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CHAPTER |

Introduction

Every student deserves a quality teacher. Stakefwlbree that a quality teacher
is the most valuable resource provided to a stydentdisagree as to how to define or
prepare a teacher to meet this standard (Rice,; ZD@@oran, 2007). The debates range
from the value of teacher certification requirensesatd pre-service preparation options
to the measurement of teacher effectiveness inlfssroom. The research that has been
done is highly contested and often relied on guzalifon measures with only limited
statistical significance, rather than direct measwf effective teaching (Rice). In spite of
this, current policy initiatives define teacher bifyerom the perspective that having
certain credentials is important to student acadechievement (Cochran-Smith &
Fries, 2005; Corcoran; Dwyer, 2007). In specialoation, very little empirical research
has been done to define a quality special educanolrjn the absence of research
policymakers are forced to rely on evidence fromdkneral education research.

Regardless, the distribution of quality teacheisésjuitable and not all students
have such teachers. This problem is especiallygbeavin schools with high proportions
of poor, minority, and non-English speaking child(€lotfelter, Ladd, Vigdor, &
Wheeler, 2007a; Goe, 2002; latorola & Stiefel, 200#kford, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2002;
Peske & Haycock, 2006). This is troublesome aseswad suggests that, “poor children,
minority children, and children from non-Englishegfiing homes are even more
dependent on the quality of their teachers thamemes affluent, English-speaking,
White children” (Corcoran, 2007, p. 1). Many urksard rural school administrators
report struggling to find qualified teachers td ¥écant positions, often instead relying

on teachers with little or no preparation for tlesigion available (Recruiting New



Teachers, Inc., 2000; Schwartzbeck & Prince, 2@aitheast Center for Teaching
Quality, 2004). This problem appears to be espgqiarvasive in special education
where chronic teacher shortages and attrition caael achieving the goal of a qualified
teacher for all students with disabilities (Billsigy, 2004b; Boe, 2006; Katsiyannis,
Zhang, & Conroy, 2003).

Defining teacher quality and the distribution ofdified teachers are at the core
of the problem addressed in this research. Incthapter, | first discuss the difficulty with
defining teacher quality in general and speciakation research, as well as how teacher
quality is defined by federal policy. Next, the plems associated with providing a
gualified teacher to all students, especially thegk a disability, are discussed.
Research gaps are then identified and the chaptetuddes with a statement of purpose,
the guiding research questions, and the terminalegy in this study.

Defining Teacher Quality

Educational researchers and policymakers contimakeliberate on the definition
of teacher quality, the value of teacher prepanatmd the need for certification
(Podgursky, 2005). In spite of the ambiguity, fedgolicymakers chose to define
teacher quality in terms of specific qualificatianghe No Child Left Behind Act
(NCLB, P.L. 107-110) and the Individuals with Didéles Education Improvement Act
of 2004 (IDEA 2004, P.L. 108-446). The followingctens provide an overview of the
problem in defining teacher quality in general apdcial education.

General Education Teacher Quality Research
Researchers define teacher quality by either sxamphalifications (the experience

and preparation a teacher brings to the classroostudent outcomes (the effectiveness



of a teacher to raise student academic achievewial in the classroom; Cochran-
Smith & Fries, 2005; Goe, 2007). Multiple reviewdlze literature pertaining to the role
of teacher qualifications have reported competimgj @ntradictory findings regarding
the value of experience and preparation as weheis effect on student academic
achievement (Darling-Hammond, 1999; Goe; Rice, 2008yne & Youngs, 2003).
Studies have examined variables such as holdirigication in teaching, completing a
teacher preparation program, attending a selectitege or university, scoring well on
the Scholastic Achievement Test (SAT), and teachkperience. While certification,
content area expertise, and teaching experience feend to sometimes make a
difference, insufficient sample sizes and weak m@tihogies hindered generalizing the
findings and defining teacher quality (Cochran-®néitFries; Rice; Wayne & Youngs).
The reviews found that in cases where a partictdaable mattered, such as certification
or experience, the sample investigated includey amlarticular group of teachers, such
as secondary math teachers, thus limiting thetabdigeneralize findings to other
subject areas and grade levels. Furthermore,ofipolicies that rely on teacher inputs
to define teacher quality point out that simply gEssing the certificate or degree does
not guarantee an effective teacher (Corcoran, 2D@ming-Hammond, 2000a;
Goldhaber & Brewer, 2000).

A second category of studies utilizes studentat measures to define teacher
effectiveness. Student outcomes are measured by gatudent makes on a standardized
state or national exam (i.e., Clotfelter, Ladd, &&br, 2007a; Kupermintz, 2003; Nye,
Konstantopoulos, & Hedges, 2004; Rowan, Correnfifider, 2002; Sanders & Horn,

1994; Sanders & Rivers, 1996). Research conduntddd manner estimates the gains in



a student academic achievement in relation to b@inght by a teacher who possesses
certain qualifications such as certification anchdastrated subject knowledge
(Corcoran, 2007; Cochran-Smith & Fries, 2005). Hosvethese studies do little to
inform policy as to how to prepare teachers tofiecgve and may underestimate the
classroom or school effects on student learningg(@007). Taken together, the research
on teacher qualifications and teacher effectivenghge providing some valuable insight
into what a qualified teacher might look like, renginconclusive.
Special Education Teacher Quality Research

Unlike the research in general education, spedatation has focused more on
teachelquantitythan on teachequality (Blanton, Sindelar, & Correa, 2006; Boe, Cook,
Bobbitt, & Terhanian, 1998). These studies usdbaites like in-field certification and
years of experience to address the problem of &atiortages and attrition. For
example, studies have found that special educaiitinigpreparation, experience, and
certification in special education stay in thedignger (Billingsley, 2004b; Boe, 2006;
Boe, Bobbitt, Cook, Whitener, & Weber, 1997). Thmeiled number of studies that do
attempt to define teacher quality in special edooabften rely on self-reported,
perceived competence (Boe, Shin, and Cook, 200Ts&@a Lee, & Schroll, 2004; Goe
and Coggshall, 2007). No studies in special edoratitempt to understand the
connection between teacher qualifications and stuaigcomes. Regardless of the
soundness of the research base, current federehtohal policies set a definition for

what constitutes a qualified teacher in generalspatial education.



Federal Policy and Teacher Quality

Two major federal laws contain definitions of a ljfied teacher: NCLB and the
IDEA 2004 amendments. In the absence of a cleamnitieh for teacher quality,
policymakers chose to focus on teacher qualificatidhe 2001 amendments to the
Elementary and Secondary Schools Act (ESEA) (NChfB)965 included specific
provisions defining a Highly Qualified Teacher (HQThe provisions defined in Section
9101 of the ESEA apply to all teachers of core anad subjects in local education
agencies (LEA) provided funding through Title Itbé Act. To be highly qualified, a
teacher must have at a minimum a bachelor's dedeseonstrated content area expertise
(i.e., having an undergraduate or graduate majtiva@rcontent area or passing a state-
determined exam), and hold full state certificati®rile I- Improving the Academic
Achievement of the Disadvantaged, 2002). The HQ@Wigions further required all states
to monitor progress towards providing all studemts a teacher meeting these standards
(Title I- Improving the Academic Achievement of tbesadvantaged). Providing all
students with teachers meeting the HQT standaadtentral focus of the NCLB and is
considered paramount to meeting the nation’s gbah@quitable educational system.

Aligning closely with NCLB, the IDEA 2004 amendmsmeinforced that all
special educators should be held to the HQT pronss{Assistance to States for the
Education of Children with Disabilities and Presah@rants for Children with
Disabilities, 2006). The final regulations accomyiag the IDEA defined a Highly
Qualified Special Education Teacher (HQSET) asdividual with full state
certification. For special educators providing iastion in a core academic subject area,

“the term ‘highly qualified’ has the meaning givélre term in Section 9101 of the



Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) é519U.S. Department of
Education, n.d.). Therefore, special educators mmesit the same standards as a general
educator teaching a core subject area. In addsiecial educators must also meet the
state certification standards in special educalibs. Department of Education, n.d.).
The amendments echo the language in the NCLB-imgpatl students with disabilities
have access to HQSET is essential so that all stsdan meet high standards of
academic success.

The provisions require special education teachergiging instruction in a core
academic subject to demonstrate subject knowlegtfeer through an undergraduate or
graduate major or through a state-defined exanci&peducators teaching core
academic subjects exclusively to students asségsalternate achievement standards
have two options for meeting HQT: they can meetstimae subject knowledge standards
as other elementary, middle, or high school teaglerthey can demonstrate subject
knowledge, “appropriate to the level of instructlmeing provided” (U.S. Department of
Education, n.d.). Special education teachers tagahultiple core academic subjects can
demonstrate competence in each of the subjedi®isame manner as other elementary,
middle, or high school teachers or by completirsingle, high objective uniform state
standard of evaluation (HOUSSE; U.S. Departmeiitdafcation, n.d.). Demonstrating
content knowledge is a persistent focus in both R@hd IDEA 2004 as it aligns with
the national focus on accountability standardstadent academic achievement and the
assumption that teachers must possess content é&ugeto promote academic

achievement.



Both the HQT and HQSET provisions are forcing stébebegin monitoring the
certification of teachers. The regulations to NQleguire states to, “establish annual
measurable objectives for each LEA and schoolititiide, at a minimum, an annual
increase in the number of highly qualified teactsreach LEA and school” (Title I-
Improving the Academic Achievement of the Disadegetd, 2002). Plans submitted to
the USDOE are to document how the state educagiency is working to prevent poor
and minority students from being instructed by besis not meeting the HQT standards
at higher rates than their peers. Likewise, theratments of IDEA require states to,
“take measurable steps to recruit, hire, train, @tain highly qualified personnel,” (U.S.
Department of Education, n.d.). Unlike NCLB, themtoring requirements of IDEA
2004 do not require states to look differentialigehools that may be at a greater
disadvantage in the process of recruiting andnigtgiteachers meeting the HQSET
standards. In light of progress reports from statethe goals set forth by NCLB and the
emerging research from general education on theameistribution of qualified
educators an exploration of the distribution ofcsgleeducators is both timely and
warranted.

Providing Qualified Teachers to All Students

As policymakers set additional standards for teachsdification and licensure,
many school systems struggle with recruiting atdimeng qualified teachers (Darling-
Hammond & Sykes, 2003; McLeskey, Tyler, & Flipp2©04). These problems are most
noticeable in districts and schools serving a digprtionate number of students who are
poor, non-white, English-language learners, or ireqemedial and special education

programs (Darling-Hammond, 2000a, 2000b; Natioratriership for Teaching in At-



Risk Schools, 2005; Southeast Center for Teachimgity, 2004). In addition, teachers
in science and math, as well as in special edutatial bilingual education are especially
hard to recruit and retain (Billingsley, 2004b; ay-Hammond, 2000a, 2000b; Darling-
Hammond & Barry, 1999; Hanushek & Pace, 1995; WI2i@®4). An uneven distribution
of qualified special educators impacts our nati@igity to create and equitable
educational system.

Numerous research reports documented shortcommrye idistribution of
teachers holding state certification, finding timatact not all students had access to a
teacher meeting state certification requirememtd,@oviding evidence of an uneven
distribution of teachers across schools (Boyd, i@k Loeb, Rockoff, & Wyckoff,

2007; Darling-Hammond, 2000a; Goe, 2002; latorol&t&fel, 2003; Thirunarayan,
2004). The uneven distribution leaves studentsgh minority, high poverty, and rural
schools without access to a qualified teacher.

Distributing Teachers Among Schools

The uneven distribution of qualified teachers asmhools can be attributed to a
number of factors (Lankford, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 200Fpr instance, residents of school
systems may prefer more experienced teachersdrdesawith a certain amount
preparation. Inefficient recruiting and hiring ptiaes, such as late vacancy postings or
complicated systems of interviewing, may hinder e@ystems from getting the most
gualified applicants. In districts with very actigarents, their input may account for the
sorting of teachers within a district. Last, thefprences of teachers may partially

account for the sorting, as teachers may choos@tk in districts with higher salaries or



in schools with more appealing characteristics saschmall class size or greater
availability of technology (Murnane & Steele, 2007)

Further complicating the goal of providing a qualifteacher for every classroom
are reports of persistent shortages of qualifiadhers. The shortages seem most
apparent in specific content areas, geographionsgior areas of specialization (Darling-
Hammond & Sykes, 2003; McLeskey, Tyler, & Flipp#@©04; Westling & Whitten,

1996). The problem of providing qualified teachirall students is particularly acute for
poor and minority students, students with disaegitand students in urban or rural
school systems (Darling-Hammond & Sykes; Klingrayry, & Felton, 2003; National
Partnership for Teaching in At-Risk Schools, 2088utheast Center for Teaching
Quality, 2004).

Berne and Stiefel (1984, 1994) provide a framewok which to evaluate
equity in schools. Originally intended as a mettmgidge school finance systems, the
framework incorporates three standards of equiyizbntal equity, vertical equity, and
equal opportunity. Horizontal equity refers to grpial treatment of equals, where all
schools must be provided the same amount and fygsaurces. Vertical equity takes
into account variation among schools and studemisting that schools must be
provided resources equivalent to their needs. T$asyols with higher proportions of
students with disabilities or students who speafliEh as a second language should be
provided adequate resources to meet their needs.tha equal opportunity principle
claims that resources should be distributed eglyiinong schools, so that students or

schools with certain characteristics or no morenaréess likely to be provided with that



resource. For instance, in distributing text bogagr and minority students should not
be more likely to receive old books than their whihore affluent peers.

Clotfelter et al. (2007a) employed the equal opputy principle to evaluate the
distribution of qualified teachers among North Qiaaschools. Identifying several
qualification indices, including teaching experiencertification type, graduate degrees,
and National Board certification, the study complates proportions of teachers meeting
these standards by school poverty quartile. Thagddhat students in high poverty
schools are more likely to be instructed by teasheth lesser qualifications, indicating
not meeting the equal opportunity principle of sahequity.

In special education, the equal opportunity pritechmas not been used thus far to
evaluate the distribution of special education bheas. Rather, much of the discussion
regarding the provision of supplemental servicespiecial education has centered on
vertical equity, arguing that students with disiiles require varying levels of services
and equipment in order to meet the same outcom@eaipeers. Considering the
distribution of resources from a different perspecallows new school equity arguments
to be fostered. This is especially valid with catreocus in NCLB on the inequitable
distribution of teachers meeting the HQT standatusacknowledgement of the
overrepresentation of poor and minority studentspecial education, and the growing
consensus of the role of teachers in student acdaderhievement.

Recruiting and Retaining Special Educators

In special education, two decades of research badndented the chronic

shortage of teachers prepared to meet the neexigd&nts with disabilities, a problem

even more pronounced than shortages found in gessiraation (Billingsley, 1993;
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Billingsley, 2004b; Boe, 2006; Boe & Cook, 2006;eB&oo0k, Bobbitt, Tehranian, 1998;
Smith-Davis & Billingsley, 1993). The shortagesdermdministrators to rely on teachers
prepared in other subject areas, long-term substit@and teachers not fully qualified for
the position.

The combination of changes to certification staddaesulting from IDEA (as
many teachers unable to meet the HSQET standamésfareed to leave the classroom),
chronic shortages, and the uneven distributioruafified educators pose a significant
challenge for many school and district administistaboring to fill vacant positions in
special education. Even as schools began holdadhégs to the standards established by
NCLB and IDEA 2004, little research existed on pineparation and certification status
of special educators and whether the supply woelcehdy to meet the standards.
Rather, the available research focused on reteatidmattrition of special educators or
used state-level data and self-reports from adin@as to make imprecise, and
sometimes inaccurate, conclusions about the stétilne supply of special educators.
Missing from the research is a clear descriptiothefqualifications of the supply of
special educators and an investigation into howstlpply is distributed among schools.

Purpose

The purpose of this study was to provide a desedpirofile of the special
education teachers in the 2003-04 administratich®fSASS (SASS:04) and to examine
how the qualifications of special education teasherthe SASS:04 sample varied among
K-12 public schools according to the urbanicitypooportion of students in poverty
within a school. The present study extends the adetlogy used by Clotfelter et al.

(2007a) which compared the qualifications of spemicators by school poverty
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quartile within an equal opportunity framework. el previous studies which often
drew comparisons between teachers from speciabidnand general education, this
study documented how the qualifications of spestiicators differed by demographic
characteristics (such as age range, gender, aafktiaicity), and teaching positions
(such as school level and teaching assignment)t@daher qualifications used are
replicated from a series of studies conducted achers from New York and North
Carolina investigating the uneven distributionedc¢hers by level of school poverty and
different urban areas (Ascher & Fruchter, 2001; @Betal., 2007; Clotfelter, Ladd, &
Vigdor, 2007; Lankford et al., 2002) as well asshaised in special education studies
(Boe, 2006; Boe & Cook, 2006; Boe, Cook, Bobbithfanian, 1998).

The study fills multiple gaps in research. Firsigdentified systematic differences
in the qualifications of special educators by derapgic characteristics and teaching
positions. Second, it investigated the relatiomdlatween special education teacher
gualifications and school characteristics, prowgdavidence of an uneven distribution.
Third, it used data from the 2003-04 administratbthe Schools and Staffing Survey,
whereas other studies in special education usdéidreaministrations in their analyses.
Fourth, it replicated and extended prior findings1f general education on the uneven
distribution of teachers by focusing on specialcation teachers, a field commonly
excluded from studies. Last, it considers the ithstron using the equal opportunity
standard from Berne and Stiefel (1984, 1994), apeative not used in other special

education studies.
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Data Source

| utilized data obtained from the fifth adminigtoam of the SASS questionnaires.
Funded by the USDOE's National Center for Educa8tatistics (NCES), the SASS
collects data on elementary and secondary schachégs, their principals, and the
schools and districts in which they work (Tourkitrag, 2007). The sample included
teachers who indicated special education as thaim teaching assignment on the
Teacher Questionnaire (n=5,455). Special educ&tiachers who indicated full and
part-time, itinerant, and long-term substitute keag positions were included in the
analysis (n=5,263). The teacher qualificationdil@d include (a) amount of teacher
preparation, (b) degree major in special educairosther education (undergraduate or
graduate), (c) degree level (undergraduate andéantugte), (d) certification in special
education, (e) certification in education, (f) typfepreparation program, and (g) teaching
experience. Analysis of qualifications included&iénces among the sample according
to demographic characteristics, teaching posigsehpol poverty quartile, and urbanicity.

The SASS:04 collected data during fall of the 2@084 school year from three
sectors: public schools (including charter schoglsyate schools, and Bureau of Indian
Affairs (BIA) funded schools (Tourkin et al., 200T) 2003, approximately 5,400 public
school districts, 13,000 schools, 13,000 principdB000 teachers, and 10,000 school
library centers were sampled to complete the qoieséires. The sample included
individuals from both public and private schoolsp\pding nationally representative data
for policymakers and researchers to investigatl ghiags as the characteristics of the

supply of teachers and principals, the presengealéssional development and
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mentorship programs, and the allocation of res@jreech as computers and library
materials. A more complete description of this datas provided in Chapter Ill.
Research Questions

Three main research questions guided the analysis:

Research question 1: What are the characteridtite special education teachers
in the SASS:04 sample in terms of measures of exagalifications (amount of teacher
preparation, degree major in special educatiortlograeducation, degree level,
certification in special education, certificatianaducation, type of preparation program,
and teaching experience)? Do the qualificationy @anong teachers according to (a)
demographic characteristics (gender, age, andathcedity), or (b) teaching position
(teaching assignment and school level)?

Research question 2: How do the qualificationgpetcgal educators in high
poverty schools compare to the qualifications @&csl educators in low poverty
schools? How do qualifications vary across differgian areas (large or mid-size
central city, urban fringe of large or mid-size tahcity, small town/rural)?

Research question 3: Do special education teaanéa$ high poverty schools,

(b) urban schools, (c) rural schools, meet the sgmadfications as special education
teachers in other schools?
Significance of the Study

This study added to the research literature ih Bpecial and general education in
several ways. First, it provided a descriptive {eadf the qualifications of special
education teachers included in the SASS:04 dataket.has not been done as previous

research in special education utilized earlierieassof the SASS datasets. Utilization of
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the SASS:04 dataset provided a snapshot of theadeelication workforce as state
education agencies and teacher preparation prodraga to make the necessary
changes to meet standards set in place in the HQ&®&/Isions. Second, it employed
gualification indices similar to those used in gaheducation enabling future
comparisons to be made between the fields. Thiedided to the research literature on
the distribution of teachers, focusing on the fieldpecial education, a group often
removed from similar analyses. Last, it evaluatgtbsl resource equity in special
education using the equal opportunity principléamework not used before in special
education.
Summary

In spite of disagreement among researchers ovetat@tion of teacher quality,
both NCLB and IDEA 2004 set out new standardsdachers, demanding all students be
taught by highly qualified teachers. In special@dion, problems with chronic shortages
and frequent turnover may hinder schools from megtiis lofty goal, especially in
schools with high proportions of poor and minostydents and in rural areas. The
uneven distribution of special educators among @shaomplicates meeting the federal
mandates, and is major cause of concern to sckomhéstrators and policymakers. This
is troublesome in light of emerging research onrtie of teachers to raise student
achievement, especially for students from poorraivrity backgrounds. The SASS:04
dataset allowed an opportunity to describe theifigetions of special educators using a
nationally representative data set and to explowe the distribution of special educators

varied among schools. These findings contributeutoknowledge about the

15



gualifications and distribution of special educatacross schools and should be valuable

to policymakers when IDEA 2004 is reauthorized.
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Definition of Terms

The terms used in this study are defined as falow
Alternative Routes to CertificatiqARC) are programs meant to fast-track individuals
with content-area expertise into the classroongrolfty passing traditional student
teaching and other field-based experiences
Attrition is the loss of teachers from their original classn, possibly by moving to other
classrooms, to other roles (such as an administoat® guidance counselor), to other
professions, or due to changes in life circumstaiifo example, retirement, iliness, or
pregnancy)
Common Core of Datecludes information on public schools, public ¢kaschools,
and Bureau of Indian Affairs schools regarding énrent, demographics, grade span,
performance on grade-level assessments, and stcimaidhg. The National Center for
Education Statistics makes this information pullevailable at their website:

www.nces.ed.gov/ccd

Highly Objective, Uniform Standards of State Evalua(HOUSSE) are the plans NCLB
encourages states to create so current teachedeoamnstrate content area expertise in
one or more subject areas by means other thanasthned tests and additional
coursework (though these may be included)

Highly Qualified Teache(HQT) are the provisions within NCLB setting naiab
standards for teachers; these include all teachess$ hold a bachelor's degree, meet full
state certification, and demonstrate content axparése

Highly Qualified Special Education Teach¢#QSET) are the provisions within IDEA

2004 setting national standards for special edugativese include all special education
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teachers must hold a bachelor’'s degree, meettéi# sertification in special education,
and demonstrate content area expertise for thesesum which they are the primary
teacher

Large-scale dataset@re information collected by an organization, sasla state
education agencies or a research group, that alsearchers to manipulate variables,
demonstrating potential statistical relationships

Retentiorrelates to those teachers choosing to remaireisdime classroom role from
one year to the next

Schools and Staffing SurvéyASS) is conducted by the National Center fordation
Statistics every four to five years to provide oatl-level data on the characteristics,
experiences, and preparation of teachers

Secondary data analysisfers to the use of large-scale data sets tooireteand explain
the relationship among a large number of variabssg statistics

State education agenciase the branches or divisions within a state resiptefor
setting standards for teacher preparation, issuitigl and advanced licensure or
certification, and monitoring compliance with NClaBd state policies

Teacher certification or teacher licensusee state-determined standards for new and
current teachers; to maintain consistency, througtios study | used the ter@acher
certificationto represent both since states use the termgivategeably

Teacher qualificationgnclude variables that researchers use as indgatdeacher
guality; examples include type of preparation, ga#rexperience, scores on standardized
tests, attainment of advanced degrees, and catidfig studies have tried to demonstrate

relationships between these characteristics wittiestt achievement
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Teacher qualityefers to how effective a teacher is in gettinglents to meet some
indicator of educational success (such as gradugterformance on an assessment, and

attendance); the possible teacher traits and thesisurement are highly contested
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CHAPTER II
Review of the Literature

The purpose of this study was to provide a desedpirofile of a sample of the
special education teachers in the 2003-04 admanistr of the SASS and to explore how
the distribution of special education teacherha$ASS:04 sample varied among K-12
public schools in terms of teacher qualificationd achool demographics. Analysis of
the qualifications included differences in demodpiacharacteristics and teaching
position. This chapter provides a review of therlture regarding the definition of
teacher quality and the problem of providing a dieal teacher to all students. Section
one presents the research on teacher quality iergkeand special education; it examines
the difficulties faced by researchers in definiggidlity” and the indicators often used in
research. Section two describes the role of NCLBI&EA 2004 in setting national
standards of teacher quality and demanding thatadlents have access to a highly
qualified teacher. Finally, Section three addrediseproblem of providing all students,
especially those with disabilities, access to difiee teacher.

Research on Teacher Quality

There is little consensus among researchers akithwualifications truly matter
(Cochran-Smith & Fries, 2005). The research onhteiaquality comes mainly from the
general education literature and can be summaaezedrding to two lines of thinking.
The first group uses teacher qualifications ascaudirs of quality, such as certification,
years of experience, or graduate degrees. The dgronp measures annual student
gains in academic achievement according to stateational examinations to estimate
teacher effectiveness. This section summarizeseearch findings from each group and

their relationship with the HQSET provisions. Whihe majority of research is centered
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on general education students, research on tegahéty in the field of special education
is examined to conclude this section.
Teacher Qualifications and Teacher Quality

Research on teacher qualifications generally fesus the characteristics and
qualifications teachers bring with them to the stasm (Cochran-Smith & Fries, 2005;
Goe, 2007; Rice, 2003). Characteristics that haes lexamined include age, gender, and
race/ethnicity, while qualifications have consisté@cores on teacher examinations,
certification in teaching, selectivity of the cajke or university of teacher preparation, or
years of experience. These studies examined tleatext which teachers possess certain
gualifications, but may not consider how the queditions link to student achievement
data (Goe, 2007). Other research methods useddy sacher qualifications included
observations of teaching, comparisons of teach#hsamd without some characteristic,
and interviews with teachers (Rice, 2003). To dedeflicting findings have provided
little guidance to federal and state policymakdxsia which teacher qualifications are
most important to target in policies and new pratga

A number of reviews of studies examining teachealifjoations were published
during the late 1990s and early 2000s. The reviEtes were used to support the
opposing perspectives among professional organimand researchers who either
advocated for the professionalization of teachinthe deregulatation of teaching (see
Abell Foundation, 2001; Ballou & Podgursky, 200@&rihg-Hammond, 2000a, 2000b;
Darling-Hammond & Youngs, 2002; Whitehurst, 2002)rther complicating the matter,
an additional group of researchers conducted methgital reviews pointing out gaps

in the findings of the teacher qualification stwd@and calling attention to methodological
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and design issues, such as the over-reliance drestiocused on a certain content area
or age-group (Allen, 2003; Lauer, 2001; Rice, 200dson & Floden, 2002; Wilson,
Floden, & Ferrini-Mundy, 2002).

Collectively, the reviews did allow researchersaaclude that there is some
evidence to support the importance of teacherfimatiion and content knowledge to
student achievement (Rice, 2003; Wayne & YoungB32MHowever, researchers
warned of the many limitations of the research Wwhimder generalization of the
findings on teacher qualification studies to afldieers (Rice). For instance, the majority
of studies focused only on certain grade levelsaamthin subjects (primarily secondary
mathematics) and used weak research designs (@eShngh & Fries, 2005).
Researchers further recommended that additiondieston teacher quality using multi-
site, longitudinal research designs were needeat®d¢this information could be useful to
policymakers or practice.

Teacher Effectiveness in Defining Teacher Quality

The second group of investigations that attempietkfine teacher quality is
based on the relationship between qualificationkiacreased academic achievement. In
recent years, these studies have been aided lay#iability of large databases housed
in state departments of education and local sctlistricts that contain vast amounts of
student and teacher information. The databasesdimveed researchers to employ
multivariate statistical procedures to investighte effect of an array of teacher and
classroom characteristics on student academic\ahient. For example, teacher
effectiveness studies can control for student @arievement and other classroom

characteristics, providing researchers an oppdstiaiisolate the teacher’s role in raising
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student achievement over the course of a school(¢e, 2007; Cochran-Smith &
Fries, 2005). Also termed value-added studiesethghasis is placed on the ability of a
teacher to enable students to make significantsgaitheir academic achievement (Goe).

All states and some large urban and suburbanasstsuch as New York City
and Chicago, collect large amounts of studentsotesn, and school-level data to
comply with both NCLB and IDEA as well as court rdates following state litigation
regarding the equitable distribution of resourae®mlg schools (Cochran-Smith & Fries,
2005). The data systems include information onhteaqualifications, school
characteristics, and student achievement. At threegane, funding initiatives from the
USDOE allowed researchers to use nationally reptaee databases available from the
National Center for Education Statistics (NCESysas the SASS, the National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), an&dueation Longitudinal Study of
2002 (ELS:2002). These datasets allow researchengpiore statistically the causal
relationship between students, classrooms, tegch@isschools at multiple levels and
over time.

Unlike the teacher qualification studies, the rese@n student outcomes
incorporates data on student academic achievemeneasure the relationship between
the qualifications and standardized test score®g(@007). Qualifications investigated
include possessing full state certification rattiem emergency or temporary certificates;
participation in basic skills tests, such as th&dwal Teachers Exam or Praxis Test;
minimum scores on standardized tests, such ascti@cStic Aptitude Test (SAT);
selectiveness of college preparation program; préoning in both content area and

pedagogy; and experience as a classroom teaclutfe|€@r, Ladd, & Vigdor, 20074,
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2007b; Konstantopoulos, 2006; Nye et al., 2004; &oet al., 2002; Sanders & Rivers,
1996). Measuring the effects of teachers on studgttbmes, these researchers estimated
that about a fifth of the variation in student autees can be attributed to differences
among teachers (Corcoran, 2007).

While the research evidence from teacher effectissrstudies supports that
teachers are important to student achievemerstjniconsistent as to which qualifications
matter most (Boyd et al., 2007; Rivkin, Hanushek<&in, 2005; Rockoff, 2004; Sanders
& Rivers, 1996). Multilevel modeling techniqueoal researchers to investigate
whether it is the school and/or classroom effeetihier than the teacher effects, which
contribute to the large variation in student outesnThe studies add variables such as
prior student achievement, classroom climate, #adability of textbooks, and parental
support to the teacher qualification measuresjrigpthese variables also explain a large
portion of the variation in achievement among stisiéMcCaffery, Lockwood, Korentz,
Louis, & Hamilton, 2004; Nye, Konstantopoulos, &dfes, 2004). In addition, the
richness of the dataset and the types of statistialyses employed seem to impact the
findings in terms of which qualifications a resd@acis able to investigate and how other
classroom and school variables can be modeledtf€@&y et al., 2005; Lankford et al.,
2002).

