al., 2003).  
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Furthermore, some rural districts experience difficulty meeting the highly 

qualified teacher challenge because of internal organizational barriers. One of the most 

obvious is the structure of their hiring patterns. The culture of some rural school districts 

is familial in which they tend to merely hire “their own”. This ideology has the potential 

to cause problems when districts are in need of hiring highly qualified teachers by any 

definition, but can be especially difficult when trying to comply with the new 

requirements of NCLB.  

There are a number of studies which look at the equity issue of student access to 

qualified teachers; however, none of the studies directly address the challenges that rural 

districts encounter in their endeavor to staff every classroom with a highly qualified 

teacher. In fact, most studies cite the challenges that urban schools face in hiring certified 

teachers in every classroom as opposed to the ease of suburban schools. Most studies do 

not even mention the challenges faced by rural schools in hiring certified teachers.  

Challenges Faced by Rural Areas 

 Rural schools and districts have some distinct characteristics which set them apart 

from urban and suburban districts. A policy analyst at the Rural School and Community 

Trust reported the seven most distinguished characteristics of rural schools and districts 

in a recent report (Jimerson, 2003b). Her findings are as follows: 

1. Rural schools and districts tend to be small.  

2. Rural schools in many locations are poor and often have large concentrations of 

minority children.  

3. Many rural districts are in financial distress.  

4. Rural schools in many states are situated in remote areas.  
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5. There is a strong tradition of local control in many rural areas.  

6. Many rural areas are experiencing depopulation and declining enrollment.  

7. Other rural areas are experiencing rapid population increases and rapid ethnic 

diversification.  

Many of the children who attend rural schools are at risk of failing to get a quality 

education and poverty is a central factor. In general, poverty rates in rural America 

remain as high as they are in urban centers, although poverty is not evenly distributed 

throughout rural America (Beeson & Strange, 2003). As discussed previously, there is an 

overwhelming amount of research that looks at high-poverty and low-income 

communities and the effects on the local public school system. However, most of these 

studies fail to break out the data by community type codes—urban, suburban, and rural. 

There are 2.5 million rural children who live in poverty (America's forgotten children: 

Child poverty in rural America, 2002).  

 A study conducted by The Rural School and Community Trust reveal some 

primary statistics concerning rural education (Beeson & Strange, 2003). Perhaps the most 

significant finding was that more than half the rural population in the United States lives 

in 13 states, which include our most populous states and some of our most urban states—

California, Michigan, New York, Ohio, and Texas, for example. This statistic would 

suggest that perhaps there are a few states in particular who should be paying close 

attention to the impact of education policy on rural schools. When this ideology is 

analyzed through a comparison with the Importance Gauge of the study, the findings are 

astounding. When each state was analyzed to determine “how important is it to the 

overall educational performance of each state to explicitly address the particular needs of 
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schools serving its rural communities?”, the five states listed above as serving more than 

half of the rural population scored in the bottom two categories. These five states ranked 

rural education importance as useful or important rather than very important or crucial. A 

personal analysis reveals that there is a gap between what is needed and what is being 

done to increase the educational achievement of all American rural school children. The 

study also found that only four states (Maine, Mississippi, Vermont, and West Virginia) 

have a majority of their population living in rural areas. South Dakota and Arkansas 

come close.  

Rural communities have some major disparities in terms of economics, 

demographics, and social factors. Small, poorer rural communities lack social amenities 

that would attract and retain recent college graduates, who are statistically young and 

single (Proffit, Sale, Alexander, & Andrews, 2003). Limited shopping, entertainment, and 

opportunities for social interaction may discourage young applicants from applying for 

jobs in rural districts. Unless they are committed to a rural area by family ties or by 

choice, top teaching candidates may be tempted by suburban or urban areas that offer 

amenities not available in most rural areas: an expanded social life, a nearby university, 

more housing options, more services within the community, and greater opportunity for 

spousal employment (McClure et al., 2003).  

The economic disparities that many rural districts face are quite profound. In fact, 

rural schools serve over a third of our nation’s students, but receive only 22 percent of 

federal education funding (NEA rural website, 2004). Rural communities differ from 

urban and suburban areas in that you cannot group rural communities together and talk 
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about them as a whole. There are some major distinctions within the rural community 

structure across the United States. 

 Declining enrollment is coincident with depopulation, economic distress, or both. 

The study conducted by The Rural School and Community Trust identified 14 states that 

have declining enrollments of at least 10% based on enrollment between the years of 

1996-2000. In five of those states, more than half the rural schools are losing enrollment 

(Beeson & Strange, 2003). Since funding for schools in most states is tied to student 

enrollment, this is a compounding problem for the impacted school districts.  

 Class size has also become a highly visible topic in educational policy. Several 

studies have found that where schools are smaller, more dispersed, and independently 

organized in small districts, classes are also smaller (Beeson & Strange, 2003). The 

research in this area suggests that rural communities have a significant advantage over 

urban and suburban areas when looking at class size as a determinant of student academic 

achievement. The rural school environment is often small enough to be considered 

“familial” and the students on average receive more one-on-one attention with their 

teacher. This could be a major selling point for rural school administrators when looking 

to recruit new teachers to their schools. With the increased accountability for teachers on 

student achievement, the research in class size implies that rural school environments 

allow teachers more control over a student’s achievement because they get to focus on 

the individual student more than in urban and suburban schools. 

 The results of the study conducted by The Rural School and Community Trust 

provide evidence that too many states are spending money on moving kids around to 

larger schools further from home, paying rural teachers too little to compete for the 
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highly qualified faculties needed in hard-to-staff schools, and failing to support them with 

strong principal leadership at the building level or with adequate technology in the 

classroom.  

While the rankings in their report are useful in identifying states where rural 

education is paramount to good schooling in the state, the data is also useful in 

identifying states where rural communities’ educational needs may be unjustly lost in the 

political shuffle of state politics. No child deserves to be lost in the shuffle. Rural 

education problems are too substantial to be dismissed in any state. The findings from 

this study will provide rural school administrators, policymakers, and researchers with 

valuable information to tackle the teacher quality challenge. The following chapter 

explains the research methods used to explore this policy issue. 
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY 

Through this research study, several important findings relating to the highly 

qualified teacher challenge in rural high schools are revealed. First, descriptive 

information is generated about the nature of the rural high school teaching force in terms 

of demographics and academic qualifications. After these teachers are identified, rural 

high school teachers are categorized to determine whether any regional patterns or trends 

exist in rural areas for teacher demographics and academic qualifications. Then, I identify 

and analyze attrition rates and any trends in where teachers locate. In addition, one major 

research question is targeted at revealing whether the current rural high school teaching 

force is in compliance with the highly qualified teacher requirements of NCLB.  

Research Methods and Data Sources 

The study utilizes survey research as the method for data collection. More 

specifically, a secondary analysis is conducted on national dataset collected by the 

National Center for Education Statistics. This methodology, which applies previously 

collected survey data to new research questions, has assumed a central position in social 

science research as existing survey data and statistical computing programs have become 

increasingly available (Kiecolt and Nathan, 1985). The method is particularly useful to 

researchers who do not have the time or money to conduct an extensive survey, but may 

be looking at questions for which some large survey has already collected relevant data.  

The research questions are answered through an analysis of the latest Schools and 

Staffing Survey (SASS) and Teacher Follow-Up Survey (TFS) data. The SASS is the 

largest, most extensive survey of K-12 school districts, schools, teachers, and 

administrators in the U.S. today. It includes data from public, private, and Bureau of 
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Indian Affairs school sectors. The TFS collects data on occupational conditions and 

experiences, job satisfaction, computers and technology, changes during the last year and 

scheduling and planning time. Therefore, the SASS and TFS provide a multitude of 

opportunities for analysis and reporting on elementary and secondary educational issues. 

The research questions that have been generated for this study are as follows: 

1. What are the demographic characteristics of rural school teachers? 

a. What is the average age of a rural school teacher? 

b. What is the gender composition of rural school teachers? 

c. Are there any geographic differences for the demographic composition of 

rural school teachers? If so, what are they? 

2. What are the academic qualifications of rural school teachers?  

a. What is the distribution of degree level for rural school teachers—

bachelor’s, master’s, or doctorate?  

b. What percentage of rural school teachers hold a valid teaching certificate? 

c. What is the distribution of certification route for rural school teachers—

traditional teacher preparation programs, alternative certification 

programs, online certification programs, emergency certification, other? 

d. What is the percentage of rural school teachers who are teaching out-of-

field in at least one core subject area? 

e. To what extent are these rural school teachers teaching out of their field of 

expertise (non-certified course assignments)? 
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3. To what extent do rural school teachers’ academic qualifications meet NCLB 

requirements for highly qualified teachers? 

a. What percentage of rural school teachers currently hold a teaching 

certificate in all core subject areas in which they are teaching? 

b. What percentage of rural school teachers currently hold a bachelor’s 

degree? 

c. What percentage of rural school teachers have demonstrated subject 

matter competency in the state in which they live? 

d. What percentage of rural school teachers currently meet all NCLB 

requirements for highly qualified teachers? 

4. Are there any regional differences in the demographic composition or academic 

qualifications of rural school teachers—for example, does proximity to teacher 

training programs or education service centers make a difference in terms of 

qualifications? 

a. Are there any patterns in rural geographic location where teachers are 

more academically qualified than in other areas? 

b. Are there any patterns in where teachers locate compared to length of 

stay? 

c. What rural geographic areas experience the greatest teacher turnover? 

d. What factors appear to determine where teachers seek employment in rural 

areas? 
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Data Collection 

 With the utilization of survey research, the study involves quantitative methods of 

data collection. The quantitative approach was used to collect and analyze data because it 

is important to quantify the extent of the teacher quality problem in rural high schools. 

Through the School and Staffing Survey (SASS) and the Teacher Follow-Up Survey 

(TFS), the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) collects national data about 

teachers. The surveys emphasize teacher demand and shortages, teacher and 

administrator characteristics, school programs, and general conditions in schools. SASS 

collects data on teacher demographics, the educational backgrounds of teachers, the 

subject areas in which teachers were certified to teach and their years of experience 

teaching. SASS and TFS also collects data on many other topics, including teachers’ 

perceptions of school climate and problems in their schools; teacher compensation; and 

basic characteristics of the student population.  

 The majority of data analyzed is derived from the 1999-2000 SASS teacher 

questionnaire results. The teacher questionnaire was sent to respondents in public, 

private, and Bureau of Indian Affairs/tribal schools. In 1999-2000, public charter schools 

were also included in the sample. The teacher questionnaire provides data to answer the 

research questions pertaining to demographics and academic qualifications of rural 

school teachers. This data is also used to determine the extent to which rural teachers 

currently meet the highly qualified teacher requirements set forth by NCLB. 

A trend analysis of the Teacher Follow-Up Survey (TFS) is also conducted to 

determine any regional trends for rural teacher recruitment and retention. The main 

purpose of conducting the TFS was to determine how many teachers remained at the 
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same school, moved to another school or left the profession in the year following the 

SASS administration. The 2000–2001 TFS was administered to a sample of teachers who 

completed the SASS in the previous year. The TFS uses two questionnaires, one for 

teachers who left teaching since the previous SASS and another for those who are still 

currently teaching either in the same school as last year or in a different school. The 

analysis of this data focuses on discovering any trends pertaining to recruitment and 

retention of rural school teachers by regional location—defined by (1) proximity to urban  

and suburban areas—determined by locale codes and (2) geographic location of the 

country—determined by state classification.  

Survey Methods and Procedures 

Before conducting a survey, a relevant survey population, or sampling frame, 

must be identified. The sampling frame for the public school sample was the 1997-98 

Common Core of Data (CCD) school file. CCD is a universe file that includes all 

elementary and secondary schools in the United States. Then, to ensure that the samples 

contain sufficient numbers for estimates, the sample population was derived using a 

proportionate stratified sampling design.  

Public and private schools were oversampled into groups based on certain 

characteristics. After schools were stratified and sampled, teachers within the schools 

were also stratified and sampled based on their characteristics. The sample design for the 

School Survey met the objectives for SASS and took into consideration the response 

burden for schools.  

The main design objective of the School Survey was to provide estimates of 

school characteristics by the following key analytical domains: the nation; elementary 
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and secondary levels by public and private sectors; BIA schools and schools with a 

student population which is at least 25 percent American Indian or Alaska Native; school 

levels of public schools by state; and private schools by association group, region and 

school level. The 1999-2000 SASS sampled schools first and LEAs afterward. To obtain 

a suitable teacher sample, schools were selected with a probability proportionate to the 

square root of the number of teachers. Teachers within schools were then sampled at a 

rate that made the overall selection probability approximately constant within strata, 

subject to the constraints of sampling at least one and no more than 20 teachers per 

school. 

The U.S. Census Bureau performed the data collection and began by sending 

advance letters to the sampled LEAs and schools. Follow-up for nonresponding teachers 

was conducted using Computer-Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI). The U.S. 

