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Abstract 

The purpose of this study is to collect and analyze data related to the impact of internal 

and external factors as predictors of teachers’ decisions to teach in urban PK-6 Title I 

public schools. The quantitative study will identify the impact of predictors classified as 

teacher characteristics, school characteristics, organizational characteristics, teacher 

efficacy, and COVID-19 on teachers in classrooms that educate economically 

disadvantaged students in an urban Title I public school district in southwest Texas. 

Utilizing Bernard Weiner’s (1958) Attribution Theory of Achievement as a framework, 

the study will measure the impact of internal and external factors that teachers attribute to 

their longevity in Title I classrooms. The guiding research question is: How do internal 

and external predictors, classified as teacher characteristics, school characteristics, 

organizational characteristics, teacher efficacy, and the COVID-19 pandemic predict 

teacher retention in urban Title I PreK-6 schools? The survey containing 62 questions 

was completed by 354 participants. The results of the study uncovered the degree of 

impact the predictors had on teachers’ decision to continue to teach in some of the most 

challenging classrooms, despite the external and internal factors that led to the exit of 

many of their peers. The predictors identified as contributing to longevity in urban Title I 

public schools included (a) 20+ years of experience, (b) a bachelor’s degree, and (c) 

salary and workload. The two predictors’ teachers indicated would decrease the 

likelihood of longevity in Title I urban public schools included (a) teachers aged 25-35, 

and (b) teachers aged 36-43. The lessons learned from these teachers will be added to the 

body of research pertaining to the necessity to retain teachers in urban Title I public 

schools. 
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Pillar Five: Increase Our Cultural Impact Through Our Faculty 

This research will support efforts to secure committed educators to serve youth in 

Title I schools. Identifying predictors that impact the longevity of educators who can 

influence the world with their scholarship will assist in providing our most vulnerable 

population, children classified by the state of Texas as economically disadvantaged, with 

excellent educational experiences provided by experienced educators. These educators, in 

their effort to be recognized as outstanding faculty, must keep the learning experiences of 

students living in poverty as a focus and provide them the finest possible learning 

experiences. Focusing on and improving the learning experiences of students affected by 

poverty will assist in closing achievement gaps and helping students reach their fullest 

potential, and ultimately becoming fully functional and supportive members of society.
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CHAPTER I 

Introduction 

Currently, more than 50 million students attend public schools in the United 

States, and more than 50% of these students are classified as economically disadvantaged 

(National Center for Educational Statistics, n.d.). The achievement gap between 

economically disadvantaged students and their more affluent peers, as cited in the 2019 

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), was a 28-point gap in reading and 

a 24-point gap in mathematics. Researchers have reported the achievement gap among 

economically disadvantaged students and their more affluent peers has grown by as much 

as 50% and is continuing to widen (Childs & Russell, 2016; Duncan & Magnuson, 2011; 

Reardon, 2011). 

Student achievement has been a focus in the United States educational system for 

decades (Goldhaber, Quince, & Theobald, 2019; Reardon, 2011). One specific deficit in 

the system, documented as early as 1954, was that the United States has grappled with 

the growing achievement gap between economically disadvantaged students and their 

more affluent peers (Childs & Russell, 2016; Sass, Hannaway, Xu, Figlio, & Feng, 2012). 

Despite efforts, economically disadvantaged and minority students are still not obtaining 

a level of academic achievement that is comparable to their more affluent and non-

minority peers (Coleman et al., 1966; Reardon, 2011).  

In a continued effort to address the challenges of properly educating economically 

disadvantaged students, the federal government, through the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act of 1965 (ESEA) instituted a provision known as Title I (Hirn, Hollo, & 

Scott, 2018; U.S. Department of Education, n.d.). The purpose of the Title I provision is 
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to improve the academic achievement of disadvantaged or low-achieving students, 

including closing the achievement gap between socioeconomic groups (Childs & Russell, 

2016; Hirn et al., 2018; U.S. Department of Education, n.d.). To further support 

educational systems, on December 10, 2015, former President Barak Obama reauthorized 

ESEA and signed into law the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) (U.S. Department of 

Education, n.d.). Title I, Part A of the ESSA allocates additional federal funding for 

schools to assist with the academic support and learning opportunities necessary to help 

economically disadvantaged students master challenging curricula in order to meet state 

standards in core academic subjects (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017; U.S. 

Department of Education, n.d.). 

Title I funding is used by districts to purchase materials and services that will be 

used to support the educational outcomes for students classified as economically 

disadvantaged in K-12 public schools across the country (U.S. Department of Education, 

n.d.). The state of Texas, which educates more than 5.4 million students, has classified 

60.6% of the students it educates as economically disadvantaged (Texas Education 

Agency, n.d.). The effort to educate students classified as economically disadvantaged 

presents many challenges, including that of closing the achievement gap (Childs & 

Russell, 2016). Economically disadvantaged students in Texas, as cited in the 2019 

NAEP, displayed a 26-point achievement gap in reading and a 22-point achievement gap 

when compared to their more affluent peers, closely matching the national report. The 

challenge of closing the achievement gap is one that teachers in Texas face daily in the 

over 7,000 schools that receive Title I funding to aid teachers in providing additional 



  

15 

 

services and supports for economically disadvantaged students (Texas Education Agency, 

n.d.). 

The most important resource linked to student achievement is teacher quality 

(Coleman et al., 1966; Goldhaber et al., 2019). Teacher quality is greatly impacted by the 

amount of time a teacher spends in the classroom gaining familiarity and fluency with the 

art of teaching (Cardichon et al., 2020; Ladd, 2013). Experienced teachers, those with 

three or more years of experience, are more likely to provide educational experiences that 

result in mastering the challenging curricula and meeting state standards in core academic 

subjects (Cardichon et al., 2020; Goldhaber et al., 2019; Podolsky, Kini). This may be 

due in part to experienced teachers being able to balance the interpersonal and 

professional demands that come with teaching, especially when teaching in Title I 

schools (Cardichon et al., 2020; Ladd, 2013). 

By contrast, inexperienced teachers struggle with the challenges presented by 

students in Title I schools and often leave the profession prior to gaining the skillset 

necessary to thrive (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Garcia & Weiss, 2019). Inexperienced 

teachers are often placed in high-needs schools that educate a population over 

representative of economically disadvantaged students (Cardichon et al., 2020; Ladd, 

2013). Inexperienced teachers often struggle to maintain order and effectively instruct 

students in the classroom (Cardichon et al., 2020; Ladd, 2013). The result of the 

overrepresentation of inexperienced ineffective teachers in high-needs schools is a 

growing achievement gap and high teacher turnover rate (Cardichon et al., 2020). 

Additional funding, resources, and supports are not impacting the flow of 

experienced and inexperienced teachers who are leaving the profession in record numbers 
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(Garcia & Weiss, 2019; Sutcher, Darling-Hammond, & Carver-Thomas, 2016). 

Nationally it has been recorded that approximately 15% of teachers leave the profession 

each year (Garcia & Weiss, 2019; Ladd, 2013; Podolsky et al., 2016). The rate is even 

more pronounced in Title I schools where teacher turnover rates are about 55% higher 

than in non-Title I schools (Garcia & Weiss, 2019; Podolsky et al., 2016).  

Teacher turnover is having a negative effect on student achievement (Garcia & 

Weiss, 2019; Johnson, Kraft, & Papay, 2012). When teachers leave the profession prior 

to retirement, they take with them the experience and training necessary to impact 

teaching and learning. The result of student not being educate by experienced and trained 

teachers leaving is a widening achievement gap (Garcia & Weiss, 2019; Johnson et al., 

2012). 

Background of the Study 

The general problem to be explored in the current study is the demand for 

experienced teachers, especially in urban Title I public schools (Rice, 2010). The demand 

exceeds the number of experienced teachers available or willing to teach in more 

challenging Title I school environments (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017). 

The demand is fueled by the mass-exodus of experienced and inexperienced teachers 

from schools that educate high population of economically disadvantaged students 

(Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017). As experienced teachers leave the 

profession, inexperienced teachers take their place, underperform, and many 

inexperienced teachers quit within three years (Garcia & Weiss, 2019). In addition to 

experienced and inexperienced teachers leaving the profession, fewer graduates are 

entering the field of education which is limiting access to certified experienced teachers 
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for Title I public schools (Garcia & Weiss, 2019). The limited supply of teachers makes it 

important for districts to understand the impact of the numerous variables impacting 

teacher retention and utilize the information to develop plans to recruit, support, and 

retain teachers (Garcia & Weiss, 2019). 

District professionals have, and continue to, institute numerous plans in effort to 

retain highly qualified and experienced teachers (Podolsky et al., 2016). Initiatives 

attempted by districts include, but are not limited to, high-quality professional 

development, comprehensive pay programs, and collaborative school environments 

(Bland, Church, & Luo, 2014; Hanover Research, 2014; Podolsky et al., 2016). Districts 

have also attempted to combine initiatives as part of their retention plans (Bland et al., 

2014). Despite the efforts of district professionals, especially in school districts with Title 

1 schools, teachers still make the decision to leave because of the impact of variables 

related to teacher characteristics, school characteristics, organizational characteristics, 

teacher efficacy, and most recently the additional demands placed on teachers to educate 

students during the COVID-19 pandemic (Hughes, 2012; Reich et al., 2020). 

Teacher characteristics influence teachers’ decisions to remain or leave the 

teaching profession (Hughes, 2012). Teacher characteristics include, novice, experienced, 

veteran, age, gender, ethnicity, grade level taught, and the teacher’s academic history 

(Hughes, 2012). Teacher characteristics affect attrition at the beginning and end of 

teaching careers (Hughes, 2012). Teacher characteristics, when combined with factors 

noted by teachers during the early years, such as dissatisfaction with the profession, 

family commitments, and lack of success may lead to an increase in the teacher attrition 

rates (Bland et al., 2014; Podolsky et al., 2016). Teacher characteristics, when combined 
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with factors reported by teacher later in their careers, such as dissatisfaction with 

leadership, pay, and retirement may also lead to increases in teacher attrition rates 

(Podolsky et al., 2016). The educational system would benefit from research that could 

assist in understanding the impact of teacher characteristics, that when combined with 

factors common to the challenges that come with teaching profession, influence teachers’ 

decisions to remain in the teaching profession (Goldhaber et al., 2019). 

School characteristics also play a role in teacher retention rates (Hughes, 2012). 

School characteristics include socioeconomic status, school size, standardized test 

performance, and student ethnicity (Hughes, 2012). The effect of school characteristics 

on teaching and learning are exaggerated in urban Title I schools. This exaggeration puts 

greater pressure on teachers who support higher numbers of economically disadvantaged 

and minority students who generally perform more poorly on standardized tests than their 

more affluent non-minority peers (Sutcher et al., 2016; Thibodeaux, Labat, Lee, & Labat, 

2015). Understanding and taking action to minimize the impact of school characteristics 

on teacher retention would help the educational system in its efforts to retain teachers 

(Hughes, 2012). As teachers gain experience, they increase in skill and effectiveness 

which directly impacts student performance (Hughes, 2012). 

Organizational characteristics that impact teacher retention include salary and 

workload, facilities and resources, parental support, student cooperation, and principal 

support (Hughes, 2012). Organizational characteristics are more pronounced and 

impactful in high-poverty schools because the workload is not usually commensurate to 

the salary, facilities are usually outdated or not equipped to support programming, 

resources may be scarce or outdated, parental support may not meet teacher expectations, 
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students may be less engaged in the process, and principal support may not meet 

teachers’ standards (Podolsky et al., 2016). Teachers in urban Title I schools who are 

plagued with poor organizational characteristics generally plan to stay about two and a 

half fewer years than teachers in schools with strong organizational characteristics (The 

New Teacher Project [TNTP], 2012). The outcome is usually staffing shortages that 

result in uncertified, substitute, or inexperienced teachers employed in schools that 

educate our most vulnerable student populations (Podolsky et al., 2016).  

Taking action to improve organizational characteristics could result in higher pay 

for teachers, streamlining of workloads, improved facilities, access to updated resources, 

novel ways to garner parental support and student cooperation, and improved perception 

of principal support (Bland et al., 2014; Hughes, 2012). Addressing organization 

characteristics may also benefit teacher retention because the result could be more 

experienced teachers teaching for longer periods of time in front of our most vulnerable 

students providing them with lessons that rise to the level needed to close achievement 

gaps (Bland et al., 2014; Hughes, 2012). 