In spite of the inconsistent findings, mountingd®nce provides support that at
least two teacher characteristics matter for alkthers in terms of increasing student
academic gains (Jacob). The first is teaching eepee, although each additional year
does not equate to an additional unit of achievenidre difference seems to come after

a teacher accrues two to three years of experi@wa et al., 2005; Kane, Rockoff, &
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Staiger, 2006; Rockoff, 2004). Students in classr®with new teachers fair worse than
students in classrooms with a teacher with at lbsise years of experience. After the
third year, however, the difference in achievengaihs made by students of teachers
with additional experience appears to be margifia. second teacher characteristic that
seems to influence student academic achievemengistive ability, as measured by a
teachers’ exam scores on the Scholastic Aptitude (BAT), teacher certification exams,
or completion of an undergraduate program at a roongpetitive university (Harris &
Sass, 2006; Jacob). However, the research onldt@nship between a teacher’s
cognitive ability and student achievement is limljtas databases’ including this
information have only recently become available.
Measuring the Qualifications of Special Educati@adhers

While general education research has focused oy levige datasets and
statistical analyses to define teacher quality ntlagority of research on teacher quality
from special education has relied on self-repoesord reviews, and opinions (for
example, Nougaret, Scruggs, & Mastropieri, 200Beteencourt & Howard, 2004;
Brownell, Ross, Colon, & McCallum, 2005; Duchnowdkutash, Sheffield, & Vaughn,
2006). Rather than using the available datasetsetisure the qualifications of special
educators, researchers more often used them talskespecial education teacher
shortages and attrition. The few studies that hawvestigated qualifications of special
educators from a national perspective have ushdreite SPeNSE dataset or the SASS
dataset. These studies are briefly described iméfésections.

The SPeNSE datasdihe Study of Personnel Needs in Special Education

(SPeNSE) was funded by OSEP to investigate thelywopgualified teachers and related
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service providers available to youth disabilitiesidg the 1999-2000 school year
(Carlson, Brauen, Klein, Schroll, & Willig, 2002he one-time study included more
than 8,000 professionals involved in the educatioyouth with disabilities. Participants,
including special and general educators, parapsafesls, related service providers, and
administrators, completed telephone interviews abwir qualifications, roles, and
responsibilities. The design of SPeNSE allowed ammspns to be made regarding
school and classroom conditions, qualificationsl d@mographic characteristics. In
addition to published journal articles and reseaegiorts available that use the SPeNSE
data, a website provides downloadable data tablkbasnational estimates from the
collected survey information.

Billingsley (2002) used the SPeNSE data to repotthe characteristics and
gualifications of beginning special education teashthose with fewer than three years
teaching experience). She found the majority ofriie@gg special educators in the
sample were white women in their mid-twenties. 1@ first year special educators in the
sample, more than half entered into the classroorertified in special education (63%).
However, the vast majority of teachers sampledhéir third year of teaching had gained
certification in special education (94%). In teraipreparedness, newer teachers rated
themselves lower on overall job performance compaii¢h teachers with three of more
years of experience (Billingsley).

Carlson et al. (2004) demonstrated how the SPeN&Eabuld be used to
construct a teacher-quality variable following atstep process. First, factor analysis
was used to construct five individual factors repreing (a) teaching experience, (b)

credentials, (c) self-efficacy, (d) professionaljisand (c) selected classroom practices.
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The first two factors (experience and credentiadp)icated variables used in studies on
teacher qualifications from general education. Exgmee included the number of years
in teaching total and the number of years in speciacation; credentials measured the
level of certification, the number of fields thether is certified in, and the highest
degree earned. The other three factors (self-effigarofessionalism, and selected
classroom practices) were similar to variables usedher studies of special educators
that relied on self-reported classroom practicestha respondents’ feelings of
effectiveness or professionalism. Carlson et adube five factors to explain a
statistically significant portion of the variancmang special educators, and found
experience accounted for most of the variance amttesgample of special educators.

The second step in the analysis combined the &efs into a single measure
representing teacher quality using second-ordeorfamnalysis (Carlson et al., 2004). At
this stage, professionalism and self-efficacy emem@s the strongest factors to explain
the variance in qualifications among the samplgpeicial educators. Professionalism
represented whether a teacher belonged to anysgiofal organizations, received any
professional journals, or sought the advice of ogitefessionals. Self-efficacy included
variables for the self-reported perception of @hea’s skills in completing some of the
tasks essential to a special educator, such ascatishal techniques, managing behavior,
and modifying instruction. Carlson et al. providedy statistical information about the
cohesiveness of the factors. They recommended tisnigctors as a model for future
investigations with other datasets, such as thei8peducation Elementary Longitudinal
Study (SEELS), to measure the influence of teagbalifications on student

achievement. In addition, they suggested thatdhtfs could be used with a different
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sample of special education teachers to see ihtbael is consistent or to investigate
whether teachers measuring highly on the indicat@nrk in certain places or with
certain groups of students.

The SPeNSE website hosts data tables and numegsaspdive reports on the
qualifications and characteristics of teachersteel service providers, and
paraprofessionals (http://ferdig.coe.ufl.edu/sp/Atsgts/tables/ChooseReport.asp).
Review of the data tables indicated that as thpgtoon of students living in poverty
increased, the likelihood of the special educaidyd certified in their main teaching
assignment decreased (http://ferdig.coe.ufl.edasgscripts/tables/ChooseReport.asp).
Similarly, as the percent of poverty increased ¢isdrict, the proportion of teachers with
an emergency certificate increased.

The SPeNSE study provided much information abcaigtmalifications and
characteristics of special education teachers.pfégent study extends the SPeNSE study
by updating information on the qualifications oesjal educators and evaluating whether
there are differences within the sample accordinage, gender, and race. It also further
investigates the distribution of qualified spe@dlicators among schools.

The SASS datases second dataset, the Schools and Staffing Suhas/been
used to describe the supply of special educatiachirs. Unlike SPeNSE, which
occurred several years prior to the implementatioNCLB and IDEA 2004, the
SASS:04 data collection occurred as state educagencies were figuring out how the
HQT policies would be implemented. Unlike the SPENRBudYy, there are plans to
replicate the SASS design; the next version willeod nationally representative

information about schools and teachers during 68208 school years. The SASS:04
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dataset provides an opportunity to investigatelteaqualifications at the time of the
implementation of NCLB and IDEA 2004, while the liepted design in 2008 will
measure changes made in the qualifications of exadfter states have made
adjustments to align with federal policy. Howeuerdate no studies have been published
that have utilized the SASS:04 dataset. The stubashave investigated the
gualifications of special educators and problemetd#ntion and attrition used earlier
versions of SASS. Five studies that used SASSeniapeducation are described in this
section.

The SASS datasets have been used extensivelydy tetacher retention and
attrition in both general education and speciakation (for example, Ingersoll, 2001;
Boe, Bobbitt, & Cook, 1997; Boe, Bobbitt, Cook, W4mer et al., 1997). Other
investigations in general education used SASS sordee retention and attrition among
particular groups of general educators (for examp@ or science teachers; see
Cognard-Black, 2004; Kelly, 2004a; Shen, 2001),pekception (Liu & Meyer, 2005),
and teacher tracking (Kelly, 2004b). In specialeadion, researchers have used SASS to
describe of the supply of special educators arah&dyze the differences between general
educators and special educators in terms of aatifin status, teacher shortages, and
teacher retention (Boe et al., 1998; Boe et aD7280e, Bobbitt, & Cook, 1997; Boe,
Bobbitt, Cook, Whitener et al., 1997; Boe & CooR0B). The studies used the Teacher
Questionnaire and the Teacher Follow-up Survey [T&$wvestigate the qualifications
and characteristics of the teaching supply in tt®. The Teacher Questionnaire included
guestions about their pre-service preparationr ttegtification status, and their

involvement in professional development activitiese following school year, the TFS
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identified which teachers continued in their pregmsition, which transferred schools or
grades, and which chose to leave teaching altogé&the appendix A for more
information about the SASS). Table 1 presents keggs of information about each
study, including which administration of SASS andi&S was used and if other
supplemental datasets were incorporated in the/sisal
INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

Both Boe, Bobbitt, and Cook (1997) and Boe, Bobkitiok, Whitener et al.
(1997) studied teacher retention and attrition gi4i®87-88 SASS and the 1989 TFS. The
samples used in the analyses were limited to psbhool teachers who completed both
the Teacher Questionnaire and the TFS. Boe, Bolalitt Cook (1997) explored the four
components of turnover in education, comparing gareglucators to special educators.
The components included: (a) school retention fteecwho stay in the same school
from one year to the next), (b) school reassignrteachers who switch to a different
school within the same district), (c) school migrat(teachers who move to a new school
in a different district), and (d) attrition (teackevho choose to leave the classroom
altogether). Boe, Bobbitt, and Cook found that@ldih general educators and special
educators have similar proportions of movement ajrsmmools and districts in all four
categories, a significantly greater number of sesiucation teachers decide to become
general educators in the following year. A simpattern is not found among general
educators who could choose to become special emtscdiis may be due to the large
number of teachers certified in other areas whaslao accept a position in special

education until a position in their content areadrees available.
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Investigating the reasons teachers chose to |éavelassroom, Boe, Bobbitt,
Cook, Whitener et al. (1997) found little differenlbetween general and special
educators. Age was a significant predictor of timi for both groups, following a U-
shaped path rather than the linear pattern asqusdi believed. Teachers tended to leave
the field earlier in their careers, when they hegklexperience. Later, the rate of attrition
from the classroom increased as teachers neareghreht or moved into administrative
roles. Along with experience, holding full certditon in teaching increased the retention
rate among both special and general educators.ggemade, and highest earned degree,
however, did not impact rates of attrition. Age dade salary appeared as the only
significant predictors with teachers’ decisionstay. Placed within a policy perspective,
Boe, Bobbitt, Cook, Whitener et al. contend thdiqoes that emphasize hiring
experienced, certified teachers should be congideranprove retention rates. The
effect of certification and experience on reteni®worth noting in light of the current
emphasis on ARC programs to fill vacant positi@specially in secondary math,
science, and special education.

Boe et al. (1998) used the 1990-91 administratid®ASS along with data from
the State Special Education Personnel Data Calleetnd Reporting System (SSEPDCS)
to investigate teacher shortages and to comparguihyady of general educators to the
supply of special educators. The SSEPDCS was adiggtion system used by OSEP
to collect, monitor, and report information fronat&s on the implementation of IDEA.
Reports showed few vacancies in special educagicorded annually and that the
majority of positions were held by certified teachdBoe et al. noted that the SSEPDCS

reports did not include information as to whichaatieese teachers held certification,
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providing no information as to what portion of #neailable supply of special educators
had preparation and qualifications specificallgpecial education. In their analysis, Boe
et al. calculated the number of teachers in theSs&nple without any type of
certification along with the number of teacherdwaertification in content areas other
than special education. Removing these teacharsttie total number of positions in
special education significantly worsened the teashertage problem. The analyses
found that the insufficient supply of qualified ediiors for teaching positions is much
more serious in special education than in genehataion. Boe et al. attributed the
shortage not only to high rates of attrition, bisbahe insufficient number of new special
educators entering classrooms, forcing adminigtsatorely on individuals willing to
accept the position who may not fully be prepacedd so.

Boe and Cook (2006) supplemented the 1999-2000rashmation of SASS with
descriptive data from earlier SASS administratiand with information from the Data
Analysis System (DANS) to analyze trends in thepdypf special educators. The DANS
replaced the SSEPDCS as the main mechanism ferrsfadrting on the implementation
of IDEA. The Boe and Cook study extended the Bad.€1998) study by examining the
certification status, experience, and preparatispecial and general educators. Trend
data from SASS and OSEP showed that not only wastibrtage significant, it was
growing in severity for a variety of reasons. Thes#uded the increased numbers of
students eligible for special education servicescaeptably high attrition rates among
special educators, and too few new teachers egtario special education from teacher

preparation programs.
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Again comparing the supply of special educatorgeioeral educators, Boe and
Cook (2006) reported several significant differenda addition to certification status,
this analysis included measures regarding the erfdeacher preparation, time of entry
into the workforce, and field of degree major fariadividual. Their findings echoed
previous research on the certification status aefdgration of special education teachers;
while the proportion of fully certified teacher®in both fields is similar, a larger
proportion of special educators enter the classrooiy partly certified. Furthermore, a
large portion of special educators with certifioativho met the standards for extensive
teacher preparation had a background in generaldéida, rather than in special
education. Boe and Cook state that the best sadiroew teachers with extensive teacher
preparation and certification in special educati@s not teacher preparation programs or
general education teachers, but private schooh&zacwho may be willing to migrate to
public schools for better pay and benefits.

Boe et al. (2007) used the1999-2000 administradfd®ASS to measure the
gualifications of beginning teachers in both gehana special education and to highlight
the relationship between the pre-service preparatideginning educators with
indicators of teacher qualifications. Beginningcteers in this study were defined as full
or part-time teachers from general and special arcin the first five years of
teaching. A ranked, categorical variable groupéteatchers based on the completion of
activities common to pre-service preparation progdi.e., the length of student
teaching, receiving feedback on teaching perforreaand coursework in pedagogy).
They categorized beginning teachers as havingkfahsive teacher preparation, (b)

some teacher preparation, or (c) little or no teagmeparation.
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Performing chi-square tests and logistic regres8oe et al. (2007) analyzed the
relationship between the amount of preparationfasedteacher qualification indicators:
(a) certification in main teaching assignment,ifand out-of -field teaching
assignment, (c) degree major field, (d) degreel Jaral (e) teacher reports of being well-
prepared to teach. The qualification indices waeant to represent the standards for
content area expertise and certification estaldighyethe HQT provisions in NCLB.
However, Boe et al. defined the content area fecisth educators based on the teacher’s
major in special education and the disability aifithe students they teach (for
instance, majoring in learning disabilities and @mteaching assignment with students
with learning disabilities) due to limitations ine questionnaire. This is contrary to
NCLB which defines content area expertise by ceeglamic subjects, such as math,
language arts, etc.

This study attempted to understand the relationiseiveen teacher qualifications
and teacher preparation. Boe et al. (2007) arggathst a statement that teacher
preparation programs are, “failing to produce #pes of highly qualified teachers that
the No Child Left Behind Act demands,” made by tHeDOE (USDOE, 2003, p. viii).
They reported that both general and special educéachers with extensive teacher
preparation were more likely to be fully certifiadd to teach in their content area, as
well as to report feeling better prepared to taadheir first few years.

Investigations by Boe and his colleagues usingSth8S datasets provided much
information about the supply of special educatorduding: (a) the relationship between
teacher preparation and indicators of teacher tydli) the reasons teachers choose to

stay or leave, (c) where teachers choose to go(dritbw the supply of special
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educators compares with general educators in tefroartification and preparation. The
SPeNSE data tables provided some evidence of arenrastribution of special
educators, though little otherwise has been dotie these datasets to investigate how
the shortage in special education may be experkdicrently at the district, or even
school, level (McLeskey et al., 2004). The nextisedooks at several other sources of
data that have been used to investigate the sphightion teacher supply, including the
DANS (used independently of SASS) and surveys cctediby independent research
organizations. However, limitations in the collectiand analysis of these sources of data
hinder researchers and administrators from undedstg how certain qualifications may
contribute to greater academic achievement amartgsts with disabilities or how
special educators are distributed among schools.

Other sources of datghs mentioned earlier, the information from DAN&sh
been used to show that the vast majority of teachatancies are filled annually, often
by certified teachers (Boe, 2006; McLeskey et28Q4; Katsiyannis et al., 2003). The
annual reports by OSEP to Congress on the implexhentof IDEA rely on this data to
provide evidence of decreasing the shortage oifieerspecial educators. However,
these data are reported at the state level andp@ntgin to certification status. Earlier
versions of the DANS attempted to collect inforraaton specific disability categories,
but the variation in certification types among asaaind the move to broader categorical
certification categories hindered these effortsl(bkkey et al., 2004). Moreover, the
DANS data does not account for what type of cedtfon the teachers might hold (other
than in special education) or whether there isat@m between school districts and

among schools (McLeskey et al., 2004).
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Surveys conducted by the Urban Teacher Collab@&aind the Appalachian
Regional Educational Laboratory (AEL), find that@distrators in both large, urban
districts as well as in rural districts face diffites recruiting and retaining qualified
teachers annually, especially in special educdfatruiting New Teachers, Inc., 2000;
Schwartzbeck & Prince, 2003). These surveys r@rethe self-reported experiences of
district administrators who may not be involvededity with the hiring process or may
not be fully aware of how the special educatorheir district sort among schools.
However, they do provide evidence that the diffiesl faced filling positions with
gualified teachers may not be experienced in theesaanner in all schools.

Annual reports from the American Association forfayment in Education
(AAEE) point out that the number of positions aahle in special education exceeds the
number of teachers prepared by college and untygeseparation programs. In addition,
certain disability categories, including emotiodadturbance and severe disabilities, are
affected by the shortage more than other categph®EE, 2005). Annually, the AAEE
relies on reports from college career counselayarding the number of pre-service
teachers graduating and the number of positionserkadwn to the counselor to report
on the teacher supply. These sources provide atatéederal policymakers’ information
regarding the inadequate number of special edusptepared by teacher preparation
programs, but does little to characterize the joations or the distribution of the
present supply.

Summary
In spite of abundant efforts to define teacher itypaélom either a teacher

gualifications or teacher effectiveness perspecthere exists no clear evidence as to
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which teacher qualifications matter most to stu@deaidemic achievement, although
emerging research supports the value of teachipgresnce and high verbal ability
(Jacob, 2007). In special education, the SPeNSES&ASE datasets were used
extensively to describe the special education iegcupply and to report the rates of
attrition and retention. Researchers identifiedtath as a considerable problem facing
schools, especially in special education where meaghers enter classrooms
unprepared and uncertified for the position (Boehlitt, & Cook, 1997; Boe, Bobbitt,
Cook, Whitener et al., 1997). In spite of on-gotedbates as to the definition of teacher
quality, federal policymakers insist that statestraet standards for teachers, as defined
by NCLB and IDEA 2004. Ensuring that students Irsahools have available to them a
teacher who meets these standards is crucial &irngean equitable educational system.
The next section describes how federal policymakdespreted the research as they
defined highly qualified teachers.
Policy and Teacher Quality

Historically, states were given the authority ttabish educational policies, such
as the length of the school day and school ye&s & compulsory education, and the
requirements for teacher certification (Angus, 2dBdles, 2006). This led to variations
among the states in terms of the specificity ofgbkcies and the extent to which states
monitored local school districts. In some statesal school boards remained largely in
control with little oversight from state educatiagencies. Although teacher certification
standards may have been in place according tombéity, there was little monitoring as
to whether school districts ensured that all teexcheet the requirements (Bales). The

lack of oversight permitted administrators to éifjen vacancies with teachers who may
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not have met the certification requirements orely on long-term substitute teachers and
teachers with only emergency certification or tenapp licensure (Bales; Cohen-Vogel,
2005). However, the movement to raise standardsliication for both students and their
teachers beginning in the 1980s brought attentidhe discrepancies, forcing legislators
to amend policies and administrators to alter jprast

The extent to which individual states participatethe move to raise standards
for certification differed significantly among sést In many states, the national trend for
increased standards in public education for stugdand their teachers led to greater state-
defined quality controls in place of local goveroariBales, 2006). Higher standards for
teachers also affected teacher preparation progi@ies by adding more coursework in
pedagogy and increased time spent in field plac&ring student teaching
experiences to existing certification requiremgB@les). For instance, in Minnesota if a
teacher were to teach in a subject area outsider mer primary area of teaching,

she [sic] must already be licensed with at leastreor in that field, and

can receive a temporary license in the new fielg briefly while

completing a major. By contrast, in Louisiana, agpective high school

teacher could be licensed without even a minohénfield she was going

to teach. The state would not require her to hawediesd curriculum,

teaching strategies, classroom management, useshofology, or the

needs of special education students, and she cetdd/e a license with

only six weeks of student teaching (Darling-Hammaz@DOa, p. 20).
Even in states with high standards for teaching,dtate education agencies monitored

schools and school districts to ensure all teaametscertification standards. Individuals
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without certification or preparation could hold £taoom teaching positions, often
classified as “emergency” or “provisional.” Suclagtices permitted variations in the
number of teachers who actually met state standamisg schools (Darling-Hammond).
The Influence of Research on Federal Teacher Rlici

The awareness of variation among states in terrogrocular standards, resource
allocations, and teacher preparation led to ine@assearch efforts to ensure equity and
adequacy among schools. At the same time, awarehgsswing gaps in academic
achievement among students, especially those diséalyed by race or poverty, began to
draw the attention of policymakers, administratoesgarchers, and the public at large.
Leading the way, Darling-Hammond (2000b) used &tata several sources to inspect
teacher certification policies and student outcoarmasng states. She found that states
with more clearly defined certification standardsl aigid enforcement policies, such as
Minnesota and Wisconsin, had significantly higheorses on the NAEP (Darling-
Hammond). In comparison, states such as Louiswahese fewer teachers held state
certification and majored in their content areared significantly lower on the NAEP.
In addition to certification standards, states vipher scores on the NAEP in math and
reading allocated more state funding to the trgimhpre-service teachers annually. She
recommended that states raise certification anplgpagion standards for teachers and
increase statewide funding of pre-service prograntsprofessional development in
order to raise student academic achievement.

The findings shed light on the substantial vasiatimong states regarding
certification standards for teachers. Proponergs tise findings to urge policymakers to

institute higher standards for the preparation@attification of teachers at both the state
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and federal levels. Detractors, however, arguetitktigaflaws in the research
methodology rendered the findings biased (Abellrfetation 2001a, 2001b; Ballou &
Podgursky, 2000). Instead of increasing the requerds for teachers, these researchers
pushed for the wholesale removal of certificatiotigpes so that professionals from
outside of education could quickly enter the figddknowledging each side of the
debate, federal policymakers passed legislationsihaultaneously forced states to
increase certification standards for teachers atiteassame time encouraged states to
decrease the time it takes for new teachers witleth expertise to enter into teaching
through alternative routes to certification (ARCpgrams (Cochran-Smith & Fries,
2005; Rice, 2008).
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001

Heightened awareness of achievement gaps amongnssuahd the inequitable
distribution of resources, including qualified teacs, led to increased involvement from
federal policymakers. Title | of NCLB reaffirmedetioriginal intention of ESEA: to
evenly distribute resources in order to achievatable educational outcomes for all
students, including those disadvantaged by poveatg, and neglect (No Child Left
Behind Act of 2001, P.L. 107-110, 81001.1). To easadequate outcomes for all
students, the law purposefully, “tied state comm&to a series of public reporting
systems and essential public and higher educatiotirig” (Bales, 2006, p. 403). For
states to retain the funding supplied to them thoSEA, certain expectations and
standards had to be met by all schools within thesThe expectations included
reporting student achievement on standardized iteststh, reading, and (beginning in

the 2005-06 school year) science in grades threegh eight; participating in the NAEP
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in grades four and eight; and ensuring a HQT i @mademic subjects for all students
(Yell & Drasgow, 2005). The HQT requirements ledrajor policy and programmatic
changes from state education agencies, IHEs, and@sthools.

The NCLB affected how state education agenciestgdatieacher certification and
monitored schools and school districts. The HQTqped set at a minimum that States
require teachers in core academic subjects to &ialeast a bachelor’'s degree, hold full
state certification, and demonstrate content kndggdn their main teaching area (Title
I- Improving the Academic Achievement of the Disadiaged, Final Rule, 2002). The
provisions also prohibited states from using emmerygetemporary, or other forms of
certification in the absence of individuals meetatgte certification requirements.
Individuals not meeting full state certificationnche employed as teachers, so long as
they actively work towards certification, attainiigvithin three years of accepting a
position, through a district, state, or universigyerated program (Title I- Improving the
Academic Achievement of the Disadvantaged, FindéREurthermore states must,
“ensure that minority children and children fromvkincome families are not taught at
higher rates than other children by inexperiencedualified, or out-of-field teachers”
(Title I- Improving the Academic Achievement of tDesadvantaged, Final Rule).

Meeting the HQT demands of NCLBie NCLB included specific monitoring
requirements to measure the extent to which stagtshe major goals of the policy,
including that all students will be taught by alfligqualified teacher (P.L. 107-110,
81119.a.2). States must submit a Consolidated Ba&afermance Report (CSPR)
annually to the USDOE, identifying progress toward=eting the state-defined goals in

accordance with NCLB (P.L. 107-110, §9303). Jan2&@6 marked the first time state
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education agencies were required to submit evidensapport the implementation of the
HQT requirements in the CSPR (USDOE, 2007). Accaydo the summary data from
the USDOE based on the state reports, no staterigt the HQT requirements; state
reports ranged from 52.8% of classrooms staffediglyly qualified teachers in the
District of Columbia to 99% in Montana (USDOE). Gap the proportion of HQT in
core academic subjects in high poverty schools ewetpto low poverty schools ran as
high as 31.5 percentage points, as experienced@aeiementary schools in Maryland.
And while some states, such as Arizona, Arkansiigoma, Utah, and West Virginia,
saw significant decreases in the gaps betweendmndHow poverty schools, it was not
enough to demonstrate success in providing a HQalfstudents (USDOE). The
uneven distribution of teachers severely limitsriagon’s ability to create an equitable
educational system, a principle at the heart oBEEA.

In addition to the CSPR, state education agencers mstructed to submit equity
plans to the USDOE on the dilemma of disproportier@ssignment of novice and out-
of-field teachers to minority students in July 2@8ucation Trust, 2006). Although the
development of equity plans is outlined in TitlefINCLB, the provisions were largely
ignored until 2006 (P.L. 107-110, 81112(c)(1)(LYuU€ation Trust). In the plans, state
education agencies were to evaluate the curretnitdison of teachers to poor and
minority students, “outlining how the state woul@asure, address, and publicly report
progress in eliminating the unfair distribution”diication Trust, p. 2). According to the
analysis of the plans by Education Trust, only alben states appropriately analyzed at

least some of the data to be submitted in the plans
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NCLB and special education teachefs states and local districts disentangled
the federal regulations in NCLB, the significanfact it would have on district hiring
practices in both general and special educatioarheclear. Although special education
was not specifically addressed in the language@EB| guidance issued by the USDOE
clarified that “all teachers” included special edtars teaching core academic subjects
(Gelman, Pullen, & Kauffman, 2004; National EducatAssociation, 2004). The
ambiguous language related to certification stas&land the emphasis on content
knowledge posed significant challenges for speamiaicators. For a field already facing
chronic shortages, it seemed implausible that tgaalould be able to meet standards
for both disability-related expertise and in spieaibntent areas, especially since special
educators often teach multiple subjects acrossakegmdes (Gelman et al., 2004). The
USDOE urged states to create multi-subject HOUS&gsdor teachers in rural schools
and for special educators, permitting greater figity in these high-need areas (USDOE,
2004). It provided teachers meeting the HQT staislar a single subject with additional
time and multiple pathways in which to meet the H§dndards for other subject areas
of instruction. Additionally, opponents criticizéloat rather than raising standards as
NCLB intended, the variations found among HOUSSdhglfurther perpetuated low
standards in teacher preparation and certificamhmissed the opportunity to specify
competencies essential for effective special edusgBrownell, Sindelar, Bishop,
Langley, & Seo, 2002; Gelman et al., 2004).

The Government Accountability Office, OSEP, andesalrelated interest
groups, such as the National Education AgencyCihencil for Exceptional Children,

and the National Association for State Director§pécial Education, criticized the
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absence of guidance regarding the HQT provisionsgdecial educators. Guidance
provided by the USDOE suggested that only thoseha providing direct instruction in
a core academic subject needed to meet the HQTsmns, excluding teachers who co-
teach or consult with general educators to modiéydurriculum and provide
accommodations for students (USDOE, 2004). Theistihs and uncertainty led to the
inclusion of new language and clarification of tegtification requirements for teachers
of students with disabilities in the reauthorizatfrocess of IDEA in 2004.
Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvemeiit of 2004

The 2004 amendments to IDEA aligned special edocgtolicy to a greater
extent with the standards and accountability stmest outlined by NCLB (Yell et al.,
2006). Prior to IDEA 2004, states were left thenauty to establish certification
standards for special educators and other rela®tits personnel (Mandlawitz, 2007).
Similar to general education, standards for spetiatators varied among states
regarding and the types of certification offered &#me amount or preparation needed
(ECS, 2004). Incongruity between colleges and usitsepreparation programs and their
respective states added to the discord (Putnamlgahizk, 1993; National Clearinghouse
for Professions in Special Education, 2001). Furtioee, research on teachers and
student academic achievement typically removediabeducators and students from the
samples due to lack of consistent outcome meastoasiderable variations in
educational settings, and the varying teacher wilepecial educators in the classroom.
This left the field unclear as to how to definecteer quality and which qualifications to

emphasize (Blanton et al., 2006). As the field efigral education struggled to make
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sense of the HQT provisions, special educatiomt®xled to create clarity and
consistency.

Defining highly qualified special educatorBhe final regulations published by
OSEP in August, 2006 defined the standards for HQ8Rrifying different
expectations based on the special educators’ tegessignment (Assistance to States
for the Education of Children with Disabilities aRdeschool Grants for Children with
Disabilities, 2006). Similar to the policies seitfoby the NCLB, the amended IDEA
reinforced the need to provide all students wigaHilities access to a qualified special
educator, emphasizing a teachers’ role on the atadriccess of students with
disabilities. It reinforced the dual-role of a sgeducator as a specialist in disabilities
and as an instructor of academic subjects, ingigtihspecial educators be certified in
both realms.

The regulations differentiate among four typespEcal educators, including: (a)
special educators teaching core academic subfbgtspecial educators in general, (c)
special educators teaching to alternate achievestantlards, and (d) special educators
teaching multiple subjects. For the first groupe@pl educators teaching core academic
subjects in a public elementary or secondary schbelregulations state:

The term highly qualified has the meaning giventdren in section 9101

of the ESEA and 34 CFR 200.56, except that theireapents for highly

qualified also- (1) Include the requirements ddssdiin paragraph (b) of

this section; and (2) Include the option for teashe meet the

requirements of section 9101 of the ESEA by medtiegequirements of

paragraphs (c) and (d) of this section (Assistaoc&tates for the
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Education of Children with Disabilities and Presah@Grants for Children

with Disabilities, 34 C.F.R. §300.18.a).

This provision clarifies that those special eduapwoviding direct instruction in content
area classrooms must meet the same HQT requirefmem$NCLB in those subject
areas as their general education peers. For irestarspecial educator teaching a self-
contained biology class would need to be highlyi§ied in biology in order to meet the
HQSET standards. It also clarifies that speciakatian teachers are eligible to become
highly qualified through ARC programs and by HOUS38&ns, similar to general
educators.

In addition to demonstrating expertise in core sabgareas, special education
teachers must also demonstrate knowledge of speghiglation practices and skills.
These requirements are clarified in the regulatregsrding special education teachers in
general, which state that to be highly qualifiedpacial education teacher must have:

(2) (i) ... obtained full State certification as asfal education teacher

(including certification obtained through alterwatroutes to

certification), or passed the State special edocadagacher licensing

examination, and holds a license to teach in th&eeSts a special

education teacher... (Assistance to States for thue&tabn of Children

with Disabilities and Preschool Grants for Childweith Disabilities,

2006, 34 C.F.R. 8300.18.b).