Census Bureau performed the data processing. A computer pre-edit program generated a 

list of cases where problems occurred as defined by edit specifications, depending on 

each survey. After pre-edit corrections were made, each file was subjected to another 

computer edit. This operation consisted of a range check, a consistency edit, and a 

blanking edit. 

Weighting of the sample units was carried out to produce national and state 

estimates for public schools, LEAs, administrators and teachers. Private schools, 

administrators and teachers were weighted to produce national and affiliation estimates. 

The weighting procedures used in the School Survey have three purposes: to take account 

of the school’s selection probabilities; to reduce biases that may result from unit 
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nonresponse; and to make use of available information from external sources to improve 

the precision of sample estimates. 

Generating the Subsample for this Study 

As mentioned, SASS surveys traditional public schools and public charter 

schools, including school districts, schools, principals, teachers and, library media 

centers. The public school data are reliable at the national and state levels. The large 

SASS sample allows extensive disaggregation of data according to the characteristics of 

teachers, administrators, schools and school districts. 

 Sample 

There are 42,086 total observations in the Public School Teacher Questionnaire 

dataset. These observations consist of public school teachers who teach any combination 

of Pre-K through 12th grade and are located in all geographic areas across the United 

States.  

Description of Variables Used to Derive the Subsample 

Of this total sample of 42,086, there are 9,520 total observations for rural high 

school teachers. This subset was generated using three variables. The first variable used 

was locale code—based on school’s physical address. Based on the U.S. Census Bureau’s 

definition, locale codes 7 and 8 are the primary indicator for rural1. However, given the 

NCLB definition of rural, some small towns (locale code 6) may also qualify as rural. 

Based on this finding, it was determined that the study must include all three locale codes 

in the subsample. The second variable used to generate the subsample was main teaching 

                                                 
1 Locale code 7, which represents “rural, inside MSA” is defined as a place with less than 2,500 people and 
coded rural and inside an MSA (metropolitan statistical area) by the U.S. Census Bureau. Locale code 8, 
which represents “rural, outside MSA” is defined as a place with less than 2,500 people and coded rural 
and outside an MSA by the U.S. Census Bureau. 
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assignment. Teachers who responded as a regular full-time teacher, regular part-time 

teacher, and itinerant teacher (assignment requires them to provide instruction at more 

than one school) were included in the subsample. The last variable used to derive the 

subsample of rural high school teachers was grade level. All teachers who checked any 

one or combination of grades 9, 10, 11, or 12, were included. Because it is important to 

compare rural high school teachers against other populations for the purpose of this 

study, it should also be noted that other subsamples were also created for comparison 

purposes.  

Sample Weighting and Missing Data 

To ensure accurate representation of the subsamples across the United States, a 

preliminary analysis found it appropriate to use the sample weights in the study. When 

the total teacher weight variable was applied to the subsample of rural high school 

teachers, the total number of observations was multiplied to provide a total subsample of 

897,182 public high school teachers, which includes 304,957 rural public high school 

teachers. Fortunately, the issue of missing data was not prevailing in this study. The 

dataset that is available to researchers and the public includes a limited number of 

imputed variables that were missing in the sample; however, these imputed variables 

were scarce in the data analysis conducted. Therefore, the issue of imputed variables 

should not impact the findings for this study. 
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Table 1. All High School Teachers in the Subsample (Weighted) 

Locale Code Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 

Large Central City 98,694 11.0% 11.0% 

Mid-size Central City 116,061 12.9% 23.9% 

Urban Fringe of Central City 260,260 29.0% 52.9% 

Urban Fringe of Mid-Size Central City 107,236 12.0% 64.9% 

Large Town 9,975 1.1% 66.0% 

Small Town 105,603 11.8% 77.8% 

Rural, inside a MSA 125,872 14.0% 91.8% 

Rural, outside a MSA 73,482 8.2% 100.0% 

TOTAL 897,182 100% 100.0% 

                   

Data Analysis 

The method used to analyze data for this study is descriptive statistics. The 

numerical data is analyzed and presented in Chapter Four. Through an analysis of the 

dataset, I identify some basic descriptive information about rural school teachers in terms 

of demographics and academic qualifications. I also examine their tenure in the teaching 

profession and compare that data to attrition rates. Through this analysis, I also reveal the 

extent to which current rural high school teachers are in compliance with NCLB highly 

qualified teacher requirements. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: DATA ANALYSIS 
 

The purpose of this study is (1) to ascertain the nature of teacher quality in rural 

schools; (2) to determine the extent to which rural teachers meet the standards set by 

NCLB requirements for highly qualified teachers; and (3) to search for patterns of 

regional differences in the demographic characteristics and/or academic qualifications of 

rural teachers. As indicated in the previous chapter, the research findings are derived 

from a secondary analysis of an existing large, comprehensive, nationally representative 

survey dataset of public school teachers collected by the National Center for Education 

Statistics.  

This chapter displays the results of the descriptive analysis—organized around the 

four guiding research questions. The public school teacher questionnaire provided data to 

answer the first two research questions, which pertain to the demographic composition 

and academic qualifications of rural high school teachers. This data was also used to 

explore the third research question which aims to determine the extent to which rural high 

school teachers currently meet the highly qualified teacher requirements set forth by the 

NCLB Act. The Teacher Follow-Up Survey (TFS) was used to explore the last research 

question which seeks to reveal whether there are any regional patterns in teacher 

demographics and/or academic qualifications that might influence rural high school 

teacher recruitment and retention.  

Study Findings 

Research Question #1: What are the demographic characteristics of rural high 

school teachers? The first section of data analysis pertains to the demographic 

characteristics of rural high school teachers. The teacher demographics examined include 

age, gender, and race/ethnicity.  
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Age of rural high school teachers 

The first demographic characteristic presented is teacher age. Based on a 

descriptive analysis of the Public School Teacher Questionnaire SASS Survey data, the 

average rural high school teacher’s age is 42. A graphical representation for age of the 

rural high school teaching workforce depicts a tendency towards the age of 50 (with 95% 

of all rural high school teachers being between the ages of 32 and 53), which implies that 

many rural high school teachers are nearing the retirement age (see Figure 1).  

 
Figure 1: Rural High School Teacher Age                                                              
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findings are consistent with the urban and suburban high school teaching force. The 

analysis revealed that the average age of all high school teachers is 43 (see Appendix A).                   

Gender composition of rural high school teachers  

The next demographic characteristic analyzed is the gender composition of rural 

high school teachers. The analysis reveals that the rural high school teaching workforce is 

comprised of 54% female and 46% male teachers. The gender composition of rural high 

school teachers is fairly consistent with that of other high school teachers. Findings 

indicate that females make up approximately 55% of all high school teachers, with males 

making up the other 45% (see Table 2). Urban high schools have a slightly higher 

percentage of female teachers (56%) than rural high schools, but the differences are 

insignificant.  

Table 2. Gender Composition of Rural High School Teachers Across the U.S. 
Locale Code Male Female 

(1) Large central city 43.7% 56.3% 
(2) Mid-size central city 43.8% 56.2% 
(3) Urban fringe of large city 44.7% 55.3% 
(4) Urban fringe of mid-size city 45.3% 54.7% 
(5) Large town 46.0% 54.0% 
(6) Small town 46.5% 53.5% 
(7) Rural, inside MSA 47.0% 53.0% 
(8) Rural, outside MSA 45.1% 54.9% 
TOTAL 45.1% 54.9% 

 
Race/ethnic composition of rural high school teachers 

The teachers’ race/ethnicity was also examined to determine the demographic 

composition of the rural high school teacher labor force. The analysis confirms 

significant differences in terms of race/ethnicity between rural and urban high school 

teachers. The analysis shows that, on average, the more rural the school district, the less 

diverse the race/ethnicity of the high school teaching force.  
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Figure 2: Race/Ethnicity of High School Teachers (Rural vs. Urban) 
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While rural high schools employ an average of 91% White, 3% Hispanic, and 4% 

Black teachers, the most urban schools employ 65% White, 12% Hispanic, and 20% 

Black teachers (see Figure 2). The analysis indicates that the overall high school teacher 

population in the United States is 86.2% White, 5.1% Hispanic, 6.5% Black, 1.3% Asian 

or Pacific Islander, and 1% American Indian or Alaska Native (see Table 3).                                                   
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Table 3: Race/Ethnic Composition of High School Teachers in the United States 
Locale Code Teacher Race/Ethnicity 

 American 
Indian or 
Alaska 
Native 

Asian or 
Pacific 

Islander 

Black White Hispanic 

(1) Large central city 1.2% 3.2% 19.5% 64.5% 11.6% 

(2) Mid-size central city 0.6% 0.9% 10.0% 80.5% 7.9% 

(3) Urban fringe of large city 0.8% 2.0% 4.2% 88.0% 4.9% 

(4) Urban fringe of mid-size city 0.8% 0.4% 3.3% 92.4% 3.1% 

(5) Large town 0.2% 1.2% 2.0% 94.3% 2.4% 

(6) Small town 1.3% 0.6% 3.9% 91.7% 2.6% 

(7) Rural, inside MSA 1.8% 0.4% 3.9% 91.3% 2.5% 

(8) Rural, outside MSA 0.6% 0.7% 4.6% 90.6% 3.5% 

TOTAL 1.0% 1.3% 6.5% 86.2% 5.1% 

 

 
Research Question #2: What are the academic qualifications of rural high school 

teachers? The next set of analyses aimed to determine the academic qualifications of 

rural high school teachers. These academic qualifications were looked at from several 

angles including distribution of college degrees, certification status—particularly in core 

subject areas, and route to certification.  

Distribution of degree level for rural high school teachers 

The first analysis sought to determine the distribution of degree level for rural 

high school teachers. The findings reveal that 98.3% of all high school teachers in the 

United States hold a bachelor’s degree (see Appendix B). These statistics are fairly 

consistent among urban, suburban and rural subgroups. The study also revealed that 49% 

of American high school teachers hold a master’s degree (see Appendix C). These 

statistics are fairly consistent among all teacher subgroups except for rural high school 
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teachers who teach inside an MSA (see Appendix S). The analysis reveals that only 

38.8% of this subgroup holds a master’s degree. Further analysis also discovered that 

57.1% of teachers who have Master’s degrees teach in the most urban areas, while only 

30.2% teach in the most rural areas. In addition, only 1.2% of American high school 

teachers hold a doctorate degree. Of this small population, only 13.4% currently teach in 

rural high schools, while 78% teach in the most urban areas (see Appendix D and Figure 

3). Perhaps these findings correlate with the proximity of public schools to institutions of 

higher education. 

 

Figure 3: Distribution of High School Teachers with Advanced Degrees 
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Percentage of rural high school teachers that hold a valid teaching certificate  

The next analysis aimed to determine the percentage of rural high school teachers 

that hold a valid teaching certificate. Several analyses were conducted to examine the 

extent to which rural high school teachers are certified in their teaching assignments. The 

first analysis sought to determine the percentage of rural high school teachers who are 

certified in their main teaching assignment. According to the analysis, approximately 
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96% of rural high school teachers hold a valid teaching certificate in the field of their 

main teaching assignment (See Table 4). The variability across locale codes is fairly 

consistent; however, rural high schools appear to have a slightly higher percentage of 

teachers who hold a valid teaching certificate in their main teaching field than urban 

schools (93%). 

 
Table 4: U.S. High School Teachers with Certification in Main Teaching Assignment 

Locale Code Certified in Main 
Teaching Field 

Not Certified in Main 
Teaching Field 

(1) Large central city 93.0% 7.0% 

(2) Mid-size central city 94.1% 5.9% 

(3) Urban fringe of large city 94.8% 5.2% 

(4) Urban fringe of mid-size city 95.7% 4.3% 

(5) Large town 97.0% 3.0% 

(6) Small town 95.5% 4.5% 

(7) Rural, inside MSA 94.8% 5.2% 

(8) Rural, outside MSA 96.1% 3.9% 

TOTAL 94.8% 5.2% 

 

The study also examined the percentage of rural high school teachers who teach 

in more than one subject area, and how many of these teachers are certified in their 

secondary teaching assignment. The findings reveal that only 24% of rural high school 

teachers have an assignment in a secondary teaching field. Of these teachers, only 61% 

are certified in their secondary teaching assignment (see Appendix E). This percentage is 

consistent with that of all high school teachers who are certified in secondary teaching 
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assignments. The analysis also determined that 87% of rural high school teachers are 

certified in both their main and secondary teaching assignments. 

Distribution of certification type for rural high school teachers 

The next analysis sought to determine the distribution of certification type among 

rural high school teachers. According to the findings, the most common type of 

certification for rural high school teachers is a regular or standard state certificate or 

advanced professional certificate. The study also concluded that 91.2% of all high school 

teachers hold a teaching certificate of this type. In addition, the analysis revealed that 

rural high school teachers, outside an MSA, have the lowest percentage of teachers with a 

regular or standard state certificate or advanced professional certificate (89.4%). Rural 

high school teachers hold the highest percentage of provisional certificates or other type 

given to persons who are still participating in what the state calls an “alternative 

certification program” with 4.6%. Interestingly, this same group of teachers holds the 

lowest percentage of emergency certificates or waivers at 0.1%.  