An additional factor that also impacts teacher retention is teacher efficacy 

(Hughes, 2012). Teacher efficacy is the teachers’ confidence in their ability to promote 

student’s learning (Reaves & Cozzens, 2018). Urban Title I schools that educate many 

students that perform well below peers behaviorally and academically cause a level of 

stress among teachers that can negatively impact teacher efficacy (Gonzalez et al., 2017; 

Sass et al., 2012). Teacher efficacy in relation to instructional expertise, student 

motivation, classroom management, and technology can reveal what teachers perceive is 

needed to support their efforts to remain in the teaching profession (Callaway, 2017; 
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Hughes, 2012). Understanding how teacher efficacy impacts teacher, school, and 

organizational characteristics and investing in resources to equip teachers with the skills 

to cope with these characteristics can inform efforts to support and retain teachers with 

the strong confidence necessary to engage in the complex process of teaching (Callaway, 

2017; Herman, Hickmon-Rosa, & Reinke, 2018). 

Teacher efficacy, teacher characteristics, school characteristics, and 

organizational characteristics were majorly impacted in March 2020 by the onset of the 

COVID-19 pandemic (Hughes, 2012; Kaden, 2020; Michel, 2020; Reich et al., 2020). 

School systems around the world were suddenly forced to close doors leaving many 

students and teachers without access to traditional classrooms (Kaden, 2020; Michel, 

2020; Reich et al., 2020). This required districts to immediately develop and implement 

asynchronous and synchronous learning opportunities (Kaden, 2020; Michel, 2020; Reich 

et al., 2020).  

District personnel scrambled to obtain resources, create curriculum, and develop 

protocols to immediately execute asynchronous and synchronous learning experiences 

from nontraditional locations (Kaden, 2020; Michel, 2020; Reich et al., 2020). This 

massive undertaking took place without sufficient preparation, training, support, and 

available resources (Kaden, 2020). The burden thrust on the shoulders of teachers 

included an increased workload, technology becoming the main and at times the sole 

mechanism used to educate students, and the uncertainty related to returning to traditional 

state of the educational system (Kaden, 2020; Michel, 2020; Reich et al., 2020). 

Understanding teachers’ perceptions of the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on the 

role of the teachers and state of education system may provide insight on next steps 
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needed to train and retain teachers when future natural disasters occur (Reich et al., 

2020). 

Statement of the Problem 

To date, challenges related to (1) teacher characteristics, (2) school 

characteristics, (3) organizational characteristics, (4) teacher efficacy, (5) and the 

COVID-19 pandemic have perplexed district professionals looking for guidance about 

how to attract, support, and retain experienced teachers (Casey, 2016; Hughes, 2012; 

Reich et al., 2020). The lack of clarity about the multiple, overlapping factors that 

influence teacher’s decisions to remain in urban Title I school settings continues to stifle 

efforts to improve the teacher retention rate (Cardichon et al., 2020). This is especially 

true in Texas, the state of the current study, and where the teacher turnover rate in Texas 

hovers around 30% (Texas Education Agency website, n.d.). 

Researchers have gathered much data about why teachers leave in relation to 

teacher characteristics, school characteristics, organizational characteristics, and teacher 

efficacy (Podolsky et al., 2016). The specific problem is that the literature leaves it 

unclear about how to attract, support, and retain teachers in urban Title I classrooms who 

educate populations comprised mostly of students classified as economically 

disadvantaged (Cardichon et al., 2020; Casey, 2016). The lack of reduction in teacher 

turnover rates is resulting in a greater number of classes being taught by inexperienced, 

uncertified, or substitute teachers, especially in urban Title I classrooms (Sutcher et al., 

2016). Attracting, supporting, and retaining teachers is important to the educational 

system because the teacher characteristic that most impacts student achievement is 

teacher experience (Hughes, 2012). At a time when fewer teachers are entering the 
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profession and the demand for teachers is increasing, districts must focus the need to 

reduce teacher turnover and increase the amount of experience obtained by classroom 

teachers (Podolsky et al., 2016)  

The turnover rate is especially troubling in urban Title I schools where the 

turnover rate is at least 50% higher than in non- urban Title I schools (Bland et al., 2014). 

The turnover rate is affecting the most vulnerable learners at critical junctures in their 

educational careers (Casey, 2016). Districts are engaging in innovative efforts to recruit 

teachers (Goldhaber et al., 2019). In addition to traditional university-based efforts, 

districts are engaging in grow your own programs, recruiting across state lines, and 

building partnerships with alternative certification programs (Bland et al., 2014). Despite 

efforts, schools across the nation, schools continue to grapple with teacher shortages 

(Garcia & Weiss, 2019). 

Researchers are unclear about why the efforts taken by district professionals 

related to teacher characteristics, school characteristics, organizational characteristics, 

teacher efficacy, and the COVID-19 pandemic are not diminishing teacher turnover rates 

(Casey, 2016; Reich et al., 2020). When teacher turnover rates are high, it impacts 

teacher characteristics, school characteristics, organizational characteristics, and teacher 

efficacy (Hughes, 2012). This places a burden on districts by taxing them with the 

excessive amount of training, mentoring, and collaboration required to support and retain 

inexperienced teachers (Bland et al., 2014). These efforts have been further taxed by the 

COVID-19 pandemic which dispersed teachers, minimizing the face-to-face 

collaboration, mentoring, and training needed to effectively onboard new and 

inexperienced teachers (Reich et al., 2020). 



  

23 

 

Researchers are calling for studies to understand why experienced teachers stay 

(Casey, 2016; Gonzalez et al., 2017; Turner, 2018). Districts continue to struggle with 

high turnover rates among experienced and inexperienced teachers, despite manipulating 

the multiple variables that impact teacher retention (Podolsky et al., 2016). The findings 

from the current study will assist the educational system in determining the impact of 

teacher characteristics, school characteristics, organizational characteristics, teacher 

efficacy, and COVID-19 on teacher retention as reported by current teachers. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this quantitative study was to collect and analyze data related to 

the impact of the internal and external factors, classified as teacher characteristics, school 

characteristics, organizational characteristics, teacher efficacy, and COVID-19 as 

predictors of teachers’ decisions to teach in urban Title I public elementary and 

intermediate schools. For the purpose of this study, elementary and intermediate schools 

educate students in grades prekindergarten through 6th grade (PK-6 schools). Utilizing 

binary logistic regression, the researcher determined the mathematical relationship 

between teacher retention and teacher characteristics, school characteristics, 

organizational characteristics, teacher efficacy, and COVID-19 (Frey, 2016; Hughes, 

2012). 

To gather data for the study, the researcher utilized a Teacher Retention Survey 

constructed by Hughes (2012). When constructing the survey, Hughes (2012) was an 

Associate Professor of Educational Foundations at the University of Arkansas at Little 

Rock. Hughes (2012) is a member of the editorial board for The Journal of Educational 

Research and Educational Technology, Research, and Development. Hughes (2012) 
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developed the survey in response to her discovery of no validated instrument that 

measured the variables indicated for her study. 

Significance of the Study 

Educational research calls for the educational system to address the inequalities in 

student access to high-quality experienced teachers (Cardichon et al.). Addressing these 

inequalities are critical to closing achievement gaps between economically disadvantaged 

students and their more affluent peers that has been and is currently plaguing the 

educational system in the United States (Cardichon et al., 2020; Casey, 2016). For the 

current study, the researcher calculated the impact of the teacher characteristics, school 

characteristics, organizational characteristics, teacher efficacy, and COVID-19 that 

teachers in urban PreK-6 Title I schools perceive as impacting their decisions to remain 

as teachers in classrooms in urban Title I schools. 

The Texas Education Agency (TEA) wants districts to implement measures that 

attract, retain, and support teachers in classrooms that serve the most vulnerable student 

populations (Texas Education Agency website, n.d.). The current study provides districts 

with a mathematical representation of teacher characteristics, school characteristics, 

organizational characteristics, teacher efficacy, and COVID-19 that teachers in urban 

PreK-6 schools perceive impact their decisions to remain as teachers in Title I 

classrooms. The study will provide the participating district, research community, and 

urban Title I school districts with insights from teachers that are necessary to consider 

when addressing the complexities of teacher retention (Bland et al., 2014; Boutte, 2012). 
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Definition of Terms 

Asynchronous Learning 

Teachers design learning experiences and students engage in these learning 

experiences at different times and in different settings (Reich et al., 2020). 

Attrition 

The process in which the teaching force dwindles following a period in which 

people retire or resign and are not replaced (Sutcher et al., 2016). 

Economically Disadvantaged Students 

Students eligible for free or reduced-priced meals under the National School 

Lunch and Child Nutrition Program (Texas Education Agency website, n.d.). 

Experienced Teacher 

A teacher with three or more years of experience (Cardichon et al., 2020). 

External Factors 

Causality that is attributed to factors within the environment (Weiner, 1985). 

Inexperienced Teacher 

A teacher with two or fewer years of experience (Rice, 2010). 

Internal Factors 

Causality that is attributed to factors within a person (Weiner, 1985). 

Retention 

The act of retaining teachers in the classroom (Bland et al., 2014). 

Synchronous Learning 

Teachers and students are in the same place at the same time while engaging in 

learning experiences (Reich et al., 2020. 
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Title I Schools 

Schools in which children from low-income families make up at least 40% of 

enrollment and Title I, Part A (Title I) federal funding is used to raise student 

achievement (U.S. Department of Education, n.d.). 

Urban Elementary and Intermediate School 

A school inside an urbanized area and principal city that services students from 

grades Pre-kindergarten to sixth grade (Alief Independent School District, n.d.; National 

Center for Educational Statistics, n.d.). This study will identify these schools as Pre-K - 6 

schools. 

Theoretical Framework 

The Attribution Theory contends that perceived causes of prior events determine 

next actions (Weiner, 2010). Should the cause or causes result in actions that are stable 

and controllable, the information gained can be utilized to guide future actions because it 

can be perceived that the actions are predictable and reliable (Weiner, 1985). Weiner’s 

(1985, 2010) Attribution Theory provides a framework to identify causes and actions 

related to the perceptions of teachers who decide to remain teaching until retirement and 

to those who decide to resign prior to retiring. 

For the current study, Attributional Theory was utilized to determine the impact 

of internal and external causes on variables related to characteristics that impact teachers’ 

decisions to remain as teachers in urban Title I schools (Weiner, 1985). Measuring the 

significance of impact these characteristics have on teacher decisions to remain in urban 

Title I school revealed which impactors are stable, controllable, and influence teacher 

retention. Due to the stability and controllability of these causes, focus on theses causes 
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were used to strengthen the development of teacher retention plans (Weiner, 1985). The 

educational system can expect that these internal and external controllable and stable 

causes, identified by teachers in urban Title I schools, can be targeted, and strengthened 

in future and current plans to increase retention rates in urban Title I schools (Weiner, 

1985). 

Research Questions 

This quantitative research study tested the hypotheses through five research 

questions related to teacher retention in urban Title I schools. The conclusion of the study 

includes a discussion findings concerning the following primary research questions: 

1. Do teacher characteristics predict retention for teachers in an urban Title I school 

setting? 

2. Do school characteristics predict retention for teachers in an urban Title I school 

setting? 

3. Do organizational characteristics predict retention for teachers in an urban Title I 

school setting? 

4. Does individual teacher efficacy predict retention for teachers in an urban Title I 

school setting? 

5. Does the COVID-19 pandemic predict retention for teachers in an urban Title I 

school setting? 

Limitations 

A limitation of this study was the time the survey was administered. The survey 

was administered in May of 2021. During this time, educators were assuming the 

COVID-19 pandemic was coming to an end and most instruction was begin delivered in 
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the face-to-face method. Therefore, the results may reflect perceptions teachers have 

assuming a return to a pre-COVID face-to-face school year. The COVID-19 pandemic 

continues to plague the educational system at varying levels and administering the survey 

at different moments during the COVID-19 pandemic may produce different results.  

A second limitation of the study is that the survey was administered in a urban 

Title I school district. This means that every school in the district is schoolwide urban 

Title I school. The findings from this study may not be generalizable to urban Title I 

schools nestled in non-urban Title I school districts.  