The regulations require special education teadioengave a bachelor’s degree and full
state certification; it also prohibits states framiving certification through emergency

and temporary licensure. These general requirenag@ply to all special educators,
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disregarding their role in content instruction. thermore, they may be the sole
requirements for a special educator not responfbleroviding instruction in any
content area, such as a special educator provatihygconsultative services to a highly
gualified general educator. For instance, a spedatator assisting a highly qualified
biology teacher by modifying lessons or assessnuogs not need to be highly qualified
in biology, but he or she does need to be highblified in special education.

Within the general requirements for special edusatOSEP also clarified the
requirements for participants of ARC programs. Adang to the regulations, ARC
programs meet the HQSET requirements if:

(i) The teacher- (A) Receives high-quality professil development that

is sustained, intensive, and classroom-focuseddardo have a positive

and lasting impact on classroom instruction, beéoré while teaching;

(B) Participates in a program of intensive supeéovishat consists of

structured guidance and regular ongoing suppotefxhers or a teacher

mentoring program; (C) Assumes functions as a tachly for a

specified period of time not to exceed three yeams; (D) Demonstrates

satisfactory progress toward full certificationpasscribed by the State;

and (ii) The State ensures, through its certifaratnd licensure process,

that the provisions in paragraph (b)(2)(i) of thétion are met

(Assistance to States for the Education of Childvéh Disabilities and

Preschool Grants for Children with Disabilities0B034 C.F.R.

§300.18.0.2).

47



These provisions enable ARC program participantetelQSET while simultaneously
meeting certification standards. While it sets hstgmdards for the ARC programs it is
unclear whether there is any monitoring systembéisteed to determine if the programs
meet these standards.

The fourth set of regulations acknowledges th&tian in cognitive abilities
among students with disabilities. The regulatiarsspecial educators teaching to
alternate achievement standards clarify how the sabject area requirements can be
interpreted for these teachers:

When used with respect to a special educatiorh&zagho teaches core

academic subjects exclusively to children who asessed against

alternate achievement standards established uAdeFR 200.1(d),

highly qualified means the teacher, whether newadmew to the

profession, may either- (1) Meet the applicablaun@ments of section

9101 of the ESEA and 34 CFR 200.56 for any elenmgnmaiddle, or

secondary school teacher who is new or not nelWwdgtofession; or (2)

Meet the requirements of paragraph (B) or (C) ofiea 9101(23) of the

ESEA as applied to an elementary school teachgin tne case of

instruction above the elementary level, meet tig@irements of paragraph

(B) or (C) of section 9101(23) of the ESEA as agnplio an elementary

school teacher and have subject matter knowledgeppate to the level

of instruction being provided and needed to efietyi teach to those

standards, and determined by the State (Assistarseates for the

48



Education of Children with Disabilities and Presah@Grants for Children

with Disabilities, 2006, 34 C.F.R. § 300.18.c).

The regulations continue to require both speciatation and content area certification,
but the content area requirements can be intexptetmatch the instruction-level of the
students being taught. States may allow these ¢esith meet either the standards set for
any elementary, middle, or secondary teacher, ordet the standards for elementary
teachers, so long as it is appropriate to the lelglistruction of the students who are
held to those achievement standards.

The last group addressed in the regulations iredwwpecial educators responsible
for teaching multiple core academic content ardaknowledging that this is a common
practice in schools, the separate regulations #tatedhese teachers still must meet the
content area requirement for each subject of instm:

Subject to paragraph (e) of this section when ugddrespect to a special

education teacher who teaches two or more coresauadubjects

exclusively to children with disabilities, highlyglified means that the

teacher may either- (1) Meet the applicable reqguémts of section 9101

of the ESEA and 34 CFR 200.56(b) or (c) (AssistaiocStates for the

Education of Children with Disabilities and PresschGrants for Children

with Disabilities, 2006, 34 C.F.R. §300.18.d.1).

However, similar to general educators, the regutatialso explain how an experienced
special education teacher could meet the standamisggh HOUSSE procedures

specifically designed for multiple subject areaSEP, 2006a):
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(2) In the case of a teacher who is not new tthbéession, demonstrate
competence in all the core academic subjects iclwthie teacher teaches
in the same manner as is required for an elementadglle, or secondary
school teacher who is not new to the professioreu8d CFR 200.56(c)
which may include a single, high objective unifoBtate standard of
evaluation (HOUSSE) covering multiple subjects (8issce to States for
the Education of Children with Disabilities and guleool Grants for
Children with Disabilities, 2006, 34 C.F.R. §300d.2).
It also clarifies how new special educators cantrtteerequirements for multiple subject
areas within the first few years of teaching:
(3) In the case of a new special education teagherteaches multiple
subjects and who is highly qualified in mathematiaeguage arts, or
science, demonstrate not later than two years thftedate of
employment, competence in the other core acadamjeds in which the
teacher teaches in the same manner as is reqairad £lementary,
middle, or secondary school teacher under 34 CRR5B(c), which may
include a single HOUSSE covering multiple subjééissistance to States
for the Education of Children with Disabilities aRdeschool Grants for
Children with Disabilities, 2006, 34 C.F.R. §300d)3
Even with the latitude provided to these teachs expectation of demonstrating
content area expertise in all subjects remainsataeat standard. Aligning standards for

content area expertise for special education teashas viewed as a way to ensure
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special educators would be adequately preparessistatudents with disabilities to meet
state proficiency standards (McLeskey & Ross, 20@d et al., 2006).

Meeting the Requirements of IDEA 2003EA 2004 requires states to monitor
the extent to which all special education teachesthe HQSET requirements. Unlike
the monitoring requirements from NCLB which requstates to report on the number of
classes taught by HQT, IDEA 2004 requires statesport the total number of HQSET
in public schools (OSEP, 2006b). The data collecétbows OSEP to measure progress
towards providing an adequate supply of speciatetius, a dilemma documented by
numerous government and agency reports (Kozleskina&r, & Deschler, 2000;
McLaughlin, Smith-Davis, & Burke, 1986; Nationalgakinghouse on Professions in
Special Education, 1992; OSEP, 2002). The monigar@ports are meant to assist OSEP
with identifying shortages in the field, but ddlétto help define how HQSETS are
distributed among and within districts which maypemwt the field’s ability to create an
equitable educational system.

State education agencies reported difficultiedwitsuring all special education
teachers met state certification standards, aifyriorade explicit by IDEA 2004. State
monitoring reports submitted to OSEP through theNl3Aand tables available from the
IDEA Data website (https://www.ideadata.org/indémh confirmed a shortage of fully
certified special educators in most states. Ind2005, the reported proportions of
teachers in states not fully certified ranged fizero in some states to 13% in others.
Nationwide the proportion of special educators watihcertification was approximately

10% (https://www.ideadata.org/index.html). Since tfata are reported only at the state
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level, it is impossible to understand how the sdgtmay impact schools or school
districts differently.

Other policies related to special educatoirs exchange for providing additional
monetary support for teacher education and prafaasprograms, the Higher Education
Act (P.L. 89-329; USDOE, 2006) requires monitorregorts related to the Title I
Accountability Data policy. The USDOE collects teafata from teacher preparation
programs, alternative certification programs, testtompanies, and from state education
agencies to provide information about the prepamadind certification of new teachers
(USDOE). According to the reports, there have begrovements overall towards
supplying all schools with HQSETs and significaeductions in the proportion of special
education teachers in high poverty schools on waigeemergency certification
(USDOE). In spite of improvements, the proportidrieachers not meeting the highly
gualified standards continued to be higher in pgherty schools compared to low
poverty schools. Among special educators, the ptagoof teachers on waivers (i.e.,
teachers not meeting certification standards ooldh in an ARC program) during the
2004-05 school year ranged from zero to 22% amagiypoverty schools (USDOE).

At the state level, education agencies and distffatials struggled to make sense
of how the new requirements would affect the curseipply of special educators. The
HOUSSE procedures, meant to streamline the coktentledge requirements for
experienced teachers, drew criticism for beingegitbo simple or too cumbersome
(Burdette, Lafflin, & Muller, 2005; CEC, 2005; Conmsgion on No Child Left Behind,
2007). Difficulties emerged in response to the dal&ection and reporting requirements

(Azordegan & Coble, 2004). Administrators reportigticulties finding and recruiting

52



teachers that could meet the additional standasgecially at the middle school level
and in schools with higher proportions of poor amdority students (Center for
Teaching and Learning, 2004; Center on Educatidicyp@007). These dilemmas and
complaints made it difficult to believe that IDEA®4 could really make a difference in
providing all students with disabilities a qualdigeacher.
Summary

Prior to the authorization of NCLB, federal inveiment in teacher policies was
limited to only indirect support of certain polisiand programs. Consequently, great
variation existed between states as to the reqemesrfor certification. The emergence of
research highlighting the variation among stategte with growing awareness of the
gaps in student academic achievement, especiallyoicth from disadvantaged
backgrounds, led to clear federal involvement. Riows for teachers within both NCLB
and IDEA 2004 set the standards for the definibbguality, requiring all teachers in all
schools to meet these standards. The HQT and H@&®/iSions emphasized the
importance of all teachers possessing state @atidin and content expertise relative to
their current teaching positions. To monitor pregreowards meeting these goals, annual
reports must be submitted by states to the USDCED@E, 2007). Reports submitted by
states so far in accordance with NCLB, IDEA 200% the HEA provide evidence of a
continued shortage and uneven distribution of HQSET

Despite debates over the definition of teachefityuand the qualifications and
preparation needed for effective instruction, fatipolicymakers set a definition for
highly qualified teachers as a way to raise studeatiemic achievement by increasing

the requirements for teachers. Regardless of theititen used, there is ample evidence
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from monitoring reports submitted by states andhfemerging research that the supply
of qualified educators are not evenly distributatbag schools. The next section
describes the research available that finds themoportionate amount of
inexperienced, unprepared, and uncertified teacherk in hard-to-staff schools. The
uneven distribution limits the ability to provida aquitable educational system for all
students.
The Distribution of Teachers

The NCLB and IDEA 2004 mandate that all studentaikhreceive instruction
from a highly qualified educator. However, therevidence of an uneven distribution of
gualified teachers among schools with higher proogies of poor, minority, and non-
English speaking students (Clotfelter et al., 200&tfelter, Ladd, & Vigdor, 2005;
Ascher & Fruchter, 2001). Improving the instructboapacity within these schools is
crucial in eliminating the achievement gap amorsadvantaged groups and in meeting
the accountability standards set forth by NCLB (Name, 2007). At the same time, the
NCLB and the IDEA 2004 are criticized for worsennagher than alleviating the
problem of teacher turnover, due to the increasmttsrds for content knowledge
imposed on all teachers and the restrictions placegsing temporary and emergency
certification (McLeskey & Ross, 2004). The polidyamnges came despite scant data and
limited understanding as to how the additional neuents would impact the already
inadequate supply of special education teaches|ast section provides an overview of
the research on the distribution of educators atrdduces Berne and Stiefel’s (1984,
1994) principles for measuring school equity. Tinedel closely aligns with the purpose

of the present study and provides a framework vafuating the distribution of special
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education teachers. Problems specific to the Békpecial education, including attrition,
the role of ARC programs, and chronic shortagesakso addressed.
Measuring School Equity

Most of the research on the supply of special eilutéeachers focuses on issues
related to attrition, examining why teachers ledkie,types of incentives to make them
stay, and an individual’s decision-making proc&smilarly, in general education there
exist numerous theoretical models using labor ecoc®and sociology to account for
the distribution, qualifications, and charactedstof teachers (for example, Ballou &
Podgursky, 1997; Boyd, 2005a, 2005b; Brewer, 188fton & van der Klaauw, 1999;
Hanushek, Kain, & Rivkin, 2004; Ingersoll, 2001ingbrickner, 2001). These
frameworks focus on more on the decision-making@se in determining where to work
and whether to stay or leave. These individualsiens regarding whether and where to
teach impact the overall distribution of qualifieducators; however, it is worthwhile to
evaluate the aftermath of the decision. Reseanthinigs suggest that more qualified
teachers choose to leave schools with higher ptigpsrof poor and minority teachers,
forcing administrators to rely on new and inexpeced teachers to fill positions (Boyd et
al., 2007, Jacob, 2007; Clotfelter et al., 200T&)s potentially leaves students in high
poverty, high minority schools less likely to haaezess to a qualified teacher. In special
education, no research related to this dilemmabkas conducted to date, leaving the
field unaware of potential bias in the distributiminteachers. To investigate this problem
| use the equal opportunity standard, one of thatggrinciples developed by Berne and

Stiefel to evaluate school finance equity (19844,2003).
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Berne and Stiefel (1984) first used in their eq@iynework to evaluate school
finance structures, comparing the per pupil expgenels among school districts within a
state. The framework provided a way to evaluatesthetable distribution of resources,
ignoring issues related to student outcomes (l&ddStiefel, 2003). In recent years,
school finance experts and others interested uegselated to equity in schools have
begun to focus on the uneven distribution of resesiat the school level, finding the
variation to be much greater within a district carga to across districts (Rubenstein &
Moser, 2002). The availability of large datasetsigiged to collect school-level data
opened the door to investigations of differencediwidistricts, moving discussions of
equity to the school-level as well (latarola & $ie

Berne and Stiefel's (1984, 1994) equity framewarksists of three standards:
horizontal equity, vertical equity, and equal ogpoity. Horizontal equity refers to the,
“equal treatment of equals” (Berne & Stiefel, 1994406). According to this standard,
all students should be provided with equivalenbueses. In reference to teachers,
meeting a standard of horizontal equity would regjail students to be provided with
teachers meeting the same qualifications and lafiegual levels of quality. In contrast,
the second principle, vertical equity, refers te, ttappropriately unequal treatment of
unequals” (Berne & Stiefel, 2004, p. 406). Thiswgi@d presumes some students need
more or different resources than others to meesdnee standard of achievement, for
instance students from high poverty neighborhostiglents with limited English
language, or highly mobile students.

The last equity principle, equal opportunity, intigates the relationship between

school characteristics and some other variabldy agstudent achievement or resources,
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where, “the absence of a relationship signifiesaégpportunity,” (Berne & Stiefel,
1994, p. 405). School characteristics consideregbgarchers include minority
enrollment, geography, or poverty; such investaatiseek to identify whether some
resource, for instance per pupil allocations, sérdbuted equally among all students
regardless of the school characteristics. Thisgastiple provides a framework from
which to analyze the distribution of qualified seeducators in this study, replicating
the framework employed by Clotfelter et al. (200iag¢valuate the distribution of
teachers and principals among North Carolina schddieir study used school-level
aggregated measures of the qualifications of teacred principals, identifying
differences in the qualifications according to poyeuartiles. They find an inequitable
distribution of teachers and principals based encttncept of equal opportunity: students
in high poverty schools did not have an equal ojypaty to be taught by certified,
experienced teachers from more competitive unitressi

Replicating and extending research design useddiye@er et al. (2007a), this
study investigated the qualifications and distriduiof special educators. This purpose
corresponds to research conducted in the genewabidn literature on the distribution
of teachers. To date, no similar research has beeertaken in special education
regarding the distribution of special educatorscéttainty regarding which
qualifications matter and how to define teachedigutorces researchers rely on the
gualifications available in state and district dats, such as certification, experience, and
preparation. Therefore, the research focusing esetlvariables was examined to inform

the methods and analyses of the present study.
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Discussions of equity in special education oftesutoon vertical equity as a
means to justify the variety of services and suggperovided to youth with disabilities in
schools. While certainly a valid argument, limitais in the extent of information
provided by the SASS instruments regarding thergxdginstruction, number of youth
provided services, and the role of the special agudo provide instruction prohibit
using vertical equity as framework for this stubipwever, the equal opportunity
framework provides a starting point for evaluatihg extent to which qualified teachers
are equitably distributed among schools.

Research on the Uneven Distribution

Researchers attempt to quantify the uneven disioibwf teachers among schools
using the comprehensive datasets available frota atal district education agencies.
The studies compare schools and districts basenlbamicity and other measurable
differences between schools, such as the proparsfistudents in poverty and the
proportion of minority students. These studies plynarily on the extensive
administrative records collected in New York St&tew York City, and North Carolina.
Table 2 presents the teacher characteristics aaldigations used in these studies that
served as a model for the present investigatior.réxt sections describe the methods
used to investigate the uneven distribution ofheas among schools.

INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

Data from New York Stateankford et al. (2002) utilized 15 years of data
New York’s public schools to investigate the vaaatin teacher qualifications found
among schools. School-level averages for each sgkaowere calculated for several

qualifications, including the proportion: (a) oathers without experience, (b) with no
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more than a bachelor’s degree, (c) not certifiecurient assignment, (d) certified in all
assignments, (e) who failed the state or natiaoahsing exam on the first attempt, and
(f) the competitiveness of the teacher’s undergatglprogram according to Barron’s
College Guide. Using the measures, Lankford etahpared differences in schools,
looking for variation among various labor markétstween districts, and within districts.
They also investigated differences between scHzaded on urbanicity (urban versus
suburban schools) and characteristics of the stumy (nonwhite/white, high poverty
versus low poverty, and high proportion limited Eslg proficient versus low proportion
limited English proficient).

Lankford et al. (2002) found “striking differenceig’the variation in teacher
gualifications in all of their analyses (p. 38). Waschools in New York benefited from a
teaching staff in which all teachers had experighe&l certification in their content area,
and graduated from a competitive undergraduateranogAt the same time, in schools
with the highest proportions of students in povénty faculty consisted of:

a substantial portion of teachers who are brandteashers (18%), who

are only teaching courses for which they are ndtfes (24%), or who

failed a certification exam on their first attenfabout one third). In some

schools less than half of the teachers are pernigreantified in all of the

courses they teach while in other schools thisréigs nearly 90% (p. 42).
Lankford et al. also found substantial differencethe qualifications of teachers among
schools based on the proportion of minority stuslestudents with limited English
proficiency, and students in urban schools. Althotige records used for the analysis did

not include student-level achievement scores, Landkét al. used school-level averages
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on standardized assessments, finding that schotiidower scores had lesser qualified
teachers.

Data from New York CityAscher and Fruchter (2001) focused more narranly
the relationship between teacher quality and stuaemevement in New York City
elementary and middle schools. Using data fronl885-96 and 1996-97 school years,
three groups of schools were analyzed based ongédormance on the state
standardized assessment: Schools Under RegistRéwaiew (or SURR schools, the
New York State Department of Education places sishoahis category based on
continually low scores on state assessments), Enfepning schools, and high-
performing schools. A fourth category representmddle-performing schools was
included in the analysis, but not discussed imtla@uscript. School-level measures of
the teacher qualifications were calculated, repri@sg certification status, years of
experience, and advanced degrees of the facultheksand Fruchter point out that the
SURR and low-performing schools served a much mighgportion of minority students
(98% compared to 52% in high performing schools) stadents eligible for free and
reduced-price lunch (93% compared to 37% in higfop@ing schools).

Ascher and Fruchter (2001) found statistically gigant differences between the
teachers from both the SURR schools and the obleperforming schools with the
teachers from high achieving schools based orethe&her quality indicators. In terms of
the certification status of elementary school teash*‘nearly 30% of the teachers at
SURR schools (29.4%) and over a quarter at otlvesplerforming schools (25.9%) were
neither fully licensed nor permanently assigned®(8).” In comparison, only 7.6% of

teachers in high performing schools did not haWectrtification or a permanent
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position. In middle schools, a higher proportiortedchers were not fully licensed or
permanently assigned in any of the schools, bubntafferences remained between
high-performing schools and the lowest performidgo®ls. Furthermore, more teachers
in high-performing schools had at least five yedrgeaching experience and held an
advanced degree.

Boyd et al. (2007) used data from the 1998-99 @206 school years to analyze
the distribution of qualified teachers, includingrsables for the individual student
characteristics, teacher qualifications and denpgigcanformation, and the school.
Student information included gender, ethnicitydaage spoken at home, free-lunch
participation, special education status, numbebsences, number of suspensions, and
scaled-scores from the state assessment. Teadidrcgtion measures included (a)
experience, (b) selectivity of the teacher’s undsdtgate program, (c) certification status,
(d) SAT, (e) performance on teacher certificatizarainations, and (f) pathway to
certification (a traditional preparation prograngath For America, the Teacher Fellows
Program, or the New York City Teaching Opporturittpgram). Teacher demographic
information included gender, age, race/ethnicityia®l variables included average
performance on state and city standardized assessnfree-lunch participation,
race/ethnicity of the student body, and expendstypex pupil.

Over the five years investigated, the gap betwebnds regarding overall
teacher qualifications narrowed as the numberaftiers passing the state certification
exam, with teaching experience, and higher scangb@ SATSs in the highest-poverty
schools increased significantly (Boyd et al., 200He authors’ attribute the shift to

policy and programmatic changes in New York Citigcas. For instance, the use of
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waivers for the temporary licensure of teachedew York State was stopped in 2003,
except for on a limited basis in New York City i602 and 2005. Also, participation in
the New Teacher Project and the Teaching Fellowgram, “grew from about 1 percent
of newly hired teachers in 2000 to 33 percent bheal teachers in 2005,” (p. 10). Using
the teacher qualifications and information aboutisht achievement scores on the state-
mandated math exam, the authors developed a vdtledanodel to test how the changes
in qualifications affect student achievement. Thedel demonstrated a significant
relationship between observable teacher qualiboatisuch as certification, experience,
and cognitive measures, with increased studeneaeiment among students in New
York City schools.

Data from North CarolinaSimilar to studies in New York State and New York
City, researchers used data from the North Car@gartment of Public Instruction to
investigate the distribution of teachers among stshaccording to several measures of
teacher qualifications (Clotfelter et al., 2005080 Clotfelter et al. (2005) explored the
distribution of experienced teachers across schaulsacross classrooms. They found a
statistically significant relationship between gireportion of novice teachers and the
five-year turnover rate with percentage of minostydents in a school, even after
controlling for district characteristics (distrigize, urbancity, and the proportion eligible
for free and reduced-price meals).

Comparing the variation among districts, betwedrosts within a district, and
among classrooms within a school Clotfelter e{2005) found that, almost two-thirds of
the overall black-white difference in exposure twice teachers reflects patterns within,

rather than across, school districts in North GagolWithin districts, novice teachers are
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disproportionately assigned to the schools antléatassrooms within schools that
disproportionately serve African American studgpts391). Moreover, the analyses
shed light on the disproportionate number of Afnidenerican students taught in
remedial courses that were more likely to be tabghtovice teachers. Therefore, even if
the teachers were more equitably distributed aatassrooms and schools, an African
American student would still be more likely to la@ght by a novice teacher due to the
over-representation of African American studenteemedial classes and under-
representation in advanced courses (Clotfeltek. ,e2@05).

Extending the Clotfelter et al. (2005), Clotfel&tral. (2007a) evaluated the
distribution of teachers and principals among sthooNorth Carolina using data from
1995-2004. School-level aggregated qualificatiorasuees were compared based on
school poverty quartiles to identify whether stugen all schools had an equal
opportunity to be instructed by a qualified indiwal. In addition to teacher experience,
this study included school-level averages reprasgiiie competitiveness of the
teacher’s undergraduate program, certification tgperage scores from the examination
necessary for certification, and the proportioneaichers with National Board
Certification (a program operated by the Nationaail for Professional Teaching
Standards that North Carolina encourages by pnogidiboost in salary). Principal
measures included two test scores (from subjeathtarior to becoming a principal and
the School Leadership Licensure Exam), competiggsrof the undergraduate
principal’s institution, and a leadership ratingi(based on teacher responses to a
governor’s office administered survey). Very litteeknown in respect to the

gualifications of principals necessary for increhsehool achievement; therefore,
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Clotfelter et al. relied on measures similar tosthased in the teacher quality literature.
The measures were used to make comparisons regdnéiraverage teacher
qualifications within a school by level of the soh¢elementary, middle, and high
school) and the proportion of students in poverty.

Confirming previous investigations, Clotfelter &t(@007a) found considerable
differences in the qualifications of teachers andggpals in low poverty schools
compared to high poverty schools. Across all ofrtteasures, teachers in the high
poverty schools had weaker average qualificatiomiike New York City, which saw
increases in the average teacher qualifications sexeral years in all schools, in North
Carolina the qualifications of teachers in high gy schools actually worsened over the
past 10 years. This pattern held for principalsigh poverty schools, as well. In
addition, teachers and principals in high povectyo®ls were more likely to leave a high
poverty school after the first few years, typicalignsferring to a school with a lower
proportion of students in poverty. In terms of dggial opportunity standard, Clotfelter et
al., “conclude that the inequities with respecth® distribution of teacher and principal
qualifications are large in North Carolina and ttiety clearly work to the disadvantage
of students in the high poverty schools,” (p. 31).

The studies reviewed relied on school-level, agaged)measures to summarize
the average teacher qualifications available withgthool. The indicator measures of
teacher qualifications reflect those used moshaftehe teacher quality research, finding
an uneven distribution of qualified teachers amsetypols. In special education, the

problem may be even more pronounced due to chetrudages, difficulties retaining
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teachers, and a reliance on participants from AR@nams. The next sections discuss
these specific problems facing the field of speedlcation.
The Distribution of Teachers Among Schools and 8dbistricts

As demonstrated by the research reviewed, qualiiadhers are not evenly
distributed among schools, and those considered -toastaff,” due to high proportions
of poor and minority students are more likely teéda staff of uncertified, novice
teachers and high rates of teacher turnover (Qetfet al., 2006). A number of research
organizations and policy groups, such at the Edwuedirust, the National Partnership for
Teaching in At-Risk Schools, and the Citizens’ Cassion on Civil Rights, have tried
to bring attention to this issue by highlighting tariation between schools while also
trying to understand the effect of various state district policies (McClure, Piche, &
Taylor, 2006; National Partnership for Teachind\trRisk Schools, 2005; Peske &
Haycock, 2006).

Possible explanations for the uneven distributi®@asearchers point out that the
uneven distribution of qualified teachers amongsthis due to a number of factors. For
instance, a school may respond to the prefererfadistact residents when choosing a
new teacher to fill a vacancy or one district maydimore efficient hiring practices over
another (Lankford et al., 2002). In both cases, $almools may have access to the same
pool of teachers, and choose to employ individuétls very different characteristics.
Also, within a district, the voice of parents ardiranistrators may influence the transfer
of a teacher of a lesser quality from a school With parental involvement to one with
low involvement. Moreover, teachers with more elgrere or better qualifications often

choose to teach in schools considered prefergptahaps due to high parental
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involvement or a location in a more desirable comity)i or where compensation may
be more enticing (Murnane & Steele, 2007). Studlsrtbrs, such as the proportion of
poor, minority, or immigrant children also impattg retention of experienced teachers
(Boyd et al., 2005a, 2005b; Schwartz & Stiefel, 20@0Vorking conditions, including
salary and other non-pecuniary incentives, “suctlass size and contract hours, as well
as more difficult-to-measure conditions such adifes quality, parent support, school
leadership quality, collegiality within the schoahd curricular autonomy,” also affect a
teacher’'s employment decision (Murnane & Steel@0p.

District and state policies and practices may hkp to explain the uneven
distribution of qualified teachers. For instancéhia a district, school-choice preference
is usually given to experienced teachers choosingahsfer rather than to new,
inexperienced teachers (Clotfelter et al., 200E&jperienced teachers most often choose
to leave schools with higher rates of poverty aacawicies in these schools are then filled
by new, inexperienced teachers (Clotfelter et28lQ7b). This leaves high poverty
schools to face both high rates of turnover antt hages of novice teachers. This is
troublesome due to research supporting that haatitepst three years of teaching
experience can make a significant difference inatteedemic achievement gains made by
students (Jacob, 2007). Taken together, sortingtipes, along with shortages and
teacher turnover, may limit the effectiveness oflBGnd IDEA 2004 to provide every
student with a qualified teacher. However, theisgrprocess may affect urban and rural
schools in different ways.

Distribution among urban schoolBor urban schools, the problem is often not

related to the absence of applications; insteadptbblem comes from finding qualified
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teachers to fill all positions, including positioimshard-to-staff schools. Without a pool
of qualified teachers willing to fill all positionschool administrators may hire less
gualified applicants (i.e., those with little or agperience including long-term
substitutes) or increase class sizes (Jacob, 288 gemonstrated by Ascher and
Fruchter (2001) and Clotfelter et al. (2007a), urbahools were often filled with less
qualified teachers compared with their suburbamtaparts in New York City and in
North Carolina. Particular subject areas such ab,saience, and special education are
especially difficult to staff with qualified teadtse(Ascher & Fruchter; Boyd et al., 2007,
Clotfelter et al., 2005, 2007a). Moreover, withmwban district the shortage may have a
varying impact, with some parts of the district affected at all. For instance, Jacob
reported that some,
Chicago public schools, for instance, regularlyeree roughly ten
applicants for each teaching position. But manthete applicants are
interested in particular, highly desirable schoals] district officials must
struggle to find good candidates for some highlgowerished or
dysfunctional schools (p. 134).
Higher numbers of private schools within urban ar@ao affect the shortage of
gualified teachers willing to work in public schepéspecially hard-to-staff
schools. And while some newer programs, such ashliea America and the
New York City Teacher Fellows Program, may be hgjgo fill shortages,
bureaucratic hurdles and quick turnover of teacfrera these programs into

more desirable schools weakens their ability tesagsth maintaining an
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adequate supply of qualified teachers in hard-afi-sthools (Boyd et al., 2007;
Jacob).

Distribution among rural schooldn comparison, rural schools face very

different challenges to meet the demand for qualifeachers than in urban areas.

Although urban areas have the highest rates ofrpg\utbe poverty rates in non-
metropolitan areas are considerably high as wetir(k] 2007). In fact, “among
the 250 poorest counties in the United Statesa?d4ural, and out of the 8
million children attending public schools in rueakas, 2.5 million live in
poverty,” (Monk, p. 157). In rural schools, teachare more likely to be
inexperienced and to have graduated from a lespetfitime undergraduate
program compared to their peers in urban schoots@yl Furthermore, teachers
from rural schools are more likely to complete itiadal teacher preparation
programs in elementary education and less liketpke advanced math and
science courses or to hold a Master’s degree,itigitheir ability to be highly
qualified in these content areas (Monk).

Complicating efforts to provide qualified specidueators to all students
in rural schools are the, “combinations of poventyl higher costs owing to small
scales of operation” (Monk, p. 163). This limitg tavailability of the necessary
services for students with disabilities and may enakrking in these areas less
appealing to qualified special educators. Otheandrhas faced by rural schools
include lower salaries, higher costs of living, amelaller pools of applicants

(Monk).
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Providing Qualified Special Educators to All School

In light of shortages in the field, the pervadinguds by researchers and
policymakers was on theuantityof special educators available, rather than exagin
thequality of the special education supply pool. Shifting spetlight to focus on the
guality of the special education teacher supply pool nrayige evidence that the
demand exceeds the supply in terms of preparagqerience, and certification (Boe &
Cook, 2006; Boe et al., 1998). Furthermore, it thigjlight that the problem of
providing a qualified teacher is not the same lis@hools. In fact, schools in urban and
rural areas, especially those schools with highsraf student poverty, are especially
affected by the shortage of qualified special ethrsaTo date, little has been done in
special education to inspect the qualificationspEcial educators at the school-level,
leaving policymakers and administrators to relyaggregated state and national level
averages. The present study seeks to fill thisoyaplicating and extending the studies
from special education on the qualifications ofcsgleeducators and from general
education on the uneven distribution of teachers.