 The study also examined the distribution of certification type among all high 

school teachers. Over 3% of high school teachers hold a probationary certificate and 

3.4% hold a provisional or other type given to persons who are still participating in what 

the state calls an “alternative certification program”. A little over 1% of high school 

teachers hold a temporary teaching certificate and 0.8% hold an emergency certificate or 

waiver (see Appendix F). 
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Distribution of certification route for rural high school teachers 

The next presentation of findings reveals the distribution of certification route for 

rural high school teachers. A comparison was conducted to compare this distribution to 

urban high school teachers and also to all high school teachers.  

According to the study findings, 67.1% of rural high school teachers who teach 

inside an MSA, 57.5% of rural high school teachers who teach outside an MSA, and 

63.2% of teachers who teach in small towns earned their teaching certificates through a 

bachelor’s degree program. On average, the percentage of rural high school teachers who 

earn their teaching certificates through a bachelor’s degree program is considerably 

higher than for all high school teachers. These rural subgroups have the highest 

percentages of any subgroup for earning teaching certificates through a bachelor’s degree 

program. The three most urban subgroups hold the lowest percentage of high school 

teachers who earn their teaching certificate through a bachelor’s degree program (see 

Figure 4). These findings indicate that, on average, rural high school teachers are more 

likely than urban high school teachers to have received their teaching certificate while 

completing a bachelor’s degree program. 
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Figure 4: Percentage of High School Teaching Certificates earned through Bachelor's 
Degree Programs 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Overall, the analysis shows less variety in certification routes for rural high school 

teachers than urban high school teachers. While the majority of all high school teachers 
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certification program after they began teaching, 2.4% through an alternative certification 
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Figure 5: Certification Routes for High School Teachers in the United States 
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Rural high school teachers and core subject area certification 

The next set of analyses sought to determine the extent to which rural high school 

teachers are certified in the core subject areas2 in which they are teaching. Regrettably, 

the data was not collected in a manner that allowed examination of the full scope of core 

subject-area teacher assignments and certification status. I was only able to analyze main 

and secondary core teaching assignments to determine these findings. It should be noted 

that if the full scope of core teaching assignments and certification were available for 

analysis, the findings from this set of analyses may have been at least slightly different. 

 Based on the analysis conducted, 92% of rural high school teachers are certified 

in their main teaching field if the assignment is in a core subject area—as defined by 

NCLB (see Appendices H and I). Perhaps the more significant finding is that only 59% of 

rural high school teachers are certified in their secondary teaching field if the assignment 

is in a core subject area (see Appendix J). This percentage is consistent with the 

population for all high school teachers and secondary teaching field certification. It 

should be noted that only 12.3% of rural high school teachers who have a secondary 

teaching assignment teach in a core subject area as their secondary teaching field. The 

analysis also reveals certification deficiencies in certain core subject areas—math, 

science, foreign language, bilingual education, and the arts. These deficiencies are 

consistent with the related literature on teacher shortages.  

 Perhaps the most startling findings evolved from the analysis of rural high school 

teachers who teach in core subject areas as both their main and secondary teaching 

                                                 
2 Core subject areas, as defined by NCLB, include English, Reading or Language Arts, 
Mathematics, Science, Foreign Languages, Civics and Government, Economics, Arts, 
History, and Geography. 
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assignments. Based on this population, the analysis indicates that 42.2% of rural core 

subject area high school teachers are teaching out-of-field in at least one core subject area 

(see Figure 6).  

 
Figure 6: Certification Status of All Rural Core Subject Area High School Teachers  
(Main and Secondary Teaching Assignments are both core subject areas)       

 

Not Certified in Both 
Core Teaching 
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When examining the main and secondary teaching field assignments for rural 

high school teachers who teach in only core subject areas, the analysis indicates that only 

57.8% of rural high school teachers are certified in both core subject areas in which they 

teach. In addition, 28.2% of rural high school teachers are certified in their main core 

teaching assignment, but not their secondary core teaching assignment and 12.3% are not 

certified in either core subject area. 

When looking at core subject area assignments independently, the findings reveal 

that the problem with teacher certification in core subject areas does not reside with the 

assignment in their main teaching field. The lack of certification in core subject areas is 
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primarily attributed to rural high school teachers teaching out-of-field in their secondary 

core teaching assignment (59%). 

A more detailed analysis further suggests that there are significant gaps in 

certification for several core subject area secondary teaching assignments. The findings 

are consistent with current research on the existing teacher shortage in particular subject 

areas. The study found that teachers who teach in the arts, history, foreign language 

(particularly Latin and Russian), and science subject areas as a secondary teaching 

assignment have major disparities in terms of subject-area certification. Perhaps the most 

disturbing finding is that approximately 51% of teachers who teach math as a secondary 

teaching assignment are not certified to teach in that subject area (see Figure 7). 

 
Figure 7: Certification Status of Rural High School Teachers Who Teach Math as 
Secondary Teaching Assignment 
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Research Question #3: To what extent do rural high school teachers’ academic 

qualifications meet NCLB requirements for highly qualified teachers? The next set 

of analyses aimed to reveal the extent to which rural high school teachers meet NCLB 

requirements for highly qualified teachers. Recall that there are three requirements that 

teachers must meet to be considered highly qualified under the NCLB legislation: 

bachelor’s degree, certification in core subject areas, and subject matter competency in 

core subject areas. As indicated earlier, 98% of rural high school teachers hold a 

bachelor’s degree and 96% of rural high school teachers hold a teaching certificate in 

their main teaching assignment.  

To date, the U.S. Department of Education has not approved a measure for 

individual states to assess subject matter competency. Given this lack of information, it is 

nearly impossible to determine the extent to which rural high school teachers demonstrate 

subject matter competency in the core subject areas in which they teach. To be consistent 

with the existing research, I considered using completion of college degree in the core 

subject area as the variable to indicate subject matter competency. However, after 

considering the political controversy surrounding this measure, I acknowledged that this 

measure would be divisive among policymakers, the educational research community, 

and other stakeholders. Therefore, to determine the extent to which teachers meet all 

NCLB requirements for highly qualified teachers, I decided to make an assumption that 

all rural high school core subject area teachers would pass the subject matter competency 

exams in the core subject areas in which they teach3.  

                                                 
3 It is acknowledged that this decision may inflate the percentage of teachers who meet the federal 
requirements; therefore, the results are presented in the context of “at most” x% of rural high school 
teachers meet the highly qualified teacher requirements for NCLB. 
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After controlling for the subject matter competency variable, it was determined 

that in 1999-2000 there were at most 91.8 % of rural high school teachers who meet 

NCLB requirements for highly qualified teachers. This percentage reflects the 

consideration that not all rural high school teachers teach in core subject areas. It should 

be noted that only main and secondary teaching assignments were taken into 

consideration for core subject area certification. It should also be noted that this 

percentage is merely an estimate given the data available for this study. Recall that some 

of these teachers may not have been able to pass the core subject area competency exam; 

therefore, the actual percentage of teachers who meet the federal requirements may be 

less.  

Some rural high school teachers may teach in more than two core subject areas. 

Because of the manner in which the survey data was collected, an analysis to ascertain 

whether rural high school teachers were certified in more than two core subject areas 

would be problematic, and the results would likely be questionable. However, because 

only 24.5% of teachers surveyed are currently teaching in both a main and secondary 

teaching assignment and only 12% of that subgroup teaches in a core subject area as their 

secondary teaching assignment, it is likely that the percentage of rural high school 

teachers who teach in three or more core subject areas is nominal and would therefore not 

significantly impact the findings of the analysis. In addition, it was not determined how 

the non-highly qualified rural high school teachers were distributed among local school 

districts. In other words, an analysis that examines what percentage of rural high schools 

have less than 80% of their teachers that meet these NCLB requirements was not 

conducted. It is recommended that future studies explore this issue.  
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Subject matter competency for rural high school mathematics teachers 

One analysis that I was able to conduct focused on determining whether rural high 

school mathematics teachers would meet the NCLB subject matter competency 

requirement. Even though 90% of rural high school teachers who teach in math as their 

main teaching assignment are certified, recall that 51% of rural high school teachers that 

teach in mathematics as a secondary teaching field do not have a teaching certificate in 

that field. Because of this certification disparity, I was inspired to explore the percentage 

of mathematics teachers who would meet the subject matter competency requirement. To 

align with existing literature on teacher subject matter competency, the measure used to 

determine subject matter competency was college degree (bachelor’s, master’s, or PhD) 

in mathematics or related field of study. Based on the analysis, it was determined that 

91% of rural high school math teachers would pass the subject matter competency if 

college field of study is an accurate measure of subject matter competency. 

 
Research Question #4: Are there any regional differences in the demographic 

composition or academic qualifications of rural high school teachers?  

The next set of analyses aimed to determine whether there are any regional 

patterns in the demographic composition or academic qualifications of rural high school 

teachers. The four regions examined are Northeast, Midwest, South, and West (for a 

listing of states by region, see Appendix K).  

According to the study, there are some regional differences in the demographic 

composition of rural high school teachers (see Appendix L). On average, the gender 

composition of rural high school teachers in the South is skewed toward females (58.8%) 

rather than males (41.2%). The opposite is true for rural high school teachers who teach 
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in the western states. The demographic composition of the rural high school teaching 

force in the west is 44.2% female and 55.8% male (see Figure 8). 

 
Figure 8: Regional Differences in Gender Composition of Rural High School Teachers 
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There are also some regional differences in the race/ethnic composition of rural 

high school teachers (see Appendix M and Figure 9). Rural high school teachers who 

teach in the Northeast and Midwest regions of the U.S. are extremely homogenous with 

97.8% and 96.6%, respectively, of the teaching workforce being White. The percentage 

of White teachers in these regions is even greater than the rural high school teaching 

workforce as a whole (91%). The analysis also indicates that there is a higher percentage 

of black rural high school teachers in the south (8.7%) and more Hispanic teachers in the 

west (6.7%) than any other region in the U.S. Both of these percentages are higher than 

the national average.  
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Figure 9: Regional Differences in Race/Ethnicity of Rural High School Teaching Force 
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In terms of academic qualifications, the study also revealed some regional 

differences for rural high school teachers (see Table 5). When examining certification 

status, the analysis discovered that there are more rural high school teachers in the 

Northeast and Midwest regions of the U.S. (97%) that have certification in their main 

teaching assignments than in the South and West regions (93%). Rural high school 

teachers who teach in the Midwest have a higher percentage of certification in their 

secondary teaching assignment (71.6%) than the rest of the nation (61% national average) 

(see Table 6). 
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Table 5: Rural High School Teachers by Region of U.S. and Certification in Main 
Teaching Field 
 
U.S. Census Region Certified in Main Field Not Certified in Main Field 
Northeast 97.4% 2.6% 
Midwest 97.4% 2.6% 
South 93.7% 6.3% 
West 93.1% 6.9% 

   
Table 6: Rural High School Teachers by Region of U.S. and Certification in Secondary 
Teaching Field 
 
U.S. Census Region Certified in Secondary Field Not Certified in Secondary Field 
Northeast 56.9% 43.1% 
Midwest 71.6% 28.4% 
South 55.7% 44.3% 
West 53.1% 46.9% 

 

Another analysis examined whether there are any regional differences in the 

distribution of degree level for rural high school teachers (see Appendix N). The regional 

distribution of bachelor’s degrees among rural high school teachers is consistent across 

the U.S. However, the findings reveal that there is a higher percentage of rural high 

school teachers who hold master’s degrees in the Northeast (55.6%) than any other region 

in the country (see Appendix O). In fact, there are only 39.5% of rural high school 

teachers in the West that have master’s degrees. When exploring the percentage of 

teachers who hold doctoral degrees, the findings indicate that the numbers in the 

Northeast and West are comparable with an average of 1.3% of rural high school teachers 

in these regions who have doctoral degrees—almost twice the national percentage (0.7%) 

(see Appendix P). 

Patterns in where rural high school teachers locate compared to length of stay 
 
 An analysis was performed to determine whether there are any patterns in where 

rural high school teachers locate compared to length of stay. The average tenure for high 

school teachers leaving their current assignment is ten years (see Figure 10). However, 
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when examining the number of years that the rural high school teachers have stayed at 

their current school in terms of region of the U.S., there are some significant differences. 

Rural high school teachers who teach in the West have taught in their current school for 

nine years, while teachers who teach in the Northeast have taught for twelve years. These 

figures are consistent with the urban and suburban high school teaching workforce across 

the U.S.   