A third limitation of this study is that it was administered in a urban Title I school 

district in the Southwest region of Houston, Texas. This may limit generalizability to 

non-urban Title I schools in other districts or regions.  

A fourth limitation of this study is that the researcher was employed as the 

director of human resources in the district where the data were collected for the research 

study. Due to the researcher’s professional position, teachers may have not answer some 

of the questions candidly. Teachers may also have chosen not to participate due to the 

researcher’s professional position and the perception that participation may in some way 

impact employment. 

Delimitations 

The delimitations noted were selected by the researcher because the selected 

district was the researcher’s district and because of the desire to study elementary age 

students. The first delimitation present for this study was participants were teachers from 

one school district in the southwest region of Houston, Texas. The second delimitation 

was the participants were teachers that taught in grades PreK-6.  
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Assumptions 

Assumptions associated with this study include the survey used in the study was 

valid, reliable, and applicable to the research topic. The second assumption is that 

participants understood the study and responded based on his or her understanding of the 

survey. The third assumptions is that data collected reflected the participants’ 

perceptions. The fourth assumption considered regarding this study is the participants’ 

responses reflect those of educators across the district. 

Organization of the Study 

This research study is organized into five chapters. Chapter 1 provides the 

Introduction to the study and includes the following sections: Background of the Study, 

Statement of the Problem, Purpose of the Study, Significance of the Study, Definition of 

Terms, Theoretical Framework, Research Questions, Limitations, Delimitations, 

Assumptions, and Organization of Study. Chapter 2 provides the Review of Literature 

and includes the following sections: Introduction, Child Poverty, Nutrition, Poor Health, 

Chronic Stress, Vocabulary, Challenging Behaviors, Urban Schools, Title I Schools, 

Urban Title I Public Schools, Teacher Characteristics, School Characteristics, 

Organizational Characteristics, Teacher Efficacy, The COVID-19 Pandemic, 

Attributional Theory, and Summary. Chapter 3 provides the Methodology and includes 

the following sections: Research Questions, Context of the Study, Population and 

Sampling, Instrumentation, Statistical Analysis, and Ethical Considerations. Chapter 4 

provides the Results of the study and includes the following sections: Sample 

Characteristics, Assumptions of Binary Logistic Regression, Results of RQ1, Results of 
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RQ2, Results of RQ3, Results of RQ4, Results of RQ5, Summary of Findings. Chapter 5 

provides Key Findings and Discussion for each research question, Recommendations for 

Future Research, and Conclusions and Implications for Practice. The final sections 

include References, Appendixes, and the researcher’s VITA. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Introduction 

According to the National Center for Children in Poverty, as of 2020, nearly 12 

million children in the United States live in poverty (The Children's Defense Fund Leave 

No Child Behind, 2020). Addressing the needs of these nearly 12 million children is 

imperative to the educational system because child poverty impacts physical, emotional, 

and cognitive development in the early years and bears weight on a person’s ability to 

achieve in school and beyond (The National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and 

Medicine, 2019). Understanding the importance related to addressing this issue, the U.S. 

Congress charged the National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine 

(2019) to produce a nonpartisan, evidence-based report to focus on means to reduce child 

poverty by half in the next 10 years. The charge to reduce child poverty, while 

imperative, will not address the fact that these nearly 12 million children will 

immediately engage in the educational system daily, and the fact that the educational 

outcomes of millions of poor children in America have remained stagnate for decades 

(Texas Education Agency, n.d.). 

For decades, the nation has attempted to address the need to properly educate 

children of color who also live-in poverty (Coleman et al., 1966). Section 402 of the Civil 

Rights Act of 1964 directed the commissioner of education to conduct a survey and make 

a report to the President and the Congress concerning the lack of availability of equal 

educational opportunities for poor children and children of color (Coleman et al., 1966). 

The survey, which was conducted by the National Center for Educational Statistics of the 
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U.S. Office of Education, concluded that for most disadvantaged students, school quality 

greatly impacts student achievement (Coleman et al., 1966). It is now 2021, and the 

United States government continues to research and build policy related to the 

achievement of disadvantaged students because of the lagging academic indicators when 

considering the achievement of more affluent and non-minority peers (U.S. Department 

of Education, n.d.).  

Statutes beginning with The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), 

which was signed into law in 1965 by President Lyndon Baines Johnson, and its 

evolution to what is now referred to as the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), which 

was signed into law in 2015 by President Barack Obama, focuses on equity in education 

for all students (U.S. Department of Education, n.d.). To address the issue of equity, 

ESSA provides grants to state educational agencies and sub-grants to local educational 

agencies to increase student achievement on challenging academic standards; improve the 

quality and effectiveness of teachers, principals, and other school leaders; increase the 

number of teachers, principals, and other school leaders who are effective in improving 

student academic achievement in schools; and provide low-income and minority students 

greater access to effective teachers, principals, and other school leaders (U.S. Department 

of Education, n.d.). Of the 3 identified personnel identified in ESSA, charges, the teacher 

is identified as a key player because the curriculum planned and lessons delivered to 

students daily by classroom teachers most impact student achievement (U.S. Department 

of Education, n.d.). 

In alignment with this finding, research has unveiled the fact that the teacher 

serves as the most influential school-level factor in relation to student achievement 
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(Coleman et al., 1966; (Goldhaber et al., 2019; Johnson et al., 2012). Analyzing data 

from the U.S. Department of Education’s Biannual Civil Rights Data Collection, it was 

found that teachers with three or more years of experience are, on average, more effective 

than teachers with zero-two years of experience (Cardichon et al., 2020). This matters 

greatly to economically disadvantaged students, who our nation continues to struggle to 

properly educate, and who have less outside the school setting to educational materials, 

experiences, and supports that could further advance understanding of curriculums 

(Cardichon et al., 2020; Dell'Angelo, 2014). Schools with high percentages of poor 

students have a higher percentages of classroom teachers with 0-2 years of experience at 

a disproportionate rate when compared to their more affluent peers (Podolsky et al., 

2016). This gap in teacher experience and skill, especially in Title I schools that service 

populations where at least 40% of the students are identified as disadvantaged, 

undermines the quality of education required for poor and minority students to have 

optimum educational experiences (Ronfeldt, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2013; Sutcher et al., 

2016). 

The purpose of the current study was to collect and analyze data related to the 

impact of internal and external factors as predictors of teachers’ decision to teach in 

urban Title I public schools that teach students in grades PK-6. This study provided 

insight on teacher retention in relation to the following research questions: 

1. Do teacher characteristics predict retention for teachers in an urban Title I 

school setting? 

2. Do school characteristics predict retention for teachers in an urban Title I 

school setting? 
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3. Do organizational characteristics predict retention for teachers in an urban 

Title I school setting? 

4. Does individual teacher efficacy predict retention for teachers in an urban 

Title I school setting? 

5. Does the COVID-19 pandemic predict retention for teachers in an urban Title 

I school setting? 

The United States experiences on average an 8% teacher turnover rate each year 

(Sutcher et al., 2016). In a time when fewer young adults are entering the teaching 

profession, and greater numbers of inexperienced and experienced teachers are exiting 

the teaching profession, if not mitigated, this rate will result in classroom vacant of 

certified teachers (Garcia & Weiss, 2019; Podolsky et al., 2016; Sutcher et al., 2016). The 

statistic is even more devastating in Texas where the turnover rate in 2018-2019 was 

16.9% (Texas Education Agency, n.d.). Nestled in this statistic, urban Title I schools that 

service mostly economically disadvantaged students report turnover rates 50% higher 

than their more affluent counterparts (Bland et al., 2014; Garcia & Weiss, 2019; Podolsky 

et al., 2016; Ronfeldt et al., 2013). This 50% higher turnover rate leads to economically 

disadvantaged students being taught by teachers who are not fully certified, substitute 

teachers, or inexperienced teachers (Garcia & Weiss, 2019). The result of students 

attending urban Title I schools being taught by teachers not fully certified, substitute 

teachers, or inexperienced teacher is an educational gap between economically 

disadvantaged students and their more affluent counterparts that has and continues to 

challenge the American educational system (Cardichon et al., 2020; Coleman et al., 1966; 

Ladd, 2013). 
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The viewpoints of teachers currently working in urban Title I schools related to 

the degree of impact teacher characteristics, school characteristics, organizational 

characteristics, teacher efficacy, and most recently the COVID-19 pandemic have on 

their decisions to remain in or retire from teaching may assist in raising the retention rate, 

closing the teacher quality gap, and ultimately closing the student achievement gap. Their 

explanations, related to their decision to educate economically disadvantaged students, is 

a gap in the literature that if uncovered, the findings may provide the educational system 

with information and strategies to utilize when hiring, supporting, and building retention 

plans for teachers employed at Title I campuses (Casey, 2016; Reaves & Cozzens, 2018; 

Turner, 2018). Research that identifies the impact of teacher characteristics, school 

characteristics, organizational characteristics, teacher efficacy, and the COVID-19 

pandemic on teacher retention may also provide the educational system with information 

needed to generate generalizable supports for teachers who remain in the classrooms in 

urban Title I schools. Use of generalizable supports, identified by current classroom 

teachers, may play a significant role in retaining experienced teachers that plan 

curriculums and deliver lessons to economically disadvantaged students, which as 

research demonstrates, will be a major step towards closing the achievement gap 

(Cardichon et al., 2020; Podolsky et al., 2016). 

This literature review will provide a synthesis of research pertinent to the 

necessity of retaining experienced teachers in urban Title 1 schools (Sutcher et al., 2016). 

It will also synthesize research related to the correlation of experienced teachers to 

improved student achievement among students identified as economically disadvantaged 

(Podolsky et al., 2016). In accordance with research related to teacher attrition and 
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retention in Title 1 schools to improve the educational outcomes of students identified as 

economically disadvantaged, the following topics will be addressed: 

● child poverty, 

o nutrition, 

o poor health 

o chronic stress 

o vocabulary 

o challenging behaviors 

● Title I schools, 

● urban Title I schools, 

● teacher characteristics, 

● school characteristics, 

● organizational characteristics, 

● teacher efficacy, 

● the COVID-19 Pandemic 

● and Attributional Theory. 

The literature review will culminate with a summary of the research related to the 

importance of retaining teachers in urban Title 1 schools (Shaw & Newton, 2014).  

Despite the challenges that come with educating students affected by the 

complications associated with poverty, research can be used to reveal elements that can 

be embedded into strategic plans for teacher retention in urban Title I schools. This may 

prove to be a key factor in reversing the negative effects inexperienced teachers have on 
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student achievement that disproportionately affects students affected by poverty (Sutcher 

et al., 2016). This literature review begins with an examination of child poverty. 

Child Poverty 

The United States Government defines poverty using an official poverty threshold 

as the guide (McCarty, 2016; United States Census Bureau, n.d.). The poverty threshold 

depends on the number of family members residing in a household (McCarty, 2016; 

United States Census Bureau, n.d.). The 2020 poverty threshold for a family of four was 

a yearly income of $26,200 (United States Census Bureau, n.d.). This means that the 

United States Government has determined that a family with an income that does not 

reach $26,200 does not have sufficient income to meet basic needs (United States Census 

Bureau, n.d.). Government supports must be provided to assist in obtaining basic needs, 

such as rental assistance, food, and health care to fill the gaps not being met by the yearly 

income obtained by these families (United States Census Bureau, n.d.). By this standard, 

the adults and children in the family are considered impoverished (United States Census 

Bureau, n.d.). 

The United States Census Bureau extracts the child poverty rate from the overall 

poverty rate (United States Census Bureau, n.d.). The reported official poverty rate for 

children under the age of 18 was 16.2 % in 2018 (United States Census Bureau, n.d.). 

This statistic represents that in the United States one child in every six lives in poverty 

(Koball & Jiang, 2018; The Children's Defense Fund Leave No Child Behind, 2020; 

United States Census Bureau, n.d.). Nestled in this grim statistic are Latino and non-

Hispanic Black children where more than one child in every three lives in poverty 

(National Center for Educational Statistics, n.d.). The statistics for child poverty rates 
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equate to children being the poorest age group in America (Koball & Jiang, 2018; The 

Children's Defense Fund Leave No Child Behind, 2020). In the absence of government 

intervention, poor children in America experience homelessness, food insecurity, and 

poor health care (United States Census Bureau, n.d.). 