The shortage of special educatof$ie “chronic and increasing shortages” in
special education complicates providing qualifiedchers to all schools (Billingsley,
2000b; McLeskey, Tyler, & Flippin, 2003; McLesketyad., 2004; Tyler et al., 2004).
Research on teacher shortages in special edudst®been done using large datasets
(e.g., SASS and SPeNSE) and by states and resaganfizations. These findings are
often found in ERIC documents, on websites, oeports (for example, Esch, Chang-
Ross, Guha, Tiffany-Morales, & Shields, 2004; Fée& Driscoll, 2002; McDiarmid,

Larson, & Hill, 2002). Shortages and attrition freecial education has been

69



documented at considerably higher rates in rufabasls, in schools with high
proportions of minority and low-income students] amalternative settings (Brownell,
Rosenberg, Sindelar, & Smith, 2004; McLeskey et28l03). Furthermore, there is
evidence of teacher shortages affecting specifialiity categories, such as behavior
disorders and low incidence disabilities such astaleetardation and autism, more than
other disability categories (Bowen & Klass, 199autitzen & Friedman, 1991,
McLeskey et al., 2003; Scheuermann, Webber, Bo&t@podwin, 2003).

During the 1998-99 school year, reports to OSERia@nted that schools
employed 387,285 teachers to fill special educagbmsitions; nearly 40,000 of these
teachers were not certified by their state (USD2)1).This forced administrators to fill
the remaining vacancies (approximately 10% of pmss) with uncertified, and
potentially ill-prepared, teachers. In additiomuanber of the teachers considered
certified actually were certified in other contanéas outside of special education due to
the vagueness of the reporting requirements (USD®B)le out-of-field teachers may
be highly qualified in their respective contentagrétle is known about their preparation
to meet the needs of diverse learners (McLeskay,,2004). In addition, these teachers
may be more likely to migrate to general educagiositions in their field of preparation
(Boe, Bobbitt, & Cook, 1997; Boe, Bobbitt, Cook, Wdmer et al., 1997).

Retaining special educatordigh levels of teacher turnover affect both general
and special education in the struggle to providaegtudent with a highly qualified
teacher. Using data from the 1993-94 SASS, Indlg¥a01) estimated that, “about
193,000 teachers newly entered the occupatiomiinel following 12 months, about

213,000-equivalent to 110% of those just hired-tle¢ occupation” (p. 514). However,
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not all of these individuals left teaching permahgennstead, a significant portion of the
teachers planned to leave the classroom for oshoa time while others simply moved
to new schools (Ingersoll).

Popular assumptions attributed to turnover aretdethers leave to stay home
and raise children or retire. However, no reseasgsts to support these assumptions
(Billingsley, 2004a). Interestingly, teachers witiigtate certification in their content
area and with less training or preparation appe&dave the field at higher rates
(Billingsley; Boe, 2006). This is troublesome duoelte increased emphasis on ARC
programs and the reliance on out-of-field teacirespecial education (Boe, Bobbitt, &
Cook, 1997; Boe, Bobbitt, Cook, Whitener et al.971p A large proportion of teachers
leave the classroom for a variety of work-relatealsons, such as lack of administrative
support (Billingsley). Schools with high proportoof students from ethnically diverse
backgrounds and impoverished neighborhoods espefgal the impact of the high
turnover among special educators (Darling-Hamm@&000a, 2000b). These schools
report greater difficulties hiring new teachergeafrelying on unqualified or under-
gualified teachers and long-term substitutes apdrteabove average turnover rates
(Ingersoll, 2001).

As shown with the SASS dataset, retention ratspéatial education are similar
to the rates found in general education (Boe, Bobh&iCook, 1997; Boe, Bobbitt, Cook,
Whitener et al., 1997). However, more special ettusachoose to transfer positions,
moving to a general education position, thus angedi vacancy. Administrators report

difficulties filling the positions left vacant withualified applicants due to shortfalls in
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the number of special educators available in thehimg supply pool (Recruiting New
Teachers, Inc., 2000; Schwartzbeck & Prince, 2003).

The role of ARC program8oth NCLB and IDEA 2004 include statutes
for ARC programs regarding their alignment withtsteertification policies as a
way to increase the supply of teachers with corggpertise. Although states are
prohibited from using emergency and temporary ftestion, school districts can
hire uncertified teachers enrolled simultaneouslgn ARC program or another
form of professional development that leads tcestattification within three
years (Mandlawitz, 2007). The ARC programs simutarsly add to the supply
of available teachers while also contributing te tumber of unqualified teachers
in hard-to-staff classrooms (Murnane & Steele, 2@dsenberg & Sindelar,
2005). Many of the programs purposefully place cdetes in these classrooms
while they simultaneously earn a teachers’ cediiqRosenberg & Sindelar).

The proliferation of ARC programs to fill vacangim special education
calls into question the limited research base diggrtheir effectiveness and the
inconsistent standards found among programs (ResgnBoyer, Sindelar, &
Misra, 2007; Rosenberg & Sindelar, 2005). Propapoint to the large number
of culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) telaers who enter through ARC
programs and to the easing of shortages nationwsggeecially in urban schools
with high concentrations of CLD students (Shen,200/ler et al., 2004). At the
school level, a major concern is the number ofesttgltaught by participants in
an ARC program who enter the classroom with littl@o initial preparation and

who leave the local system upon gaining full cexdiion, choosing to move to
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schools considered more appealing. The constamiar further contributes to
the revolving door in schools already plagued byeer-reliance on long-term
substitute and under-qualified teachers (Rosendteat); Rosenberg & Sindelar).

Emerging research on participants of the TeaclAfoerica program, a well-
known ARC program, finds that after the first tvaothree years of teaching, completers
can be at least as effective as experienced, itradity trained teachers at raising scores
on state-mandated achievement tests in math andEftenguage arts (Boyd,
Goldhaber, Lankford, & Wyckoff, 2007; Raymond & teer, 2002). It is unclear
whether these findings hold true for other programnsnore specifically, for other
content areas including the effect of special etlocdeachers on the academic gains of
students with disabilities. Emerging research plsiats out that Teach for America
participants often choose to leave the hard-td-st&fools within several years after
completing residency requirements put in placeheyARC programs (Murnane &
Steele; Peske & Haycock, 2006). This revolving dadoenomenon leaves administrators
in these schools with a stream of inexperiencechi&s.
Summary

Defining teacher quality and providing qualifiecd¢ers to all students is a
significant problem faced by state leaders, schdatinistrators, and policymakers. Both
NCLB and IDEA 2004 make clear that every studeonusthhave access to a highly
gualified teacher in all core academic subjectghatsame time, stakeholders disagree
over the definition of teacher quality and challenige likelihood that all classrooms can
have a teacher who meets the highly qualified stehdue to shortages in the supply and

high turnover rates. Evidence of the shortfall igihthy qualified teachers comes from
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reports of disproportionate assignment of unquediteachers to schools with high
proportions of poor, minority, and non-English dpeg students (Clotfelter et al., 2007a;
Clotfelter, Ladd, & Vidgor, 2005, 2007; Lankfordpéb, & Wyckoff, 2002). In special
education, the dilemma is made worse by chronictages and high turnover rates of
teachers prepared to work with students with digegs (Billingsley, 2004; Boe, 2006;
Katsiyannis, Zhang, & Conroy, 2003; McLeskey, Tyler=lippin, 2004). The reliance
on under-prepared teachers in schools may dirgnfact the academic outcomes of
students in special education, especially in udzdools with high proportions of poor
and minority students or in rural areas where adtrators note struggles to recruit and
retain qualified special educators (National Pasing for Teaching in At-Risk Schools,
2005; Peske & Haycock, 2006; Southeast Centerdachier Quality, 2004).

Review of the research in chapter 1l has demorestrtitat in spite of much
rhetoric regarding shortages and attrition fromftélgl, little is known about the
distribution of special educators among schoolshBoe NCLB and IDEA 2004 call for
states to provide all students with highly quatifeducators. However, state education
agencies report falling short of meeting this geapecially in high poverty schools.
Research from general education confirms that exacire unevenly distributed across
schools, as certified teachers with content exgedind experience more often choose to
work in schools with lower proportions of poor am¢hority students. We also know
from research that teachers matter to student auadgehievement, even amid debates
regarding the specific qualifications necessargdafne teacher quality. Missing from the

literature is the extent to which the supply of@pakeducators holds these qualifications
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and whether all students have the same opporttintig taught by qualified special
education teachers.

The present study updates and expands the prenasearch describing the
gualifications of special educators (Billingsly,d) Boe & Cook, 2006; Boe et al.,
2007). It also borrows from the studies in genedhlcation that have examined the
uneven distribution of teachers using variablemfthe research teacher qualifications
and the research on the teacher effectivenesdé@otet al., 2005, 2007b; Lankford,
Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2002). These variables includectear experience, selectivity of
undergraduate institution (as a proxy for verbdlitgl licensure type, and attainment of
an advanced degree. In special education, teaclaitygmeasures used to describe the
supply of teachers have included certification agedegree in special education, and
completing coursework typical of teacher preparapoograms. Variables for this study
used similar measures of teacher qualificatiore/eduate the distribution of special
educators. Similar to the Clotfelter et al. (2003t@idy, the equal opportunity principle
was used to evaluate inequities in the distributibteachers to schools. Additionally,
several qualification measures were taken fronsgezial education literature.

This study fills the gap in the research literatomethe relationship between
special education teacher qualifications and scblvatacteristics, providing stakeholders
the necessary information to develop policies angiams to make available to all
students a qualified special educator. First, amjgsve profile of the qualifications of
the sample of full and part-time special educateachers in the 2003-04 administration

of the SASS:04 is presented. Second, the distabudf special education teachers among
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the k-12 public schools in the SASS:04 sample Baerd in terms of the urbanicity and

proportion of students in poverty within a school.
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CHAPTER 1lI
Data and Methodology

The purpose of this study was to provide a desedpirofile of a sample of the
special education teachers in the 2003-04 admaistr of the SASS (SASS:04) and to
examine how the qualifications of special educateachers in the SASS:04 sample
varied among K-12 public schools according to ttmanicity or proportion of students in
poverty within a school. The teacher qualificatigngfiled included: (a) amount of
teacher preparation, (b) degree major in speciata@tbn or other education
(undergraduate or graduate), (c) degree level fgnaéuate and/or graduate), (d)
certification in special education, (e) certificatiin education, (f) type of preparation
program, and (g) teaching experience. The studyesded to fill the gap in the research
pertaining to the relationship between special atlon teacher qualifications and school
characteristics in order to assist stakeholdedet@lop more effective policies and
programs aimed at providing all students with alifjad special educator.

In this chapter, | first describe the SASS:04 stpdgpose, sampling design,
instruments, sampling weights, and procedures fesing data. The second section
provides a rationale and description of the vaaalthat were included in this study. The
methodology for identifying the analytic sample dhd statistical procedures follow in
the third section.

The SASS:04 Dataset

Since the 1980s, the NCES has administered the SAl€h is a series of
guestionnaires designed to provide a comprehepstigre of the state of schooling in
the U.S. (Tourkin et al., 2007). The SASS:04 mahlesfifth time the survey has been

administered to three sectors: public schools ({ohialg charter schools), private schools,
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and BIA funded schools (Tourkin et al.). This isxddoy using five linked questionnaires
completed by teachers, school administrators, #mel® knowledgeable about school and
district policies. Additionally, the SASS:04 publchool databases can be supplemented
with other NCES databases, including the Commore ©@bData (CCD) and the NAEP

to provide information on school funding, attendangeographic codes, and
performance on academic achievement measureseFigiisplays the questionnaires
administered as part of SASS:04 for public andgigwschools; the surveys in italicized
typeface represent the surveys used in this study.

The NCES makes available two datasets based d®ABS questionnaires. The
first allows interested individuals to downloadalétes directly from the NCES website.
The second is a restricted-access database, wdqcires institutional licensure. The
restricted-access database includes complete respgperson-identifiable information
from respondents, and a series of sampling weiglhis.analysis used the restricted-
access version of the SASS:04 dataset.

INSERT FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE
Sample Selection for Public Sdi®

My analyses utilized response information from ahly public school sector of
the SASS:04 to describe the distribution of quadifspecial educators among public
schools, a priority made clear by NCLB and IDEA 200herefore, survey design and
other relevant information are provided for the Ipubchool sector only. More
information about the private schools includedha §ASS:04 is provided at the NCES
website. Additional information regarding how NCESected schools to include in the

SASS:04 dataset is in appendix A.
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Prior to data collection, NCES contacted distrahnanistrators through phone
calls, mailed postcards, and letters to identify ane-school districts and to identify any
districts with formal approval processes relatecesearch (Toukin et al., 2007). At the
same time, field staff from the Census Bureau surtiracted by NCES for the SASS:04
data collection process began contacting schodsttap interview times with
administrators. The field staff worked with thessagned schools throughout the data
collection time frame to ensure adequate respatss.rFrom the full sample of schools
surveyed, 80.5% completed the School Questionnaekling a sample of 10,202 public
schools.

Sampling Strategy for Selecting Teachers

Field staff from the Census Bureau determined Wwkeachers to include in the
SASS:04 dataset following prescribed sample idieatibn procedures. At the beginning
of data collection, the field staff met with schaolministrators to explain the purpose
and design of SASS:04 and to obtain teacher rogtess the roster, the field
coordinator followed prescribed procedures to ensidlequate representation of new
teachers and teachers of Asian and Hispanic dedden¢ specific information on the
sampling procedures for teachers is included ireagix B. From the sampled schools,
53,188 teachers were selected to participate ipaldéc school teacher sampling frame;
of which, 84% completed the questionnaire (N= 48;2dburkin et al., 2007).
Instrumentation

The SASS:04 used five questionnaires to gatherideliading: (a) the School
District Questionnaire, (b) the Principal Questiaine, (c) the School Questionnaire, (d)

the Teacher Questionnaire, and (e) the School tylvkedia Center Questionnaire
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(Tourkin et al., 2007). Two of the questionnairthe, Teacher Questionnaire and the
School Questionnaire, were selected for this shebause they contain information
about the teachers and their respective schootistncts with only one school,
respondents were asked to complete the Unified @oestionnaire, combining
guestions from both the District Questionnaire trelSchool Questionnaire to reduce
redundancy of questions. The questionnaires wenaldaded from the SASS:04

website:http://www.nces.ed.gov/surveys/sass

Teacher Questionnairdrior to the 2004 administration of the SASS,NEES
in coordination with the Census Bureau conductetimppmary studies to improve the
survey questionnaires (Tourkin et al., 2007). Prajoan for the Teacher Questionnaire
included cognitive interviews with panel groups aeléphone interviews with randomly
chosen teachers. Feedback from participants prdwakieification for problematic
guestions from the previous administration of SABS supplied an opportunity to try
new items under consideration for the SASS:04.

In the panel group studies, representatives flerCensus Bureau conducted
cognitive interviews from December, 2002 througbrigary, 2003. The interviewers
followed an interview protocol, but could deviaterh the protocol when appropriate.
Based on the interviews, several questions neatdid@itdanal revisions, including the
guestions related to certification, hours workeddool, and the use of standardized
tests. Appendix E in the SASS:04 documentatiorushes the research methodology and
specific findings from the panel studies (Tourkirak, 2007).

Following the panel interviews, the Census Buneguesentatives conducted a

series of follow-up telephone interviews with randy selected teachers in March, 2003
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(Tourkin et al., 2007). Draft copies of the questiaire were faxed to selected teacher for
review. The drafts included tentative revisiongjt@stions regarding certification, type
of preparation, and source of degree. During tlepk®ne interviews, the interviewer
followed a structured protocol but again was alldw® deviate from the script. The
Census Bureau identified from the interviews thatquestions related to teacher
certification questions continued to need furtleatision. Appendix F from the SASS:04
documentation includes the research methodologypeadific findings from the
interviews (Tourkin et al.).

The Teacher Questionnaire consisted of more tBagu8stions within eleven
sections, including: (a) General Information; (ba€3 Organization; (c) Educational
Background; (d) Certification and Training; (e) fassional Development; (f) Resources
and Assessments of Students; (g) Working ConditigmnsDecision Making; (i) Teacher
Attitudes and School Climate; (j) General Employtmieformation; and (k) Contact
Information. As the focus of this study was to pdeva descriptive profile of the
gualifications of special education teachers from$ASS:04 sample, the most relevant
information came from five of the sections: Genén&brmation, Class Organization,
Educational Background, Certification and Trainiaggd General Employment
Information. Appendix C lists the questions frore fheacher Questionnaire utilized in
this analysis.

In the General Information and Class Organizasiections teachers were asked
to report on their current teaching position, inithg the grade level and subject(s) they
teach, and about their teaching experience. Thed&itual Background section asked

teachers to provide information on undergraduategraduate schooling, including the
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type of degree and where it was obtained. Resposaesre asked to identify a major
field of study for each of the degrees obtainedfeolist of 81 potential majors.
Questions about participation in national or seatem related to teaching were included,
along with questions about completion of coursewetéted to teaching, such as
educational psychology or teaching methods. Inféionaon undergraduate and graduate
programs, certification, and teaching experienceewssed in this analysis.

The section on Certification and Training quest@mespondents about the
various content areas and grade levels in which ltloé&d certification. The questionnaire
provided 82 certification content area codes fspomdents to choose from. The section
also included several questions for new teachgarding their feelings of preparation
during their first year of teaching. The General@myment section included questions
about current salary, jobs outside of teachingj@pation in union activities, and for
demographic information. For this analysis, the dgraphic information were used to
describe the age, gender, and race of the anabmnple.

School Questionnaire&Similar to the preliminary studies conductedtfor
Teacher Questionnaire, the NCES conducted prelmpiaaalyses of the School
Questionnaire, including focus group discussiort@mygnitive interviews (Tourkin et
al., 2007). Four focus groups examined probleneat&stions from the 1999-2000
administration of SASS, reviewed new questionset@dbded to the SASS:04, and
discussed methods for increasing response ratdaiich and April of 2003. The focus
groups included principals and “other knowledgeadaesons” from the schools (such as
school secretaries who might be responsible forpdetimg the School Questionnaire;

Tourkin et al.). Findings from the focus groupsuged the need to gain support from
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district administrators in order to increase pgvaton, clarification as to how to word
guestions related to overcrowding and free- or cedtprice lunch programs, and the
movement of certain questions to the PrincipaherDistrict Questionnaires, rather than
the School Questionnaire. Appendix G from the SA8Stocumentation provides details
on the methodology and the findings (Tourkin et al.

Based on the feedback from the focus groups, tms@eBureau representatives
conducted twelve cognitive style interviews witlngipals (Tourkin et al., 2007).
Following an interview protocol, the interviewersea concurrent think-aloud and
retrospective probing techniques to revise questi@sed on the focus groups. Findings
included additional clarification of questions redjag daily attendance, the presence of
kindergarten classes, and school capacity. Completimgs and information on the
research methodology can be found in Appendix BHhefSASS:04 documentation
(Tourkin et al.).

The School Questionnaire consisted of approximat2lguestions divided into
seven sections, including: (a) General Informat{dh;Admissions, Programs, and
Performance; (c) Student and Class Organizatigrsf@ffing; (e) Technology; (f)
Special Programs and Services; and (g) Charterdbttimrmation (if relevant).
Information on the proportion of students eligifide the NSLP and the physical location
of the school comes from the General Informatioth thve Special Programs and Services
sections.

In the General Information section, respondentsevasked to provide
information about school enrollment, including trades offered, number of students

enrolled, and the race/ethnicity of the studenkeré® were also questions about the use of
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temporary buildings and other instructional spaoes whether there is a kindergarten at
the school. The Programs and Services section dskegspondent to provide
information about the proportion of students ins$kbool eligible for federally funded
programs, including National School Lunch Progr&sI(P), Title I, special education,
and programs for students with limited English mehcy. Appendix D lists the
guestions from the School Questionnaire used sgtudy.
Sampling Weights

The complex survey design of the SASS:04 requimecconstruction of sampling
weights; this enables researchers to generalidenfys to the full population under study
(Thomas, Heck, & Bauer, 2005). The SASS:04 dafaskides several weights to
account for the stratified sampling design andabver-sampling of a number of
subgroups, permitting generalization at differevels, including teacher, school, and
district (for instance, new teachers or schoolaiml areas). Determining which weight
to apply is based upon the unit of analysis inrésearch study; for instance, public
school administrators or private school teachershik study, the unit of analysis was the
teacher; therefore, the teacher weights were eraglyFNLWGT). The final weight for
public school teachers was the product of: (ajritial basic weight (the inverse of the
probability of selection of the teacher at the tioiselection); (b) a sampling adjustment
factor (this reflects the probability a school wibble selected into the sample); (c) the
teacher list nonresponse adjustment factor (theswaats for schools selected who did not
provide a teacher listing); (d) a teacher-withihesal nonresponse adjustment factor (an
adjustment for teachers selected who did not respmthe survey); (e) a first-stage ratio

adjustment factor (this adjusts for sampled schestsmates to the whole school
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sampling frame); and (f) the teacher adjustmenbfgthis adjusts any to any
inconsistencies between the school data files @acher data files). The weight provided
by NCES needed to be normalized since the analgsased on a subgroup of the full
sample of teachers (NEWTWGT). Normalizing the wésgtreserves the degrees of
freedom which may otherwise become over-inflatedising bias in the estimates of
error (R. Croninger, personal communications, Saeptr 25, 2006).
Missing Data

The SASS:04 is a completely imputed dataset; oquressteft unanswered by
respondents were filled in by NCES staff membelleiong specified procedures
(Tourkin et al., 2007). Each stage introduced aoltil assumptions into generating a
complete response set. Within the dataset resaarcae look for imputation “flags,”
notations left by the NCES staff members to markctvimputation procedure was
followed. Imputation was conducted in three stadggzending on the availability of
matching data from other sources, such as othestigneaires or schools of a similar
size and composition. At the first stage, respomsae imputed based on questions from
the same questionnaire, other SASS:04 questiomairérom the 2001-02 CCD. The
second stage required more technical approachasasuwusing donor records and hot-
deck imputation, regression imputation, or subsamgiio imputation. At the third stage,
the Census Bureau analysts imputed answers taidstigns by hand based on other
records and available information (Tourkin et dhjormation on stages of imputation
for each variable is available in the SASS:04 Doentation (see Appendix Q in Tourkin

et al., 2007).
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Variables

This study provided a descriptive profile of theafifications of special educators
in the SASS:04 dataset using seven variables tsunedeacher qualifications. The
gualifications included amount of teacher prepargtdegree major in special education
or other education program (undergraduate or gtagludegree level, certification in
special education, certification in education, tgb@reparation program, and years of
teaching experience. The qualification variablesely align with variables used in
previous studies to describe the qualificationspecial educators (Boe et al., 2007) and
to describe the distribution of teachers amongipwdahools (Ascher & Fruchter, 2001;
Boyd et al., 2007; Clotfelter et al., 2007a). Tlaeiables representing teacher
gualifications, demographic characteristics, teaglpositions, and school characteristics
used in the analysis are described in this section.
Teacher Qualifications

Amount of teacher preparatioBoe et al. (2007) divided teachers from the 1999-
2000 SASS into three levels based on the amouimhefspent in student teaching and
the extent to which the teachers completed fourpmrmants common to traditional pre-
service preparation programs (extensive preparatimme preparation, no preparation).
The components included: (a) coursework in selgamd adapting instructional
material; (b) coursework in educational psycholdgy;observation of others’ teaching;
and (d) received feedback of teaching during piepar. The SASS:04 Teacher
Questionnaire included similar questions, enalilimg variable to be reproduced in this
study. However, the respondent answer optionsefagth of practice teaching changed

since SASS:99, forcing the operational definitibtmbe adjusted. Table 3 operationally
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defines the three groups, comparing the Boe eledihition to the categories used for
this analysis. Extensive teacher preparation ireduat least eight weeks of practice
teaching and at least three of the four componafttsacher preparation. In comparison,
an individual with some preparation might have feweeks of practice teaching but
some of the components of teacher preparationicerversa. The category of little or no
preparation is reserved for individuals with minimeeeks of practice teaching and a few
or no components of teacher preparation. This bkriaas used in both the descriptive
analysis and in the logistic regression analysis.

INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

Degree major in special education or other edugatoogram The Teacher
Questionnaire asked respondents to provide infeomain completion of bachelor’s
degrees, master’'s degrees, and other advancededeBespondents indicated the major
program area of the degree, year received, and nathe institution. The SASS:04 lists
86 different program areas from which the respohdeay choose (see appendix E for
the entire list).

In this study, sampled teachers were dividedtintee groups based on the major
field of study codes at either the undergraduagraduate level, similar to the coding
used in Boe et al. (2007). The variable rankedreiscin terms of formal preparation
with teaching students with disabilities, such aspleting a bachelor’s or master’s
degree in special education. Group one includecthtra with at least one degree in
special education; group two were teachers withast one degree in general education
(either elementary or secondary education), budagree in special education; and group

three included all other teachers in the subsalftiptese without teacher preparation at
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any degree level). This variable was used in boghdiescriptive analysis and in the
logistic regression analysis.

Degree levelThis was a dichotomous variable based on whetheacher in the
analytic sample has an advanced degree. Boe(@08I7) and Clotfelter et al. (2007a)
constructed similar variables, alluding to the dre@ment among researchers as to the
value of graduate degrees. It was used in botdékeriptive analysis and in the logistic
regression analysis (0= master’s degree or hidghebachelor’s degree or less).

Certification in special educatiomhe SASS:04 asked respondents to indicate the
types of certification they hold in their curretdte of employment. The Teacher
Questionnaire included 82 certification contenbaredes, including 15 codes related to
special education (Appendix F lists the contena@ades). Respondents could provide
information about two separate teacher certificatesuding up to five different areas of
certification for each of the certificates (varie®t0166 and t0188).The questionnaire
also asked respondents to indicate the type deteher certification for each (regular,
probationary, provisional, temporary, emergencyyacertification). In this study, the
information from SASS:04 was used to designate drahe teacher is either fully
certified in special education (including regulamvisional, and probationary
certificates) or not certified in special educatcmmbining the special education
categories into a single category. Teachers tliitated possessing a temporary or
emergency certificate were not included evenwas in special education. Combining
all types of special education certification intsiagle category was done due to the
exploratory nature of the study and the inabildtycbnnect the special education teachers

to the types of students they work with in the stasm. The dichotomous variable was
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dummy coded (0= full certification in special edtica; 1=not certified in special
education). This variable was used in both therijgsce analysis and in the logistic
regression analysis.

Certification in educationA separate variable was constructed to indicate
whether a respondent held certification in any eoharea. Constructing this variable
was based on the same information from the Ted@hestionnaire as above. The
dichotomous variable was used in both the deseeamnalysis and in the logistic
regression analysis (0= full certification in edtica, any; 1=not certified in education,
any).

Type of preparation progranf variable was constructed to indicate the type o
preparation program a respondent completed. ThehBe&uestionnaire included a
guestion regarding where the teacher receiveditigiin teaching methods or teaching
strategies (t0159). Choices include (a) througha#ternative” program designed to
expedite the transition of non-teachers to a te@cbareer, (b) through a bachelor’s
degree granting program, (c) through a fifth yeagpam, (d) through a master’'s degree
granting program, (e) through individual coursex] €) other, which requried
respondents to write-in a description of their pemg. Some of the respondents may have
a valid skip to this question if they indicated Bwtr taking courses in teaching methods
or teaching strategies to a previous questionthethis analysis, | combined the
responses into three categories: (a) completeatéitmal or degree-focused program
(combining individuals who completed a bacheloegige, master’s degree, or a fifth
year program and some of the “other” responseyidimpleted an alternative or non-

traditional program (combining alternative progranalividual courses, and some of the
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“other” responses), and (c) no program (combinimgualid skips with some of the
responses from the other category). Responses thatteer” were analyzed and
recoded into one of the categories (see appendox & explanation of the recoding
methodology). This variable was used in both thecdptive analysis and in the logistic
regression analysis.

Years of teaching experiendéhe Teacher Questionnaire asked respondents to
indicate the number of years spent teaching fuflaot-time in either public or private
schools. From the responses, the SASS:04 creatadadle representing total teaching
experience (TOTEXPER). For this study, | followad method used by Clofleter et al.
(2006) to create a dichotomous variable. It wasmyrooded to represent the amount of
teaching experience (0= more than 3 years of espes; 1= 3 years or less). This
variable was used in both the descriptive and tmgiegression analyses.

Teacher Characteristics

Age The Teacher Questionnaire asked the respondemditate their year of
birth (t0416). The SASS:04 staff used the yearidhho create a variable to indicate the
teacher’s age in 2003 (AGE_T). A continuous vaeralilwas recoded into a categorical
variable to describe the age variation in the samsphilar to the method used by Boe,
Bobbitt, Cook, Whitener et al. (1997). The recodadable had four groups, (a) teachers
ages 21 to 30, (b) teachers from age 31 througfci@achers from age 41 through 50,
(d) teachers over age fifty-one. This variable wsead in both the descriptive and logistic
regression analyses.

Gender The Teacher Questionnaire asked respondentslitate their gender

(1= male; 2= female). The variable (t0408) was dyncoded with females as the base
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group since the teacher workforce is predomindetiyale overall (0= female, 1= male).
This variable was used in both the descriptivelagdtic regression analyses.
Race/ethnicityThe SASS:04 Teacher Questionnaire included tywarseée
guestions related to race/ethnicity. The first joesasked respondents to indicate
whether he or she is of Hispanic origin (1=yes,&@=ithe second question asked
respondents to indicate their race, allowing hirh@rto mark the one or more races as
appropriate from the five options (white, blackAdrican American, Asian, Native
Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, and Americadidn or Alaska Native). The
SASS:04 staff used information from both of thegegjions to create the variable
RACETH_T, creating 62 different race/ethnicity esdThe published results of
SASS:04 collapsed the codes into two differenti§irations following statistical
standards prescribed by NCES (NCES, 2003; Strizak,e2006). The first combined
race/ethnicity into seven different categories:whjte, non-Hispanic, (b) Black, non-
Hispanic, (c) Asian, non-Hispanic, (d) AmericaniamdAlaska Native, non-Hispanic, (e)
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, non-Hisie, (f) Hispanic, single or multiple
races, and (g) Multiple races, non-Hispanic. The®sd stratification divided the sample
of teachers into two groups, white, non-Hispanienanority, combining the remaining
categories. For the descriptive analysis, | usel bwthods to describe the race/ethnicity
of special educators in the analytic sample. Tim&did number of participants in the
race/ethnicity categories other than white, norpHisc, compelled me to use the two-

category variable for race/ethnicity for the renti@nof the analyses.
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Teaching Positions

AssignmentRespondents to the Teacher Questionnaire weesldskndicate
their current teaching position (variable t0028gVen different options were provided:
(a) regular full-time teacher, (b) regular part¢iteacher, (c) itinerant teacher, (d) long-
term substitute, (e) short-term substitute, (filefut teacher, (g) teacher aide, (h)
administrator, (i) library media specialist or Hpian, (j) other professional staff, and (k)
support staff. The first four teaching positiongevased to investigate differences in
teacher qualifications (regular full-time teachregular part-time teacher, itinerant
teacher, and long-term substitute). An itineraatkeer is defined by NCES as an
individual who, “teaches at more than one schawlgkample a music teacher who
teaches 3 days per week at one school and 2 daygepé& at another” (Tourkin et al.,
2007, p. A-6). A long-term substitute teacher iBrag as an individual, “who fills the
role of a regular teacher on a long-term basisU(Km et al., p. A-6). In this
investigation, the TEACHASSIGN variable had thragegories: (a) regular full or part-
time teacher, (b) itinerant teacher, and (c) lagrgatsubstitute teacher. It was used in the
descriptive subgroup analysis and the logisticasgjon analysis.