                                

Figure 10: Average Tenure of Rural High School Teaching Workforce 

            

NUMBER OF YEARS AT CURRENT SCHOOL

 
Rural high schools and teacher turnover 
 

As discussed in Chapter 2, a major factor for teacher recruitment and retention is 

teacher turnover. The study sought to reveal the teacher turnover rates for rural high 

school teachers in the U.S. According to the analysis, rural high schools experience less 

teacher turnover than other geographic areas. Rural high schools (in Locale codes 7 and 

8) have teacher turnover rates of 24% and 16%, respectively, while urban high schools 

(in Locale codes 1 and 2) have teacher turnover rates of 34% and 43%, respectively (see 

Figure 11).  
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Figure 11: 1999-2000 High School Teacher Turnover Rates in U.S. 

 

 

The analysis also exposed some regional differences in terms of teacher turnover. 

Teacher turnover rates include teachers who left the school and/or district they were 
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Figure 12: Teacher Turnover Rates in Rural High Schools by Census Region 
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Figure 13: Salaries for High School Teachers in the U.S. 
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Rural high school teachers and level of job satisfaction. Research has also shown that 

level of job satisfaction influences a teacher’s decision to stay or leave their current 

position. An analysis was conducted to discover whether rural high school teachers are 

satisfied in the teaching profession. The findings indicate that 35.8% of rural high school 

teachers “certainly would” become a teacher if they had a chance to do it all over again 

while 11.9% say they would “probably not” become a teacher, and 4.6% say they would 

“certainly not” become a teacher (see Appendix Q). The study also revealed that 34.8% 

of rural high school teachers say they will remain in teaching as long as they are able. 

Another 37.7% indicated they will stay in the profession until they are eligible for 

retirement and 11.9% are undecided about the length of their teaching career at the time 

of completing the survey (see Appendix R). 
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Figure 14: Rural High School Teacher Salary by Census Region 
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These findings conclude the data analysis for this study. In the following chapter, 

the results of the four guiding research questions will be summarized. Then, as a result of 

these findings, conclusions will be drawn and implications will be derived. Future 

research ideas will also be identified. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

 The purpose of this chapter is to discuss findings that emerged from the research 

and bridge study conclusions with current educational theories, practices, and policies for 

public schools in the United States. Future research topics that should be investigated as a 

result of this exploratory work are also identified. Before discussing the study 

conclusions and implications, it is important to briefly review the findings from the data 

analysis. 

Summary 

The exploratory study on teacher quality in rural high schools revealed some 

pertinent findings for education stakeholders. When examining teacher demographics, the 

study exposes significant differences in the race/ethnicity of rural and urban high school 

teachers. The race/ethnicity of rural high school teachers is more homogenous than any 

other group of high school teachers, employing an average of 91% White teachers. On 

average, the more rural the school district, the less diverse the race/ethnicity of the high 

school teaching force. There are also some regional differences in the race/ethnic 

composition of rural high school teachers. Rural high schools in the Northeast and 

Midwest regions of the United States are extremely homogenous with approximately 

97% of the teaching workforce being White. In the South, there is a higher percentage of 

Black rural high school teachers (8.7%) than any other region in the U.S. 

The average rural high school is comprised of approximately 55% female and 

45% male teachers with an average age of 42. While the study found no significant 

differences in gender according to rural district size, there are some regional differences 

in rural high school teacher demographics that emerged from the research. On average, 
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the percentage of female high school teachers in the South (58.8%) is much higher than 

in the West (44.2%). 

In terms of academic qualifications, findings suggest that the percentage of rural 

high school teachers who have a bachelor’s and master’s degree is relatively equal to the 

percentage of all high school teachers across the nation. However, there is a higher 

percentage of rural high school teachers who hold Master’s degrees in the Northeast than 

any other region in the country. In fact, there are only 39.5% of rural high school teachers 

in the West that have Master’s degrees. The findings further suggest that even though 

there is an extremely limited number of teachers with doctoral degrees (1.2%), the 

preponderance of these degree holders teach in the most urban areas.  

The percentage of rural high school teachers who hold a valid teaching certificate 

in their main teaching assignment field (95%) is comparable to that of other high school 

teachers. However, the analysis revealed that rural high schools in the Northeast and 

Midwest regions of the U.S. have a higher percentage of teachers certified in their main 

teaching assignments than the South and West regions.  

The analysis also revealed that rural high school teachers, outside a Metropolitan 

Statistical Area (MSA), have the lowest percentage of teachers with a regular or standard 

state certificate or advanced professional certificate (89.4%). The same group of teachers 

holds the highest percentage of provisional certificates or other type given to persons who 

are still participating in what the state calls an alternative certification program with 

4.6%. Interestingly, this same group of teachers holds the lowest percentage of 

emergency certificates or waivers at 0.1%.  
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Even though the bachelor’s degree program is the most chosen route to 

certification for high school teachers, the percentage of rural high school teachers who 

earn their teaching certificates through a bachelor’s degree program is considerably 

higher than that of other subgroups. According to the study findings, 67.1% of rural high 

school teachers who teach inside an MSA and 57.5% of rural high school teachers who 

teach outside an MSA earn their teaching certificates through a bachelor’s degree 

program. 

Perhaps one of the most intriguing findings from the study reveals that at least 

42% of rural high school teachers are teaching out-of-field in at least one core subject 

area. This figure includes the 12.3% of rural high school teachers who are not certified in 

the main or secondary core subject area teaching assignments in which they teach. The 

study also found that only 57.8% of all rural high school teachers currently hold a 

teaching certificate in both main and secondary core subject areas in which they are 

teaching.  

There are critical deficiencies in certification for rural high school teachers who 

teach in core subject areas as their secondary teaching assignment. In fact, only 59% of 

rural high school teachers who teach in core subject areas as their secondary teaching 

assignment are certified to teach these subjects. These major deficits, according to subject 

area, are consistent with the research on teacher shortages. One of the most blatant 

problems that emerged from the study is that over 50% of rural high school teachers who 

teach math as a secondary teaching assignment are teaching out-of-field.  

When examining the extent to which rural high school teachers meet the highly 

qualified teacher requirements of NCLB, the study revealed that approximately 98% of 
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rural high school teachers hold a bachelor’s degree, 96% of rural high school teachers 

hold a teaching certificate in their main teaching assignment, and 61% hold a teaching 

certificate in their secondary teaching assignment. After controlling for the subject matter 

competency variable, it was determined that in 1999-2000 there were at most 91.8 % of 

rural high school teachers who meet NCLB requirements for highly qualified teachers. 

The exploratory study also investigated the existence of any regional patterns in 

where rural high school teachers locate. The findings suggest that patterns exist in where 

rural high school teachers locate compared to length of stay. Rural high school teachers 

in the West chose to leave their schools an average of three years earlier than teachers 

who teach in the Northeast, Midwest, and South regions of the U.S. Nevertheless, rural 

high schools experience less teacher turnover than other geographic areas. It should also 

be noted that rural high schools in the South and West have much greater teacher 

turnover than rural high schools in the Northeast and Midwest. The study also found that 

teachers in rural high schools earn an average of $5,000 less per year than high school 

teachers in other areas of the U.S. and $8,000 less than the average urban high school 

teacher.   

Conclusions 

The study exposed some pertinent findings that can be categorized into a few 

major conclusions. First, the race/ethnicity composition of the rural high school teacher 

workforce is much less diversified than that of the urban high school workforce. In 

addition, a large number of rural high school teachers appear to be nearing the retirement 

age. This phenomenon is prevalent across the nation; however, the research suggests that 
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suburban schools—and even some urban schools—may not experience the difficulty in 

teacher recruitment that rural schools will face in the future. 

In terms of academic qualifications, rural schools also experience great disparities 

in the percentage of teachers who hold advanced degrees when compared to urban 

schools. Furthermore, while most rural high school teachers (95%) hold a valid teaching 

certificate in their main teaching assignment, only 59% of are certified in their secondary 

teaching assignment. This finding supports the claim that rural school teachers are asked 

to teach in multiple subject areas and are certified in less subject areas than they teach. 

While only 24% of rural high school teachers teach in a secondary teaching assignment, 

the number of rural high school students served by uncertified teachers in core subject 

areas should be a key concern for policymakers. As the exploration of data reveals a 

certification deficit for all rural high school teachers who teach in multiple subject areas, 

the study also exposes significant deficits in certain core subject areas. Below is a 

summary of the study’s five major conclusions: 

• The race/ethnicity composition of rural high school teachers is more 

homogeneous than urban high school teachers.  

• High number of rural high school teachers who are nearing the retirement age. 

• Major disparities for rural high school teachers in terms of advanced degrees 

• Certification deficit for all high school teachers who teach in multiple subject 

areas—particularly in secondary teaching assignments.  

• Lack of certification among a high percentage of rural high school mathematics 

teachers. 
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Implications 

The organizational, demographic, and varying economic problems associated with 

rural areas combined with the national highly qualified teacher problem presents an 

astonishing reality for rural schools. In order to solve the teacher quality issue in rural 

areas, both local school administrators and policymakers—at all levels—must work to 

address the problem. Focus must be placed on recruiting and retaining young, ethnically 

diverse teachers with advanced degrees and multiple subject-area certification to rural 

high schools. This means finding appealing incentives for teaching in rural schools and 

living in rural communities, and marketing to qualified teachers both inside and outside 

of the local area.  

Theoretical Implications 

While this study does not attempt to tie the characteristics of quality teachers to 

student achievement, the research findings relate to a number of educational theories 

regarding teacher quality. The findings from this study suggest some specific challenges 

with the NCLB model for highly qualified teaching in rural high schools. First, the study 

concludes that there is a certification deficit for rural high school teachers who teach in 

multiple subject areas—particularly in secondary assignments. Because of the high 

poverty level in some rural areas, the findings from this study are not inconsistent with 

Ingersoll’s (1999) conclusion that poor and minority children are considerably more 

likely to be taught during their secondary school years by teachers working outside their 

area of college preparation. 

Next, the study indicates that a large number of rural high school teachers are 

nearing the retirement age within the next decade. This discovery presents an astonishing 
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reality for rural recruitment and retention. Typically, current urban and suburban teachers 

and new college graduates do not migrate to rural areas for employment. This evidence 

leaves rural school administrators with significant challenges in recruiting and retaining 

highly qualified teachers by the NCLB definition.  

Finally, a strong debate still exists in the literature about what teacher attributes 

are necessary to characterize effective teaching. As mentioned in Chapter Two, the 

National Council on Teacher Quality describes six primary characteristics of effective 

classroom teachers. These include: (1) certification and licensure, (2) subject-matter 

knowledge, (3) general knowledge and ability, (4) teaching experience, (5) advanced 

degree (masters or above), and (6) intensive and focused professional development. The 

study findings indicate that a significant number of rural high school teachers lack at least 

one of these characteristics for effective teaching. The number of rural high school 

teachers who lack certification and advanced degrees are two of the most obvious 

disparities exposed through this study.   

There are a multitude of models that are currently being implemented to increase 

teacher quality in public schools. Two of the most popular teacher quality models are 

Teach for America and the Teacher Advancement Program. The Teach for America 

(TFA) program has been put into practice for about 15 years, while the Teacher 

Advancement Program (TAP) has been modeled for about 7 years.  

Through the TFA program, individuals with promising teacher attributes are 

recruited and trained before entering the workforce to teach for at least two years in the 

nation’s most needy urban and rural public schools (Teach for America website, 2005). 

The TFA program components are all geared toward finding and developing individuals 
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who embody leadership attributes and can achieve dramatic results in the face of great 

challenges. Their “Teaching as Leadership” framework involves six components: (1) 

recruitment; (2) selection; (3) placement; (4) summer institute training; (5) regional 

training and support; and (6) alumni network.  

A study on TFA indicates that different (non-traditional) approaches to teacher 

preparation can produce effective results. Another independent study that demonstrates 

Teach for America's effectiveness in the classroom was recently released by Mathematica 

Policy Research, Inc., a leading research firm. The report cites: 

Even though Teach for America teachers generally lack 

any formal teacher training beyond that provided by Teach 

for America, they produce higher test scores than the other 

teachers in their schools - not just other novice teachers or 

uncertified teachers, but also veterans and certified 

teachers. (The Effects of Teach For America on Students: 

Findings from a National Evaluation, 2004). 

The TAP program was launched in 1998 by the Milken Family Foundation. The 

TAP goal is to draw more talented people to the teaching profession—and keep them 

there—by making it more attractive and rewarding to be a teacher. TAP provides the 

opportunity for good teachers to earn higher salaries and advance professionally, just as 

in other careers, without leaving the classroom. At the same time, TAP helps teachers 

become the best they can be, by giving them opportunities to learn better teaching 

strategies and holding them accountable for their performance (Teacher Advancement 

Program Foundation website, 2005). TAP builds upon five key principles: (1) multiple 
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career paths; (2) ongoing, applied professional growth; (3) instructionally focused 

accountability; (4) performance-based compensation and (5) expanding the supply of 

high quality educators. The principles of TAP are highly interrelated and dependent upon 

each other. Although elements of TAP are found in other school reform efforts, TAP is 

unique because it combines these various reforms into a single, comprehensive, systemic 

model. 