More astounding than the national statistic is the fact that in Texas, 48% of 

children live in low-income families (National Center for Children in Poverty, n.d.). Of 

the population of low-income students who live in Texas, 58% are Black and 63% are 

Hispanic (National Center for Children in Poverty, n.d.). Children from low-income 

families attend Texas public schools daily and are disproportionally represented in urban 

Title I schools (Texas Education Agency, n.d.). These schools are charged with providing 

the interventions necessary to improve student achievement for a student population 

where at least 40% of the students are considered economically disadvantaged and are 

grappling with homelessness, food insecurity, poor health care and the impact poverty is 

having on their physical, emotional, and cognitive development (Sykes & Martin, 2019; 

Texas Education Agency, n.d.; U.S. Department of Education, n.d.; The National 

Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, 2019). 

Students impacted by poverty carry the challenges associated with impoverished 

lives with them to school (Schaffer, White, & Brown, 2018; The National Academies of 

Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, 2019). Many children living in poverty may 

experience one or more of the following: compromised nutrition, poor health, chronic 

stress, and low cognitive ability (Jensen, 2013; Schaffer et al., 2018). These challenges, if 

not addressed, place additional often impact educational outcomes (Hirn et al., 2018; The 

National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, 2019). Faced with these 
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challenges, students may exhibit a lack of motivation, negative behavior patterns, and 

may perform poorly when attending school (Casey, 2016; Schaffer et al., 2018). 

Nutrition 

The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) and the U.S. 

Department of Agriculture (USDA), as required by the 1990 National Nutrition 

Monitoring and Related Research Act, publishes the nutritional and dietary guidelines for 

Americans ages 2 years and older every 5 years (U.S. Department of Health and Human 

Services, n.d.). The guidelines outlined in the report are required to be based on the 

preponderance of current scientific and medical knowledge (U.S. Department of Health 

and Human Services, n.d.). The guidelines for 2015-2020 recommends healthy eating 

patterns that are used to develop the Federal food, nutrition, health policies, and programs 

that are utilized to feed economically disadvantaged students through government 

subsidies at home and at school (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, n.d.). 

Even with guidelines and supports provided by the federal government, about 48 

million individuals live in households that have limited access to nutritionally adequate 

and safe food (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, n.d.). Children make up 

18% of the 48 million individuals who live in poverty (U.S. Department of Health and 

Human Services, n.d.). The neighborhoods where these children reside often have 

minimal access to full-service grocery stores, nutritious foods, and quality drinking water 

(Chilton & Rabinowich, 2012; Food Research & Action Center, 1970).  

Poor nutrition and diminished health practices impact students’ ability to listen, 

concentrate, and learn (Food Research & Action Center, 1970; Jensen, 2013). This often 

materializes in the school environment when poor students exhibit higher levels of 
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behavioral and emotional problems (Food Research & Action Center, 1970). When poor 

nutrition is not supplemented by the government and fails to reach the homes, schools, 

and neighborhoods in which poor students reside the results for poor students are often 

inadequate educational performance and academic outcomes (Food Research & Action 

Center, 1970). 

Poor Health 

Children living in impoverished situations are more likely to experience poor 

health conditions (Cedeno, Martinez-Arias, & Bueno, 2016; Food Research & Action 

Center, 1970; U.S. Department of Health and Human Services: Office of Disease 

Prevention and Health Promotion, n.d.). Health factors related to poor health may affect 

attention, reasoning, learning, and memory (Food Research & Action Center, 1970; 

Jensen, 2013). Poor health conditions have also led to higher reported instances of 

asthma, iron deficiency anemia, depression, anxiety, suicidal ideation, colds, 

stomachaches, and untreated dental concerns among poor children (Food Research & 

Action Center, 1970; U.S. Department of Health and Human Services: Office of Disease 

Prevention and Health Promotion, n.d.). The deficiencies acquired by poor health 

conditions negatively impact learning experiences due to things such as increased 

absenteeism, the splintered focus on school systems trying to fill the healthcare gap, and 

the inability of students and family to fully invest in education (Schaffer, White, & 

Brown, 2018). 

Poor health is also a risk factor that plays a role in significantly delaying progress 

in reaching scientifically determined childhood developmental milestones (U.S. 

Department of Health and Human Services: Office of Disease Prevention and Health 
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Promotion, n.d.). Childhood represents the period when young children reach 

developmental milestones such as emotional regulation and attachment, language 

development, cognitive development, and motor skills (U.S. Department of Health and 

Human Services: Office of Disease Prevention and Health Promotion, n.d.). A delay in 

developmental milestones impacts students’ progress through the educational system 

which increases the likelihood that poor children will have poor academic achievement, 

drop out of high school, and experience further economic hardship (Cedeno et al., 2016; 

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services: Office of Disease Prevention and Health 

Promotion, n.d.).  

Chronic Stress 

The backdrop of children living in poverty is a continuous cycle of failures, low 

performance, and poor decisions (Schaffer et al., 2018). This continuous cycle leads to 

chronic stress disorders and depression, which are more pervasive among students living 

in poverty due to lack of hope, optimism, and effort (Cedeno et al., 2016; Jensen, 2013). 

If the cycle of chronic stress is not broken and students are continually experiencing 

failure or low performance, the students are not likely to put forth much effort, and they 

are not likely to succeed (Cedeno et al., 2016; Jensen, 2013; Schaffer et al., 2018). 

Students dealing with chronic stress may give up on educational opportunities that could 

assist in unshackling them from the impacts of poverty (Jensen, 2013). 

Vocabulary 

Children from low-income families hear approximately 13 million words by the 

age of 4 (Jensen, 2013). Children from more affluent families hear approximately 46 

million words by the age of 4 (Jensen, 2013). This approximately 33-million-word deficit 
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affects poor children’s ability to communicate, understand language, understand print, 

and meet developmental milestones (Jensen, 2013; Payne, 2003). A robust vocabulary 

serves as the vehicle for learning, memory, and cognition (Jensen, 2013). When there is a 

large vocabulary deficit, children from low-income families tend to struggle with the 

academic language heard in lectures and found in textbooks resulting in the students 

tuning out instructional input, and even losing interest in school (Jensen, 2013).  

Challenging Behaviors 

Children with low cognitive ability that are exposed to acute and chronic stress 

often exhibit challenging behaviors, appear angry, and appear disconnected when 

confronted with the demands of the school environment (Cedeno et al., 2016; Jensen, 

2013). The time taken to constantly redirect and correct behavior results in less time for 

the teaching and learning needed to improve cognition (Duncan & Magnuson, 2011). 

Evidence of the impact of less time for teaching and learning is documented in 

intelligence and academic achievement assessments that indicate students from lower 

socioeconomic backgrounds, who often demonstrate lower cognitive ability, often 

perform lower on assessments than those form higher socioeconomic backgrounds 

(Cedeno et al., 2016; Jensen, 2013). 

Educators may misinterpret challenging behaviors as intentional rather than the 

result of experiencing poverty and living in chaotic environments (Jensen, 2013). This 

misinterpretation may be attributed to the misbehavior often appearing as poor attitudes, 

challenging behaviors, or laziness (Jensen, 2013). Educators would benefit from 

understanding the chaotic environment usually associated with those living in poverty 

(Jensen, 2013). Educators would then understand and be more equipped to mitigate the 
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impact the lack of role models and sufficient supports available to poor students. 

Understanding chaotic environments would assist educators in filling the gaps left behind 

by poor relationships, impulsivity, and disrespect (Jensen, 2013). 

Title 1 Schools 

In an effort to diminish the effects of poverty that led to decades of poor students 

demonstrating low academic achievement, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 

(ESEA) was signed into law by then President Lyndon B. Johnson in 1965 (U.S. 

Department of Education, 1980). This law provided, among other things, additional 

funding to districts educating poor students classified as economically disadvantaged 

(U.S. Department of Education, 1980). The funds distributed to districts were to be used 

to provide the additional materials, resources, and services necessary to close the 

achievement gap between poor students and their more affluent peers (U.S. Department 

of Education, 1980). 

In 2001, President George W. Bush reauthorized ESEA as the No Child Left 

Behind Act (U.S. Department of Education, 1980). The No Child Left Behind Act 

(NCLB) illuminated, through the implementation of high-stakes standards-based testing 

and accountability, the fact that the schools across the nation were failing to properly 

educate subpopulations of the student body (Adams et al., 2016; U.S. Department of 

Education, 1980). Included in the subpopulation of failing students were those identified 

as economically disadvantaged (Adams et al., 2016; U.S. Department of Education, 

1980). This highlighted the need to further enhance the educational experience of the 

economically disadvantaged students to improve academic outcomes (Adams et al., 2016; 

U.S. Department of Education, 1980). 
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Awareness of the continuing deficiencies in educating students, especially those 

classified as economically disadvantaged, prompted President Obama in 2015 to 

reauthorize ESEA as the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) (U.S. Department of 

Education, 1980). ESSA includes Title I, Part A (National Center for Educational 

Statistics, n.d.). Title I Part A, commonly referred to as Title I, provides financial 

assistance to local education agencies (U.S. Department of Education, 1980). The 

financial assistance provided by Title I is distributed to ensure students identified as 

economically disadvantaged receive the material, services, and personnel resources 

necessary to master state academic standards (Hirn et al., 2018; National Center for 

Educational Statistics, n.d.). Even with the federal government providing additional 

financial support to the state government in its quest to ensure all students receive the 

quality of education that ensures mastery of state standards, the gap between 

economically disadvantaged students and their more affluent counterparts continues to 

persist across the nation (Cardichon et al., 2020; Hirn et al., 2018; Reardon, 2011). 

Urban Title I Schools 

Urban Title I schools educate a large number of poor students classified as 

economically disadvantaged (U.S. Department of Education. Institute of Education 

Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics website, n.d.). The federal government 

defines urban Title I schools as schools that educate student populations of whom at least 

40% must be considered low-income (Cardichon et al., 2020). The at least 40% of the 

student body in urban Title I schools that are classified as economically disadvantaged 

experience and bring to school with them the problems associated with living in poverty 

such as compromised nutrition, poor health, chronic stress, low cognitive ability, and 
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homelessness (Jensen, 2013; Schaffer et al., 2018). These problems appear in the school 

environment as laziness, lack of motivation, challenging behaviors, and poor 

performance (Casey, 2016; Schaffer et al., 2018). 

Students classified as economically disadvantaged in urban Title I schools, 

bringing with them the challenges involved with living in poverty, are more often taught 

by inexperienced teachers (Cardichon et al., 2020; Sykes & Martin, 2019). The 

combination of economically disadvantaged students and inexperienced teachers often 

leads to sub-par educational experiences for the most vulnerable student in the American 

educational system (Cardichon et al., 2020; Sykes & Martin, 2019). Eliminating the 

combination by retaining teachers with three or more years continues to be a challenge 

for educational systems (Cardichon et al., 2020). 

The challenge faced by urban Title I schools is to retain teachers with three or 

more years of experience who have the experience and skill necessary to educate students 

in urban Title I schools (Cardichon et al., 2020; Sutcher et al., 2016). Teacher attrition, 

especially in schools that educate a student body of 40% or more students classified as 

economically disadvantaged, continues to strain the educational community resulting in a 

national teacher shortage (Sutcher et al., 2016). The national teacher shortage has 

manifested largely in urban Title I schools creating a situation where many urban Title I 

schools have teacher vacancies or a large percentage of inexperienced or substitute 

teachers (Garcia & Weiss, 2019; Sutcher et al., 2016). 

There is a myriad of factors that lead to teachers leaving the field of education. 

Reasons cited include, but are not limited to; compensation, teacher workload, lack of 

time, lack of respect, testing and accountability pressures, student discipline, stress, 
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personal and family reasons, lack of job satisfaction, being poorly prepared by teacher 

preparation programs, dissatisfaction with teaching career, working conditions, and lack 

of administrative support (Gonzalez, Peters, Orange, & Grigsby, 2017; Hughes, 2012; 

Thibodeaux et al., 2015). These factors not only affect the teacher, but they also affect 

students and student outcomes because students are left being educated by low skilled 

inexperienced or substitute teachers (Herman et al., 2018; Hughes, 2012). Pertinent to 

improving teacher retention rates is gathering data from teacher to understand and 

minimize the impact of teacher characteristics, school characteristics, organizational 

characteristics, teacher efficacy, and the COVID-19 pandemic on teacher retention 

(Hughes, 2012; Kaden, 2020). 