School levelOn the School Questionnaire respondents indicatech grade
levels are offered in the school. Options rangenfkindergarten through twelth grade,
along with an option of “ungraded.” The NCES reabtlas variable in two ways:
SCHLEVEZ2 and SCHLEVEL. The first variable (SCHLEV)E® a four-category
variable, including primary, middle, high, and candd levels. The second variable

(SCHLEVEL) uses only three categories: elementggpndary, and combined. Table 4
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compares the two methods for categorizing schoplgréde levels. | used the
SCHLEVE2 variable for the descriptive subgroup gsial
INSERT TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE

School Characteristics

There were two variables used in this study toattarize the schools in which
the analytic sample chooses to teach. The firsesgmted the proportion of students in a
school who patrticipated in the NSLP, the federe¢ fand reduced-price meals program, a
measure commonly used in research as a proxyddest poverty. The second was
urbanicity of the school based on information fristea 2000 Decennial Census and
included in the SASS:04 dataset.

School povertyStudents from families with incomes less than%36f the
federal poverty line are eligible for NSLP. Althduthis may inflate the total number of
youth in poverty, it is a common method used iragsh to measure school poverty
(Clotfelter et al., 2007a). Another limitation @lying on NSLP information is the
reluctance of older students to submit the proppepvork, often deflating the eligibility
rate for NSLP in the upper grades (Clotfelter et &lespite the limitations, it is the best
method for estimating school poverty availableha SASS:04 dataset. The School
Questionnaire asked respondents to indicate wh#therschool participates in the
NSLP (variable s0632). Respondents who answeres)™gaust then indicate the number
of students in the school eligible for the programund the first of October (variable
s0634). The SASS:04 staff used this response ird#tiomto create the variable
NSLAPP_S to represent the percentage of studertsa@hool eligible for free and

reduced-price meals. School respondents who marketthey do not participate in
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NSLP, were coded by staff as an acceptable skipsdkchools were recoded to indicate
zero students eligible for the NSLP in this study.

The schools in the analytic sample were then raakedrding to the proportion
of students eligible for NSLP and divided into gues. Quartile four represented high
poverty schools, while quartile one representedpowerty schools. Schools in quartile
one had fewer than 17% of students eligible for RStompared to more than 60% of
the students eligible in quartile four. Table 5\pdes information on number of schools
in each quartile by level of the school and thepprtion of schools it represents from the
analytic sample. For the descriptive analysistaall quartiles were inspected to analyze
differences in teacher qualifications, but the dsston focused on differences between
the extreme ends of the distribution. However ltiggstic regression analysis looked
specifically at schools in the high poverty schammpared to all other schools to expose
the significant differences found in the qualifioats of special education teachers in
these schools.

INSERT TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE

Urbanicity. The NCES included in the SASS:04 dataset a Varfabm the CCD
based on the 2000 Decennial Census informationdicate the urbanicity of a school’'s
physical location relative to the populous are@QQUALEOQ3 in the CCD; SLOCP_03 in
SASS:04). There are eight categories based ondhe Based Statistical Area, as
designated by the Census Burea (for more informatiee
http://www.census.gov/population/www/estimates/dbwitrol.html) . Table 6 defines
the eight categories.

INSERT TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE
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To simplify the analysis, a three-category variakés used to describe urbanicity
in this study. The NCES-created variable URBANS&®des the eight category
designations into three groups. The categoriesd@¢a) urban schools, including large
or mid-size central cities (SLOCP_3= 1,2), (b)wilan schools, including urban fringe
or mid-size central city and rural, inside CBSA (BLP_3= 3,4,5,8), and (c) rural
schools, including small town/rural and rural, adgesCBSA (SLOCP_3= 6,7). Figure 2
portrays the categorization of schools accordintpéir physcial location and the number
of schools from each category. For the descriivaysis, all three urbanicities were
inspected to analyze differences in teacher quatibns. In the logistic regression
analysis, two separate models looked specificalthedifferences in teacher
gualifications by urbanicity. The first model anadygl teacher differences in urban
schools compared to all other schools; the secardehanalyzed teacher differences in
rural schools compared to all other schools.

INSERT FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE
Methodology

This section provides details about the methodoilsgd in the analyses,
including how the analytic sample of special edwcateachers were identified from the
SASS:04 dataset.

Identifying Special Educators

Identification of the analytic sample came fromadan the Teacher Questionnaire
using two different variables: t0026 and ASSIGNBBst, | identified the teaching
assignments from the full sample of teachers iIfA8S:04 using variable t0026. This

variable indicated the teachers’ current teachsgigament based on an early question in
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the Teacher Questionnaire. Eleven different optwere provided; acceptable options
for inclusion in the sample included: full-time apdrt-time teachers, itinerant teachers,
and long-term substitute teachers. An additionalstjan clarified whether
administrators, school librarians, and teachersaarually teach regularly scheduled
classes to determine their inclusion. Respondelitating positions as short term
teachers, student teachers, and instructional adesinstructed to stop and return the
guestionnaire to the field representative. Taldddws the number of teachers reporting
the various positions for both the full sampleeddhers in SASS and for the special
educators in the analytic sample. Long-term sulistiteachers and itinerant teachers
were included in the sample due to evidence fragritarature that the large number of
vacancies in special education in schools with Ipigdportions of poor and minority
students and rural schools often forces admina@sdb rely on these individuals to fill
teaching vacancies.
INSERT TABLE 7 ABOUT HERE

After eliminating individuals based on their teawpassignment, the second
variable used to identify special educators refld¢he main subject area or grade level
of instruction. This decision was made using theeSCreated a variable representing
the main teaching assignment recorded by resposn@&B8iSIGN03). Other teaching
assignment options included elementary educatidrsabject matter specific areas, such
as arts and music, health education, mathemat@s@nputer science, and social
sciences. Appendix E provides a full listing of thailable teaching assignment and
subject matter codes available to respondentseTaplovides the number of special

educators by teaching assignment to be includéoeimnalytic sample (N=5,263). The
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table includes the frequency of positions both atid without the sampling weights
applied. With the weights applied the frequenciettds represent national estimates of
the teaching supply; for special educators, thegktsiindicate a greater proportion of
long-term substitute teachers and itinerant teacimethe supply than actually included in
the sample.

INSERT TABLE 8 ABOUT HERE
Analyses

| used two types of analyses in this study: unatarand bivariate descriptive
analysis and logistic regression analysis. Bivaragscriptive statistics were used to
analyze research questions one and two. Logisiiession was used to analyze research
guestion three. The appropriate weights for a teatdvel analysis, re-centered for this
analysis, were applied.

Descriptive univariate and bivariate statistidsor the first two research
guestions, univariate and bivariate descriptivdyaes were conducted to measure
associations among variables.

Research question 1: What are the characteridtit®e special education teachers
in the SASS:04 sample in terms of measures of exagalifications (amount of teacher
preparation, degree major in special educatiortlograeducation, degree level,
certification in special education, certificationaducation, type of preparation program,
and teaching experience)? Do the qualificationy @anong teachers according to: (a)
demographic characteristics (gender, age, andathcedity), or (b) teaching position

(teaching assignment and school level)?
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Research question 1 provided a profile of the sarapkpecial education teachers
from the SASS:04 dataset according to five subgsdapnvestigate differences in the
qualifications according to demographic charadiesor teaching position. Contingency
tables, including frequencies and percentages, eastructed to identify the differences
in teacher qualifications among the different soloigs. To better understand the
relationship between the variables, bivariate dp8ece analyses were conducted,
including chi-square analyses and two measuressaicgation (Cramer’s V and
Goodman and Kruskaltu).

Research question 2: How do the qualificationspafcial education teachers in
high poverty schools compare to the qualificatiohspecial education teachers in low
poverty schools? How do the qualifications of spkeeducation teacher vary across
different urban areas (large or mid-size centitgi cirban fringe of large or mid-size
central city, small town/rural)?

For research question 2, a description of how tradifications of teachers varied
among schools according to poverty or urbanicifyresented. Frequencies and
percentages were tabulated for the qualificatidrspecial educators within each
subgroup (i.e., high poverty schools, small towmnural schools, etc.) using contingency
tables. Comparisons across cells within the coetioyg table were conducted using chi-
square analyses to test for statistical signifiea@ramer’s V and Goodman and
Kruskal’'stau were analyzed to measure the association betweeratiables.

Logistic regression analysi3he third question used logistic regression to
investigate the relationships among the teachdifigaéion variables and either the

poverty quartile or the urbanicity of the schoolnhich the individual teaches.
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Research question 3: Do special education teaahéa$ high poverty schools,

(b) urban schools, (c) rural schools, meet the samadfications as special education
teachers in other schools?

Logistic regression models the probability thahsaevent will occur, based on a
series of independent variables (Huck, 2004). kigrdnalysis, the dependent variables
were the school characteristics defined in theadei section (high poverty, urbanicity).
Three separate models were developed to explomeldgonship. One logistic regression
model inspected the probability of a qualified spkeeducator teaching in a high poverty
school; two separate logistic regression model&wested to inspect the probability of a
gualified special educator teaching in either daarschool or a rural school. In all three
models, the dependent variable was coded as éiiieipoverty, urban, or rural schools.
The odds ratios were inspected and appropriate ¢éstignificance applied at the .05
level.

Within the model, variables were entered in awisp fashion to allow inspection
of how the variables contributed to the overall middrmation. First, demographic
characteristics were added (age, gender, and thomigy). Next, variables related to
their formal preparation were added (amount of @rafpon and degree major). Step three
added the certification variables into the modettftication in any area and certification
in special education). Step four added the lastthariables: type of preparation
program, degree level, and years of teaching espeei All variables were dummy-

coded to represent the level of interest.
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Equation 1

Model for Logistic Regression to Explore the Prabgbof a Qualified Special

Education Teacher Working in a High Poverty School

Log-odds (Y=1)= b0 + X1+ bpXo+... bX,

1= High Poverty Schools

Stepl Age Age
Female Female
White White
Step 2 Extensive Prep
Degree- Sp Ed
Step 3
Step 4

Age

Female

White
Extensive Prep
Degree- Sp Ed
Cert- Sp Ed

Cert- Gen Ed

Age

Female

White
Extensive Prep

Degree- Sp Ed

Cert- Sp Ed

Cert- Gen Ed
Trad Prep Prog

MA+

Yrs Teaching
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Equation 2

Model for Logistic Regression to Explore the Prabgbof a Qualified Special

Education Teacher Working in an Urban School

Log-odds (Y=1)= b0 + X1+ bpXo+... bX,

1= Urban Schools

Stepl Age Age
Female Female
White White
Step 2 Extensive Prep
Degree- Sp Ed
Step 3
Step 4

Age

Female

White
Extensive Prep
Degree- Sp Ed
Cert- Sp Ed

Cert- Gen Ed

Age

Female

White
Extensive Prep

Degree- Sp Ed

Cert- Sp Ed

Cert- Gen Ed
Trad Prep Prog

MA+

Yrs Teaching
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Equation 3

Model for Logistic Regression to Explore the Probgbof a Qualified Special

Education Teacher Working in a Rural School

Log-odds (Y=1)= b0 + X1+ bpXo+... bX,

1= Rural Schools

Stepl Age Age Age
Female Female Female
White White White
Step 2 Extensive Prep Extensive Prep

Degree- Sp Ed  Degree- Sp Ed
Step 3 Cert- Sp Ed
Cert- Gen Ed

Step 4

Age

Female

White

Extensive Prep
Degree- Sp Ed

Cert- Sp Ed

Cert- Gen Ed
Trad Prep Prog

MA+

Yrs Teaching

In logistic regression the independent variabes loe either categorical or

continuous, and do not need to be normally diste&uThis allowed the measures of

teacher qualifications to be used in the modelth@lgh variables within a logistic

regression model do not need to meet the rulesofraal distribution, there are other

concerns that | needed to consider. All categokiaalhbles were recoded as indicator

(dummy) variables with the base category coded teatiow it to serve as a reference

group (Field, 2000). Within the model, correlatidretween individual variables and
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tolerance statistics were inspected for multicellinty. Also, variables were inspected
for the likelihood of a suppressor variable.

Logistic regression is an iterative, listwise pgdare that provides results at each
stage of the model development (R. Croninger, peiscommunications, November 13,
2006). Each model demonstrated a particular qaatibn as it relates to the school.
Within each model, the log odds were inspecteceterthine the likelihood of a teacher
in a high poverty/urban /rural school having a igatar qualification. Also, the changes
in the log odds were interpreted to verify if these significant change by adding
additional qualifications. At each level of the nabthe -2 log likelihood and other
goodness of fit statistics (model chi-square, Hasamel Lemeshow Test, classification
tables) were inspected to make sure the additiarédbles helped to better explain the
probability of a qualified teacher working in a higoverty/urban/rural school. The odds
ratios are reported for this analysis.
Statistical Software for Analysis

The SPSS 15.0 software program was used to $tem@atabase and conduct the
analysis of all three research questions.
Summary

The SASS:04 dataset provided an opportunity tpeasthe characteristics and
gualifications of a nationally representative saangfl special educators at the time of the
reauthorization of IDEA 2004. The teacher qualiilma indicators replicate those used in
other special education and general education ne@sea the teaching supply. However,
this study extends the literature by providing aatliption of the distribution of special

education teachers by several relevant subgroupammong high poverty, urban, and
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rural schools. Univariate and bivariate descripstagistics and logistic regression were

used.
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CHAPTER IV
Analyses and Findings

The purpose of this study was to provide a deseedprofile of the special
education teachers in the 2003-04 administratidch®fSASS (SASS:04) and to examine
how the qualifications of special education teasherthe SASS:04 sample varied among
K-12 public schools according to the urbanicity amdportion of students in poverty
within a school.

This chapter presents the findings related to eathe research questions. |
begin with a description of the demographic chanastics of the analytic sample. For
the analysis, | applied the teacher weight supdie8ICES, re-centered to account for
using only a portion of the full sample of teaché&isr research questions one and two |
report frequencies and column percents, followetheyresults of the chi-square
analyses and additional follow-up measures of agson (i.e., Cramer’s V and
Goodman-Kruskatau). The third research question required the usegstic
regression; odds ratios are discussed and othengmrstatistics are presented (i.e.,
Wald statistic, odds, and standard errors).

Characteristics of the Analytic Sample

The demographic characteristics of the analytica (N= 5,263) was examined,
providing descriptive information regarding the agender, and race/ethnicity of the
special educators in the SASS:04 sample (see Babldhe majority of special educators
were white, non-Hispanic (83.4%), female (84.2%y] an their 40s and 50s (58.0%).
The underrepresentation of male and minority teacimethe analytic sample is

comparable to other research findings on the spedigcation teaching supply (Brownell
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et al., 2002; Carlson et al., 2004). Prior NCESrepbased on the SASS:04 dataset used
a seven-category variable for race/ethnicity, amib race/ethnicity-1 variable displayed
in Table 9 (Strizek, Pittsonberger, Rioran, Ly&iQrlofsky, 2006). However, the
analytic sample included only a small number otless in most categories other than
white, non-Hispanic. Therefore, the second cate@age/ethnicity-2) was used for all
other analyses in this study.

INSERT TABLE 9 ABOUT HERE

Research Question One

What are the characteristics of the special edorcaéiachers in the SASS:04
sample in terms of measures of teacher qualifinat{@mount of teacher preparation,
degree major in special education or other educatiegree level, certification in special
education, certification in education, type of @egion program, and teaching
experience)? Do the qualifications vary among teexhccording to: (a) demographic
characteristics (gender, age, and race/ethnidty(p) teaching position (teaching
assignment and school level)?

Initially, the teacher qualifications of specialedtion teachers in the analytic
sample were described (N=5,263). The findingsq(reyl in Table 10) identified that the
majority of special educators had extensive teaphegaration (83.3%), a degree in
special education (73.9%), completed a traditioeather preparation program (75.9%),
full certification in special education (84.1%),cetihree or more years of teaching
experience (83.2%). Furthermore, only a small priogo of the special educators
represented had only some or no teacher prepai@ion%) or were not certified in any

subject area (5.9%).
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INSERT TABLE 10 ABOUT HERE

Next, differences in teacher qualifications amtmgysubgroups were investigated
by constructing two-way contingency tables. Thiewaéd the relationship between the
teacher qualification measures and demographi@actetstics (gender, race/ethnicity,
age), and teaching positions (school level andhieggosition) to be explored. Since
chi-square statistics are not based on varianceunes, effect size statistics could not be
used (R. Croninger, personal communications, JOJy2808). Instead | used the
Cramer’s V statistic to measure the associatiowden the variables. Cramer’s V can be
interpreted as: 0.5 or above is considered todisoag association, 0.1 to 0.3 is
considered a moderate association, and 0 to @dnsidered a weak or negligible
association (Green & Salkind, 2005). Tables H1-gjgorting the findings from the
analysis of research question one can be foungpeAdix H; the results are reported
here.

Research question one involved testing multipleoktypses, inflating the
possibility of a Type | error, or the probability r@jecting a null hypothesis when it is
true. To counteract the effect, a more conservdaiiyeificance level was used in these
analyses. Sidak (1967) suggests controlling forelygrror by adjusting the significance
level according to the number of tests being peréat. Therefore, the significance level
was set at .007.

Demographic Characteristics

Gender Table H1 (see Appendix H) presents the contingéalale findings by

gender. According to the chi-square analysis, sfitally significant relationship exists

between gender and four of the teacher qualificati@asures (amount of teacher
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preparation, degree major, certification in speedication, and preparation program). .
Females in the analytic sample were more likellgaoe extensive teacher preparation
(x’= 24.10,df= 2,p=<.01), a degree and full certification in speeducation {=
134.95,df= 2,p=<.01), and to have completed a traditional/dedoeesed preparation
program = 14.85df= 2, p=<.01). In contrast, males from the analytic samysee
more likely to complete non-traditional/alternatm@grams and not have any formal
preparation in general or special education. Spadly, 30% of male special education
teachers did not hold a degree in either specigeoeral education (compared to only
14.5% of female special educators) and twice asymaaie special educators did not
hold a certificate in special education than fensplecial educators (26.7% and 13.9%
respectively). However, the Cramer’s V statistidioated that the strength of the
association between the significant variables \aas/fweak, and therefore should be
interpreted with caution (ranging from .05 to .16).

Age The relationship between the age of the spediat&or and the teacher
qualification measures was summarized in Tabledg2 Appendix H). Based on the chi-
square statistics, age was statistically signifigarelated to all of the teacher
gualification measures. Overall, special educatotbe 41-50 age group appeared to be
most qualified. In terms of degree major, 80% atteers in this age group had a degree
in special education compared to only 68-70% athiees 40 years or younger and 73.5%
of teachers over age 51. Similarly, only 12% othesas aged 41-50 had some or no
teacher preparation compared to 18-20% of teaceleygars or younger and about 18%
of teachers over age 51. The youngest group ohéeacthose under age 30, appeared

least likely to be certified in special educati@d%) or in any subject area (89.1%) and
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to enter the classroom without any preparation%}.8nterestingly, special educators
over age 51 had the highest proportion of indivislwath a general education degree
rather than a special education degree or no degesucation. In terms of the strength
of the relationship, there was a medium to stratgtionship between the variables for
age and teaching experience (Cramer’s V= .45)ightsto moderate effect for age on
teacher qualifications was also found for amourgreparation (Cramer’s V=.10), degree
in special education (Cramer’s V= .10), certificatin special education (Cramer’'s V=
.12), and certification in any subject area (Craser .12).

Race/ethnicityTable H3 (in Appendix H) presents the contingetabyfe findings
between race/ethnicity (white or minority) and teacher qualification measures. Again,
chi-square statistics were used to investigatedlaionship between variables, finding a
statistically significant relationship between r@tknicity and all of the measures of
teacher qualifications. However, interpretatiorCodmer’s V again finds the strength of
the association to be weak to moderate, and thersefould be interpreted with caution
(ranging from .07 to .17).

The findings suggest that white, non-Hispanic sgeslucation teachers were
more qualified than special educators from minagityups. Nearly 30% of minority
special educators had some or no teacher prepagimr to entering the classroom
compared to approximately 14% of white special atlus. In terms of degree and type
of preparation program, twice the minority speedlicators had no degree in general or
special education than white special educatord 8dersus 14.3%) and did not

complete any type of preparation program (11.9%w®b.1%). Lastly, a larger
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proportion of white special educators had more thaee years of teaching experience
(85.1%) compared to minority teachers (73.5%).

Summary Inspection of the teacher qualification meastwespecial educators
by demographic characteristics identified statalycsignificant differences according to
gender, age, and race/ethnicity. A much larger gntogn of the male special educators
did not have a degree or certification in speaiklaation compared to female special
educators. Teachers in the 41-50 year old age r@mgeared to be most qualified as a
much larger portion had a degree and certificatiogpecial education and entered the
classroom with extensive preparation. In termsaoéfethnicity, special educators from
minority groups appeared to be much less qualdmdpared to white special educators.
In comparison with white special educators, miryospecial educators more often did
not have a degree in general or special educatidmot complete any teacher
preparation prior to entering the classroom, anceweore often taught for three years or
less.

Teaching Position

Teaching Assignmenthe relationship between a teacher’s assignmegtifar
full or part-time teacher, itinerant teacher, ordeterm substitute) and the teacher
gualification measures are displayed in Table H€ Bppendix H). A statistically
significant relationship exists between all of ttaching assignments with the measures
of teacher qualifications. Overall, long-term sitlhige teachers were least likely to have
extensive teacher preparation, and a larger priogpor¢éported having no preparation
prior to entering into teaching, no degree in etiooaand no certification in special

education. A larger proportion of itinerant spe@dulcation teachers completed extensive
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teacher preparation programs prior to enteringniegc(89.0% versus 83.1%), held a
master’s degree or higher (71.8% versus 53.2%)haddmore than three years of
experience than regular full or part-time specthl@tors (90.9% versus 83.3%).
However, regular special education teachers werre tiiely to have a degree (75.2%
versus 62.6%) and certification in special educaf®5.6% versus 73.5%) than itinerant
teachers. While long-term substitutes appeare@ fedst qualified overall, there were a
large proportion of long-term substitute teacheln® wid have a degree in special
education (39.8%), with many of them coming froaditional/degree-focused
preparation programs (65.5%). Although theoretyctile sampling weights allowed the
proportions to be considered representative oéttiee field of special educators
employed in public schools, these findings sho@dnberpreted with caution due to the
small sample size of long-term substitute teacfrexr83) and itinerant special educators
(n=309) in the analytic sample.

School levelThe final subgroup analysis investigated thetimiahip between
measures of teacher qualifications with schoolllgmemary, middle, high, and
combined; Table H5 in Appendix H). Unlike the p@ws analyses only two of the
measures had statistical significance: degree nfgfor25.86,df= 6, p=<.01) and type of
preparation programy{= 19.14,df= 6, p=<.01). The proportion of special educators in
the analytic sample from combined schools morendfiedd special education degrees
(78.6% compared to 72-76%) and slightly more cotepléraditional preparation
programs (78.4% compared to 75-77%) than theirspeesther types of schools, while a
higher proportion of teachers in high schools hddast three years of teaching

experience.
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SummaryAlthough a large proportion of long-term subg#tspecial educators
had a degree in special education and completdditraal/degree-focused preparation,
this group did appear to be least qualified comghargh regular full and part-time
special educators and itinerant special educdtorsrant special educators more often
completed extensive teacher preparation programgduate degree, and had more than
three years of experience compared to regulaofyart-time special educators.
However, regular full or part-time special educatorore often had a degree and
certification in special education compared toatant special educators.

Follow-up Analysis

One additional type of follow-up test of signifie@was conducted. Goodman
and Kruskal’'gau (t) provided an opportunity to examine errors in prgon. It provides
a value between zero and one indicating the exterhich one variable predicts
another, comparing whether the predictions matemthrginal totals (Norusis, 2008). In
the analysis of research question one, a staligtgignificanttau indicated a difference
in the proportions within a category compared ®rarginal total (the complete analytic
sample). Atau value of one would represent a perfect prediatibone variable on
another, while a value of zero would indicate thatvariable does not help to predict
another variable at all. Table H6 in Appendix Hganets theau values for the teacher
qualification measures with respect to gender, ege/ethnicity, teaching assignment,
and school level. Eight of the predictions were-s@mnificant (gender on certification in
any area, gender on teaching experience, age opletom of a graduate degree, school
level on amount of preparation, school level on plation of an advanced degree, school

level on certification in any subject, school lewel certification in special education, and
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school level on type of preparation program). fer@ather variables, the proportions
found within the subgroups vary significantly inngparison with the full analytic
sample. However, the valuestati indicate that the subgroup variables add only allsm
amount of accuracy in predicting the proportions.

Research Question Two

How do the qualifications of special educatorsighlpoverty schools compare to
the qualifications of special educators in low ptyschools? How do qualifications
vary across different urban areas (large or mid-sentral city, urban fringe of large or
mid-size central city, small town/rural)?

Analysis of research question two was similaregearch question one:
contingency tables, including frequencies and colpercentages were constructed, and
chi-square statistics were analyzed. Cramer’s Wssizs and the Goodman-Kruskal
statistics were also evaluated to measure thegilraf the association between
variables. The more conservative significance 1€\l7) was used for these tests to
counteract the effects of multiple hypotheses taststhe inflated possibility of rejecting
the null hypothesis when it is true. Many of thpared statistical tables are included in
in Appendix I.

Poverty Quartiles

Table 11 (see Appendix I) presents the teachelifopation measures by school
poverty quartiles. Other than degree levels, alhefmeasures were statistically
significant. The reported proportions demonstriagd teachers in low poverty schools
consistently have a higher proportion of teachezsting the qualification measures

compared to other schools. In terms of the streafjthe association, the school poverty
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guartile has a moderate effect size in relatiothégoamount of preparation (Cramer’s V=
.14), the other effect sizes signified even wea&ktionships, though all were
statistically significant.

To analyze the qualifications of special educabyrpoverty quartiles, | focused
narrowly on the differences between the high amdgoverty quartiles. Figure 3
exemplifies the pattern found in the qualificatiaispecial education teachers by
poverty quartiles. Most special educators in thaydit sample had extensive teacher
preparation prior to entering into teaching, altlo@approximately 14% more of the
special educators in the low poverty schools hdadresive preparation than those in high
poverty schools. Furthermore, about a quarter®ftiecial educators from high poverty
schools had either some preparation or no preparaticomparison with 10-15% of
special education teachers from other schooldhdndw poverty quartile, approximately
83% of special educators completed a traditionghelefocused preparation program; in
comparison, about 70% of special educators conpketeaditional/degree-focused
program with many more completing non-traditionéamative programs than special
educators in low poverty schools (23.7% versus%3.3 terms of certification, a larger
proportion of special educators in low poverty sabdiad full certification in special
education (86.3%) than in high poverty schoolsZ%9).

INSERT FIGURE 3 ABOUT HERE

Next, | examined whether the differences iderdifie teacher qualifications
between the sampled teachers from high and lowrposehools were statistically
significant by isolating just these two groups. Ressfrom the chi-square analyses

presented in Table 11 show statistically signiftadifferences among all of the
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gualification measures except degree level. In $evhthe strength association, isolating
the two groups produces slightly stronger Cramén&lues, suggesting a better
probability of predicting the qualification varias based on group membership when
isolating these two categories. Tia& scores were also statistically significant, b th
values indicate only a very small effect. Figurehéws the differences in percentages of
the qualifications of special educators in highgry schools versus low poverty
schools, further demonstrating that a higher priogorof the special education teachers
in high poverty schools in the SASS:04 sample ess qualified according to the
measures used in this analysis.
INSERT TABLE 11 ABOUT HERE
INSERT FIGURE 4 ABOUT HERE

Urbanicity

The next analyses investigated the relationshigrlmdinicity on the teacher
gualification measures. Again, contingency tablesenproduced and chi-square analyses
conducted. Table 12 presents the findings in Appehdrhe results indicated a
statistically significant relationship between thrdanicity of the schools and all teacher
gualification measures except the type of prepamgirogram, degree level, and years of
teaching experience. However, inspection of th@@roons within the teacher
gualification measures revealed relatively littliation among urban, suburban, and
rural schools. This is reflected in the statisticalgnificant, but very weak, Cramer’'s V
values (ranging from .05-.06). Figure 5 portrayes dirstribution of qualified special
educators among schools by urbanicity. The figllustrates that there is some variation

in the qualifications of special education teachmrsirbanicity, but it is not as dramatic
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as the variation found in the comparison of théntpgverty quartile versus the low
poverty quartile.

Inspection of the statistically significant diféerces by urbanicity identifies that
fewer special educators in urban schools meetuhéfigation standards than do special
educators in suburban and rural schools. For inste8%-85% of special educators in
suburban and rural schools begin teaching withresx¢e teacher preparation and less
than 4% begin with no preparation. In contrast,ual®®% of urban special educators
begin teaching with the same amount of preparatr@h6% begin with no preparation.
About 3% more special educators in suburban aral sghools than in urban schools
held special education certification. In terms efcee major, a larger proportion of
special educators in rural schools held a geneliadaion degree (11.7% compared to
less than 9% in urban and suburban schools), buatest proportion of special
educators with no degree in education were in udganols (20.3% compared toabout
16% in suburban and rural schools).

INSERT FIGURE 5 ABOUT HERE

Similar to the follow-up analyses conducted cormmmpthe qualifications of
teachers from quartile 1 to quartile 4, | nextasetl schools from only two of the
urbanicity categories at a time (suburban versbamrsuburban versus rural, and urban
versus rural). The results are reported in Tablerbh2 first comparison, suburban
schools versus urban schools identified statisyicadnificant differences among the
teachers in terms of the amount of teacher preparategree major, certification in
special education, and certification in any subget. However, the strength of the

association is weak at best.
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INSERT TABLE 12 ABOUT HERE
Next, the qualifications of special educators fremburban schools were
compared to special educators in rural schoolss @halysis found only two statistically
significant relationships: degree major and de¢geel (Table 13). However, inspection

of the effect size values found only a weak, albgtistically significant, relationship.

117



INSERT TABLE 13 ABOUT HERE

Last, teachers in the sample from urban schoote s@mpared to those teachers
from rural schools (Table 14). Of the teacher digaliion measures, only one had
statistical significance: degree major. Again, extpon of the effect size values found
weak, albeit statistically significant, relationgibetween the qualification measures and
the urbanicity of the school.