The findings from this study support the ideology behind both the TFA and TAP 

models. In particular, the results support teacher recruitment, selection, and placement in 

high need schools. The ideology behind summer institutes and regional training in the 

TFA model and ongoing, applied professional growth in the TAP model are supported by 

the need for continuous focused professional development for existing teachers. The 

findings also support the idea of teacher mentoring which is evidenced by the alumni 

network in the TFA model and the instructionally focused accountability in the TAP 

model. The study conclusions reinforce the need to recruit a diverse teaching force in 

rural high schools. The certification and advanced degree deficits also support the need 

for programs like TFA and TAP where teachers find a high level of support.  

As mentioned, the TAP model involves a performance-based compensation 

element which provides a financial incentive for paramount teaching resulting in student 

achievement gains. The TFA program targets the recruitment, training, and support of 

individual urban and rural teachers in core subject areas while the TAP program targets a 

systemic reform model at the campus level. Based on the findings from this study, both 

of these models are optimal for helping rural schools obtain a high quality teaching force 

which result in high student academic achievement. 
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Implications for Practice 

 In the analysis of rural high school teacher demographics, the study revealed that 

the race/ethnic composition of rural high school teachers is more homogeneous than 

urban and suburban high school teachers. Recall from Chapter Two that many rural areas 

are experiencing rapid population increases with ethnic diversification (Jimerson, 2003b). 

Based on this evidence, it is imperative that rural administrators engage in recruitment 

strategies to help attract and retain a more diverse teaching force.  

The analysis on teacher attrition rates indicates that rural high schools have less 

teacher turnover than other geographic areas. However, with the high number of rural 

high school teachers nearing the retirement age, some rural areas may experience a high 

volume of teacher turnover in the next decade if the distribution of teacher age is not 

balanced. Given these possibilities, not only should rural school administrators aim to 

recruit a diverse teaching force, they should also be looking to recruit younger teachers to 

their area. For some districts, this may involve a “grow your own” strategy, where current 

high school students who are academically successful are targeted, recruited, and funded 

to attend college. Eventually, they return to their local community for employment in the 

school district.  

Rural school administrators should not stop at recruitment strategies for the high 

school teaching force. Recall from Chapter Two that the attrition rate for new teachers is 

a significant problem. Nearly 30% of new teachers leave within five years of entry and 

there are even higher attrition rates in the most disadvantaged districts. This statistic 

suggests that rural school administrators must also devote time to develop teacher 

retention plans to lower the attrition rates. 
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The study indicates that the majority of rural high school teachers earn their 

teaching certificates through a bachelor’s degree program. While many educational 

researchers would support this route to teacher certification as a means to highly qualified 

teaching, many of the current teacher preparation programs are not conducive to helping 

rural high school teachers gain certification in multiple subject areas. One of the study’s 

major findings was that there is a certification deficit for rural high school teachers who 

teach in multiple subject areas—particularly in secondary assignments. Administrators 

(and policymakers) need to offer incentives for rural high school teachers to earn 

additional certificates in core teaching assignments to comply with NCLB highly 

qualified teaching requirements.  

As the statistics revealed, once pre-service teachers leave their bachelor’s degree 

program, the majority of rural high school teachers do not return to the higher education 

environment to obtain advanced degrees. This deficit in advanced degrees may be 

attributed to the location of their current teaching position, and the inability to attend 

classes in urban and/or suburban areas where most institutions of higher education are 

located. Perhaps rural school districts can also invest in advanced degrees for promising 

local teacher candidates before they return to the community.  

In addition, teacher certification programs should focus more attention and 

resources on postsecondary online certification programs to help rural school teachers 

gain additional subject area teaching certificates after they enter the workforce. 

Institutions of higher education in the U.S. could also focus efforts on helping young 

secondary teachers gain multiple subject area teaching certificates prior to completion of 

a bachelor’s degree program.  
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 As noted in Chapter Two, disparities in salaries and working conditions make 

teacher recruitment more difficult. While campaigning to recruit teachers outside the 

local region, rural school districts must acknowledge that many of their salary scales are 

not comparable to those of urban and suburban areas. While the research has shown that 

salaries are not the only indicator that teachers consider when seeking employment, it is 

essential that rural school districts begin to plan for increasing their salary scales to attract 

“outsiders” to their communities. In addition, many potential applicants will not take into 

consideration that the cost of living is considerably less in rural communities when 

comparing salary scales; therefore, rural districts may consider using that as a selling 

point when trying to recruit new teachers to their area.  

Policy Implications 

As mentioned, very few studies even remotely address the challenges that rural 

districts encounter in their endeavor to staff every classroom with a highly qualified 

teacher. In fact, most studies cite the challenges that urban schools face in hiring certified 

teachers in every classroom as opposed to the ease of suburban schools. Most studies do 

not even mention the challenges faced by rural schools in hiring certified teachers. If 

policymakers are truly adamant about addressing the teacher quality problem, they must 

begin to look at disaggregated data to recognize the challenges that rural geographic areas 

face in hiring highly qualified teachers. 

Based on the study findings, policymakers need to look at incentives to recruit 

and retain young teachers with multiple teaching certificates to rural high schools. In 

addition, policymakers should address the certification and advanced degree deficits 

among existing rural high school teachers by offering incentives, such as free tuition in 
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certification preparation courses and graduate courses in institutions of higher education. 

In this endeavor, high priority needs to be placed on secondary core subject area 

teachers—mathematics teachers in particular.  

Even though this study did not examine the extent to which current rural high 

school teachers are involved in professional development activities, policymakers should 

use the evidence found in existing studies to ensure that rural high school teachers have 

the same opportunity as urban teachers to engage in quality professional development 

activities. Because many rural schools are situated in remote areas, this may mean 

investing in the expansion of high quality online professional development programs. 

In addition to looking at rural-specific data, policymakers must also focus their 

attention on other related educational policy issues. An area that is gaining increased 

attention among education stakeholders is public school competition and its effect on 

teacher quality. With the new movement toward school choice and vouchers, it is 

inevitable that the current public education system will change over the next decade. 

Some researchers have begun to look at how these new forms of expanded choice will 

influence the quality of our public schools. In fact, while far from conclusive, some 

researchers have suggested that competition raises teacher quality and improves the 

overall quality of education, particularly for schools serving predominantly lower income 

students (Hanushek and Rivkin, 2002).  

The emergence of public school competition brings about a whole new facet for 

the teacher quality crisis. In the next few years, there will most likely be studies that 

branch off these theories in order to conclusively determine whether or not public school 

competition is good for the quality of the teaching force. If the research provides 
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evidence that the two are positively related, then we could see some major organizational 

changes in the dynamics of our public school system at all levels over the next decade. If 

competition becomes the new buzzword in public education and schools begin to focus 

on competing with each other rather than against a standard, the quality of the teaching 

force would almost certainly be affected within and between school districts. In fact, the 

gap between those students who have access to qualified teachers and those who do not 

could be widened even further.  

According to current mobility trends, the social movement to professionalize the 

teaching profession is also gaining momentum at increasingly high rates. Economic 

theory suggests that school choice would change the teaching profession in ways that 

would fulfill many of the “professionalism” movement’s goals (Hoxby, 2001). If this 

movement continues to gain momentum, this professionalism could have a direct positive 

impact on the quality of the nation’s teaching force. 

Policymakers must also pay close attention to the effects of accountability on the 

quality of the teaching force. In my estimation, an area of concern for policymakers is the 

potential effect that the new accountability standards for standardized tests will have on 

the highly qualified teacher shortage in rural schools. The increased requirements could 

substantially increase the teacher shortage in rural areas over the next decade. 

Policymakers at all levels will be required to balance accountability standards with the 

quality and supply of the teaching force to ensure that all rural school children receive 

access to the highly qualified teachers that they deserve.  

While there have recently been more programs started by both policymakers and 

practitioners to campaign for additional certified core subject area teachers, extensive 
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efforts need to be focused on this issue to ensure that the demand for these certified core 

subject area teachers is met. With the current movement towards school reform to ensure 

that students graduate with 21st Century Skills, it is imperative that today’s students 

receive instruction from the most highly qualified professionals—particularly in the 

mathematics and science subject areas.  

In addition, while teachers’ use of technology is not currently an indicator of 

highly qualified teaching according to the NCLB legislation, it is an element of the 

teacher quality model supported by the National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher 

Education (NCATE). In addition, many business leaders would argue that computer 

literacy is inherent to the success of teaching today’s student population. Many corporate 

leaders would insist that a teacher’s knowledge and use of technology in the curriculum 

will expose students to the proper use of technological tools to prepare them for the 

workforce and/or higher education. With the limitation in resources that many rural high 

schools face, technology can be a useful tool to get teachers and students access to 

important academic information. Policymakers should give more focus to the integration 

of technology into the standard curriculum. This ideology supports the inclusion of 

technology integration skills as an indicator of highly qualified teaching. In the endeavor 

to address the teacher quality problem in rural schools, educational policymakers should: 

(1) increase financial investments for rural teachers, including signing bonuses, 

moving expenses and/or relocation reimbursement, and housing incentives;  

(2) increase federal/state support of rural recruitment strategies;  

(3) encourage and support rural people to become rural teachers;  
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(4) strengthen rural components of teacher development programs;  

(5) and support rural-specific research.  

Poor rural districts will not be able to meet the competitive challenges of NCLB 

without the help of educational policymakers and state education agencies. If it is a 

national expectation that “no rural child will be left behind”, then resources must be 

allocated to make this a reality to ensure that every rural child receives the equitable 

education they deserve.  

Research Implications 

 As a result of this study, several ideas for future research studies emerged. First, 

more research should be done to determine the extent to which rural teachers are teaching 

out-of-field in core subject areas. The data available for this study does not examine this 

issue to the depth that is needed to provide meaningful recommendations for 

policymakers and rural school administrators.  

Another potential area for research on teacher quality in rural schools involves 

teacher recruitment and retention strategies. Research should also be conducted to 

ascertain the reasons why rural teachers choose to teach in rural areas as opposed to 

urban and suburban areas and why they choose to stay. As this study suggests, rural 

school administrators may need to focus future recruitment strategies on pre-service 

teachers with multiple subject-area certification. It would be beneficial for both 

policymakers and practitioners know what incentives will entice pre-service teachers to 

obtain multiple subject area certification and seek employment in rural schools. With this 

information, we can adequately address the recruitment and retention problems that rural 

schools face. 
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 Another study could focus on the specific reasons why teachers leave rural 

schools. The data available through the SASS does not explore these reasons to the extent 

that they need to be examined. Perhaps, the utilization of another survey instrument 

and/or a qualitative research design may glean the depth that is needed on this issue. 

 Based on the teacher quality literature, effective teachers engage in ongoing and 

focused professional development. Research needs to be conducted to explore the 

quantity and quality of professional development activities provided to rural high school 

teachers. With limited resources and isolation, it is essential that existing rural teachers in 

particular continue to be exposed to new research-based instructional practices among 

other topics. 