Teacher Characteristics 

Research concerning teacher retention, focuses on eight demographic teacher 

characteristics related to teacher retention that will be included in this study, they are: 

veteran, experienced, novice, age, gender, ethnicity, grade level, and teachers’ academic 

achievement (Hughes, 2012). Researchers indicate the longer a teacher remains in the 

profession, the more likely the teacher is to remain in the teaching profession (Hughes, 

2012; Ingersoll, 2001).  

Studies related to the profession of teaching identify the three-year mark as the 

year a teacher can be recognized as experienced (Cardichon et al., 2020; Casey, 2016; 

Shaw & Newton, 2014). The three-year mark is when teachers who have aged and gained 

experience develop the knowledge and skill necessary to begin simultaneously managing 

academia, the art of teaching, personal life, and work life (Cardichon et al., 2020; 

Ingersoll, 2001; Shaw & Newton, 2014). Being able to manage life and the teaching 
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career, allows experienced teachers to support the educational community by executing a 

skill set that is positively associated with student achievement gains (Cardichon et al., 

2020; Ladd, 2013).  

Experience also equips teachers with the ability to overcome challenges and 

embrace the everchanging landscape of the educational system (Turner, 2018). 

Experience provides teachers with the efficacy necessary to acquire expertise and the 

level of commitment to ensure the success of students (Turner, 2018). Retaining teachers 

is even more important for economically disadvantaged students because on average, 

teachers with more experience are more effective with lesson design and delivery than 

teachers with 1 or 2 years of experience (Cardichon et al., 2020).  

Currently, one in every six teachers are just beginning their teaching careers and 

are placed in schools with high minority and large economically disadvantaged student 

populations (Cardichon et al., 2020). This is resulting in continued low performance by 

economically disadvantaged students and high teacher turnover rates (Cardichon et al., 

2020; Ingersoll, 2001). Retaining teachers, especially those with three of more years of 

teaching experience, continues to be an issue for schools that must be addressed if we are 

to close the achievement gap (Cardichon et al., 2020; Hughes, 2012: Ingersoll, 2001). 

Ethnicity and gender are also teacher characteristic that impact teacher retention 

(Hughes, 2012). Ingersoll, May, & Collins (2019) examined and compared the 

recruitment, employment, and retention of minority, non-minority, male, and female 

teachers over the quarter century from the 1980 - 2013 and documented the persistent gap 

between the teacher characteristics and the student population in the United States. Their 

study points to the fact that urban Title I schools are two to three times more likely to hire 



  

48 

 

minority teachers (Ingersoll, May, & Collins, 2019). This is important for two reasons. 

First, the presence of minority and male teachers provides students with important role 

models (Ingersoll et al., 2019). Second, these teachers provide the educational 

community with the firsthand knowledge, due to similar life experiences and cultural 

backgrounds, needed to make impactful decisions for minority and gender specific 

student populations (Ingersoll et al., 2019). The educational system is attracting minority 

and male teachers, however there is a high turnover rate in these teacher populations 

(Ingersoll et al., 2019). While we understand minority and male teachers are represented 

in the teaching force, it is unclear as to why they leave the profession (Hughes, 2012; 

Ingersoll, 2001). 

Teacher turnover is frequently impacted by teachers’ assigned grade level, a 

teacher characteristic that can be a deterrent in relation to teacher’s decisions to remain in 

Title I schools (Gonzalez et al., 2017; Thibodeaux et al., 2015). Due to the national 

teacher shortage, teachers are sometimes assigned teaching assignments that do not match 

their interests or certification because of the needs of the student population (Hughes, 

2012; Thibodeaux et al., 2015). When teachers are not teaching classes for which they are 

certified or in which they have chosen to teach they are more likely to resign (Hughes, 

2012; Thibodeaux et al., 2015).  

When teachers resign, student achievement is impacted because they take with 

them the  skills and expertise that is not often match by predecessors (Hanushek et al., 

2016). When this occurs, the decline in experience due to the transition lessens teachers’ 

level of productivity, decreases efficacy, and increases the probability of resignation 

(Hanushek et al., 2016). It is clear that teachers are more likely to consider resignation 



  

49 

 

when they are forced into teaching assignments that do not match interests or 

certifications (Podolsky et al., 2016). However, it is not clear the supports needed to 

impact sustainability when they are placed in grade level assignments not associated with 

their interests or certifications (Hughes, 2012). 

A teachers’ level of academic achievement is a teacher characteristic that also 

impacts teacher retention (Hughes, 2012). Studies have found that the higher the level of 

academic achievement obtained by the teacher, the higher the probability the teacher will 

leave teaching (Guarino, Santibanez, & Daley, 2006). Teachers with higher levels of 

academic achievement are more likely to seek professional opportunities outside of 

education that match their interest and provide greater income (Guarino et al., 2006). 

Teachers who obtain advanced degrees within the college of education are more likely to 

seek professional opportunities outside the classroom, although it is usually within the 

field of education (Guarino et al., 2006). Research shows there is a need for educators 

that advance personal academic achievement, especially in Title I schools (Sutcher et al., 

2016). Researchers are calling for further research into what will entice teachers with 

high levels of academic achievement to remain in the teaching profession (Hughes, 

2012). 

School Characteristics 

School characteristics may also be used as predictors related to teacher retention 

(Hughes, 2012). The school characteristics that will be analyzed in this study include 

standardized test performance, socioeconomic status, school size, and student ethnicity 

(Hughes, 2012). 
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Standardized test performance is one of the school characteristics that greatly 

impacts teacher retention in Title I schools (Adams et al., 2016; Podolsky et al., 2016; 

Sutcher et al., 2016). Teachers in urban Title I schools are challenged with ensuring 

students lagging academically demonstrate proficiency by the end of each school year 

(Adams et al., 2016). If student performance does not reach state defined standards, the 

school can face sanctions and additional demands on school and district personnel 

(Adams et al., 2016; Sutcher et al., 2016). If performance meets states standards, schools 

are awarded with positive public recognition (Adams et al., 2016).  

There are two sides of the high-stakes standards-based testing debate. First, there 

is a group that agrees with the state mandate to hold students, teachers, and schools 

accountable for student outcomes as measured by standardized tests (Gonzalez et al., 

2017). Individuals on this side of the debate believe high-stakes standard based 

assessments hold educators accountable for teaching state standards to all students and 

ensures equitable educational opportunities (Gonzalez et al., 2017; Rentner, Tanner, & 

Braun, 2019). Individuals on the side of high-stakes standard based assessment believe 

the data obtained from standardized tests results provides educators with the information 

needed to make sound educational decisions for students (Gonzalez et al., 2017). The 

sound decisions raise education standards and achievement, ensuring equity in terms of a 

high-quality education for all students (Gonzalez et al., 2017).  

The members of the opposing side of the debate believe high-stakes standard 

based assessments are limiting the scope of curricula (Gonzalez et al., 2017; Podolsky et 

al., 2016). They believe limiting the scope of curricula holds them to teaching tested 

curricula and test taking strategies (Gonzalez et al., 2017; Podolsky et al., 2016). 
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Individuals in favor of standardized testing believe that exposing students to this 

narrowed curriculum has resulted in the continued low performance on standardized 

assessments for poor and minority students (Podolsky et al., 2016; Sutcher et al., 2016). 

Therefore, while it is clear that standardized testing will be a constant in the educational 

system, researchers and practitioners are calling for further research into how teachers are 

able to assist students as they grapple with standardized assessments and teaching the 

entire curriculum to mastery to all students (Hughes, 2012). 

When considering school characteristics, urban Title I schools which educate 

student populations with large percentages of minority students whose socioeconomic 

status is determined to be low find it difficult to recruit and retain teachers (Carver-

Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017). The struggle to recruit and retain teachers often 

results in classrooms void of certified teachers (Cardichon et al., 2020; Sutcher et al., 

2016). This void is often filled with substitute teachers, uncertified teachers, or classes 

are combined which increases class size (Cardichon et al., 2020; Sutcher et al., 2016). 

Each of the solutions to remedy the lack of certified teachers adds to the already 

demanding workload often placed on teachers in Title I schools (Bland et al., 2014; 

Sutcher et al., 2016). It is well documented that teachers in urban Title I schools are 

leaving due to reasons such as the demands placed on teachers due to larger class sizes, 

high stakes standardized testing, a challenging student population, and a dissatisfaction 

with the administration (Podolsky et al., 2016). Research is needed to uncover reasons 

certain teachers in urban Title I schools decide to stay despite the many challenges that 

lead their peers to leave the profession (Hughes, 2012). 
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Organizational Characteristics 

Organizational characteristics are also noted to impact teacher retention (Hughes, 

2012). The organizational characteristics to be explored in this study include salary and 

workload, facilities and resources, parental support, student cooperation, and principal 

support (Hughes, 2012). 

The salary for teachers in high-poverty schools has been documented to be as 

much as 35% lower than teachers in more affluent schools (Podolsky et al., 2016; Sutcher 

et al., 2016). Salary inequity impacts teachers’ decisions to voluntarily leave the 

profession (Podolsky et al., 2016). Many incentive programs have been implemented in 

attempts to retain educators who teach students in urban Title I schools (Hanover 

Research, 2014; Liang et al., 2015). While some progress is noted, incentive programs 

struggle to retain teachers, especially in Title I schools (Hanover Research, 2014; 

Podolsky et al., 2016). There are many reasons associated with issues related to 

sustaining incentive programs. These include, but are not limited to funding cuts, a one-

sided approach incentive programs, and community push back (Hanover Research, 

2014). 

Urban Title I schoolteachers face particular challenges related to salary, because 

they have the added workload to comprehensively differentiate for students’ academic 

and behavioral needs (Gonzalez et al., 2017; Ingersoll, 2001; Kaden, 2020). “Only 3 to 

45 percent of teachers at low-achieving schools said that their school was a good place to 

teach and learn, compared with 70 to 82 percent of teachers at high-achieving schools” 

(TNTP, 2012, p. 18). Teachers identify deprivation, disorder, and isolation as factors 

associated with working conditions that attribute to the decision to exit the teaching 
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profession (Bland et al., 2014; Johnson et al., 2012; Podolsky et al., 2016; Thibodeaux et 

al., 2015). Workload at times appears to influence teachers’ decisions to leave Title I 

schools more than salaries (Bland et al., 2014; Kaden, 2020). Hughes (2012) reported 

teachers are twice as likely to remain in the profession when satisfied with salaries and 

workloads. 

Educating in schools with high concentrations of minority and poor students 

requires proper facilities and resources (Hughes, 2012). These organizational 

characteristics are much less likely to be available to teachers in Title I school 

environments doing the hard work of closing achievement gaps (Kaden, 2020; Podolsky 

et al., 2016). Higher attrition rates can be attributed to teachers being forced to educate 

students in poor facilities (Podolsky et al., 2016). Higher attrition rates can also be 

attributed to teachers who are forced to teach in schools that have fewer textbooks and 

supplies (Podolsky et al., 2016). Research is clear that organizational characteristics are 

impacting attrition rates in urban Title I schools because when teachers struggle to 

operate in poor facilities and to obtain the resources necessary to properly educate 

students they stress, burnout, and eventually leave the school (Bland et al., 2014; 

Podolsky et al., 2016; Sutcher et al., 2016). Additional research is needed to understand 

the impact of these predictors on teacher retention in urban Title I schools and what 

teachers perceive is needed to retain them in Title I classrooms (Hughes, 2012). 

Teachers identify parental involvement and student cooperation as organizational 

characteristics that makes it difficult to work in urban Title I schools (Johnson et al., 

2012; TNTP, 2012). Parental support plays a significant role in teacher retention 

(Hanover Research, 2014). When parents are engaged, they support school events, assist 
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with homework, and support teachers’ efforts (Sass et al., 2012; Sutcher et al., 2016). 

When parental support is amplified in the school environment, student achievement and 

cooperation is positively impacted (Duncan & Magnuson, 2011; Sass et al., 2012; 

Sutcher et al., 2016). When students are cooperative, they complete their work, put forth 

effort, and exhibit behaviors that allow them to be successful in the school environment 

(Sass et al., 2012; Sutcher et al., 2016). Research has identified the positive impact of 

parental support and student cooperation. Additional research is needed to identify the 

perception of the impact of these predictors on teacher retention in Title I Schools where 

parental involvement and student cooperation is often low (Hughes, 2012). 