INSERT TABLE 14 ABOUT HERE
Summary

Comparison of special education teacher qualiboatby school poverty quartile
revealed that a larger proportion of special edarsan high poverty schools were less
gualified than their peers in low poverty schoélsr instance, a larger proportion entered
the classroom with only some or no preparationamdpleted non-traditional/alternative
preparation program. Comparison of the qualifiaaiof special educators by the
urbanicity of the school revealed that urban schbalve the least qualified teachers.
However, many of the differences were only by a p@rcentage points yielding only
mildly significant relationships.

Table 15 summarizes the overall findings from aesle questions one and two,
highlighting the strength of associations accordmthe Cramer'¥ statistic All
statistically significant associations are notad,dnly the proportions for qualifications
with a moderate strength of association are regont¢he table. Almost all of the
gualification measures yielded statistically sigraht differences in the subgroup
analyses by demographic characteristics and teg@asition; however, none had a

strong association with the teacher qualificatiagasures according to the Cramer’s V
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statistics and only about half had a moderate &ssmT with the measures. In
comparison, only the amount of preparation and gighaverty level yielded a moderate
association and none the teacher qualification oreasjielded a moderate association
with urbanicity.
INSERT TABLE 15 ABOUT HERE
Research Question Three

Do special education teachers in (a) high povertysls, (b) urban schools, (c)
rural schools, meet the same qualifications asiabeducation teachers in other schools?

Research question three required the use of logegression analysis. In this
study, three models were run with three differaohdtomous dependent variables. In the
first model, poverty level was the dependent vdeatomparing high poverty schools to
the other schools in the sample. The dependerdbiarin the second and third models
was urbanicity; urban schools served as the refergroup in the second model and rural
schools were the reference group in the third model

In logistic regression, multicollinearity amongriedles can lead to misleading
results if the predictor variables are too higldyrelated (Leech et al., 2008). Therefore,
prior to conducting the analysis, intercorrelatiansong the predictor variables were
inspected. First, correlations were computed foofdihe predictor variables (teacher
gualification measures, demographic variables hiegcassignment, and school level).
Because the variables were not normally distribtitedSpearmarho, rather than the
Pearson correlation coefficient, was used to avmthting the basic assumptions of the
Pearson correlation (Leech et al.). Variables wifrelations above .50 or .60 are

considered highly correlated and therefore probtenfaeech et al.).
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The correlations among the variables used in thidysare presented in Table 16.
The majority of correlations were statisticallyrsifgcant at the .05 level, as indicated by
the asterisks. The sign (positive or negative)aatdis the direction of the relationship;
the correlation coefficients can be interpreteddas:or above indicates a strong
relationship, 0.1 to 0.3 indicates a moderateimglahip, and 0 to 0.1 indicates a weak or
negligible relationship.

INSERT TABLE 16 ABOUT HERE

Many of the correlations fell in the weak to magterrange; however, a strong
relationship was found between certification inggleeducation and certification in any
subject area, indicating a potential problem wiHigearity. Teaching assignment
(regular full or part-time, itinerant, or long-tegubstitute) has a negative relationship
with the variables for degree major, special edanatertification, certification in any
subject area, program type, and race/ethnicitigpaltyh the relationships were weak.
Other negative relationships include age with gerstghool level (high, middle,
elementary, or combined) with gender, and race teglching assignment.

In addition, the tolerance statistics were evadats a test of multicollinearity.
The tolerance statistic represents how much of@nance each variable explains;
tolerance statistics less than .20 raise conceumée less than a .10 is an indicator of a
serious problem with collinearity (Menard, 1995¢carding to this benchmark,
collinearity is not an issue since all values edeek.61. Therefore, all predictor variables
remained in the model at the start and were redat@dl at each stage of the model

building process.
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Three separate analyses were conducted usindidogigression analysis. First,
the likelihood of a special education teacher ftommsample teaching in a high poverty
school is examined. Next, the likelihood of a spkeeducation teacher from the sample
teaching in an urban school is examined. Lastlikleéhood of a special education
teacher from the sample teaching in a rural scisogkamined.

High Poverty Schools

After first inspecting the model with all teaclwgralification predictor variables
and controlling for demographic characteristiocdetermined that the model did little to
predict whether a special educator taught in a pmlerty school. Therefore, the model
was simplified following guidelines establishedigsmer and Lemeshow (2000) and
Norusis (2008). Hosmer and Lemeshow suggest maintavariables in the model if
they have an observed significance level less tPamr have theoretical relevance. In
addition, Norusis suggests keeping variables tleat oe relevant to the study for
theoretical purposes and all dummy coded variaielesed to a single categorical
variable.

Several interaction terms were also added to theetto evaluate whether they
helped to more accurately predict the likelihoodeaiching in a high poverty school. Due
to the large number of predictor variables, | chims@spect the interaction of being a
novice teacher on several of the qualifications§essing a degree in general or special
education, holding a certificate in any area aspecial education, and amount of
preparation). Predictors which were significantha interaction were maintained

independently, even if their main effect was natistically significant.
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The simplified model significantly predicted whetlor not a special education
teacher teaches in a high poverty school (modekthr Table 17;*= 445.90df= 15,
p<.01). The results are reported using the oddeg#®R); therefore the coefficients can
exceed zero and one. Table 17 presents the odds fat each of the three models
leading to the fully defined model. Table J1 in &pdix J presents other relevant
statistics for this model (i.e., odds, Wald statsstand confidence intervals).

INSERT TABLE 17 ABOUT HERE

In the first model, six of the variables were stiatally significant predictors of a
special educator teaching in a high poverty schboé non-significant results for novice
teachers (those with three years of teaching esipeeior less) and degree major in the
first model suggested that these variables manteeacting with other variables.
Therefore, in models two and three interaction teb@tween the predictor variable for
novice and variables for education major and cedtiion in either special education or
any education were added to the model.

The addition of the interaction terms in the secand third models caused a
number of changes to the significance of seveediptor variables. The variable for
little or no preparation lost its significance hetmodels two and three and the variable
for long-term substitute lost significance in motleke. However, in model three no
certificate (any) gained significance in model thr&his may be explained by the large
effect the interaction of no education major byigeplays in the model as the odds of a
special educator with no degree in education anl ss than three years of teaching
experience were increasingly greater in high pgvachools (OR= 1.91). The interaction

of no certification by novice being less than amdicated that in a high poverty school
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the novice teachers were not more likely than theenexperienced teachers to not be
certified in any subject.

Throughout all three models the variable repreagntiinority special educators
remained the strongest predictor of the likelihobteaching in a high poverty school
(OR= 3.97). Other strong predictors of a speciailcatbr being in a high poverty school
included not being certified in any subject (OR8&).or in special education (OR=
1.42), having only some preparation prior to entgthe classroom (OR= 1.38), and
completing a non-traditional/alternative prepanmagwogram (OR= 1.29). The simplified
model accurately predicted the likelihood of a sgleeducator teaching in a high poverty
school 45.8% of the time, teaching in other sch86l9% of the time, and overall
accurately predicted the place of employment 7108%e time.

Urban Schools

The full model with all teacher qualification addmographic variables entered
did little to help predict whether a special ediwarateacher worked in an urban school.
Therefore, predictor variables in the model nedddak evaluated. The same guidelines
for choosing which variables to enter or removeenfelowed for this logistic regression
analysis. With all of the variables entered togethe model significantly predicts the
likelihood of a special educator working in an urtsghool (model four in Table 1=
428.07,df= 18,p<.01). Table 18 presents the odds ratios for the riwodels created;
Table J2 in Appendix J presents other relevanissitd for this model (odds, Wald
statistics, and confidence intervals).

INSERT TABLE 18 ABOUT HERE
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In the first model, seven of the predictor varigbhere statistically significant,
three of which predicted that special educatork wértain characteristics (completing
and alternative preparation program, being anréineteacher, and being a novice
teacher) were less likely to work in an urban s¢hbis finding remained consistent in
all four of the models. To more accurately prethet likelihood of teaching in an urban
school, interaction terms were added to the mamking the addition of the teacher
qualification measures. In models two and three inkeraction of novice by no
education major was statistically significant (mo2l©R= 1.73, model 3 OR= 1.88);
however, the addition of other interaction termgseal it to lose significance. For
instance, the interaction of no certification witbwvice strongly predicts the likelihood of
a special educator teaching in an urban school éhd@®R= 3.49, model 3 OR= 2.70) as
do the interactions of little/no preparation witbmce (model 4 OR= 6.32) and some
preparation with novice (model 4 OR= 3.83). Theistiaal significance of these
variables indicated that teachers with three yeflsss of teaching experience with no
certification in any subject and some or no pri@paration were much more likely to
work in urban schools. And while models three amd indicated that novice teachers in
general and novice teachers without special educagrtification were less likely to
choose to work in an urban school. This finding rhaydue the widespread use of
teachers without special education certificatioallrschools to fill positions due to
chronic shortages.

Similar to the model predicting the likelihood efthing in a high poverty
school, being from a minority group strongly preddteaching in an urban school (OR=

3.85). As predictor variables were entered andrtbdel simplified, the long-term
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substitute variable gained additional strength psedictor of a special educator teaching
in an urban school (OR= 3.90). The model accuraieddicted 40.3% of the special
educators in urban schools, 82.3% of special edtgat other schools, and overall the
model accurately predicted the placement of 69.8%especial educators in the
sample.
Rural Schools

Similar to the models for urban and high povedymls, the full model with all
teacher qualification variables and controlling teacher demographic characteristics did
little to predict the possibility of a special edtmr teaching in a rural school. The same
methodology for determining inclusion in the fimabdel applied to this logistic
regression analysis. The model with all predicemtered significantly predict whether a
special education teacher works in an urban sdmoodlel two in Table 18;?= 85.27,
df=11,p<.01). Table 19 presents the odds ratios; Tabla &Appendix J presents other
relevant statistics for the final model (i.e., odd&ld statistics, and confidence
intervals).

INSERT TABLE 19 ABOUT HERE

Unlike the simplified models predicting teachimga high poverty or urban
school, the simplified model for predicting teaghspecial education in a rural had only
one significant interaction term in addition to tetatistically significant main effects.
Although the interaction of some preparation byicewas not statistically significant, it
did meet the other criteria for inclusion in thedrab The final model identified that rural
special educators were less likely to work as Itergr substitute teachers in comparison

with other schools (OR=.09). However, the speethicators in rural schools were more
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likely to have a general education major than sdexducators in other schools (OR=
1.46).
Summary

The logistic regression analyses conducted forarebegquestion three found it
possible to model the odds of a special educatmhiag in a high poverty, urban, or
rural school based on the teacher qualificatioeschers in high poverty schools were
more likely to be from a minority group, to havergaeted an alternative preparation
program, and to have neither a special educatidificate nor any teaching certificate.
Furthermore, the novice teachers in high povertysls were more likely to not have
any education major compared to novice teachesthier schools, but were less likely to
not hold a teaching certificate. Special educatashing in urban schools were more
likely than special educators in other types obstto be a minority group member,
have a long-term substitute teaching position andpecial education certification.
Moreover, the novice special educators in urbaoaishvere more likely to have a
general education degree, not have a teachindicat#, and some or little preparation in
teaching methods compared to novice teachers ar stthools. The special educators in
rural schools were more likely than other speaizicators to have a general education
degree, but less likely to be a minority group memhave a long-term substitute

teaching position, and have only some preparation.
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CHAPTER V

Discussion

The insufficient supply and uneven distributiorgohlified special education
teachers limits our ability to create an equitaddlecational system for students with
disabilities. To investigate this problem, thisdstwtilized data from the SASS:04 dataset
to measure the qualifications of the supply of dieal special education teachers
available to public schools. It provided a desorgprofile to analyze the differences in
the qualifications of special educators accordmdemographic characteristics (gender,
age, and race/ethnicity) and teaching positiorcftes assignment and school level). In
addition, this study contributed to our understagf the differences in the
gualifications of special educators among high piyvechools and in different urban
areas. Seven qualification measures were examimadding: (a) amount of teacher
preparation, (b) degree major in special or geretatation, (c) degree level, (d)
certification in special education, (e) certificatiin any subject area, (f) type of
preparation program, and (g) years of teachingmaipees. The findings provide an
opportunity to evaluate the distribution of spe@dlication teachers in terms of the equal
opportunity equity principle established by Berne &tiefel (1984, 1994).

This chapter discusses the findings, implicati@mgl recommendations for future
research. It is divided into three sections: (djsaussion of the descriptive profile of
special educators, (b) a review of how the findimgselation to the equal opportunity
standard, and (c) a discussion of the findinggfdicy and research.

Descriptive Profile of Special Education Teachers

The qualifications of special educators were itigased according to

demographic characteristics (age, race/ethnicitgt, gender) and teaching position
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(teaching assignment and school level), provididgscriptive profile of the supply of
special educators in the SASS:04 sample; Tablei@0re&rizes the major findings.
INSERT TABLE 20 ABOUT HERE

The qualifications analyzed in this study replkchaind extended findings from
previous research studies. Similar to findings fiBithingsley (2002) and Boe (2006), the
majority of special educators in the sample werdemtomen with certification and
preparation in special education. However, unlikel$dn et al. (2002), who identified
the majority of special educators were in their,28s study found that the majority of
special educators were over 40. Extending therigglfrom previous research, this study
compared the the qualifications of special edusdbgrgender, age, and race/ethnicity.
Male special education teachers were less likehetaertified in special education and
more likely to enter the classroom from a non-tiiadal, alternative preparation program
with only some prior coursework and field experesicYounger special education
teachers were often less qualified and a larggvqtimn were prepared by non-degree,
alternative preparation programs rather than ticatht, degree-focused programs. The
most significant discrepancies in qualificationpegred in the comparisons between
white special educators and minority special edaosdeachers. A much smaller
proportion of minority teachers entered the classraovith extensive preparation (71.1%
compared to 85.7%), without a degree in generapecial education (14.3% compared
to 31.1%), and without special education certifmai14.7% compared to 21.8%). As a
field struggling to diversify and expand the supphe findings that the younger, male,
and minority special educators currently in thédfieave lesser qualifications is

problematic. Furthermore, the findings may haveamanplications for the field of
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special education in light of the overrepresentatibmales and minority youth identified
with a disability.

The results indicated that a large proportion dfviduals entered the classroom
without certification and formal preparation, gfiahtions research has indicated are
important to the retention of special educatorthenfield (Boe, Bobbitt, & Cook, 1997,
Boe, Bobbitt, Cook, Whitener et al., 1997). Of saenple of special educators in the
SASS:04, 16.7% entered special education classragtdimited or no teacher
preparation coursework or field-based practicumeeiepces. While many of these
individuals may complete alternative preparatioogoams during their tenure in the
classroom, the inconsistent standards among alteer@eparation programs makes this
finding troublesome at best (Rosenberg et al., 2B@8enberg & Sindelar, 2005). In
addition, a quarter of the special education teacimethe sample did not have formal
preparation in special education; while 9% of thiesehers had at least a general
education degree, the other 16% did not have amydiopreparation in education. This
finding supports those who have reported thatit#ld of special education annually
relies on a large number of individuals with tragpin other fields who enter special
education classrooms until a vacancy opens in argeaducation classroom and the
dependence in special education on individualsawitlany preparation at all (Boe,
Bobbitt, & Cook; Boe, Bobbitt, Cook, Whitener et)aEither possibility increases the
likelihood of higher rates of attrition as teacherthout training and certification more
often choose to leave the special education class(&illingsley, 2004b, Boe et al.,

1998).
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The over-reliance on long-term substitute teachespecial education has been
alluded to in the literature (Recruiting New Teashénc., 2000; Southeast Center for
Teaching Quality, 2004). The descriptive profileluded an investigation of their
gualifications, finding that many of these teacldydave extensive teacher preparation
(74.7%), certification in some subject area (61.48a0 completed a traditional
preparation program (65.5%). Further, while a adesible number earned a degree in
special education (39.8%), nearly half do not hedegree in general or special
education (48.2%). In addition, only about 40% hawpecial education teaching
certificate. Although this study does not provigeopportunity to investigate the role of
long-term substitutes in providing services to stutd in special education it does provide
support for such an investigation.

The profile of special educators across schodl&efound statistically significant
differences between elementary, middle, high, amksned schools with regards to
degree majors and the type of preparation progr@wetall, the special educators in the
sample working in combined schools, which may sareembination of elementary,
middle, and high school students, were more qedlifhan other special education
teachers in terms of having a degree in speciatathn (78.6%) from a traditional
preparation program (78.4%). A plausible explamatar this finding is that the
combined schools may represent special centestiddents with various types of
disabilities which may try to limit their staff mdrars to only special educators with the
appropriate training to meet the unique needsaf gtudents.

Looking across other school levels, primary sch@nld middle schools have a

slightly higher proportion of special educationdiears completing non-traditional or
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alternative programs (18.2% and 19.5%, respectiv@gpared to 17.4% in high schools
and 12.7% in combined schools). This pattern caesrwith regards to special educators
entering the classroom with no formal preparatioalla6.8% and 5.4%, respectively
compared to 5.0% in high schools); however combswubols have the highest
proportion of teachers not completing any preparapirogram (9%), which may indicate
difficulties recruiting and retaining qualified #tanembers in these schools. The over-
reliance on individuals from alternative prepamgpograms and with no formal
preparation is problematic. Although alternativegaration programs provide a path for
teachers to meet the HQSET standards, they werdagmd primarily to allow
individuals with extensive preparation in math aegence to quickly enter into
classrooms (Rosenberg et al., 2007; Rosenberg &efin 2005). It is unclear whether
such programs can adequately prepare special edsitatmeet the demands of their
position (Rosenberg et al.).

Unlike other studies characterizing the supplgmécial educators, such as those
conducted by Boe and his colleagues (Boe, Bol®i@pok; Boe, Bobbitt, Cook,
Whitener et al.), systematic differences in thelijoations among teachers were
explored in this study. While the majority of sp@@ducation teachers in the sample met
the qualifications examined, there were statidiicggnificant differences among many
of the subgroups examined. The next section reviee/$éindings in terms of differences
in teacher qualifications by school characteristpmsverty quartile and urbanicity).

Findings in Relation to the Standard of Equal Oppaty
Research questions two and three evaluated thrébdison of qualified special

educators across poverty quartiles and differdpamiareas. A disproportionate number
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of under-qualified special education teachers gilgoverty schools or in different urban
areas may signal that public education is not mgetie equal opportunity standard.
According to Berne and Stiefel (1984, 1994), thahdard can be used to judge the
equity of a system based on the relationship betvaaesource and its distribution
among schools. If it can be determined that thewe= is unequally distributed among
schools based on a certain demographic charaatetist equal opportunity standard is
not met and the distribution can be judged inetpatad combine results from the second
and third research questions in order to discusé$intldings first in terms of poverty
guartiles and then by urban area.
High Poverty Schools

Research from general education recognizes theutifes hard-to-staff schools
face recruiting and retaining qualified educatespecially in special education
(Clotfelter et al., 2006; National Partnership T@aching in At-Risk Schools, 2005). This
study sought to extend these findings by focusmgndividual special education
teachers at the school level, rather than usingeggded qualification measures for an
entire faculty. Statistically significant differeex in the qualifications of special
educators were identified by comparing the higpeserty quartile to the lowest. The
differences were most pronounced for type of prajpam program, where 83% of special
education teachers in low poverty schools complatedditional or degree-focused
program compared to only 68.7% in high poverty sthdnstead, a much higher
proportion of the teachers in the sample from Ipgterty schools completed an

alternative or non-traditional preparation progr@3.7% versus 13.3%).
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The analysis used in research question two reptiche methodology used in
Clotfelter et al.’s (2007a) investigation of thetdibution of qualified teachers in North
Carolina using different qualification measuresowéver, one measure from the
Clotfelter et al. study is similar to the qualificas used in the present study: years of
teaching experience, though different cut-poinésieged in the Clotfelter et al. study
compared to the present study. Clotfelter et ainébthat the proportion of teachers with
less than three years of teaching experience raingedl17-24% in high poverty schools
and 13-14% in low poverty schools. In comparisdiow 16% of special educators in the
SASS:04 sample teachers in low poverty schoolgtrae years of experience or less,
while 20% of special educators included from highgrty schools have three years or
less. In light of the different cut-points, theuks seem comparable, suggesting that
special education and general education teachénswiltiple years of experience prefer
to teach in low poverty schools rather than highgoty schools. Ascher & Fruchter
(2001) reported similar findings in their studythie distribution of teachers among
schools in New York City.

Results of my study were similar to other studieshe uneven distribution of
teachers (Ascher & Fruchter, 2001; Clotfelter et2005, 2006). Special educators in
high poverty schools were more likely to completea-traditional or alternative
preparation program, to enter teaching with onipe@reparation, and to hold a teaching
certificate. Furthermore, teachers with three yeétsaching experience or less in high
poverty schools were more likely than their pearsther schools to not have an
education major or a teaching certificate. Thastaally significant findings from

research questions two and three suggest diffesandbe qualifications of special
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educators by poverty quartile and urbanicity. Tinergest predictor of which special
educators would be working in a high poverty schaehs membership in a minority
group. This is disconcerting in light of the resuitom research question one that
identified minority teachers to be much less qiedithan their white, non-Hispanic
peers. Thus, the findings indicate an inequitad&idution of special education teachers
based on the equal opportunity principle. Thaleiss qualified special educators are
more likely to be employed in high poverty schodlsis finding is problematic as
research demonstrates that the academic succstsglefts in high poverty schools is
correlated with the qualifications of the teachartheir schools and that these students
may be more dependent on the quality of their tessctihan students from more affluent
schools (Ascher & Fruchter, 2001; Corcoran, 208igrbla & Stiefel, 2003).
Urban Area of Schools

Extending the findings of Lankford, Loeb, and Wegtfi2002), who identified
significant differences in the qualifications ochtdhers by urban areas in New York, this
study investigated differences in the qualificati@f special education teachers among
different urban areas. It compared schools accgrdithree urbanicities (urban,
suburban, and rural), identifying statisticallyrsfgcant differences in the amount of
teacher preparation, degree major, and certifinaticspecial education or any other
subject.

Special education teachers from urban schoolsar8ASS:04 sample were
significantly different than the special educatieachers in suburban schools in the
amount of preparation, degree major, and certiboanh special education or any other

subject area. Although urban schools were juskalylto employ new special educators
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as other schools, the new special education teaemeployed in urban schools were six
times more likely to have only some preparation a@akly four times more likely to
have no preparation at all. Furthermore, the spediacators in urban schools were
nearly four times more likely to be employed agglde@rm substitute teachers, and
therefore not subject to meet the HQSET standards.

Unlike urban special education teachers, ruratigbeducators differed from
other special educators in only the degree majdrdagree level, as fewer rural special
educators had a degree in special education cacugte degree. Monk (2007) urged
researchers and policymakers to focus researchstio this often overlooked group of
teachers. Consistent with his findings, the spesdaicators in rural schools were less
likely to have a graduate degree.

The logistic regression analyses identified veffecent models for urban and
rural schools. The rural schools model found thatdpecial education teachers in these
schools were decreasingly less likely to be a nitypor a long-term substitute teacher.
Also, the novice teachers in rural schools wers liggly to only have some preparation
than novice teachers in other schools. Howevericempecial educators in rural schools
were more likely to have a general education degateer than a degree in special
education or not in education at all. A possiblplaration is these individuals accept a
position to get “their foot in the door,” only tranhsfer to a position in their subject area
of training when a position opens. Limitationshe tSASS:04 prohibit this study from
further analysis of the finding; however, it segoieusible based on other studies that
point out the large number of special educatorgaegto general education classrooms

annually (Boe, Bobbitt, & Cook, 1997; Boe, Bobbi¥pok, Whitener et al., 1997).
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Results from the logistic regression analyses hiagléhe qualifications of
special education teachers in urban schools wept more poignant. Special education
teachers in urban schools were much more likebettong-term substitute teachers
compared to special educators in other schoolsy Weee also six times more likely to
be from a minority group. While urban schools wess likely to have a novice special
education teacher compared with other schoolsyoece teachers they employed were
more likely to have a general education major, erdifccation, or to not have extensive
teacher preparation. Furthermore, the novice teadh@m urban schools were much
more likely to begin teaching with little or no tdeer preparation coursework or field
experiences compared to other novice special eldunc&achers.

In terms of Berne and Stiefel's (1984, 1994) gqtramework, the equal
opportunity standard was not met among differebinrareas as a relationship existed
between the qualifications of special educatiochesas and teaching in urban schools.
Perhaps most alarming was the significant likelthtmuse long-term substitute teachers
to fill special education teaching positions inamischools. However, this finding should
be interpreted with caution due to the limited nemdf long-term substitutes included in
the overall sample. Also disconcerting was therdigprtionate number of novice special
education teachers with little or no preparatiotegng into urban schools. The over-
reliance on novice, unprepared, unqualified spemalkation teachers clearly has
implications for the academic success of studentsdisabilities in urban schools.

Implications for Policy and Research
The findings presented here have a number of gatptins for policy and

research. The finding that there is a shortageuafiied special educators in public
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schools is not novel; however, the clear relatigmbletween the poverty quartile and
urbanicity of the school has major repercussionsrfeeting the goals outlined by both
NCLB and IDEA 2004. The reliance on individualsiwg#ome or no preparation in
special education has major repercussions forié¢ha fis more alternative route to
certification (ARC) programs are developed to ntketincreased demands for special
educators to meet HQSET standards. At the same tioneerted efforts need to be
undertaken to adequately prepare male special saand special educators from
minority groups as these individuals often entehwiit formal preparation in education.
The adequate preparation of special educators ifinarority groups is especially relevant
due to the significant likelihood they will teaahhigh poverty and urban schools in light
of research on the significant role a teacher playmoosting student academic
performance in these schools (Corcoran, 2007)hEurtore, the apparent dependence on
long-term substitute teachers to fill positionspecial education in urban schools raises
guestions about their ability to provide approm@jdtigh-quality services to students with
disabilities. The implications for policy are adssed in the next sections.
Alternative Routes to Certification

The large number of special educators who entecldssroom without extensive
teacher preparation or a degree in special edurcatthcates a need for policymakers to
more thoroughly address standards for ARC progr&oth NCLB and IDEA 2004 offer
ARC programs as a legitimate path to meeting thd ld@d HQSET standards, but do
not define the standards and expectations of stadrgms. Rosenberg and Sindelar
(2005) and Rosenberg et al. (2007) in their analpd&RC programs nationwide

identify significant variations among programsenns of preparation prior to entering
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the classroom, supervision and mentorship duriaghi®ag, and the length of the
program. Furthermore, there is some evidence tR& Arogram participants are not as
adept as their peers from traditional preparatimymams (Nougaret, Scruggs, &
Mastropieri, 2005; deBettencourt & Howard, 2004 d&lar, Daunic, & Rennells, 2004).
The lack of consistent standards and expectatioas little to help develop a qualified,
competent field of special educators.

Unlike ARC programs, most states require tradélgreparation programs to
undergo accreditation by an external agency, sa¢heaNational Council for
Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE). To ees@iRC programs meet similar
standards in the preparation of new teachers,airsindards and an accreditation
process should be developed. At the same timdyduresearch needs to be conducted to
identify which components of both traditional anB@® preparation programs matter to
the increased academic achievement of youth wiahidlities. These issues should be
addressed in the federal reauthorization of NCL& I®@EA 2004, as well as in state
higher education policies.

Recruiting Male and Minority Special Educators

Nearly 85% of the sampled special educators wéitewwomen, a finding
consistent with other studies (Boe, 2006; Carlgal.e2002). This is at odds with the
overrepresentation of male and minority youth wdigabilities. Furthermore, the male
and minority special educators in the sample wesedr qualified according to many of
the qualifications, including formal preparatiordasertification in special education in
comparison with the female and white, non-Hispapiecial educators. Although

personnel preparation training grants supporte@8#P funding prioritize the
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recruitment and training of individuals from mirtgrgroups a significant portion still
enter classrooms with limited preparation or tragnin special education.

At the same time, the findings suggest that ael@ation of the male and
minority special educators enter the field throogle of two routes: either through non-
traditional/alternative programs or without anymiad preparation in education at all.
Those entering from non-traditional/alternativetesushould receive training in
programs meeting high standards with proven effengss. Nearly a third of male and
minority special educators in the sample had nm&bpreparation in education.
Although the research is contested on the valygegaration and coursework in the
training of educators, the research on attriti@mfispecial education finds that teachers
without formal preparation are more likely to ledke field (Boe, Bobbitt, & Cook,
1997; Boe, Bobbitt, Cook, Whitener et al., 1997)thdut adequate training and support
the male and minority teachers the field needs Ieaye as quickly as they entered.

The large proportion of male and minority spee@licators who enter the field
without a background in education provide additioeaearch opportunities. In-depth,
gualitative studies regarding their choice to ettterfield is crucial, but so is an
understanding of what deterred them from pursuingraer in special education earlier
may provide interesting feedback for preservicgp@ration programs and assist with
future recruitment efforts.

Long-term Substitute Teachers

The logistic regression analysis revealed thaamidrhools were nearly four

times more likely than other schools to employ lbeign substitute teachers in special

education. This finding has major repercussiornténfield of special education. Long-
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term substitute teachers do not need to meet thieEA(tandards, though they may be
responsible for the provision of educational sesito students with disabilities.
Unfortunately, the SASS:04 database does not peavidday to inspect the role of long-
term substitute teachers or the length of theirlegmpent as a special educator. The
significant findings provide support for future easch on the use of long-term substitutes
as little is known in both general and special adioo.
Limitations of the Study

There are a number of limitations to this studye purpose of the study was to
investigate the qualifications of special educatorg the distribution of qualified special
educators using a large scale dataset. Howeveguiddication measures used in this
study were limited by the information availabletie SASS:04 Teacher Questionnaire.
Although the measures replicated those used irr sthdies on the supply of special
educators and the distribution of teachers, treamnly limited evidence on their
relationship to improved outcomes for students wigiabilities. In both general and
special education, the definition of quality, thresbmethods to prepare future teachers,
and the need for certification remain highly coteds Research studies employing
datasets with clearly defined outcome measurestimients and data on special
education teachers, such as those being preparstdtieg to meet monitoring
requirements outlined by state accountability séadsl are necessary to begin to
understand the relationship between the qualiboatiof special education teachers and
success of students with disabilities. Universitind colleges should participate in the
development of such databases to begin to untaingleslationship between coursework

and field experiences with successful teachingectml education.
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The complex survey design of the SASS:04 datagetes multiple probability
estimates, calculating weights to enable reseasdbageneralize the findings to the full
population of teachers. However, the limited numifespecial education teachers in the
role of long-term substitute (n= 83) who particguin the survey is also a cause for
concern. The findings signal a real need for add#l research on the qualifications of
these individuals, the roles they play, and thesupthey are provided.

Although the SASS:04 dataset provides nation@pyresentative information
about schools and schooling in the U.S. at the tfrdata collection, it does not provide
researchers or policymakers with the ability teakrahanges occurring within the schools
and school districts over time. Additionally, thA$S:04 dataset was collected prior to
the enactment of the NCLB and IDEA 2004. This pdsessignificant limitations. First,
the Teacher Questionnaire does not address whethadrers met the HQT or HQSET
provisions. Furthermore, the SASS:04 cannot be teséallow educators longitudinally,
therefore there is no way to determine whethetabhehers from the sample investigated
became highly qualified.