The quality of our nation’s teaching force is one of the most—if not the most—

important issue our country invests in. If we are truly interested in ensuring that every 

child in every corner of our country receives a paramount education, then we must ensure 

that we employ an unsurpassed teaching force in every community—from big cities to 

small rural areas. With policymakers, practitioners, and researchers recognizing the 

challenges that rural schools face in teacher quality issues, by working together we will 

be able to make a difference in the lives of rural children. The economic stability, global 

success, and future of our country depend upon it. 
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Appendix C: Percentage of U.S. High School Teachers that Hold Master’s Degrees 
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118771 1414 98  260260

45.6% 54.4% 100.0%
26.0% 32.2% 29.0%
13.2% 15.8% 29.0%
56762 50 347  107235
52.9% 47.1% 100.0%
12.4% 11.5% 12.0%

6.3% 5.6% 12.0%
4560 54 51  9975

45.7% 54.3% 100.0%
1.0% 1.2% 1.1%

.5% .6% 1.1%
58646 46956 105602
55.5% 44.5% 100. %0
12.8% 10.7% 11.8%

6.5% 5.2% 11.8%
77081 48791 125872
61.2% 38.8% 100.0%
16.9% 11.1% 14.0%

8.6% 5.4% 14.0%
36541 36941 73482
49.7% 50.3% 100.0%

8.0% 8.4% 8.2%
4.1% 4.1% 8.2%

457454 439727 897181
51.0% 49.0% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
51.0% 49.0% 100.0%

Count 
% within LOCALE CODE - SCHOOL PHYSICALADDRESS
% within HAS MASTERS DEGREE
% of Total 
Count 
% within L CALE CODE - SCHOOL PHYSICALADDRESSO
% within HAS MASTERS DEGREE
% of Total 
Count 
% within L CALE CODE - SCHOOL PHYSICALADDRESSO
% within HAS MASTERS DEGREE
% of Total 
Count 
% within L CALE CODE - SCHOOL PHYSICALADDRESSO
% within HAS MASTERS DEGREE
% of Total 
Count 
% within L CALE CODE - SCHOOL PHYSICALADDRESSO
% within HAS MASTERS DEGREE
% of Total 
Count 
% within LOCALE CODE - SCHOOL PHYSICALADDRESS
% within HAS MASTERS DEGREE
% of Total 
Count 
% within LOCALE CODE - SCHOOL PHYSICALADDRESS
% within HAS MASTERS DEGREE
% of Total 
Count 
% within LOCALE CODE - SCHOOL PHYSICALADDRESS
% within HAS MASTERS DEGREE
% of Total 
Count 
% within LOCALE CODE - SCHOOL PHYSICALADDRESS
% within HAS MASTERS DEGREE
% of Total 

Large 
alCentr

City 
 

Mid-siz
al

e 
 Centr

City 

Urban 
fringe o
large 
city 

f 

Urban 
fringe of
mid-size
city 

 
 

Large 
town 

Small 
town 

Rural, 
inside 
MSA 

Rural, 
outside 
MSA 

LOCALE CODE - 
SCHOOL 
PHYSICALADDRESS 

Total 

No Yes 
HAS M

G
ASTERS 
R  DE EE

Tota  l

 101



Appendix D: Percentage of U.S. High School Teachers that Hold Doctorate Degrees 

 
 
 
 
 

High School Teachers in the U.S. and Doctorate degrees 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

95918 2776 98694
97.2% 2.8% 100.0%
10.8% 24.8% 11.0%
10.7% .3% 11.0%

114562 1499 116061
98.7% 1.3% 100.0%
12.9% 13.4% 12.9%
12.8% .2% 12.9%

257055 3206 260261
98.8% 1.2% 100.0%
29.0% 28.7% 29.0%
28.7% .4% 29.0%

105995 1241 107236
98.8% 1.2% 100.0%
12.0% 11.1% 12.0%
11.8% .1% 12.0%
9763 212 9975

97.9% 2.1% 100.0%
1.1% 1.9% 1.1%
1.1% .0% 1.1%

104851 752 105603
99.3% .7% 100.0%
11.8% 6.7% 11.8%
11.7% .1% 11.8%

124905 968 125873
99.2% .8% 100.0%
14.1% 8.7% 14.0%
13.9% .1% 14.0%
72954 528 73482
99.3% .7% 100.0%
8.2% 4.7% 8.2%
8.1% .1% 8.2%

886003 11182 897185
98.8% 1.2% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
98.8% 1.2% 100.0%

Count 
% wi ALE CODE - SCHOOL PHYSICALADDRESSthin LOC
% within HAS PHD
% of Total 
Count 
% wi ALE CODE - SCHOOL PHYSICALADDRESSthin LOC
% within HAS PHD
% of Total 
Count 
% wi Sthin LOCALE CODE - SCHOOL PHYSICALADDRES
% within HAS PHD
% of Total 
Count 
% within LOCALE CODE - SCHOOL PHYSICALADDRESS
% within HAS PHD
% of Total 
Count 
% within LOCALE CODE - SCHOOL PHYSICALADDRESS
% within HAS PHD
% of Total 
Count 
% wi  PHYSICALADDRESSthin LOCALE CODE - SCHOOL
% within HAS PHD
% of Total 
Count 
% within LOCALE CODE - SCHOOL PHYSICALADDRESS
% within HAS PHD
% of Total 
Count 
% within LOCALE CODE - SCHOOL PHYSICALADDRESS
% within HAS PHD
% of Total 
Count 
% within LOCALE CODE - SCHOOL PHYSICALADDRESS
% within HAS PHD
% of Total 

Large 
centra
city 

l 

Mid-
size 
Centr
city 

al 

Urban 
fringe o
large 
city 

f 

Urban 
fringe o
mid-size 
city 

f 

Large 
town 

Small 
town 

Rural, 
inside 
MSA 

Rural, 
outside 
MSA 

LOCALE CODE - 
SCHOOL 
PHYSICALADDRESS 

Total 

No Ye  s
HAS PHD 

Total
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Appendix E: Percentage of U.S. Rural High School Teachers and Secondary 
Teaching Field Certification 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Rural High School Teachers and Secondary Teaching Field Certifi  

 

cation

13726

 
 
 

8625 22351

61.4% 38.6% 100.0%

30.1% 29.6% 29.9%

18.4% 11.6% 29.9%
22550 14400 36950

61.0% 39.0% 100.0%

49.5% 49.5% 49.5%

30.2% 19.3% 49.5%
9268 6088 15356

60.4% 39.6% 100.0%

20.3% 20.9% 20.6%

12.4% 8.2% 20.6%
45544 29113 74657

61.0% 39.0% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

61.0% 39.0% 100.0%

Count
% w
CODE - SCHOOL

ithin LOCALE

PHYSICALADDRESS
% within
CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within LOCALE
CODE - SCHOOL
PHYSICALADDRESS
% within
CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within LOCALE
CODE - SCHOOL
PHYSICALADDRESS
% within
CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within LOCALE
CODE - SCHOOL
PHYSICALADDRESS
% within
CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total

Small 
town 

Rural, 
inside 
MSA 

Rural, 
outside 
MSA 

LOCALE CODE -
SCHOOL 
PHYSICALADDRESS 

 

Total 

Yes No 
 CERT-SE FIECOND LD

Total
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Appendix F: Main Teaching Field Certification Type for U.S. High School Teachers 
 
 

All High School Teachers and Certification Type for Main Tea g Fiel
 

chin d 

83334 2261 3849 1344 982 91770

90.8% 2.5% 4.2% 1.5% 1.1% 100.0%

10.7% 7.8% 13.4% 12.3% 14.9% 10.8%
9.8% .3% .5% .2% .1% 10.8%

100846 3604 3166 899 735 109250

92.3% 3.3% 2.9% .8% .7% 100.0%

13.0% 12.4% 11.0% 8.2% 11.2% 12.8%
11.9% .4% .4% .1% .1% 12.8%

224275 9113 7009 3103 3246 246746

90.9% 3.7% 2.8% 1.3% 1.3% 100.0%

28.9% 31.3% 24.5% 28.4% 49.3% 29.0%

26.4% 1.1% .8% .4% .4% 29.0%

92157 4831 3797 1401 446 102632

89.8% 4.7% 3.7% 1.4% .4% 100.0%

11.9% 16.6% 13.2% 12.8% 6.8% 12.1%

10.8% .6% .4% .2% .1% 12.1%

9052 97 191 215 119 9674

93.6% 1.0% 2.0% 2.2% 1.2% 100.0%

1.2% .3% .7% 2.0% 1.8% 1.1%
1.1% .0% .0% .0% .0% 1.1%

93602 2710 2777 1331 473 100893

92.8% 2.7% 2.8% 1.3% .5% 100.0%

12.1% 9.3% 9.7% 12.2% 7.2% 11.9%
11.0% .3% .3% .2% .1% 11.9%

109268 3509 4599 1537 476 119389

91.5% 2.9% 3.9% 1.3% .4% 100.0%

14.1% 12.1% 16.0% 14.1% 7.2% 14.0%
12.8% .4% .5% .2% .1% 14.0%
63149 2980 3276 1095 103 70603

89.4% 4.2% 4.6% 1.6% .1% 100.0%

8.1% 10.2% 11.4% 10.0% 1.6% 8.3%
7.4% .4% .4% .1% .0% 8.3%

775683 29105 28664 10925 6580 850957

91.2% 3.4% 3.4% 1.3% .8% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
91.2% 3.4% 3.4% 1.3% .8% 100.0%

Count
% with ODE 
PHYS ESS

in LOCAL
ICALADDR

E C - SCHOOL

% within CERT TYPE-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within LOCALE CODE 
PHYSICALADDRESS

- SCHOOL

% within CERT TYPE-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% with DE 
PHYS

in LOCALE CO
ICALADDRESS

- SCHOOL

% within CERT TY E-MAP IN FIELD

% of Total

Count
% within LOCALE CODE 
PHYSICALADDRESS

- SCHOOL

% within CERT TYPE-MAIN FIELD
% of Total

Count
% within LOCALE CODE 
PHYSICALADDRESS

- SCHOOL

% within CERT TYPE-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within LOCALE CODE 
PHYSICALADDRESS

- SCHOOL

% within CERT TYPE-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within LOCALE CODE - SCHOOL
PHYSICALADDRESS
% within CERT TYPE-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within LOCALE CODE - SCHOOL
PHYSICALADDRESS
% within CERT TYPE-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within LOCALE CODE - SCHOOL
PHYSICALADDRESS
% within CERT TYPE-MAIN FIELD
% of Total

Large
Central
City

Mid-size
Central
City

Urban
Fringe of
Large City

Urban
Fringe of
Mid-Size
City

Large
town

Small
town

Rural,
inside
MSA

Rural,
outside
MSA

LOCALE CODE -
SCHOOL
PHYSICALADDRESS

Total

Regular or
standard state
certificate or

advanced
professional
certificate

 Probationary
certificate

Provisional or
other type given
to persons who

participating in
w

Temp
certifi

are still

hat the state
calls an

"alternative Emergency
certification
program"

certificate or
wa

orary
cate iver

CERT TYPE-MAIN FIELD

Total
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Appendix G: Route to Certification for U.S. High School Teachers 
 
 
 

 
 

All High School Teachers and Route to Certification 

33951 11220 14534 7473 2439 6420 7298 83335

40.7% 13.5% 17.4% 9.0% 2.9% 7.7% 8.8% 100.0%

8.0% 15.8% 12.2% 14.6% 13.0% 12.2% 18.7% 10.7%

4.4% 1.4% 1.9% 1.0% .3% .8% .9% 10.7%
56443 9788 12312 7507 2503 6519 5773 100845

56.0% 9.7% 12.2% 7.4% 2.5% 6.5% 5.7% 100.0%

13.3% 13.8% 10.3% 14.6% 13.3% 12.3% 14.8% 13.0%

7.3% 1.3% 1.6% 1.0% .3% .8% .7% 13.0%
111286 27420 39547 13369 5779 16270 10604 224275

49.6% 12.2% 17.6% 6.0% 2.6% 7.3% 4.7% 100.0%

26.3% 38.6% 33.1% 26.1% 30.7% 30.8% 27.2% 28.9%

14.3% 3.5% 5.1% 1.7% .7% 2.1% 1.4% 28.9%

47528 7066 17443 6530 2246 6683 4660 92156

51.6% 7.7% 18.9% 7.1% 2.4% 7.3% 5.1% 100.0%

11.2% 10.0% 14.6% 12.7% 11.9% 12.7% 12.0% 11.9%

6.1% .9% 2.2% .8% .3% .9% .6% 11.9%

5440 655 1342 554 258 549 253 9051

60.1% 7.2% 14.8% 6.1% 2.9% 6.1% 2.8% 100.0%

1.3% .9% 1.1% 1.1% 1.4% 1.0% .6% 1.2%

.7% .1% .2% .1% .0% .1% .0% 1.2%
59116 5461 10959 5831 1930 6054 4251 93602

63.2% 5.8% 11.7% 6.2% 2.1% 6.5% 4.5% 100.0%

14.0% 7.7% 9.2% 11.4% 10.3% 11.5% 10.9% 12.1%

7.6% .7% 1.4% .8% .2% .8% .5% 12.1%
73275 5477 12675 5759 2046 6675 3361 109268

67.1% 5.0% 11.6% 5.3% 1.9% 6.1% 3.1% 100.0%

17.3% 7.7% 10.6% 11.2% 10.9% 12.6% 8.6% 14.1%

9.4% .7% 1.6% .7% .3% .9% .4% 14.1%
36289 3880 10665 4269 1613 3650 2785 63151

57.5% 6.1% 16.9% 6.8% 2.6% 5.8% 4.4% 100.0%

8.6% 5.5% 8.9% 8.3% 8.6% 6.9% 7.1% 8.1%

4.7% .5% 1.4% .6% .2% .5% .4% 8.1%
423328 70967 119477 51292 18814 52820 38985 775683

54.6% 9.1% 15.4% 6.6% 2.4% 6.8% 5.0% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

54.6% 9.1% 15.4% 6.6% 2.4% 6.8% 5.0% 100.0%

Count
% within LOCALE
CODE - SCHOOL
PHYSICALADDRESS
% within CERT
EARNED-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within LOCALE
CODE - SCHOOL
PHYSICALADDRESS
% within CERT
EARNED-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within LOCALE
CODE - SCHOOL
PHYSICALADDRESS
% within CERT
EARNED-MAIN FIELD

% of Total

Count
% within LOCALE
CODE - SCHOOL
PHYSICALADDRESS
% within CERT
EARNED-MAIN FIELD
% of Total