Principal support is an organizational characteristic that contributes to the 

longevity of teachers in schools that educate high minority, high poverty populations 

(Gonzalez et al., 2017; Johnson et al., 2012; Podolsky et al., 2016; Sutcher et al., 2016; 

Thibodeaux et al., 2015; TNTP, 2012). Principal support includes classroom autonomy, 

input on decisions that impact the school, inclusive school environments, and respect and 

trust among colleagues (Hanover Research, 2014; Podolsky, Kini, Bishop, & Darling-

Hammond, 2016; Sutcher et al., 2016). Dysfunctional and unsupportive work 

environments are factors that drive teachers to seek employment outside of schools that 

educate high numbers of minority and poor students (Johnson et al., 2012; Kaden, 2020). 

Principals can improve support levels by addressing the adult experience (Bland 

et al., 2014; Chenoweth & Theokas, 2013). To increase retention rates, principals may 

choose to invest in staff recognition, publicly and positively recognize efforts, promote 

collaboration, and enforce a shared mission among teachers (Bland et al., 2014; Ingersoll, 

2001; Podolsky et al., 2016). Reaves and Cozzens (2018) noted that teachers who feel 



  

55 

 

safe and supported had significantly higher intrinsic motivation and self-efficacy when 

compared to teachers who do not feel safe and supported. Additional studies revealed that 

teachers’ intrinsic motivation was positively impacted when given clear expectations 

from forward-thinking administration (Casey, 2016; Chenoweth & Theokas, 2013; 

Reaves & Cozzens, 2018). 

Teacher Efficacy 

Teacher efficacy is the teacher’s belief in the ability to affect student achievement 

(Hughes, 2012). Teacher efficacy is an indicator of the teacher’s resolve to overcome the 

challenges that come with teaching in urban Title I schools (Gonzalez et al., 2017; 

Kaden, 2020). The current study will analyze teacher efficacy in relation to instruction, 

technology, student motivation, and classroom management (Hughes, 2012). 

Teachers who are confident in their instructional expertise along with their ability 

to motivate and manage students exhibit the skill set necessary to successfully educate 

students in urban Title I schools (Casey, 2016; Podolsky et al., 2016). Instructional 

expertise can be exhibited in the teacher's ability to consistently plan and deliver high 

quality instruction in a manner that motivates students to engage in learning process 

(Casey, 2016; Podolsky et al., 2016). The COVID-19 pandemic immediately required 

instructional expertise to include technology expertise as an anchor to high quality 

instruction (Kaden, 2020; Michel, 2020).  

Teachers must now be able to harness technology to support various educational 

needs of students (Kaden, 2020; Michel, 2020). Technology must be used to support 

current curricula, assist in filling academic gaps, or to accelerate learning (Kaden, 2020; 

Michel, 2020). When students are motivated by high quality instruction, they are less 
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likely to exhibit behaviors that disrupt safe and supportive school environments (Casey, 

2016; Podolsky et al., 2016). Teacher efficacy was challenged by the disruption caused 

by the COVID-19 pandemic (Kaden, 2020). The educational system would benefit from 

research into the correlation between teacher efficacy and instruction, technology, student 

motivation, and classroom management to better understand how to keep teachers 

engaged and confident as teachers (Callaway, 2017). 

The COVID-19 Pandemic 

Teacher efficacy was challenged when the Spring of 2020 ushered in a world-

wide pandemic caused by the virus COVID-19 (Kaden, 2020; Michel, 2020; Reich et al., 

2020). This pandemic continues to impact the professional lives of teachers by forcing 

the educational system to redesign the teaching and learning landscape for millions of 

students (Kaden, 2020; Michel, 2020; Reich et al., 2020). Teachers were instantly forced 

to utilize methods of teaching that were mostly unfamiliar in most school settings 

(Kaden, 2020; Reich et al., 2020). These included distance, online, or virtual learning 

utilizing asynchronous and synchronous methods (Kaden, 2020; Michel, 2020; Reich et 

al., 2020). To complicate matters, teachers were often forced to implement these new 

modes of teaching in unconventional classrooms, such as their home offices and kitchen 

tables (Kaden, 2020; Reich et al., 2020). This has proven to be a traumatic experience for 

many teachers, and the impact on teacher characteristics, school characteristics, 

organizational characteristics, and teacher efficacy is playing a part in teachers’ decisions 

to remain in the teaching profession (Kaden, 2020; Reich et al., 2020). Researchers are 

clear that the COVID-19 pandemic continues to impact the professional lives of teachers 

(Kaden, 2020; Michel, 2020; Reich et al., 2020). Researchers are calling for more 
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information related to the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on teachers’ decisions to 

remain in the teaching profession. 

Attributional Theory 

Bernard Weiner (1985), author of the Attributional Theory attests that behavior is 

motivated by perceived causes of success and failure. This motivation is fueled by the 

attributor’s desire to master self or the environment. Once the attributor can identify a 

cause or causes, the work of future actions can begin. The work will involve the attributor 

taking one of two actions. The attributor will choose to replicate causes that led to 

success, or the attributor will choose to alter causes that led to failure. This causal 

exploration, in an attempt to assign causation, is a process the attributor uses to guide 

adaptations that will lead to the increased possibility of mastery or to becoming more 

functional as a person in the environment. Weiner (1985) states, “The perceived causes of 

success and failure share three common dimensions: locus, stability, and controllability, 

with intentionality and globality as other possible causal structures” (p. 548). These 

dimensions cause people to repeat previous behaviors. (Weiner, 1985) 

Weiner (1985) relied on the work of Fritz Heider (1958), the originator of the 

attributional approach in psychology, to identify the most fundamental causal 

distinctions. Heider noted that the result of an action depends upon either factors within a 

person or factors within the environment. Psychologists, agreeing with Heider, embraced 

the internal-external distinctions. Thus, the internal-external, locus dimension serves as 

the foundation for the analysis of the structure of causality. 

Continuing to develop his theory, Weiner (1985) determined there was a need for 

a second dimension of causality, labeled stability. The stability dimension was necessary 
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to explain that among internal and external causes, some fluctuate, and some remain 

constant. An internal cause that fluctuates may include mood. An internal cause that may 

be considered constant may include aptitude. An external cause that fluctuates may 

include weather conditions. An external cause that may be considered constant may 

include the size of a room. 

The third dimension, controllability, was identified to label causalities that are 

subject to volitional control. This dimension allows a trait such as laziness, which is 

under volitional control, to be distinguished from a trait such as the onset of fatigue 

which is typically not identified as under volitional control. This dimension is used to 

determine if the cause is within the attributor’s ability to alter. 

Intentionality and globality are two additional properties connected to the theory. 

Intentionality is to determine the difference between intent and control. Intent and control 

highly correlate. “Individuals intend to do what is controllable, and can control what is 

intended” (Weiner, 1985, p. 554). 

Globality suggests that some causes generalize across settings. This property 

affords researchers the opportunity to define causes as specific to a situation or 

generalizable across settings. The use of the dimensions and properties provide a constant 

on which researchers can compare and contrast causes. 

When determining what motivates action, the topics of expectancy and value must 

be explored. Expecting to obtain a goal is a determinant of action. The theory suggests 

that goal expectancy, especially when coupled with past performance history, will impact 

dimensions and properties. If past performance was successful, success will be expected 

in the future. If past performance was unsuccessful, failure will be expected. 
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Attributional Theory will be utilized to determine which internal and external 

factors related to teacher retention are stable and controllable. Once identified, these 

factors can be intentionally generalized by the educational system, or as defined by 

Weiner (1985) the factors can be identified as global. The educational system can expect 

that these intentional factors can be generalized and utilized to develop strategy and to 

employ plans to increase retention rates in Title I schools due to the stability in the 

identified causes. 

Figure 1. Attributional Theory 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Attributional Theory. Attributional theory model demonstrating the flow of 

behavior starting with the results of previous outcomes through causal properties and 

psychological consequences and ending with the behavioral consequences that are 

dependent on the causal properties. Graham, S. (2020, April). An attributional theory of 

motivation. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 61, 1-11. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2020.101861. Copyright 2020 by Elsevier Inc. 

 

Summary 

Teacher turnover is a challenge for urban Title I schools that educate high 

numbers of minority and poor students (Garcia & Weiss, 2019; Johnson et al., 2012; Sass 
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et al., 2012). Almost one in ten teachers in high poverty urban Title I schools leave the 

profession (Podolsky et al., 2016; Ronfeldt et al., 2013). High teacher turnover has a 

negative effect on student achievement that is directly related to vacancies being filled by 

less effective, inexperienced, and poorly prepared teachers (Garcia & Weiss, 2019; 

Hanushek, Rivkin, & Schiman, 2016; Ronfeldt et al., 2013; Sykes & Martin, 2019; 

Sutcher et al., 2016; The New Teacher Project [TNTP], 2012). When teacher turnover is 

high, students are not afforded the opportunity to benefit from teacher experience and this 

adversely impacts student achievement (Podolsky et al., 2016). This continues to be a 

struggle for urban Title I schools, especially when needing teachers certified to teach 

mathematics, science, bilingual/English-language development, and special education 

(Guarino, Santibanez, & Daley, 2006; Podolsky et al., 2016). 

Teacher characteristics, school characteristics, organizational characteristics, 

teacher efficacy, and the COVID-19 pandemic are predictors that impact teacher 

retention (Hughes, 2012; Kaden, 2020). The predictors have led many urban Title I 

schools to employ a combination of uncertified and inexperienced teachers which has 

created a teacher quality gap that disproportionately and negatively affects the 

educational experiences and outcomes of many students identified as economically 

disadvantaged (Cardichon et al., 2020; Coleman et al., 1966; Goldhaber et al., 2019). 

Understanding and implementing strong recruitment and retention efforts is 

important, because urban Title 1 schools that educate a high percentage of poor and 

minority students employ inexperienced teachers at a rate of 4.8 percentage points higher 

than non-Title 1 schools and this is directly correlated to poor student outcomes. (Garcia 

& Weiss, 2019). Attracting and retaining more experienced educators in urban Title I 
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schools will expose a greater number of poor and minority students to meaningful and 

relevant curricula, and safe and inclusive learning environments (Cardichon et al., 2020). 

This exposure impacts more than achievement; it has been demonstrated to positively 

impact students’ desire to engage in academic tasks outside of the classroom (Ladd, 

2013). Focusing on diminishing high turnover rates benefits students because the schools 

will retain teachers who have acquired valuable teaching experience (Johnson et al., 

2012). 

With a teacher shortage that threatens to impact student outcomes and leave 

students without certified teachers, it is imperative to understand and mitigate risk with 

urgency (Cardichon et al., 2020; Garcia & Weiss, 2019). Most studies gather data related 

to teacher attrition from teachers who have left the profession or have moved from one 

school to another (Podolsky et al., 2016). Data from teachers who choose to remain in 

urban Title I schools, despite the many challenges, may hold the knowledge the field 

needs to know, understand, and utilize to develop strategic plans. This knowledge, from 

teachers still engaged in the teaching profession can be utilized to retain and develop 

teachers well past their third year of teaching (Casey, 2016; Gonzalez et al., 2017; 

Turner, 2018). This is extremely necessary in urban Title 1 schools where experienced 

teachers have proven to positively impact student achievement (Cardichon et al., 2020). 

The purpose of this study was to quantify the impact of internal and external 

factors that experienced teachers perceive led to them remaining in the teaching 

profession and in urban Title I schools that are responsible for teaching the nation’s most 

vulnerable student populations. These teachers remained despite the impact of these 

external and internal factors that led to the exit of many of their peers. The lessons 
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learned from these teachers will be added to the body of research undergirding the 

necessity to retain teachers. The researcher aimed to fill the gap in educational research 

related to why teachers remain in urban Title I schools. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

The teacher is identified as the most influential factor related to improving student 

achievement (Coleman et al., 1966; Goldhaber et al., 2019; Johnson et al., 2012). The 

longer a teacher remains in the profession, the more skilled and effective the teacher 

becomes (Cardichon et al., 2020; Goldhaber et al., 2019; Ladd, 2013; Podolsky et al., 

2016). Urban Title I schools that educate approximately 26 million students identified as 

economically disadvantaged have a history of teacher turnover that is directly tied to poor 

student achievement (Hanover Research, 2014; U.S. Department of Education, n.d.). 