Another limitation relates to the different rokespecial educator may play
within a school, making it difficult to understattte nature of their role and the specific
certifications or qualifications that may be neeggdor those roles. Rather than teaching
a single subject or grade level, a special edusatole may include case managing, co-
teaching, instructing self-contained classroont®yriog in resource rooms, and providing
consultative services. Furthermore, special edusabay work with students with a wide
range of disabilities, from learning disabilitiesdabehavior disorders to mental

retardation and autism. Although many states argmgdo more generic forms of
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certification for special educators, some statélsuse categorical certification, limiting
teachers to certification in more narrow categoride SASS:04 Teacher Questionnaire
does not provide specific information about theaas roles special educators play or the
types of students to whom a special educator mgydading instruction. This limited

the ability of this study to analyze how special@ation teachers with certain areas of
expertise or in various roles may be more in denthad others due to shortages in the
field and changes in the population of studentk @isabilities.

Future iterations of the SASS questionnaires shmdlude pertinent questions
related to dilemmas faced by the field of speatkiaation. In addition to asking subjects
being taught, information about the inclusion afd&nts with disabilities and the
availability of special education co-teachers angaraprofessionals should be gathered.
Certification questions should address whetheaehter meets the HQT or HQSET
requirements for each subject taught. This inforomatvould allow a more in-depth
exploration of the field.

Future Research

Much has been written on the “chronic shortageSpdcial education teachers
and the difficulties faced by schools in recruitargd retaining individuals in the field
(Billingsley, 1993, 2004a, 2004b; Boe, 2006; Bo€8&0ok, 2006). The shortage and high
rates of turnover pose significant challenges stridt and school administrators and
hinder our abilities to create an equitable edocati system for students with
disabilities. However, the lack of research on \Wwhjoalifications, type of preparation,
and means to certification lead to increased stuggademic achievement leaves the

field to rely on findings from general educatiorowever, there may be noteworthy
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differences in what is necessary to be a qualgggetial educator, due to the very
different demands placed on special education sxadch terms of individualization of
coursework for students, collaboration with otresrdhers and paraprofessionals, and
necessary paperwork. Research on which qualificatime necessary to increase
outcomes for students with disabilities should Ipgiarity for the field.

The SASS:04 dataset provided an opportunity tdoeggow qualifications vary
across different subgroups, by poverty quartilel, lay urbanicity. However, the data
were collected prior to the reauthorization of ID&AiIch instituted major changes in
certification requirements for special educatossnpaw individuals providing instruction
in a core academic subject must hold certificatioboth the subject and special
education. The release of the SASS data collectadgithe 2007-2008 school year will
provide an opportunity to evaluate changes in igld fegarding certification. However,
the Teacher Questionnaire still collects only ledidata on the extent to which a special
educator provides instruction in academics. Otlagagkts which focus on the field of
special education (such as SPeNSE or the Speaigiidn Elementary Longitudinal
Study [SEELS]) also offer only limited informatiam the role a special educator plays in
providing instruction. Additional studies are nexay to better understand the extent to
which special educators are teaching subjects inhwthey have training and
certification.

A last area of need relates to the uneven digtabwf special education teachers
in high poverty and urban schools. The investigatiom both perspectives revealed
significant differences in the qualifications oksal educators across school types;

however, the findings were not identical. Whilestmay be related to the classification
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system employed, it also may signal that therauargue differences in urban schools
and that there may be many high poverty schootsatteanot located in urban areas that
are experiencing difficulties attracting qualifisplecial educators. Future research should
focus on differences within districts using thegladatasets becoming available due to
the reporting requirements of both NCLB and IDEA20

Summary

This study provided a descriptive profile of thesial education teachers in the
2003-04 administration of the SASS (SASS:04). lditzah it examined how the
qualifications of special education teachers in3A&S:04 sample varied among K-12
public schools according to the urbanicity or sdipmyerty quartile. The results of the
study showed statistically significant variationghe qualifications of special educators
by age range, gender, race/ethnicity, school larel,teaching assignment. The extent of
the variation depended largely on the subgroupgoaalyzed. The analysis by school
poverty quartile and urbanicity revealed a relattop between the school characteristic
(such as high poverty or urban) with the qualifimas of special education teachers
working in these schools. These findings indichtt &s a field we are not meeting the
equal opportunity standard of equity.

This study contributed to our understanding ofgtpply and distribution of
special education teachers by utilizing the SAS8#&tset. This is valuable as the
SASS:04 dataset captured the state of the spetuah@on workforce as state education
agencies and teacher preparation programs begaake the necessary changes to meet
standards set in place in the HQSET provisionss $tudy identified statistically

significant differences in the qualifications oksjmal educators by their subgroup
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classification; most notably, major differences &noted in the qualifications of
minority group members, younger teachers, and teng-substitute teachers. Future
research should focus on these teachers to deterfiire trend continues. Finally, this
study examined the distribution of qualified spkerucation teachers among schools
poverty quartiles and urban areas, finding sigaiitadifferences in many of the
gualification measures. This finding provides ewicke that special education teachers
were not equitably distributed across schools.dyoiakers should address this through
policies related to the preparation of special atlus, especially those trained through

non-traditional or alternative preparation programs
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Table 1
Studies in Special Education using the SchoolsStatfing Survey (SASS) and the

Teacher Follow-up Survey (TFS)

Study SASS/TFS Year(s) Other Sources of Data

Boe, Bobbitt, & Cook 1987-88 SASS; 1989 Not applicable (NA)

(1997) TFS

Boe, Bobbitt, Cook, 1987-88 SASS; 1989 NA

Whitener et al. (1997) TFS

Boe et al. (1998) 1990-91 SASS State Special Eoucat
Personnel Data Collection and

Reporting System (SSEPDCRS)

Boe & Cook (2006) 1999-2000 SASS 1987-88, 19901993-94, &
1999-2000 SASS for trend data
analysis; 1987-88 through 2001-

02 DANS

Boe et al. (2007) 1999-2000 SASS NA
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Table 2

Qualification Measures from Investigations on thstfibution of Teachers Used in Previous Studies

Citation Sample

Teacher Qualifications

Characteristics

Student/School

Characteristics

Lankford, Loeb, @ New York
& Wyckoff (2002) State public

schools

- percent (%) of teachers with no prior NA

teaching experience

- % with no more than a BA

- % not certified in any current
assignment

- % certified in all current assignments
- % who failed a state teachers’ exam
- % who attended most competitive and
highly competitive undergraduate
schools

- % who attended competitive, less
competitive, and least competitive

undergraduate schools

- labor markets in New
York State

- urbanicity of school

- proportion of students in
poverty

- proportion of minority
students

- proportion of non-English

language speakers
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Ascher & Fruchter New York
(2001) City public

schools

- licensure status NA
- years of experience
- advanced degrees

- teacher absentee rate

- performance on state

standardized assessments

Boyd, Lankford, = New York
Loeb, Rockoff, & City public

Wyckoff (2007)  schools

- years of experience - gender
- selectivity of undergraduate program - ethnicity
- certification - age

- SAT scores

- performance on state teacher exam

- pathway into teaching

- school average
performance on state and
city exams

- proportion of students in
poverty

- proportion of minority
students

- expenditures per pupil

Clotfelter, Ladd, North Carolina - years of experience NA

& Vigdor (2005) public schools - selectivity of undergraduate program

- licensure type

- performance on state teacher exam

- proportion of minority

students
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Clotfelter, Ladd, North Carolina - years of experience - race - proportion of students in

Vigdor, & public schools - licensure type - gender poverty
Wheeler (2007a) - certification type - proportion of minority
- National Board certification students

- graduate degree
- selectivity of undergraduate program

- performance on state teacher exam
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Table 3

Operational Definitions for the Amount of Teacheearation Received by Teachers in the Analyticgdsample

Amount of

Preparation Boe et al. (2002) Present Study
Extensive (a) 10 or more weeks of practice teaching and all (a) 8 or more weeks of practice teaching and all
Teacher 4 of the components 4 of the components
Preparation (b) 10 or more weeks of practice teaching and 3 (b) 8 or more weeks of practice teaching and 3

of the 4 of the components of the 4 of the components
(c) 10 or more weeks of practice teaching and

less than 3 of the 4 components
(d) 9 or more weeks of practice teaching and all

4 of the components
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Some Teacher

(a) 5-9 weeks of practice teaching and some of

(a) 1-7 weeks of practice teaching and all or

Preparation the 4 components some of the four of the components
(b) 1-4 weeks of practice teaching and all or (b) No practice teaching, but all four of the
some of the 4 components components
(c) No practice teaching but all 4 components (c) 8 or more weeks of practice teaching and
less than 3 of the components
Little or No (a) Teachers with no practice teaching and some (a) No practice teaching and less than 4 of the
Teacher of the 4 components components
Preparation (b) Teachers with no practice teaching and none (b) No practice teaching and none of the 4

of the 4 components

components
(c) 1-7 weeks of practice teaching and none of

the four of the components
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Table 4

NCES-Defined Categories for Describing School Level

SCHLEVE?2 SCHLEVEL

Primary: schools with at least one grade Elementary: if school has any of grades K-

lower than 5 and no grade higher than 8 6 and none of grades 9-12

Middle: schools with no grade lower than BIA

and no grade higher than 8

High: schools with no grade lower than 7 Secondary: if school has any of grades 7-12

and at least one grade higher than 8 and none of grades 9-12

Combined: schools with at least one grad€€Combined: all other cases
lower than 7 and at least one grade higher

than 8; schools with only ungraded classes
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Table 5

Number of Schools by Quartile and School Leveldggaiages indicate the proportion the

cell represents of the full analytic sample)

Quartile 1 Quartile 2 Quartile 3 Quartile 4  Total
Level of School (Low Poverty) (High Poverty)
Primary 549 556 553 801 2459
(10.4%) (10.6%)  (10.5%) (15.2%)  (46.7%)
Middle 250 315 355 237 1157
(4.8%) (6.0%) (6.7%) (4.5%) (22.0%)
High School 442 378 286 161 1267
(8.4%) (7.2%) (5.4%) (3.1%) (24.1%)
Combined 76 67 121 115 379
(1.4%) (1.3%) (2.3%) (2.2%) (7.2%)
Total 1317 1316 1315 1314 5262
(25.0%) (25.0%)  (25.0%) (25.0%) (100%)
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Table 6
Description of Eight Locale Codes Based on the 2D8€ennial Census Data (taken

from Tourkin et al., 2007)

Code Name Description

1 Large City A central city of a Core Based Statistical Area 828 or
Consolidated Statistical Area (CSA), with the digving a

population greater than or equal to 250,000

2 Mid-size City A central city of a CBSA or CSA, with the city hag a

population less than 250,000

3 Urban Fringe Any incorporated place, Census designated placepmiplace
of a Large territory within a CBSA or CSA of a Large City addfined as

City urban by the Census Bureau

4 Urban Fringe Any incorporated place, Census designated placeymiplace
of a Mid-size territory within a CBSA or CSA of a Mid-size Cityd defined

City as urban by the Census Bureau

5 Large Town Anincorporated place or Census designated platteawi
population greater than or equal to 25,000 locatedide a

CBSA or CSA

6 Small Town An incorporated place or Census designated plaiteavi
population less than 25,000 and greater than aaleéq2,500

and located outside a CBSA or CSA

155



Rural, outside Any incorporated place, Census designated placeymiplace
CBSA territory not within a CBSA or CSA of a Large or d4size city
and defined as rural by the Census Bureau
Rural, inside Any incorporated place, Census designated placeymiplace
CBSA territory within a CBSA or CSA of a Large or Midzsi city and

defined as rural by the Census Bureau
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Table 7

Main Teaching Assignments of Respondents in th&SP$S:04 Sample (unweighted)

SASS:04 Sample

Special Educators

Position Frequencyf) Percent (%) f %
Regular full-time teacher 39,333 91.0 4819 88.3
Regular part-time teacher 1,650 3.8 138 2.5
Itinerant teacher 1,186 2.7 258 4.7
Long-term substitute 250 0.6 48 9
Administrator 174 0.4 11 2
Library media specialist or 84 0.2 1 <.01
librarian

Other professional staff 550 1.3 176 3.2
Support staff 17 <.01 4 1
Total 43,244 100 5,455 100
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Table 8

Positions Held by Individuals Marking Special Edtica as Their Main Teaching

Assignment in the SASS:04 Sample

Unweighted Weighted
Position f % f %
Regular full-time teacher 4,819 91.6 4,730 89.9
Regular part-time teacher 138 2.6 141 2.7
Itinerant teacher 258 4.9 309 5.9
Long-term substitute 48 0.9 83 1.6
Total 5,263 100 5,263 100
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Table 9
Demographic Information for the Sample of Spec@lidation Teachers Represented in

the SASS:04 dataset (N=5,263)

Analytic Sample

Demographic Characteristic n %

Age at the time of SASS:04 (years)

20-30 1,001 19.0

31-40 1,212 23.0

41-50 1,651 314

Over 50 1,399 26.6
Gender

Female 4,432 84.2

Male 831 15.8

Race/ethnicity-1

White, non-Hispanic 4,391 83.4
Black, non-Hispanic 479 9.1
Asian, non-Hispanic 40 0.8
American Indian/Alaska Native, non-Hispanic 28 0.5
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, ftdispanic 16 0.3
Hispanic, single or multiple races 272 5.2
Multiple races, non-Hispanic 36 0.7
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Race/ethnicity-2

White, non-Hispanic 4,391 83.4
Minority 872 16.6
Total 5,263 100
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Table 10

Qualifications of the Sample of Special Educatieadhers in the SASS:04 (N=5,623)

Teacher Qualifications n %
Amount of Teacher Preparation

None 221 4.2

Some 656 12.5

Extensive 4,386 83.3
Degree Major

Neither 897 17.0

General Education 475 9.0

Special Education 3,892 73.9
Degree Level

Bachelor’s or less 2,424 46.1

Master’s or higher 2,839 53.9
Certification in Special Ed

Not certified 835 15.9

Fully certified 4428 84.1
Certification in Any Subject

Not certified 313 5.9

Fully certified 4,950 94.1
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Preparation Program

No preparation 326 6.2

Non-traditional/Alternative 941 17.9

Traditional/Degree-focused 3,995 75.9
Years of Teaching Experience

3 years or less 884 16.8

More than 3 years 4,379 83.2
Total 5,263 100
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Table 11

Qualifications of Special Education Teachers in LBewverty Schools Versus High

Poverty Schools

p T Y

Teacher Qualifications v p Cramer’s
\%

Amount of Teacher Preparation 83.18 <.001 .18
Degree Major 62.43 <.001 A5
Degree Level 3.97 ns ns
Certification in Special Ed 23.32 <.001 .09
Certification in Any Subject Area 28.11 <.001 10
Type of Preparation Program 7450 <.001 A7
Years of Teaching Experience 8.56 .003 .06

<.001 .03 <.001

<.001 .02 <.001

ns ns ns

<001 01. <.001

.0&1 .01 <.001

<.00103 . <.001

.003 1<.0.003

*p<.05, with Sidak (1967) adjustmemt.007
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Table 12

Qualifications of Special Education Teachers in@bln Schools Versus Urban Schools

Cramer’s
Teacher Qualifications xz p V p T p
Amount of Teacher Preparation 30.20 <.001 .08 <.001 .01 <.001
Degree Major 16.76 <.001 .06 <.001 <.01 <.001
Degree Level .84 ns ns ns ns ns
Certification in Special Ed 12.42 <.001 .05 <.001 .0x <.001
Certification in Any Subject Area 10.30 .001 .05 010 <.01 .001
Type of Preparation Program 2.38 ns ns ns ns ns
Years of Teaching Experience .16 ns ns ns ns ns

*p<.05, with Sidak (1967) adjustmemt.007
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Table 13

Qualifications of Special Education Teachers in@bln Schools versus Rural Schools

Cramer’s
Teacher Qualifications v p \ p p
Amount of Teacher Preparation .91 ns ns ns ns ns
Degree Major 10.16  .006 .05 .006 <.01 .006
Degree Level 8.79 .003 .05 .003 <.01 .003
Certification in Special Ed 1.07 ns ns ns ns ns
Certification in Any Subject Area .08 ns ns ns ns s n
Type of Preparation Program 1.25 ns ns ns ns ns
Years of Teaching Experience 2.92 ns ns ns ns ns

*p<.05, with Sidak (1967) adjustmemt.007
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Table 14
Qualifications of Special Education Teachers in &hlschools versus Rural Schools

Cramer’s
Teacher Qualifications xz p V p T p
Amount of Teacher Preparation 9.93 ns ns ns ns ns
Degree Major 11.04 .004 .07 .004 .01 .004
Degree Level 4.13 ns ns ns ns ns
Certification in Special Ed 2.71 ns ns ns ns ns
Certification in Any Subject Area 6.36 ns ns ns ns ns
Type of Preparation Program .02 ns ns ns ns ns
Years of Teaching Experience 3.49 ns ns ns ns ns

*p<.05, with Sidak (1967) adjustmemt.007
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Table 15

Summary of major findings for differences in teaapalifications with moderate effect sizes (repdras percentages)

Amount of Preparation Degree Major Degree Leyel rt-Cgpecial Ed Cert- Any
None Some Ext. No Gen Spec BA MA+ No Cert Full No Full
Gender * ** **
Female 145 9.0 76.5 13.9 86.1
Male 30.8 9.0 60.2 26.7 73.3
Age o o o * o
21-30 8.6 9.5 81.9 | 23.9 7.9 68.2 | 70.1 29.9 10.9 89.1
31-40 5.2 14.9 79.9 | 20.8 9.2 70.0 | 49.1 50.9 7.4 92.6
41-50 2.0 10.2 87.8 | 11.6 7.8 80.7 | 40.8 59.2 4.5 95.5
51+ 2.9 15.0 82.1 153 112 735 | 325 675 2.9 97.1
Race/ethnicity * o * * *
White 3.0 11.3 85.7 14.3 9.0 76.7
Minority 10.2 18.7 711 | 31.1 9.2 59.7
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Assignment
Regular
LT sub

Itinerant

*%

16.3 8.4
200 174

48.2 12.0

75.2

62.6

39.8

46.8

28.2

67.5

**

53.2

71.8

32.5

**

14.4 85.6

26.5 73.5

60.2 39.8

**

5.5 94.5

4.9 95.1

386 614

School Level
Primary
Middle
High

Combined

Poverty Quart
1 (Low)
2
3

4 (High)

2.7

2.4

4.5

7.2

**

8.0

13.4

11.6

16.9

89.3

84.3

83.9

75.9

Urbanicity

Urban
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Suburban

Rural

* weak association (Cramer’'s V <.1) ** moderate@sation (Cramer's V .1- .3)
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Table 15(cont’'d)

Summary of major findings for differences in teaapalifications with moderate effect sizes (repdras percentages)

Preparation Program

Years Teaching

No program Non-trad/alt Trad/degree 3 years & lesMore than 3 years
Gender *
Female
Male
Age * o
21-30 51.0 49.0
31-40 14.8 85.2
41-50 8.0 92.0
51+ 4.5 95.5
Race/ethnicity ** **
White 5.1 16.5 78.4 14.9 85.1
Minority 11.9 24.7 63.3 26.5 73.5
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Assignment
Regular
LT substitute

Itinerant

**

16.7

9.1

54.2

83.3

90.9

45.8

School Level
Primary
Middle
High

Combined

Poverty Quart
1 (Low)
2
3

4 (High)

Urbanicity

Urban
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Suburban

Rural

* weak association (Cramer’'s V <.1) ** moderate@sation (Cramer's V .1- .3)
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Table 16

Spearman Rho Correlations Among the Special Educdieacher Qualification Measures and the Demogi@plariables

Amt of Degree Degree Special Any Prog Years Age Gender Race  Assign
Prep Major Level EdCert Cert Type  Exper
Degree Major .34*
Degree Level .09* 29*
Special Ed Cert 12* 37* 12*
Any Type Cert A7 25% A1 .58*
Program Type 33* .28* .20% .06* .09*
Years Exper 19* 27 .25% .20% .26 14*
Age .03* .07* .25* .07* A1 .02 .38*
Gender .05* 14* .02 A13* .03* .06* .02 -.03*
Race 5% 16* .08* .08* .09* 14~ A12* .03 .03*
Assignment .02 -11~* .04* -.15* -.09* -.07* -.03 04 <.01 -.03*
School Level .02 .03 .02 -.01 .01 .03 .04* 07 1x2 <01 -.13*
*p<.05

173



Table 15

The Odds Ratios for a Special Education TeachecHieg in a High Poverty School on

the Teacher Demographic Characteristics and Quadifon Variables

Independent Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Intercept 21* 21* 21*
Minority 3.89* 3.92* 3.97*
No program .95 .97 .96
Alternative program 1.35* 1.33* 1.29*
Little/no preparation 1.51* 1.40 1.37
Some preparation 1.38* 1.36* 1.38*
Long-term substitute 1.72* 1.76* 1.48
Itinerant teacher .94 .94 .94
Novice (3 years teaching or less) .92 .80 .96
No special education certificate 1.33* 1.34* 1.42*
No certificate (any) 1.00 .98 2.06*
No education major 1.09 .98 .90
General education major 1.00 1.01 1.04
No education major by novice 1.49* 1.91*
No certification by novice 27
No special education certification by novice 72

*p<.05
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Table 18

The Odds Ratios for a Special Education TeachecHieg in an Urban School on the

Teacher Demographic Characteristics and QualifioatiVariables

Independent Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Motlel
Intercept .34* .35% .35% .35*
Minority 3.81* 3.83* 3.83* 3.85*
No program .79 .78 .79 .80
Alternative program 75* 73* 73* 75*
Little/no preparation 1.61* 1.48* 1.42* .64
Some preparation 1.25* 1.23* 1.21 1.00
Long-term substitute 2.66* 2.75* 3.05* 3.90*
Itinerant teacher .63* .64* .64* .65*
Novice 79* .64* .66* 55*
No special education certificate 1.15 1.15 1.36* 361.
No certificate (any) 1.04 1.01 .69 .70
No education major 1.05 .92 .92 1.00
General education major .97 .94 .90 .92
No education major by novice 1.73* 1.88* .92
General education major by novice 1.31 1.78 1.82
No certification by novice 3.49* 2.70*
No special education cert by novice 37* A4A4*
Little/no preparation by novice 6.32*
Some preparation by novice 3.83*
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Table 19

The Odds Ratios for a Special Education TeachecHieg in a Rural School on the

Teacher Demographic Characteristics and QualifioatiVariables

Independent Variables Model 1 Model 2
Intercept 21 21*
Minority 46* A7
No program 1.24 1.23
Alternative program 1.01 1.01
Little/no preparation 1.12 1.04
Some preparation .95 1.07
Long-term substitute 10* .09*
[tinerant teacher 1.21 1.20
Novice .88 .97
No education major 1.08 1.12
General education major 1.47 1.46*
Some preparation by novice 43
*p<.05
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Table 20

Major findings from the analysis of teacher quaktion measures by the demographic characteristgching position, and

school characteristics examined

Demographic characteristic

Gender

o0 30% of male special education teachers did not Aaldgree in either special or general education

(compared to only 14.5% of female special educators
Twice the proportion of male special educatorsraitihold a certificate in special education (26.9%%6

males compared to 13.9% of females)

Age

Special educators in the 41-50 age group were quadified; 80% of teachers in this age group had a
degree in special education compared to only 68-@D8achers 40 years or younger and 73.5% of
teachers over age 51.

Only 12% of teachers aged 41-50 had some or nbeeg@ceparation compared to 18-20% of teachers
40 years or younger and about 18% of teachersamesb1.

Teachers under age 30 appeared least likely tetified in special education (80%) or in any sgbje

area (89.1%) and to enter the classroom withoutpaeyaration (8.8%).

Race/

White, non-Hispanic special education teachers weree qualified in general than special educators
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ethnicity from minority groups
o0 Nearly 30% of minority special educators had omme or no teacher preparation prior to entering the
classroom compared to approximately 14%
o More than double the minority special educatorsri@adegree in general or special education than
white special educators (31.1% versus 14.3%) athehali complete any type of preparation program
(11.9% versus 5.1%)
o A larger proportion of white special educators haate than three years of teaching experience (85.1%

compared with minority teachers (73.5%).

Teaching Position
Assignment o A larger proportion of itinerant special educatteachers compared to regular full or part-time gpec
educators completed extensive teacher preparatomrgms prior to entering teaching (89.0% versus
83.1%), held a master’s degree or higher (71.8%use53.2%), and had more than three years of
experience (90.9% versus 83.3%).
o Regular special education teachers were more likely itinerant teachers to have a degree (75.2%
versus 62.6%) and certification (85.6% versus 73.5%pecial education

o Long-term substitutes were least qualified overalBrge proportion did not have a degree in specia

178



education (39.8%), with many of them coming froadttional/degree-focused preparation programs

(65.5%)

School level o

o

Special educators from combined schools more dfgdoh special education degrees (78.6% compared to
72-76%) and slightly more completed traditionalgameation programs (78.4% compared to 75-77%)
than their peers in other types of schools

A higher proportion of teachers in high schools haltkast three years of teaching experience.

School Characteristics

Poverty o]

Quatrtile

Approximately 14% more special educators in the powerty schools had extensive preparation than
those in high poverty schools

About a quarter of the special educators from Ipigherty schools had only some or no preparation in
comparison with 10-15% of special education teacfrem other schools.

In the low poverty quartile, approximately 83% pésial educators completed a traditional/degree-
focused preparation program; in comparison, 70%petial educators completed a traditional/degree-
focused program with many more completing non-trawlal/alternative programs than special educators
in low poverty schools (23.7% versus 13.3%)

A much larger proportion of special educators i fmverty schools had full certification in special
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education (86.3%) than in high poverty schoolsZ%9).

Urbanicity

(@)

Fewer special educators in urban schools met thkfigation standards than do special educators in

suburban and rural schools

0 84-85% of special educators in suburban and reredas began teaching with extensive teacher
preparation and less than 4% began with no preparatbout 80% of urban special educators began
teaching with the same amount of preparation andégan with no preparation

o About 3% more special educators in suburban arad sehools than in urban schools held special
education certification

o A larger proportion of special educators in rud®ls held a general education degree (11.7%

compared to less than 9% in urban and suburbarmsjhbut the largest proportion of special edusato

with no degree in education were in urban schafs3¢6 compared to about 16% in suburban and rural

schools).
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Figure 1

Questionnaires Used in the SASS:04 for Public aivhie Schools
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Figure 2

Number of Special Education Teachers in the Arayample by Urbanicity
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Figure 3

The Amount of Preparation of Special Educators ¢hyo8| Poverty Quatrtile

Percentage of special educators

16.9

13491

89.3

84.383.9

75.9

N

" \

o

Some

Extensive

O Low
2
o3
| High

Amount of Preparation

184



Figure 4

The Qualifications of Special Educators: Low Poyd&puartile versus High Poverty Quartile Schools
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Figure 5

The Qualifications of Special Educators: by Urbatyic
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Appendix A
Additional Information on the Schools and Staff@grvey

Administered by the NCES, the SASS collects datalementary and secondary
school teachers, their principals, and the schaxdsdistricts in which they work
(Tourkin et al, 2007). First conducted in the edi®B0s, the SASS is designed to provide
the most comprehensive data on American schooliagedole (Tourkin et al.). The
guestionnaires provide information on the chargsties and qualifications of teachers,
their class assignments, details about the scmabdlstrict in which they teach, and the
types of equipment available through the schoolianeénter.

Preceding the first administration of the SASS, I$G#nducted a series of
surveys on schooling in America (Tourkin et al, ZDRAdministered over a three-year
period, the series included five separate sury@she Survey of Teacher Demand and
Shortage (1983-84), (b) the Public School Survena®l Questionnaire (1984-85), (c)
the National Survey of Private Schools- School Qaesaire (1985-86), (d) the Public
School Survey- Teacher Questionnaire (1984-85) (enthe National Survey of Private
Schools- Teacher Questionnaire (1985-86). Even anildcting data, NCES solicited
comments as to how the surveys could be redesignecebvide a better and more
comprehensive dataset. Results and suggestionsdesigning the survey program were
described in the 1985 report, “Excellence in Sch&urveys and Analysis Study”
(Tourkin et al, 2007), ultimately leading to theation of the SASS.

The first administration of SASS was in 1987-88lcfeed by additional
administrations in 1990-91, 1993-94, and 1999-20@airkin et al, 2007). The six-year

break between the third and fourth administratmiimved NCES to again redesign the
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instruments, correcting methodological flaws andralg the substance of the
guestionnaires to go beyond issues related to ¢eatiortages. Following the redesign,
NCES intended to administer SASS every other yeaxever, budgetary and time
constraints forced NCES to limit conducting theveys to every four years. The most
current administration of the SASS questionnasdseing conducted during the 2007-08
school year; the data will be available for invgation in 2009.

The SASS dataset incorporates several differerdtmumnaires to capture
information about elementary and secondary educatithe U.S. (Tourkin et al, 2007).
Teachers, their principals, and someone knowledgedimut the school and their library
and media centers complete separate questionpaoesling information about their
positions and the resources available to them.d&tianal questionnaire about the
school district is completed by someone from tlstridit office. The SASS includes both
public and private schools, providing nationallpnesentative data for policymakers and
researchers to investigate such things as the deasics of the supply of teachers and
principals, the presence of professional develograed mentorship programs, and the
allocation of resources, such as computers anariibnaterials. The following year, the
TFS survey is mailed to a limited sample of teashemprovide information on the
retention and attrition of teachers.