Count
% within LOCALE
CODE - SCHOOL
PHYSICALADDRESS
% within CERT
EARNED-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within LOCALE
CODE - SCHOOL
PHYSICALADDRESS
% within CERT
EARNED-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within LOCALE
CODE - SCHOOL
PHYSICALADDRESS
% within CERT
EARNED-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within LOCALE
CODE - SCHOOL
PHYSICALADDRESS
% within CERT
EARNED-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within LOCALE
CODE - SCHOOL
PHYSICALADDRESS
% within CERT
EARNED-MAIN FIELD
% of Total

Large
Central
City

Mid-size
Central
City

Urban
fringe of
Large
city

Urban
fringe of
Mid-Size
City

Large
town

Small
town

Rural,
inside
MSA

Rural,
outside
MSA

LOCALE CODE -
SCHOOL
PHYSICALADDRESS

Total

Bachelor's
degree

program
"5th year
program"

Master's
degree

program

After I
began

teaching,
as part of

an
alternative
program

Before I
began

teaching,
as part of

an
alternative
program

Through
continuing

professional
development Other

CERT EARNED-MAIN FIELD

Total
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Appendix H: List of Core Subject Areas as Defined by No Child Left Behind 

 

 
 

List of Core Subject Areas as Defined by NCLB

 

 
 

 
 
 

English 

Reading or Language Arts 

Mathematics 

Science 

Foreign Languages 

Civics and Government 

Economics 

Arts 

History 

Geography 
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Appendix I:  Core Subject Area U.S. High School Teachers and Certification in 
ain Assignment 

 
 
        All Core High School Teachers    All Rural Core High School Teachers 
 

M

  

ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE * CERT-MAIN FIELD Crosstabulation

78036 3591 81627
95.6% 4.4% 100.0%
7.5% 4.3% 7.3%
7.0% .3% 7.3%
8274 1507 9781

84.6% 15.4% 100.0%
.8% 1.8% .9%
.7% .1% .9%

183550 18925 202475
90.7% 9.3% 100.0%
17.7% 22.7% 18.1%
16.4% 1.7% 18.1%

109098 2826 111924
97.5% 2.5% 100.0%
10.5% 3.4% 10.0%
9.8% .3% 10.0%

151591 11234 162825
93.1% 6.9% 100.0%
14.6% 13.5% 14.6%
13.5% 1.0% 14.6%

214986 13426 228412
94.1% 5.9% 100.0%
20.8% 16.1% 20.4%
19.2% 1.2% 20.4%
59509 9514 69023
86.2% 13.8% 100.0%
5.7% 11.4% 6.2%
5.3% .9% 6.2%

14541 976 15517
93.7% 6.3% 100.0%
1.4% 1.2% 1.4%
1.3% .1% 1.4%
5459 35 5494

99.4% .6% 100.0%
.5% .0% .5%
.5% .0% .5%

2843 89 2932
97.0% 3.0% 100.0%

.3% .1% .3%

.3% .0% .3%
259 109 368

70.4% 29.6% 100.0%
.0% .1% .0%
.0% .0% .0%

42707 4265 46972
90.9% 9.1% 100.0%
4.1% 5.1% 4.2%
3.8% .4% 4.2%
4571 483 5054

90.4% 9.6% 100.0%
.4% .6% .5%
.4% .0% .5%

54339 3547 57886
93.9% 6.1% 100.0%
5.2% 4.2% 5.2%
4.9% .3% 5.2%

21223 875 22098
96.0% 4.0% 100.0%
2.0% 1.0% 2.0%
1.9% .1% 2.0%

15902 2139 18041
88.1% 11.9% 100.0%
1.5% 2.6% 1.6%
1.4% .2% 1.6%

37024 6917 43941
84.3% 15.7% 100.0%
3.6% 8.3% 3.9%
3.3% .6% 3.9%

19970 2496 22466
88.9% 11.1% 100.0%
1.9% 3.0% 2.0%
1.8% .2% 2.0%
8691 267 8958

97.0% 3.0% 100.0%
.8% .3% .8%
.8% .0% .8%

2789 253 3042
91.7% 8.3% 100.0%

.3% .3% .3%

.2% .0% .3%
1035362 83474 1118836

92.5% 7.5% 100.0%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
92.5% 7.5% 100.0%

Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total

6

11

16

18

22

23

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

ASSIGNMNT
FIELD-CODE

Total

1 2
CERT-MAIN FIELD

Total

ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE * CERT-MAIN FIELD Crosstabulation

23126 738 23864
96.9% 3.1% 100.0%
7.1% 2.7% 6.7%
6.5% .2% 6.7%
2049 273 2322

88.2% 11.8% 100.0%
.6% 1.0% .7%
.6% .1% .7%

58979 6955 65934
89.5% 10.5% 100.0%
18.0% 25.0% 18.6%
16.6% 2.0% 18.6%
36553 1074 37627
97.1% 2.9% 100.0%
11.2% 3.9% 10.6%
10.3% .3% 10.6%
50411 4191 54602
92.3% 7.7% 100.0%
15.4% 15.1% 15.4%
14.2% 1.2% 15.4%
66660 5142 71802
92.8% 7.2% 100.0%
20.4% 18.5% 20.2%
18.8% 1.4% 20.2%
20330 2312 22642
89.8% 10.2% 100.0%
6.2% 8.3% 6.4%
5.7% .7% 6.4%
4244 241 4485

94.6% 5.4% 100.0%
1.3% .9% 1.3%
1.2% .1% 1.3%
1392 11 1403

99.2% .8% 100.0%
.4% .0% .4%
.4% .0% .4%
605 21 626

96.6% 3.4% 100.0%
.2% .1% .2%
.2% .0% .2%

78 78
100.0% 100.0%

.0% .0%

.0% .0%
10927 1033 11960
91.4% 8.6% 100.0%
3.3% 3.7% 3.4%
3.1% .3% 3.4%

764 73 837
91.3% 8.7% 100.0%

.2% .3% .2%

.2% .0% .2%
18088 1371 19459
93.0% 7.0% 100.0%
5.5% 4.9% 5.5%
5.1% .4% 5.5%
7459 375 7834

95.2% 4.8% 100.0%
2.3% 1.3% 2.2%
2.1% .1% 2.2%
4490 479 4969

90.4% 9.6% 100.0%
1.4% 1.7% 1.4%
1.3% .1% 1.4%

10975 2595 13570
80.9% 19.1% 100.0%
3.4% 9.3% 3.8%
3.1% .7% 3.8%
6998 780 7778

90.0% 10.0% 100.0%
2.1% 2.8% 2.2%
2.0% .2% 2.2%
2468 39 2507

98.4% 1.6% 100.0%
.8% .1% .7%
.7% .0% .7%
724 120 844

85.8% 14.2% 100.0%
.2% .4% .2%
.2% .0% .2%

327320 27823 355143
92.2% 7.8% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
92.2% 7.8% 100.0%

Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within ASSIGNMNT FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-MAIN FIELD
% of Total

6

11

16

18

22

23

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

ASSIGNMNT
FIELD-CODE

Total

1 2
CERT-MAIN FIELD

Total
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Appendix J:  Core Subject Area U.S. High School Teachers and Certification in 
Secondary Assignment 

  

 
 
          All Core High School Teachers        All Rural Core High School Teachers
 

SECOND FIELD-CODE * CERT-SECOND FIELD Crosstabulation

1602 2265 3867
41.4% 58.6% 100.0%

1.2% 2.2% 1.6%
.7% 1.0% 1.6%

3108 4494 7602
40.9% 59.1% 100.0%

2.3% 4.4% 3.2%
1.3% 1.9% 3.2%

15679 16571 32250
48.6% 51.4% 100.0%
11.6% 16.4% 13.6%

6.6% 7.0% 13.6%
1483 1479 2962

50.1% 49.9% 100.0%
1.1% 1.5% 1.3%

.6% .6% 1.3%
23701 16686 40387
58.7% 41.3% 100.0%
17.5% 16.5% 17.0%
10.0% 7.0% 17.0%
20668 12530 33198
62.3% 37.7% 100.0%
15.2% 12.4% 14.0%

8.7% 5.3% 14.0%
20192 18227 38419
52.6% 47.4% 100.0%
14.9% 18.0% 16.2%

8.5% 7.7% 16.2%
3110 1606 4716

65.9% 34.1% 100.0%
2.3% 1.6% 2.0%
1.3% .7% 2.0%
1019 562 1581

64.5% 35.5% 100.0%
.8% .6% .7%
.4% .2% .7%
193 233 426

45.3% 54.7% 100.0%
.1% .2% .2%
.1% .1% .2%

20 108 128
15.6% 84.4% 100.0%

.0% .1% .1%

.0% .0% .1%
5821 2441 8262

70.5% 29.5% 100.0%
4.3% 2.4% 3.5%
2.5% 1.0% 3.5%

557 686 1243
44.8% 55.2% 100.0%

.4% .7% .5%

.2% .3% .5%
6962 1882 8844

78.7% 21.3% 100.0%
5.1% 1.9% 3.7%
2.9% .8% 3.7%
5780 1672 7452

77.6% 22.4% 100.0%
4.3% 1.7% 3.1%
2.4% .7% 3.1%
5200 3418 8618

60.3% 39.7% 100.0%
3.8% 3.4% 3.6%
2.2% 1.4% 3.6%
8741 7632 16373

53.4% 46.6% 100.0%
6.4% 7.5% 6.9%
3.7% 3.2% 6.9%
6423 3872 10295

62.4% 37.6% 100.0%
4.7% 3.8% 4.3%
2.7% 1.6% 4.3%
3648 2454 6102

59.8% 40.2% 100.0%
2.7% 2.4% 2.6%
1.5% 1.0% 2.6%
1828 2363 4191

43.6% 56.4% 100.0%
1.3% 2.3% 1.8%

.8% 1.0% 1.8%
135735 101181 236916
57.3% 42.7% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
57.3% 42.7% 100.0%

Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total

6

11

16

18

22

23

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

SECOND
FIELD-CODE

Total

1 2
CERT-SECOND FIELD

Total

SECOND FIELD-CODE * CERT-SECOND FIELD Crosstabulation

615 1032 1647
37.3% 62.7% 100.0%

1.2% 2.9% 1.9%
.7% 1.2% 1.9%

1341 2182 3523
38.1% 61.9% 100.0%

2.6% 6.2% 4.1%
1.6% 2.5% 4.1%
5489 5504 10993

49.9% 50.1% 100.0%
10.8% 15.6% 12.8%

6.4% 6.4% 12.8%
198 479 677

29.2% 70.8% 100.0%
.4% 1.4% .8%
.2% .6% .8%

9292 5731 15023
61.9% 38.1% 100.0%
18.3% 16.2% 17.5%
10.8% 6.7% 17.5%

7209 4279 11488
62.8% 37.2% 100.0%
14.2% 12.1% 13.3%

8.4% 5.0% 13.3%
6251 4704 10955

57.1% 42.9% 100.0%
12.3% 13.3% 12.7%

7.3% 5.5% 12.7%
1044 167 1211

86.2% 13.8% 100.0%
2.1% .5% 1.4%
1.2% .2% 1.4%

166 23 189
87.8% 12.2% 100.0%

.3% .1% .2%

.2% .0% .2%
83 125 208

39.9% 60.1% 100.0%
.2% .4% .2%
.1% .1% .2%

10 18 28
35.7% 64.3% 100.0%

.0% .1% .0%

.0% .0% .0%
1946 926 2872

67.8% 32.2% 100.0%
3.8% 2.6% 3.3%
2.3% 1.1% 3.3%

273 98 371
73.6% 26.4% 100.0%

.5% .3% .4%

.3% .1% .4%
2382 681 3063

77.8% 22.2% 100.0%
4.7% 1.9% 3.6%
2.8% .8% 3.6%
2726 801 3527

77.3% 22.7% 100.0%
5.4% 2.3% 4.1%
3.2% .9% 4.1%
1809 1214 3023

59.8% 40.2% 100.0%
3.6% 3.4% 3.5%
2.1% 1.4% 3.5%
4577 3431 8008

57.2% 42.8% 100.0%
9.0% 9.7% 9.3%
5.3% 4.0% 9.3%
2467 2350 4817

51.2% 48.8% 100.0%
4.9% 6.7% 5.6%
2.9% 2.7% 5.6%
2356 1235 3591

65.6% 34.4% 100.0%
4.6% 3.5% 4.2%
2.7% 1.4% 4.2%

510 329 839
60.8% 39.2% 100.0%

1.0% .9% 1.0%
.6% .4% 1.0%

50744 35309 86053
59.0% 41.0% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
59.0% 41.0% 100.0%

Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total
Count
% within SECOND FIELD-CODE
% within CERT-SECOND FIELD
% of Total

6

11

16

18

22

23

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

SECOND
FIELD-CODE

Total

1 2
CERT-SECOND FIELD

Total
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Appendix K: Regions of the U.S. as defined by the U.S. Census Bureau 
 

 
 

Regions of the U.S. as Defined by the U.S. Census Bureau  
 

 
 

Northeast: 
 

Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Rhode Island,  
Connecticut, New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania 

 
 

 

 
 

Midwest: 
 

Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Iowa,  
Missouri, North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas 

 
 
 
 

South: 
 

Delaware, Maryland, District of Columbia, Virginia, West Virginia,  
North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Kentucky,  

Tennessee, Alabama, Mississippi, Arkansas, Louisiana,  
Oklahoma, Texas 

 
 
 
 

West: 
 

Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Colorado, New Mexico, Arizona, 
 Utah, Nevada, Washington, Oregon, California, 

 Alaska, Hawaii 
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Appendix L: Gender Composition of Rural High School Teachers by Region of the 
.S. 