Identifying the impact of variables that teachers perceive contribute to their longevity in 

urban Title I schools may provide educators with the knowledge necessary to diminish 

the teacher turnover rate in urban Title I schools which at times is 55% higher than in 

non-urban, non-Title I schools (Garcia & Weiss, 2019; Podolsky et al., 2016; Reardon, 

2011). 

The academic performance of students classified as economically disadvantaged 

has historically been poorer than that of their more affluent peers (Garcia & Weiss, 2019; 

Podolsky et al., 2016; Reardon, 2011). Students classified as economically disadvantaged 

consistently demonstrate the need for experienced and more skilled teachers (Goldhaber 

et al., 2019; Ladd, 2013; Podolsky et al., 2016; Texas Education Agency website, n.d.). 

The purpose of this quantitative study was to measure the impact of variables 

teachers perceive influence their longevity to teach students in urban Title I PreK-6 

schools in a school district in southwest Texas to identify which predictors are significant 
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teacher retention. Through the administration of a validated survey the researcher used 

predictive analysis to determine future trends related to teacher retention. 

Research Questions 

The research questions and associated hypotheses served to guide the study by 

assisting in quantifying the impact of variables that teachers report contribute to their 

longevity in teaching in Title I schools. 

The overarching research question was: How do internal and external variables, 

classified as teacher characteristics, school characteristics, organizational characteristics, 

teacher efficacy, and the COVID-19 pandemic predict teacher retention in urban Title I 

PreK-6 schools? 

The overarching research question helped the researcher identify the degree to 

which specific variables are related to urban Title I teachers’ desire to remain in their 

current position until retirement. The following research questions and hypotheses were 

tested in an effort to support and provide data for the overarching the research question: 

RQ1: Do teacher characteristics predict retention for teachers in urban Title I 

school settings? 

H01: Teacher characteristics do not predict retention in urban Title I 

school settings. 

HA1: Teacher characteristics predict retention in urban Title I school 

settings. 

RQ2: Do school characteristics predict retention for teachers in urban Title I 

school settings? 
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H02: School characteristics do not predict retention in urban Title I school 

settings. 

HA2: School characteristics predict retention in urban Title I school 

settings. 

RQ3. Do organizational characteristics predict retention for teachers in urban 

Title I school settings? 

H03: Organizational characteristics do not predict retention in urban Title I 

school settings. 

HA3: Organizational characteristics predict retention in urban Title I 

school settings. 

RQ4. Does individual teacher efficacy predict retention for teachers in urban Title 

I school settings? 

H04: Individual teacher efficacy does not predict retention in urban Title I 

school settings. 

HA4: Individual teacher efficacy predicts retention for teachers in urban 

Title I school settings. 

RQ5. Is the COVID-19 pandemic a predictor of retention for teachers in urban 

Title I school settings? 

H05: The COVID-19 pandemic does not predict retention in urban Title I 

school settings. 

HA5: The COVID-19 pandemic predicts retention for teachers in urban 

Title I school settings. 
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Context of the Study 

The types of research considered for this study were qualitative and quantitative. 

Qualitative research provides the researcher the opportunity to study things in natural 

settings (Creswell & Poth, 2018). Relying on the views of participants, the researcher 

utilizes practices such as observation, interviews, focus groups, and recordings to make 

sense of, or interpret phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring to them (Creswell 

& Poth, 2018). The researcher relies on the participant to bring voice to experience. 

Through analytic induction, the researcher produces findings (Creswell & Poth, 2018). 

Quantitative research, on the other hand, involves the investigation of phenomena 

through the gathering of quantifiable data and performing statistical techniques (Frey, 

2016; (Salkind & Frey, 2020). Quantitative methods provide the researcher with the 

ability to find patterns and averages, make predictions, test causal relationships, and 

generalize results to wider populations (Frey, 2016; Salkind & Frey, 2020). The 

researcher for the current study chose to use quantitative research techniques. 

The type of quantitative design utilized for this study was predictive research. 

Predictive modeling was used to determine the extent of the relationship between 

variables and teacher retention. The specific variables were teacher characteristics, school 

characteristics, organizational characteristics, teacher efficacy, and the COVID-19 

pandemic as predictors that impact teacher retention (Hughes, 2012; Kaden, 2020). The 

type of predictive design that was utilized for this study was binary logistic regression. 

A survey, with both closed-ended and open-ended questions, asked participants to 

identify the impact of variables on their decision to teach in Title I schools. These 

responses were used to quantify the impact of internal and external variables that teachers 
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identify as contributing to their longevity in Title I schools in a school district in 

southwest Texas. The results of the study were analyzed to determine the impact of 

variables on teachers’ decisions to remain in teaching or resign from teaching prior to 

retirement. The analysis of data gathered from these teachers will be added to the body of 

research seeking to quantify the impact of variables on teacher retention in urban Title I 

schools. 

Population and Sampling 

The population as a whole was Pre-Kindergarten through sixth grade teachers in 

urban Title I schools in Texas. Urban Title I schools are schools in cities that educate a 

student population with large concentrations of economically disadvantaged students and 

that receive supplemental funding from the federal government. Teachers who teach in 

urban Title I schools are required to have the same credentials as teachers in non- urban 

non-Title I schools. There is an excess of 3,900 schools in Texas that are eligible for Title 

I funding (National Center for Educational Statistics, n.d.). Urban schools eligible for 

school-wide Title I funding must have a student population of which 40% of the student 

body is classified as economically disadvantaged. 

The sample solicited for this study was teachers who educated students in grades 

pre-kindergarten through sixth grade. The teachers in this study taught in large urban 

Title I schools in a school district in the southwest region of Houston, Texas, hereafter 

referred to as “the district.” The district was a urban Title I school district, which means 

every school in the district receives Title I funding. The district employed approximately 

3,200 teachers of which approximately 1150 are PreK - 6th grade teachers (National 

Center for Educational Statistics, n.d.). Approximately 35% of the teachers in the district 
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had between 0-5 years of experience (Texas Education Agency, n.d.). The district 

educated over 45,000 students (National Center for Educational Statistics, n.d.). The 

student population was predominantly Hispanic and African American. Over 83% of the 

student population is classified as economically disadvantaged (Texas Education Agency, 

n.d.). To be included in the study, participants had to be currently employed as a pre-

kindergarten through sixth grade state certified teacher in the district. 

Participants were solicited utilizing non-random convenience sampling. To 

participate in the study, teachers had to be a pre-kindergarten through 6th grade teacher. 

An email was sent to each campus principal in the 30 PreK-6 schools in the district 

asking for permission to survey the teachers on each campus (see Appendix A). Once 

permission was granted, an email was sent to each teacher in the 30 schools that educate 

students in grades PreK-6th grade (see Appendix B). The researcher’s goal was to obtain 

a minimum of 200 – 300 surveys to achieve appropriate diversity of perspective.  

Instrumentation 

The initial survey created by Hughes (2012) served as a model for the survey that 

was used in the current study to measure the impact of internal and external factors 

related to teacher characteristics, school characteristics, organizational characteristics, 

teacher efficacy, and COVID-19 on teacher retention at urban Title 1 schools. The 

Teacher Perception Survey was created by Hughes (2012) in response to not finding a 

validated instrument available to measure the impact of the following variables on 

teacher retention: teacher characteristics, school characteristics, organizational 

characteristics, and teacher efficacy (Hughes, 2012). The survey created by Hughes 

(2012) had a reliability statistic of 95%. The current study utilized an adaptation of 



  

69 

 

Hughes (2012) Teacher Perception Survey. The adapted survey utilized in the current 

study had a reliability statistic of 92%. The survey can be found in Appendix C and is 

titled: Teacher Retention Perception Survey.  

Permission was granted to use the survey through an email exchange between Dr. 

Hughes and the researcher on September 14, 2020. Permission was also granted to use a 

modified version of the instrument that would meet the needs of the current study on 

January 4, 2021. A chart outlining modifications to The Teacher Perception Survey was 

created by Hughes (2012) in response to finding no validated instrument available to 

measure the impact of the following variables on teacher retention: teacher 

characteristics, school characteristics, organizational characteristics, and teacher efficacy 

(Hughes, 2012).  

The initial survey was sent to Dr. Hughes to ensure the current researcher 

preserved the integrity of the instrument while simultaneously meeting the needs of the 

current study. The survey was posted online at surveymonkey.com. Participants were 

emailed a link to the survey in an email. 

The modified survey that was used in the current study contains 62 questions that 

includes a consent question, 44 teacher perception, three categorical, and 14 demographic 

questions (see Appendix C). The survey contained nine teacher demographic items: 

gender, age, ethnicity, educational level, years of teaching experience, participation in 

mentoring, traditional or nontraditional certification, grade level, and type of school 

attended. The survey also contained five school demographic items: school size, school 

SES, students’ standardized test performance, mode of instruction during COVID-19 

pandemic, and school ethnicity. 
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Five of the survey items measured teacher efficacy: instruction, student 

motivation, classroom management, and technology, and five items measure school 

characteristics: salary and workload, COVID-19 pandemic workload, facilities and 

resources, parent and student cooperation, and principal support. All items were Likert-

type and the number of items per scale ranged from 4 to 7. The technology scale items, 

and all school environment items offered response options of strongly agree, agree, 

slightly agree, slightly disagree, disagree, and strongly disagree. The instruction, student 

motivation, and classroom management subscale items presented response options of 

very confident, confident, somewhat confident, somewhat unconfident, unconfident, and 

very unconfident. 

Statistical Analysis 

Data were collected from participants through the software SurveyMonkey. The 

researcher ran and analyzed a binary logistic regression to quantify the impact of the 

independent variables: demographics, teacher characteristics, school characteristics, 

organizational characteristics, teacher efficacy, and COVID-19 on the dependent 

variables: teacher’s future teaching plans which include to leave teaching before 

retirement referred to in the analysis as leavers or remain in teaching until retirement 

referred to in the analysis as stayers. Predictive analytics assisted the researcher in 

identifying the likelihood of teachers remaining in the profession when considering the 

variables included in this study. Each survey item was utilized to measure identified 

variables for each research question. 
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Ethical Considerations 

To protect participants from any adverse effects resulting from participating in the 

study, the researcher provided informed consent to each participant through 

SurveyMonkey (see Appendix D). Participants were also required to answer an informed 

consent question, question number one, prior to completing the survey (see Appendix C). 

Informed consent advised participants of the purpose of study, procedures, risks and 

benefits, liability, and right to refuse to participate or withdraw participation anytime 

during the survey (see Appendix D). Participants were also be given information that will 

allow them to contact the researcher and dissertation chair for additional information, 

questions, or concerns (see Appendix D). Participants were notified that surveys returned 

without informed consent will not be included in the study (see Appendix D). 

The researcher had sole access to the data and assumed responsibility for the safe 

storage of the data. The encrypted data were saved according to the Houston Baptist 

University Data Storage Policy. They were stored on the researcher’s personal hard drive, 

one USB storage device in the CRDs Office at HBU, and in an electronic file in cloud 

storage. The data will be kept for a minimum of two years (by the researcher) and no 

more than five years (by the University). The data collected may be published or 

presented as a compilation of data from several respondents. No specific identifiers of 

participants appeared on any document. There were no identifiable risks for participants 

who complete the study. The ethical considerations included in this study were designed 

to influence the integrity of each participant that chooses to participate. 
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS 

Introduction 

 Retaining teachers in urban Title I schools that educate student populations 

comprised of majority economically disadvantaged students has and continues to be 

challenging for public schools in the United States (Cardichon et al., 2020; Casey, 2016). 

Bland et al. (2014) reported that when comparing Title I and non-Title I schools, the 

turnover rate in Title I school can be as much as 50% higher. The purpose of this study is 

to analyze data that will provide the educational system with perceptions of teachers 

related to why they choose to remain as teachers in urban Title I schools despite the 

exodus of peers. The findings in this study can be used by the educational system to 

develop recruitment, retention, and support plans targeted at retaining teachers in urban 

Title I schools.  