Researchers, administrators, and other interestdteiSASS findings can access
the data through two sources (Tourkin et al., 200f first version of the data is meant
to be used with the Data Analysis System (DAS)ea Eoftware program available for
public use through the NCES website. The SASS:@4 cian be downloaded into the

DAS, allowing users to build charts and estimateac@nce among variables using
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information from SASS:04 and other NCES-funded sktis (for instance, the National
Education Longitudinal Study or the Education Laadinal Study). The second version
of the SASS:04 dataset is the restricted-accesselairom NCES. Users must obtain
permission from NCES to access this data and maitita database on a stand-alone
computer since it includes complete responses argbp-identifiable information for the
SASS:04 dataset. The restricted-access versiondeslsampling weights, allowing
researchers to calculate national averages. Thected-access dataset uses matched
control number variables so that multiple survess loe used together in an investigation
(for example, private school teacher and publiosthteachers). This analysis used the
restricted-access version of the SASS:04 datasethining variables from the Public

School Survey with the Public School Teacher Survey
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Appendix B
SASS:04 Sampling Strategies for School and Tedsalerction
NCES developed a stratified probability sample gie$d ensure sufficient
numbers of schools at all levels. This allows eates to be calculated on a number of
levels, including varying enroliment sizes, differgeographic types, and different grade
ranges. Figure B1 provides an illustration of tekestion process. The first level of
stratification was school type, with each schopktjabeled within the dataset. For
instance, BIA-funded schools were labeled Typedhpsls with high American Indian
or Alaskan Native student enrollment were labelgdelB. The BIA-funded schools
(Type A schools) did not participate in the follogistages since all of these schools
were included in the final sample to ensure adegregiresentation. The second stage
used the school type to stratify schools by stateystate and district. School types were
then stratified by grade level (elementary, seconda combined). Final allocations of
schools into the sample were based on enrolimeadegange, and school type
(traditional public, public charter, and schoolshahigh American Indian enrollment).
An algorithm using a probability proportionate ttheol enrollment enabled schools
from each level of stratification to be selectdthveing adequate representation of

schools of varying enrollment ranges and gradedeve
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Figure B1
Sample Selection Process for Public Schools Followéhe SASS:04

2001 CCD- All Public
Schools

Stratified according to
school type to ensure
adequate representation
inthe sample

Stratified by state (or state
and district) and grade
level (elementary, middle,
or high schoal)

Final allocaticns based
oh enroliment, grade
level, and school type

Prior to the initial site visits made by the fi@dordinators, NCES determined the
number of teachers who would be included from eatiool and the method for
selecting teachers. During the initial visit toesgéd schools, field coordinators presented
information about the SASS design to administradmis obtained a roster of current
teachers from either the administrator or someassgaed by the administrator (for
instance, a school secretary). Field coordinatsesiuhe roster to enter information about
the teachers, such as years of experience, teastang, race/ethnicity, and subject
matter taught, into the Teacher Listing Instrun@mpersonal laptop computers. Field

coordinators then identified which teachers toudel in the sample on site, immediately
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providing teachers with the Teacher Questionnaireyey information, and their contact
information. Table B1 provides final response rdteghe questionnaires to be used in
this analysis: the Public School Teacher Listing#oleacher Questionnaire, School
Questionnaire, and Unified School Questionnaire.

Table B1

Response Rates for Selected Questionnaires fro®AB&:04

Questionnaire Final Response Rate
Teacher Listing Form 89.4%
Teacher Questionnaire 84.0%
School Questionnaire 80.5%
Unified School Questionnaire 74.4%

Several teacher characteristics were used for sas@béction, following a
hierarchical order based on sampling prioritiessdgbon the Teacher Listing Instrument,
teachers were stratified according to four charettes, ensuring adequate
representation of historically underrepresentedigsan the final sample. The
stratification included: 1) Asian or Pacific Islard2) American Indian or Pacific
Islander; 3) New (3 years or less in the teachnmoggssion); and 4) Experienced (greater
than 3 years of teaching).NCES established goabeusrfor specific groups; for
instance, it was expected that the SASS:04 teaample would include at least 1,600
teachers of either Asian or Pacific Islander or Apan Indian descent. For each sector,

at least 2,300 teachers needed to be designatadwsto the teaching profession
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(within their first three years of teaching). Oreeage, three to eight teachers were select

per school, with a minimum of one teacher per sthod a maximum of 20 teachers.
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Appendix C

Questions from the SASS:04 Public School Teacha&s@annaire

Questions for Sample Identification

#

Question

Possible Responses

1

How do you classify your position at THIS school,
that is, the activity at which you spend most afityo
time during this school year?

Regular full-time
teacher

Regular part-time
teacher

Itinerant teacher
Long-term substitute
Short-term substitute
Student teacher
Teacher aide
Administrator

Library media
specialist or librarian
Other professional staff
Support staff

15/17

This school year, what is your MAIN teaching
assignment field at this school?

3 General Education
options; 69 Subject
Matter Specific choices
(see Appendix D)

Questions about Teaching Experience

# Question Possible Responses
7 In what year did you begin teaching in THIS sdAoo| Year
9a | How many years have you worked as a FULL-TIMENone or number of
elementary or secondary teacher in PUBLIC, years
CHARTER, and/or INDIAN schools?
9b | How many years have you worked as a PART-TIMENone or number of
elementary or secondary teacher in PUBLIC, years
CHARTER, and/or INDIAN schools?
10b | How many years did you work FULL-TIME in None or number of
PRIVATE schools? years
10c | How many years did you work PART-TIME IN None or number of

PRIVATE schools?

years
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Questions about Teaching Preparation

# Question Possible Responses
20a | Do you have a bachelor's degree? Yes/No
20d | What was your major field of study? The Teache
Questionnaire uses the
same for codes for
bothcontent areaand
certification (See
Appendix E)
20e | Did you have a second major field of study? s/Me
20f | What was your second major field of study? (&ppendix E)
22a | Do you have a master’s degree? Yes/No
22d | What was your major field of study? (See Appeld
23a | Have you earned any of the degrees listed Below | Yes/No; Enter code
23a(1) Vocational certificate? from chart (see
23a(2) Associate’s degree? Appendix E)
23a(3) Second bachelor’s degree?
23a(4) Second master’s degree?
23a(5) Educational specialist or professional
development?
23a(6) Certificate of Advanced Graduate Studies?
23a(7) Doctorate or first professional degree (PhD,
EdD, MD, JD, DDS)
25 | Did your preparation for teaching include: Yes/No
25a. Coursework in how to select and adapt
instructional materials?
25b. Coursework in learning theory or psychology
appropriate to the age of students you teach?
25c. Your observation of other classroom teachingp
25d. Formal feedback on your teaching?
26 | How long did your practice teaching last? 1ad Imo practice
teaching
2= 4 weeks or less
3=5-7 weeks
4= 8-11 weeks
5= 12 weeks or more
27 Have you ever taken any graduate or undergtadua Yes/No

courses that focused on teaching methods or tegch

I

strategies?

in
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29

Which of the following describes how you obtaine
the teaching methods or teaching strategies
coursework?

Through an
“alternative”
program...
Through a bachelor’s
degree granting
program

Through a & year
program...
Through a master’s
degree granting
program

Through individual
courses

Other....

Questions about Teaching Certification

#

Question

Possible Responses

30a

Which of the following describes the teaching
certificate you currently hold in this state?

30b(1)

Some certificates may allow you to teach in mudtipl
content areas. In what content area(s) does the

teaching certificate marked above allow you to lkeac
in this state?

30¢(1)

If there is an additional content area that théfozate
described above allows you to teach, please llsinbe

30d(1)

Some certificates may allow you to teach in mudtipl
content areas. In what content area(s) does the
teaching certificate marked above allow you to kea
in this state?

\7

30d(2)

If there is an additional content area that théfczate
described above allows you to teach, please llsinbe

30f(1)

If there is an additional content area thatcertificate
described above allows you to teach, please llsinbe

309(1)

If there is an additional content area that théfczate
described above allows you to teach, please list it
below.

The Teacher
Questionnaire uses the
same for codes for
bothcontent areaand
certification (See
Appendix E)
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Appendix D

Questions from the SASS:04

Public School Questionnaire and Unified School Qaesaire

Question Number

School

Unified

Question Possible Responses

1

1

Which of the following grades are Mark all that apply:

offered in this school? K-12", ungraded

Around the first of October, how many Respondent should
students in grades K-12 and comparabj@ovide a numerical
ungraded levels were enrolled in this answer based on

school? enrollment

56

95

Does this school participate in the Yes/No; if “yes”
National School Lunch Program (that issespondent should
the federal free or reduced-price lunch answer question 57

program)?

57

96

Around the first of October, how many Respondent can mark
students at this school were “none” or provide
APPROVED for free or reduced-price numerical answer

lunches?
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Major Field of Study Codes, SASS:04 Public Schashdher Questionnaire

Appendix E

General Education

Elementary Education

Special Education

101 | Early childhood/Pre-K, general

110 Special educaiEmy

102 | Elementary grades, general

Other Education

Secondary Education

131 | Administration

103 | Middle grades, general

132 Counseling and guidance

104 | Secondary grades, general

133 Educational psycholog

134 | Policy studies

135 | School psychology

136 | Other non-subject matter specifi

)

Subject Matter Specific

Arts & Music

Mathematics & Computer Science

141 | Art/Arts or crafts

190 Mathematics

142 | Art history

197| Computer science

143 | Dance Natural Sciences
144 | Drama/Theater 211 Biology/Life sciences
145 | Music 212| Chemistry

English & Language Arts

213 | Earth Sciences

151 | Communications

214 Engineering

152 | Composition

217 Physics

153 | English

218| Other natural sciences

154 | Journalism

Social Sciences

155 | Language arts

2211 Anthropology

156 | Linguistics

222| Area/Ethnic studies (not Native

Amer stud)

157 | Literature/Literary criticism

223 Criminal justice

158 | Reading

224 Cultural studies

159 | Speech

225 Economics

English as a Second Language

226 | Geography

160 | ESL/Bilingual education: General

227 Governmenti€iv

161 | ESL/Bilingual education: Spanish

228 History

162 | ESL/Bilingual education: Other lang,

229 Internptibstudies

Foreign Languages

230 | Law

171 | French 231] Native American studies
172 | German 232 Political science

173 | Latin 233 | Psychology

174 | Spanish 234 Sociology

175| Other foreign languages

235 Other social sciences

Health Education

Vocational/Technical Education

181 | Health education

241 Agriculture and natural resesir

182 | Physical education

24P Business/Office
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Subject Matter Specific (cont'd)

Vocational/Technical Education (cont'd) | Miscellaneas
243 | Keyboarding 261 Architecture
244 | Marketing and distribution 26B8Humanities/Liberal studies
245 | Health occupations 26dLibrary/Information science
246 | Construction trades 265Military science/ROTC
247 | Mechanics and repair 26&Philosophy
248 | Drafting/Graphics/Printing 267 Religious
studies/Theology/Divinity
249 | Metals/Woods/Plastics, other precisio@ther
production
250 | Communications and other 268 | Other
technologies
251 | Culinary arts/Hospitality
252 | Child care and education
253 | Personal and other services
254 | Family and consumer sciences edud.
255 | Industrial arts/Technology education
256 | Other vocational/technical education
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Appendix F

Teaching Assignment and Subject Matter Codes,

SASS:04 Public School Teacher Questionnaire

General Education

Elementary Education

Special Education

101 | Early childhood/Pre-K, general 110 Special educatamy
102 | Elementary grades, general
Subject Matter Specific
Arts & Music Mathematics & Computer Science
(cont’d)
141 | Art/Arts or crafts 197 Computer science
143 | Dance 198 Geometry
144 | Drama/Theater 199 Pre-algebra
145 | Music 200| Statistics and probability
English & Language Arts 201 | Trigonometry

151 | Communications Natural Sciences

152 | Composition 210 Science, general
153 | English 211| Biology/Life sciences
154 | Journalism 212 Chemistry

155 | Language arts 218 Earth Sciences

158 | Reading 215 Integrated science
159 | Speech 216 Physical science
English as a Second Language 217 | Physics

160 | ESL/Bilingual education: General Social Sciences

161 | ESL/Bilingual education: Spanish 220 Social studieseral
162 | ESL/Bilingual education: Other lang, 221 Anthrogplo
Foreign Languages 225 | Economics

171 | French 226/ Geography

172| German 227 Government/Civics
173 | Latin 228 | History

174 | Spanish 231 Native American studies
175 | Other foreign languages 233 Psychology
Health Education 234 | Sociology

181 | Health education

182 | Physical education

Mathematics & Computer Science

191 | Algebra, elementary

192 | Algebra, intermediate

193 | Algebra, advanced

194 | Basic and general mathematics

195 | Business and applied math

196 | Calculus and pre-calculus
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Subject Matter Specific (cont’d)

Vocational/Technical Education

Miscellaneous

241

Agriculture and natural resource

S 262

Driver edooat

242

Business/Office

264

Library/Information science

243

Keyboarding

265

Military science/ROTC

244

Marketing and distribution

266

Philosophy

245

Health occupations

267

Religious studies/Theologariity

246

Construction trades

Other

247

Mechanics and repair

268

Other

248

Drafting/Graphics/Printing

249

Metals/Woods/Plastics, other
precision

250

Communications and other
technology

251

Culinary arts/Hospitality

252

Child care and education

253

Personal and other services

254

Family and consumer sciences
educ.

255

Industrial arts/Technology
education

256

Other vocational/Technical

education
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Appendix G
Recoding Protocol for Type of Preparation Program

The Teacher Questionnaire asks respondents tafiddre type of program in
which they received training in teaching methodgeaching strategies. Respondents
could mark one of six available options; in addificespondents who indicated not
taking courses in teaching methods or strategies weskip this question. Response
information for this variable is presented in TaBle. Respondents indicating “other”
were to specify a program in the space providedn€lude this variable in the analysis
the responses provided were analyzed and all ca¢sgeere recoded into three new
groups.
Table G1
Response Information for Type of Teacher TraininopgPam Completed by Special

Education Teachers in the SASS:04

Type of Program n %
Alternative Program 385 7.3
Bachelor’s degree granting program 2330 44.3
Through a fifth year program 244 4.6
Through a Master’s degree granting program 1297 6 24.
Through individual courses 465 8.8
Other 233 4.4
Valid Skip 308 5.9
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The new classification system has three categqagsraditional or degree-
focused, (b) alternative or non-traditional programd (c) no program. Responses from
participants who indicated “other” (n= 233) weralesated for inclusion in one of the
three groups following a protocol. First, resportdemho indicated “other” and wrote
they received this training from a combination wigdaduate and graduate training
programs were put into the category of traditiodalgree granting program. However, if
a respondent indicated taking college-level coursetsdid not indicate earning a degree
they were coded in the second group (alternativeoartraditional). Second, respondents
who listed an established alternative program (ssclieach for America) were put into
the alternative or non-traditional program groupird, if the respondent indicated only
receiving an endorsement or a certificate, butndidindicate earning a degree
concurrently, the response was coded alternativ@oitraditional program.

Valid skips, persons indicating participating ionkshops or reading books, and
persons indicating “on the job training” were co@sdho program (n=308). Table G2
presents the frequencies and percentages fort¢hded categories along with examples

of response information.
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Table G2

Recoded Categories for Type of Teacher TraininggRnm Completed for Participants

who Indicated “Other” on the SASS:04 (N= 233)

Type of Preparation n

Program

%

Examples of Responses

Traditional, degree- 124

granting

Alternative, non- 91
traditional

No program 18

Both bachelors degree and individual course;
through my second BA in special education;
graduate program for SP. ED- endorsement; all
B.S., MAED., Plus 35+ hours; | had classes in
both my masters and bachelors degree; part of my
undergraduate training
Special education endorsement; teacher
certification programs 3 years; courses needed to
get a special education endorsement; state
approval in field; | took methods through an
alternative program; teachers aide for one year,
Americorps year of service in bilingual education;
additional college level courses

Self-taught- read journals, takeses) think
tank; on the job training; workshops, conferences;
observing good teachers; classroom experience;
adapted physical education workshops; personal

experiences
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Appendix H

Tables for Research Question One
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Table H1

Contingency Tables for the Qualifications of SpEE@ucators by Gender

Gender
Female Male
Teacher Qualification n % n % r p CramersV p
Expected 4432 84.2 831 15.8
Amount of TeachdPreparation
None 163 3.7 58 7.0 24.10 <.001 .07 <.001
Some 536 12.1 120 145
Extensive 3734 84.2 652 78.6
Degree Major
Neither 641 14.5 256 30.8 134.95 <.001 16 <.001
General Education 400 9.0 75 9.0
Special Education 3391 76.5 500 60.2
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Degree Level
Bachelor’s or less
Master’s or higher
Cert in Special Ed
Not certified
Fully certified
Cert in Any Subject Area
Not certified
Fully certified
Preparation Program

No preparation

Non-Traditional/Alternative
Traditional/Degree-focused

Years of Teaching Experience

3 years or less

More than 3 years

2028

2404

614

3818

251

4812

257

771

3405

734

3698

45.8

54.2

13.9

86.1

5.7

94.3

5.8

17.4

76.8

16.6

83.4

396

435

222

609

62

768

70

171

590

150

681

a47.7

52.3

26.7

73.3

7.5

92.5

8.4

20.6

71.0

18.1

81.9

1.01 ns
86.63 <.001
4.09 ns
14.85 .001
1.11 ns

ns

A3

ns

.05

ns

ns

<.001

ns

.001

ns

*p<.05, with Sidak (1967) adjustmept.007
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Table H2

Contingency Tables for the Qualifications of SpeE@ucators by Age

Age Ranges

21-30 31-40 41-50 51+

Teacher Qualification  n % n % n % n % v p Cramers p
\

Expected 1001 19.0 1212 23.0 1651 314 1399 26.6
Amount Teacher Prep
None 86 8.6 63 5.2 33 20 40 29 106.60 <.001 10 <.001
Some 95 95 181 149 169 10.2 210 15.0
Extensive 820 819 968 799 1449 87.8 1149 821
Degree Major
Neither 239 239 252 208 191 116 214 153 97.35 <001 10 <.001

General Education 79 79 111 9.2 128 7.8 156 11.2

Special Education 683 68.2 849 70.0 1331 80.7 1028 735
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Degree Level
Bachelor’s or less
Master’s or higher

Cert- Spec Ed
Not certified
Fully certified

Cert- Any Subject
Not certified
Fully certified

Preparation Program
No preparation
Non-Traditional/Alt
Traditional/Degree

Yrs Experience
3 years or less

More than 3 years

701

299

200

801

109

892

88

157

755

510

70.1

29.9

20.0

80.0

10.9

89.1

8.8

15.7

75.5

51.0

595

617

224

988

90

1123

90

227

895

179

490 49.0 1033

49.1

50.9

18.5

81.5

7.4

92.6

7.4

18.7

73.8

14.8

85.2

674

977

213

1438

74

1577

91

283

1277

132

1519

40.8

59.2

12.9

87.1

4.5

95.5

5.5

17.1

77.3

8.0

92.0

454

944

198

1201

40

1358

57

273

1068

63

1336

32.5

67.5

14.2

85.8

2.9

97.1

4.1

19.5

76.4

4.5

95.5

359.15 <.001
3285 <.001
78.55 <.001
32.25 <.001

1083.31 <.001

.26

.08

12

.06

.45

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

*p<.05, with Sidak (1967) adjustmept.007
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Table H3

Contingency Tables for the Qualifications of SpeE@ducators by Race/ethnicity

Race/ethnicity

White Minority
Teacher Qualification n % n % r p CramersV p
Expected 4432 84.2 831 15.8
Amount of Teacher Preparation
None 132 3.0 89 10.2 140.42 <.001 16 <.001
Some 494 11.3 163 18.7
Extensive 3765 85.7 621 71.1
Degree Major
Neither 626 14.3 271 31.1 149.25 <.001 A7 <.001
General Education 395 9.0 80 9.2
Special Education 3370 76.7 521 59.7
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Degree Level
Bachelor’s or less
Master’s or higher
Certification in Special Education
Not certified
Fully certified
Certification in Any Subject Area
Not certified
Fully certified
Preparation Program
No preparation
Non-Traditional/Alternative
Traditional/Degree-focused
Years of Teaching Experience
3 years or less

More than 3 years

1950

2440

645

3745

221

4169

223

726

3442

653

3737

44.4

55.6

14.7

85.3

5.0

95.0

5.1

16.5

78.4

14.9

85.1

474

398

190

682

92

780

104

216

553

231

641

54.4

45.6

21.8

78.2

10.6

89.4

11.9

24.7

63.3

26.5

73.5

28.92

27.44

39.57

103.89

70.23

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

.07

.07

.09

14

A2

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

*p<.05, with Sidak (1967) adjustmept.007
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Table H4

Contingency Tables for the Qualifications of SpeE@ucators by Teacher Assignment

Teacher Assignment

Long-term
Regular Itinerant Substitute
Teacher Qualification n % n % n % r p  Cramers p
\Y
Expected 4871 925 309 5.9 83 1.6
Amount of Teacher Prep
None 200 4.1 9 2.9 12 145 29.36 <.001 .05 <.001
Some 622 12.8 25 8.1 9 10.8
Extensive 4049 83.1 275 89.0 62 74.7
Degree Major
Neither 795 16.3 62 20.0 40 48.2 96.89 <.001 10 <.001
General Education 411 8.4 54 17.4 10 12.0
Special Education 3665 75.2 194 62.6 33 39.8
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Degree Level
Bachelor’s or less
Master’s or higher
Certification in Special Ed
Not certified
Fully certified
Certification in Any Subject
Not certified
Fully certified
Preparation Program

No preparation

Non-Traditional/Alternative

2281

2589

703

4168

266

4605

271

869

Traditional/Degree-focused 3731

Years of Teaching Experience

3 years or less

More than 3 years

811

4059

46.8

53.2

14.4

85.6

5.5

94.5

5.6

17.8

76.6

16.7

83.3

87

222

82

227

15

294

43

57

210

28

281

28.2

71.8

26.5

73.5

4.9

95.1

13.9

18.4

67.7

9.1

90.9

56

27

50

33

32

51

13

16

55

45

38

67.5

32.5

60.2

39.8

38.6

61.4

15.5

19.0

65.5

54.2

45.8

56.37

156.30

160.48

48.53

96.45

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

.10

A7

.18

.07

14

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

*p<.05, with Sidak (1967) adjustmep¢.007
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Table H5

Contingency Tables for the Qualifications of SpEE@ucators by School Level

School Level
Primary Middle High Combined
Teacher Qualification n % n % n % n % ¥ p  Cramers p
\Y
Expected 2460 46.7 1157 22.0 1268 241 379 7.2
Amount of Teacher Prep
None 105 4.3 62 54 40 3.2 14 3.7 10.02 ns ns ns
Some 318 129 135 11.7 164 129 40 10.6
Extensive 2037 82.8 960 83.0 1064 839 325 85.8
Degree Major
Neither 423 17.2 167 144 253 200 54 142 2585 <.001 .05 <.001
General Education 250 102 108 93 90 7.1 27 7.1
Special Education 1787 726 883 76.3 924 729 298 78.6
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Degree Level
Bachelor’s or less
Master’s or higher

Cert in Special Ed
Not certified
Fully certified

Cert in Any Subject
Not certified
Fully certified

Preparation Program
No preparation
Non-Traditional/Alt

Traditional/Degree

Yrs Teaching Experience

3 years or less

More than 3 years

1148

1312

372

2087

140

2320

167

447

1846

452

2007

46.7

53.3

15.1

84.9

5.7

94.3

6.8

18.2

75.0

18.4

81.6

511

645

189

968

70

1087

63

226

868

184

972

44.2 605

55.8 662

16.3 213

83.7 1055

6.1 76

93.9 1192

54 63

195 221

75.0 984

15,9 186

84.1 1082

47.8

52.2

16.8

83.2

6.0

94.0

5.0

17.4

77.6

14.7

85.3

160

219

61

318

28

351

34

48

297

62

317

42.2

57.8

16.1

83.9

7.4

92.6

9.0

12.7

78.4

16.4

83.6

5.68

2.03

1.71

19.14

9.22

ns

ns

ns

.004

ns

ns

ns

ns

.04

ns

ns

ns

ns

.004

ns

*p<.05, with Sidak (1967) adjustmept.007
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Table H6
Follow-up Tests of Significance for Special Edumafl eacher Qualification by Gender, Age, Race/ettyiTeaching

Assignment, and School Level

Teaching
Gender Age Race/ethnicity Assignment School Level
T p T p T p T p T p

Preparation .01 <.001 .01 <.001 .03 <.001 <.01.002 ns ns
Degree Major .03 <.001 .01 <.001 .03 <.001 01 0%0 <01 <.001
Completion of grad degree ns ns .02 <.001 .01 <.001.01 <.001 ns ns
Cert in Special Ed .02 <.001 <.01 <.001 .01 <.001 01 . <.001 ns ns
Certin any area ns ns .01 <.001 .01 <.001 .01 .00 ns ns
Preparation Program <.01 .001 <.01 <.001 .02 <.001.01 <.001 ns ns
Teaching Experience ns ns .06 <.001 .01 <.001 <.0k.001 <.01 .003

*p<.05, with Sidak (1967) adjustmept.007
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Appendix |

Tables for Research Question Two
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Table 11

Contingency Tables for ti@ualifications of Special Educators by School Pov&uartile

School Poverty Quatrtile

1 (Low) 2 3 4 (High)
Teacher Qualification n % n % n % n % p Cramers p
\Y

Amt of Teacher Prep
None 36 2.7 31 24 59 4.5 95 7.2 10456 <.001 14 <.001
Some 105 8.0 176 134 153 116 222 16.9
Extensive 1176 89.3 1110 84.3 1103 83.9 997 75.9

Degree Major
Neither 162 123 195 148 227 173 313 238 77.97 <.001 .09 <.001
General Education 113 86 139 106 99 75 123 94
Special Education 1042 79.1 982 746 989 75.2 878 66.8
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Degree Level
Bachelor’s or less 573
Master’s or higher 743
Cert in Special Ed
Not certified 180
Fully certified 1137
Cert in Any Subject
Not certified 48
Fully certified 1269
Preparation Program
No preparation 48
Non-Traditional/Alt 175
Traditional/Degree 1094
Yrs Teaching Experience
3 years or less 207

More than 3 years 1110

43.5 624

56.5 692

13.7 188

86.3 1129

36 81

96.4 1236

36 97

13.3 203

83.1 1016

15.7 198

84.3 1119

47.4

52.6

14.3

85.7

6.2

93.8

7.4

154

77.2

15.0

85.0

604

711

195

1120

72

1243

83

250

982

216

1099

45.9 623

54.1 691

14.8 273

85.2 1041

55 113

945 1201

6.3 99

19.0 312

74.7 903

16.4 264

83.6 1050

47.4

52.6

20.8

79.2

8.6

91.4

7.5

23.7

68.7

20.1

79.9

5.31

32.03

29.54

85.14

14.35

ns

<.001

<.001

<.001

.002

ns

.08

.08

.09

.05

ns

<.001

<.001

<.001

.002

*p<.05, with Sidak (1967) adjustmept.007
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Table 12

Contingency Tables for the Qualifications of SpeE@ucators by School Urbanicity

School Urbanicity

Urban Suburban Rural
Teacher Qualification n % n % n % v p CramersV p
Amt of Teacher Prep
None 95 6.0 91 3.2 34 3.9 31.32 <001 .06 <.001
Some 229 14.6 324 115 103 11.8
Extensive 1249 79.4 2397 85.2 739 84.4
Degree Major
Neither 319 20.3 440 156 138 15.7 26.90 <.001 .05 <.001
General Education 140 8.9 232 8.2 103 11.7
Special Education 1115 70.8 2141 76.1 636 72.5
Degree Level
Bachelor’s or less 726 46.1 1257 44.7 442 50.4 8.79 ns ns ns
Master’s or higher 848 53.9 1556 55.3 435 49.6
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Cert in Special Education
Not certified 291
Fully certified 1283
Cert in Any Subject Area
Not certified 121
Fully certified 1453
Prep Program
No preparation 106
Non-Traditional/Alt 271
Traditional/Degree 1196
Yrs Teaching Experience
3 years or less 276

More than 3 years 1298

18.5

81.5

7.7

92.3

6.7

17.2

76.0

17.5

82.5

406

2407

148

2664

162

518

2133

480

2333

14.4

85.6

5.3

94.7

5.8

18.4

75.8

17.1

82.9

139

738

44

832

58

152

666

128

748

15.8

84.2

5.0

95.0

6.6

17.4

76.0

14.6

85.4

12.42

12.21

2.84

3.75

.002

.002

ns

ns

.05

.05

ns

ns

.002

.002

ns

ns

*p<.05, with Sidak (1967) adjustmept.007
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Appendix J

Tables for Research Question 3
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Table J1

Logistic Regression Predicting Special Educatoracheng in a High Poverty School

Odds Wald 95% Confidence
Predictor B SE Ratio p Statistic Interval (CI)
Intercept -1.57 .05 21 <.01 1010.34
Minority 1.38 .08 3.97 <.01 291.71 3.39,4.65
No program -.05 14 .96 15 .10 72,1.26
Alternative program .26 .09 1.29 .01 8.02 1.0851.5
Little/no preparation 31 .18 1.37 .08 3.15 .9B31.
Some preparation .32 .10 1.38 <.01 9.99 1.13,1.68
Long-term substitute .39 .25 1.48 A2 2.38 90324
Itinerant teacher -.06 15 .94 .68 A7 .71, 1.26
Novice teacher -.04 A2 .96 72 13 .75,1.22
No special education certificate .35 13 1.42 .01 47 1.11,1.81
No certificate (any) T2 22 2.06 <.01 10.87 1346
No education major -.10 A2 .90 .39 75 72,1.14
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General education major .04 12 1.04 .78 .08 801

No education major by novice .65 .20 1.91 <.01 50.1 1.28, 2.85
No certification by novice -1.31 .36 27 <.01 12.94 13, .55
No special education cert by novice -.32 27 72 4 2 1.40 A42,1.24
*p<.05
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Table J2

Logistic Regression Analysis Predicting Special&dors Teaching in an Urban School

Predictor B SE Odds Ratio p Wald Statistic 95% ClI
Intercept -1.04 .04 .35 <.01 556.28

Minority 1.35 .08 3.85 <.01 281.95 3.29,4.51
No program -.22 14 .80 A2 2.45 .61, 1.06
Alternative program -.30 .09 75 <.01 10.18 .69, .8
Little/no preparation -.45 .28 .64 A1 2.52 31
Some preparation -.004 A1 1.00 97 <.01 .80, 1.23
Long-term substitute 1.36 .26 3.90 <.01 28.53 26344
Itinerant teacher -.43 15 .65 <.01 8.34 48, .87
Novice teacher -.59 A3 .55 <.01 19.94 A43,.72
No special education certificate 31 12 1.36 .01 566 1.08,1.72
No certificate (any) -.36 .23 .70 A2 2.45 A4401.1
No education major <.01 A1 1.00 .99 <.01 .80, 1.25
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General education major

No education major by novice
General education major by novice
No certification by novice

No special education cert by novice
Little/ no preparation by novice

Some preparation by novice

-.09

-.08

.60

.99

-.83

1.84

1.34

A3

.25

.32

.39

31

.38

27

.92

.92

1.82

2.70

44

6.32

3.83

.50

73

.06

.01

<.01

<.01

A5

A2

3.44

6.48

6.98

23.41

24.75

81
57, 1.49
.97, 3.41
261.5.81
24, .81
3.00, 13.33

2.26, 6.50

*p<.05
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Table J3

Logistic Regression Analysis Predicting Speciald&dors Teaching in a Rural School

Predictor B SE Odds Ratio p Wald Statistic 95% ClI
Intercept -1.57 .05 21 <.05 968.62

Minority -.76 A3 A7 <.01 36.72 .36, .60
No program 21 16 1.23 A9 1.76 91, 1.68
Alternative program .01 A1 1.01 91 .01 .82,1.24
Little/no preparation .04 21 1.04 .86 .03 .6881.5
Some preparation .06 13 1.07 .62 24 .83, 1.37
Long-term substitute -2.38 .86 .09 .01 7.61 .0Q, .5
Itinerant teacher .18 15 1.20 22 1.50 .90, 1.60
Novice teacher -.03 A2 .97 .78 .08 q7,1.22
No education major A1 A2 1.12 34 91 .89, 1.40
General education major .38 12 1.46 <.01 9.77 , 1L BH
Some preparation by novice -.84 37 43 .02 5.21 1,.89

*p<.05
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