 
 

Gender e U.S. 

U

 
Composition of Rural High School Teachers by Region of th

 
 

CENSUS REGION * GENDER Crosstabulation

20697 22982 43679

47.4% 52.6% 100.0%

14.6% 14.0% 14.3%
6.8% 7.5% 14.3%

49469 52987 102456

48.3% 51.7% 100.0%

35.0% 32.4% 33.6%
16.2% 17.4% 33.6%
49468 70466 119934

41.2% 58.8% 100.0%

35.0% 43.1% 39.3%
16.2% 23.1% 39.3%
21704 17184 38888

55.8% 44.2% 100.0%

15.4% 10.5% 12.8%
7.1% 5.6% 12.8%

141338 163619 304957

46.3% 53.7% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
46.3% 53.7% 100.0%

Count
% within CENSUS
REGION
% within GENDER
% of Total
Count
% within CENSUS
REGION
% within GENDER
% of Total
Count
% within CENSUS
REGION
% within GENDER
% of Total
Count
% within CENSUS
REGION
% within GENDER
% of Total
Count
% within CENSUS
REGION
% within GENDER
% of Total

Northeast

Midwest

South

West

CENSUS
REGION

Total

Male Female
GENDER

Total
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Appendix M: Race/Ethnic Composition of Rural High School Teachers by Region o
the U

f 
.S. 

 

Race/Ethnic Composition of Rural High School Teachers by Region of the U.S. 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

59 83 533 42722 282 43679

.1% .2% 1.2% 97.8% .6% 100.0%

1.4% 5.1% 4.3% 15.3% 3.3% 14.3%

.0% .0% .2% 14.0% .1% 14.3%
952 292 862 98970 1380 102456

.9% .3% .8% 96.6% 1.3% 100.0%

23.2% 17.8% 6.9% 35.6% 16.3% 33.6%

.3% .1% .3% 32.5% .5% 33.6%
2246 225 10454 102824 4185 119934

1.9% .2% 8.7% 85.7% 3.5% 100.0%

54.8% 13.7% 84.1% 36.9% 49.5% 39.3%

.7% .1% 3.4% 33.7% 1.4% 39.3%
841 1040 584 33818 2604 38887

2.2% 2.7% 1.5% 87.0% 6.7% 100.0%

20.5% 63.4% 4.7% 12.2% 30.8% 12.8%

.3% .3% .2% 11.1% .9% 12.8%
4098 1640 12433 278334 8451 304956

1.3% .5% 4.1% 91.3% 2.8% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

1.3% .5% 4.1% 91.3% 2.8% 100.0%

Count 
% within CENSUS 
REGION 
% within TEACHER
RACE/ETHNICITY
% of Total 
Count 
% within CENSUS 
REGION 
% within TEACHER
RACE/ETHNICITY
% of Total 
Count 
% within CENSUS 
REGION 
% within TEACHER
RACE/ETHNICITY
% of Total 
Count 
% within CENSUS 
REGION 
% within TEACHER
RACE/ETHNICITY
% of Total 
Count 
% within CENSUS 
REGION 
% within TEACHER
RACE/ETHNICITY
% of Total 

Northeast 

Midwest 

South 

West 

CENSUS 
REGION 

Total 

American
Indian or
Alaska
Native

Asian or
Pacific
Islander Black White Hispanic 

TEACHER RACE/ETHNICITY

Total
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Appendix N: Rural High School Teachers and Bachelor’s Degree by U.S. Census 
Region 
 
 
 
 
 

Rural High School Teachers and Bachelor’s Degree by U.S. Census Region 
 
 

836 42843 43679

1.9% 98.1% 100.0%

15.0% 14.3% 14.3%

.3% 14.0% 14.3%
1222 101235 102457

1.2% 98.8% 100.0%

21.9% 33.8% 33.6%

.4% 33.2% 33.6%
2985 116949 119934

2.5% 97.5% 100.0%

53.4% 39.1% 39.3%

1.0% 38.3% 39.3%
545 38343 38888

1.4% 98.6% 100.0%

9.8% 12.8% 12.8%

.2% 12.6% 12.8%
5588 299370 304958

1.8% 98.2% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

1.8% 98.2% 100.0%

Count
% with SU
REGION

in CEN S

% within HAS
BACH DEGREE
% of Total
Count
% w
R

ithin CENSUS
EGION

% within HAS
CH D EBA EGRE

% of Total
Count
% within CENSUS

GIONRE
% within HAS
BACH DEGREE
% of Total
Count
% within CENSUS
REGION
% within 

CH DE EE
HAS

BA GR
% of Total
Count
% within CENSUS
REGION
% within HAS
BACH DEGREE
% of Total

Northeast

Midwest

South

West

CENSUS
REGION

Total

No Yes
HAS BACH DEGREE

Total
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Appendix O: Rural High School Teachers and Master’s Degree by U.S. Census 
Region 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Rural High School Teachers and Master’s Degree by U.S. Census Region 

 
 

19379 24300 43679

44.4% 55.6% 100.0%

11.2% 18.3% 14.3%

6.4% 8.0% 14.3%
59358 43099 102457

57.9% 42.1% 100.0%

34.5% 32.5% 33.6%

19.5% 14.1% 33.6%
69991 49942 119933

58.4% 41.6% 100.0%

40.6% 37.6% 39.3%

23.0% 16.4% 39.3%
23541 15347 38888

60.5% 39.5% 100.0%

13.7% 11.6% 12.8%

7.7% 5.0% 12.8%
172269 132688 304957

56.5% 43.5% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

56.5% 43.5% 100.0%

Count
% within CENSUS
REGION
% within HAS
MASTERS DEGREE
% of Total
Count
% within CENSUS
REGION
% within HAS
MASTERS DEGREE
% of Total
Count
% within CENSUS
REGION
% within HAS
MASTERS DEGREE
% of Total
Count
% within CENSUS
REGION
% within HAS
MASTERS DEGREE
% of Total
Count
% within CENSUS
REGION
% within HAS
MASTERS DEGREE
% of Total

Northeast

Midwest

South

West

CENSUS
REGION

Total

No Yes

HAS MASTERS
DEGREE

Total
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Appendix P: Rural High School Teachers and Doctorate Degree by U.S. Census 
Region 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Rural High School Teachers and Doctorate Degree by U.S. Census Region 
 
 

43149 530 43679

98.8% 1.2% 100.0%

14.3% 23.6% 14.3%
14.1% .2% 14.3%

102145 312 102457

99.7% .3% 100.0%

33.7% 13.9% 33.6%
33.5% .1% 33.6%

119084 850 119934

99.3% .7% 100.0%

39.3% 37.8% 39.3%
39.0% .3% 39.3%
38332 556 38888

98.6% 1.4% 100.0%

12.7% 24.7% 12.8%
12.6% .2% 12.8%

302710 2248 304958

99.3% .7% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
99.3% .7% 100.0%

Count
% within CENSUS
REGION
% within HAS PHD
% of Total
Count
% within CENSUS
REGION
% within HAS PHD
% of Total
Count
% within CENSUS
REGION
% within HAS PHD
% of Total
Count
% within CENSUS
REGION
% within HAS PHD
% of Total
Count
% within CENSUS
REGION
% within HAS PHD
% of Total

Northeast

Midwest

South

West

CENSUS
REGION

Total

No Yes
HAS PHD

Total

 
 
 
  
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 114



Appendix Q: Rural High School Teachers and Perspective of Teaching Career  
 
 
 
 

 
Rural High School Teachers and Perspective of Teaching Career  

 
LOCALE CODE - SCHOOL PHYSICALADDRESS * WOULD BE A TCHR Crosstabulation

36811 31654 19724 12523 4890 105602

34.9% 30.0% 18.7% 11.9% 4.6% 100.0%

33.7% 35.5% 35.0% 34.5% 35.1% 34.6%

12.1% 10.4% 6.5% 4.1% 1.6% 34.6%
43696 35496 23781 16561 6339 125873

34.7% 28.2% 18.9% 13.2% 5.0% 100.0%

40.0% 39.8% 42.2% 45.7% 45.5% 41.3%

14.3% 11.6% 7.8% 5.4% 2.1% 41.3%
28717 22031 12853 7180 2701 73482

39.1% 30.0% 17.5% 9.8% 3.7% 100.0%

26.3% 24.7% 22.8% 19.8% 19.4% 24.1%

9.4% 7.2% 4.2% 2.4% .9% 24.1%

109224 89181 56358 36264 13930 304957

35.8% 29.2% 18.5% 11.9% 4.6% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

35.8% 29.2% 18.5% 11.9% 4.6% 100.0%

Count
% within LOCALE
CODE - SCHOOL
PHYSICALADDRESS
% within WOULD BE A
TCHR
% of Total
Count
% within LOCALE
CODE - SCHOOL
PHYSICALADDRESS
% within WOULD BE A
TCHR
% of Total
Count
% within LOCALE
CODE - SCHOOL
PHYSICALADDRESS
% within WOULD BE A
TCHR

% of Total

Count
% within LOCALE
CODE - SCHOOL
PHYSICALADDRESS
% within WOULD BE A
TCHR
% of Total

(6)
Small
town

(7)
Rural,
inside
MSA

(8)
Rural,
outside
MSA

LOCALE CODE -
SCHOOL
PHYSICALADDRESS

Total

Certain
would

become a
teacher

Probably
would

become a
teacher

Chances
about

even for
and

against

Probably
would not
become a
teacher

Certainly
would not
become a
teacher

WOULD BE A TCHR

Total
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Appendix R: Rural High School Teachers and Length of Time Remaining in 
Teaching Field 

 
Rural H Field 

  

 
 
 

igh School Teachers and Length of Time Remaining in Teaching 
 

LOCALE CODE - SCHOOL PHYSICALADDRESS * REMAIN IN TCHNG Crosstabulation

34399 41963 12145 3970 13127 105604

32.6% 39.7% 11.5% 3.8% 12.4% 100.0%

32.4% 36.5% 32.2% 39.4% 36.2% 34.6%

11.3% 13.8% 4.0% 1.3% 4.3% 34.6%
43680 45421 17510 4735 14526 125872

34.7% 36.1% 13.9% 3.8% 11.5% 100.0%

41.2% 39.5% 46.4% 46.9% 40.0% 41.3%

14.3% 14.9% 5.7% 1.6% 4.8% 41.3%
27936 27468 8068 1381 8629 73482

38.0% 37.4% 11.0% 1.9% 11.7% 100.0%

26.4% 23.9% 21.4% 13.7% 23.8% 24.1%

9.2% 9.0% 2.6% .5% 2.8% 24.1%

106015 114852 37723 10086 36282 304958

34.8% 37.7% 12.4% 3.3% 11.9% 100.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

34.8% 37.7% 12.4% 3.3% 11.9% 100.0%

Count
% within LOCALE
CODE - SCHOOL
PHYSICALADDRESS
% within REMAIN IN
TCHNG
% of Total
Count
% within LOCALE
CODE - SCHOOL
PHYSICALADDRESS
% within REMAIN IN
TCHNG
% of Total
Count
% within LOCALE
CODE - SCHOOL
PHYSICALADDRESS
% within REMAIN IN
TCHNG

% of Total

Count
% within LOCALE
CODE - SCHOOL
PHYSICALADDRESS
% within REMAIN IN
TCHNG
% of Total

(6)
Small
town

(7)
Rural,
inside
MSA

(8)
Rural,
outside
MSA

LOCALE CODE -
SCHOOL
PHYSICALADDRESS

Total

As long
as I am

able

Until I am
eligible

for
retiremen

t

Will
probably
continue
unless

somethin
g better
comes
along

Definitely
plan to
leave

teaching
as soon
as I can

Undecide
d at this

time

REMAIN IN TCHNG

Total
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Appendix S: Degree Status of U.S. High School Teachers by Locale Code 
 
 
 
 

Degree Status of U.S. High School Teachers by Locale Code 

0.0%

20.0%

40.0%

60.0%

80.0%

100.0%

120.0%

Bachelor's Master's PhD

Large central city Mid-size central city Urban fringe of large city Urban fringe of mid-size city
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