 In Chapter IV the researcher will organize, and present data related to the external 

and internal factors, classified as teacher characteristics, school characteristics, 

organizational characteristics, teacher efficacy, and COVID-19 as predictors of teachers’ 

decisions to teach in urban Title I schools that educate students in grades PK-6. The 

chapter is organized into the following sections: Sample Characteristics, Assumptions of 

Binary Logistic Regression, Results of RQ1, Results of RQ2, Results of RQ3, Results of 

RQ4, Results of RQ5, and Summary of Findings.  
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Sample Characteristics 

Sample characteristics are presented below and supported by tables. Characteristics 

include age, race, highest degree, experience, grade taught, teaching in a school similar to 

one attended as a student, and mentoring.  

Table 1 displays the participants by age. As illustrated by the table, 34.9% (112) 

of participants were between the ages of 41-50. Participants between the ages of 31-40 

years represented 29.6% (95) of the sample. Of the total participants 19.4% (52) were 

younger than 31 or older than 60. 

Table 1 

Participation by Age 

Age Range Frequency Percentage 

23-30 39 12.1 

31-40 95 29.6 

41-50 112 34.9 

51-60 57 17.8 

61+ 13 4.0 

Prefer not to say 5 1.6 

Total 321 100 

Note: n=321. 

 

Table 2 displays participation by race. Of participants, 34% (109) identified as 

Hispanic American. Of participants, 30.8% (99) identified as African American. Of 

participants, 25.5% (82) identified as Caucasian American. Participants choosing other 

for race totaled 9.7%. 
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Table 2 

Participation by Race 

Race Frequency Percent 

Caucasian American 82 25.5 

African American 99 30.8 

Hispanic American 109 34.0 

Other 31 9.7 

Total 321 100.0 

Note: n=321. 

 

Table 3 displays the highest level of education obtained by participants. Most 

participants, 60.7% (195) obtained a bachelor's degree. Of the participants, 38% (122) 

obtained a master's degree. The fewest number of participants obtained a Doctorate 

degree, 1.2% (4). 

Table 3 

Participation by Highest Degree 

Highest Degree Frequency Percent 

Bachelor 195 60.7 

Master 122 38.0 

Doctorate 4 1.2 

Total 321 100.0 

Note: n=321 

Responses were coded into three categories, including novice (0-10 years’ 

experience), veteran (11-19 years’ experience), and experienced (20+ years’ experience). 
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Table 4 displays participation by experience, indicating the highest representation in the 

novice group. 

Table 4 

Participation by Experience 

 Experience Range Experience Count Percent of Sample 

Novice 0-10 125 40.7 

Veteran 11-19 105 34.2 

Experienced 20+ 77 25.1 

Total  307 100 

Note: n=307. 

 

Table 5 displays grade levels taught by participants. Participants teaching grades 

5-6 represent 34% (109) of participants. Of participants 32.7% (105) teach grades 3-4. Of 

participants 19.9% (64) teach grades 1-2. Of participants 13.4% (43) teach grades PK-K. 

Table 5 

Participation by Grade Taught 

Grade Frequency Percent 

PK-K 43 13.4 

1-2 64 19.9 

3-4 105 32.7 

5-6 109 34.0 

Total 321 100 

Note: n=321 

Table 6 displays the degree to which participants attended a school similar to 

where they teach. Of the participants, 32.1% (103) attended a school that was strongly 

similar to the school where they teach. Of the participants, 25.2% (81) attended a school 
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that was similar to the school where they teach. Of the participants, 14% (45) attended a 

school that was slightly dissimilar to the school where they teach. Of the participants, 

13.4% (43) attended a school that was dissimilar to the school where they teach. Of the 

participants, 8.7% (28) attended a school that was slightly similar to the school where 

they teach. Of the participants, 6.5% (21) attended a school that was dissimilar to the 

school where they teach. 

Table 6 

Participants Attended a Similar School to Where They Teach 

  Frequency Percent 

Strongly Agree 103 32.1% 

Agree 81 25.2% 

Slightly Agree 28 8.7% 

Slightly Disagree 45 14.0% 

Disagree 43 13.4% 

Strongly Disagree 21 6.5% 

Total 321 100.0% 

Note: n=321. 

 

Table 7 displays participation in teacher mentor program. Of the participants, 

69.1% (221) received mentoring. Of the participants, 30.9% (99) received mentoring.  

Table 7 

Receiving Mentoring 

  Frequency Percent 

Yes Mentoring 221 69.1% 
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No Mentoring 99 30.9% 

Total 320 100.0% 

Note: n=320. 

 

Assumptions of Binary Logistic Regression 

 The demographic data has been presented. The following describes the 

assumptions of binary logistic regression that underpin research questions 1, 2, and 3. 

Following these assumptions are the results for each research question. Three 

assumptions of logistic regression were tested, including a) dichotomous DV, b) 

continuous or categorial IV, and c) independence of observation. The first assumption 

was met because the DV was dichotomous, consisting of two categories, groups: those 

who intend to remain teaching until retirement (coded as 1) and those who expect to 

leave teaching prior to retirement (coded 0). For simplicity, the DV will be referred to as 

“retention,” with those expecting to remain teaching until retirement called “stayers” and 

those expecting to leave prior to retirement called “leavers.” The second assumption was 

met because all IVs were dummy coded as either yes (1) or no (0). The third assumption,  

independence of observations in the DV, was met because retention was coded in the 

mutually exclusive categories of yes or no.  

Results of RQ1 

Do teacher characteristics predict retention for teachers in a Title I school setting? 

Binary logistic regression was used to address RQ1 using dichotomous data, 

including retention (DV) and teacher characteristics (IV). For retention, data were coded 

as 1 (“yes”) and 0 (“no”); similarly, teacher characteristics were coded as 1 (yes) or 2 

(no). Teacher characteristics mirrored those selected by Hughes (2012), including age 
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and experience, gender, ethnicity, grade level, and educational attainment. After dummy 

coding into yes/no for each IV, there were a total of 20 categories: 

● Novice (0 to 10 years) 

● Experienced (20+ years) 

● Veteran (11 to 19 years) 

● Age 23-35 

● Age 36-43 

● Age 44-70 

● Male 

● Female 

● Other Race 

● Caucasian-American 

● African American 

● Hispanic-American 

● Bachelor 

● Master 

● PK-K 

● Grades-1-2 

● Grades-3-4 

● Grades-5-6 

● YES-Mentoring 

● NO-Mentoring 
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Of the total sample of 354, 303 completed all of the teacher characteristics items 

with 51.5% indicating stayer and 49.5% indicating leaver. The 20 teacher characteristics 

were tested in a single logistic regression model, assessing the predictive capacity. Of the 

20 predictors, six were dropped from the model. While the intercept model correctly 

predicted retention 51.5% of the time, the model of teacher characteristics correctly 

predicted retention 73.9% of the time, representing an improvement of 22.4%. A binary 

logistic regression was performed to determine the effects of teacher characteristics on 

teacher retention as defined by their intention to stay in the profession until retirement. 

The logistic regression model was statistically significant χ2(14, N = 303) = 95.58, p = 

0.001.  

Table 8 displays the omnibus test of model coefficients for teacher characteristics.  

Table 8 

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients for Teacher Characteristics 

 Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 95.557 14 0.001 

Block 95.557 14 0.001 

Model 95.557 14 0.001 

Note: n=303. df=degrees of freedom. Sig.=significance. 

 

With a Nagelkerke R² value of 0.361, the model explained 36.1% of the variance 

in teacher retention. Of the 14 remaining variables, only four were significant predictors 

of retention, including experienced, ages 23-25, ages 36-43, and bachelor’s degree. Table 

9 indicates predictive capacity of individual teacher characteristics that were included in 

the final model. 
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Table 9 

Teacher Characteristics as Predictors of Teacher Retention 

 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Novice (0 to 10 years) -0.492 0.363 1.843 1 0.175 0.611 

*Experienced (20+ Years) 1.122 0.46 5.959 1 0.015 3.070 

*Ages 23-35 -1.821 0.453 16.142 1 0.001 0.162 

*Ages 36-43 -1.007 0.366 7.578 1 0.006 0.365 

Male -0.402 0.423 0.901 1 0.343 0.669 

Female 0.6 0.754 0.634 1 0.426 1.822 

Other -0.344 0.551 0.389 1 0.533 0.709 

Caucasian American 0.328 0.366 0.805 1 0.37 1.389 

African American -0.423 0.348 1.478 1 0.224 0.655 

*Bachelor 0.873 0.295 8.744 1 0.003 2.395 

PK-K -0.333 0.463 0.518 1 0.472 0.716 

Grades1-2 0.355 0.393 0.815 1 0.367 1.426 

Grades 3-4 -0.241 0.338 0.511 1 0.475 0.786 

YES Mentoring 0.429 0.32 1.795 1 0.18 1.535 

Constant 0.078 0.479 0.026 1 0.871 1.081 

Note: n=303. B=beta coefficient. S.E.=standard error. Wald=Wald Test. df=degrees of 

freedom, Sig.=significance. Exp(B)=the exponentiation of the B coefficient. *=significant 

at the .05 level. 

 

For experienced (20+) years, the beta coefficient (B) is 1.122, indicating an 

increasing likelihood of membership in the target group (stayers). The odds ratio 

[Exp(B)] indicates that for every one-unit increase in the experienced group, the odds of 

being a stayer changed by a factor of 3.070, meaning that the odds are increasing.  

For ages 23-35, the beta coefficient (B) is -1.821, indicating a decreasing 

likelihood of membership in the target group (stayers). The odds ratio [Exp(B)] indicates 

that for every one- unit increase in the age 23-35 group, the odds of being a stayer change 

by a factor of 0.162, meaning that the odds are decreasing. 

For ages 36-43, the beta coefficient (B) is -1.007, indicating a decreasing 

likelihood of membership in the target group (stayers). The odds ratio [Exp(B)] indicates 
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that for every one- unit increase in the age 36-43 group, the odds of being a stayer change 

by a factor of 0.365, meaning that the odds are decreasing. 

For teachers holding a bachelor’s degree, the beta coefficient (B) is 0.873, 

indicating an increased likelihood of membership in the target group (stayers). The odds 

ratio [Exp(B)] indicates that for every one-unit increase in the experienced group, the 

odds of being a stayer change by a factor of 2.395, meaning that the odds are increasing. 

Therefore, considering the question “Do teacher characteristics predict retention 

for teachers in a Title I school setting?”, teacher experience of 20+ years and having 

obtained a bachelor’s degree increases the likelihood of teacher retention in urban Title I 

schools. Age is negatively associated with teacher retention for the age ranges 23-35 and 

36-43 meaning these characteristics decrease the likelihood of teachers remaining in 

urban Title I classrooms. Novice, gender, ethnicity, educational attainment, grade level 

taught, and receiving mentoring proved not to be predictors of teacher retention in urban 

Title I schools. 

Results of RQ2 

Do school characteristics predict retention for teachers in a Title I school setting? 

Binary logistic regression was used to address RQ2 using dichotomous data, 

including retention (DV) and school characteristics (IV). For retention, data were coded 

as 1 (“yes”) and 0 (“no”); similarly, school characteristics were coded as 1 (yes) or 2 

(no). School characteristics mirrored those selected by Hughes (2012), including 

participating teachers’ self-reported estimates of school variables, which are summarized 

below: 

● Student enrollment 
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● Student performance on standardized achievement tests 

● % Economically disadvantaged 

● % Caucasian American 

● % African American 

● % Hispanic American 

● % Asian American 

● % Other American 

● Primary teaching mode 

Of the total sample of 354, 205 completed all of the school characteristics items 

with 52.7% indicating stayer and 47.3% indicating leaver. The nine school characteristics 

were tested in a single logistic regression model, assessing the predictive capacity. All 

nine predictors were included in the model. While the intercept model correctly predicted 

retention 52.7% of the time, the model of school characteristics correctly predicted 

retention 53.7% of the time, representing an improvement of only 1%. A binary logistic 

regression was performed to determine the effects of school characteristics on teacher 

retention as defined by their intention to stay in the profession until retirement. The 

logistic regression model was not statistically significant χ2(19, N = 205) = 7.773, p = 

0.557. Table 10 displays the omnibus test of model coefficients for school characteristics.  

Table 10 

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients for School Characteristics 

 Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 7.773 9 0.557 

Block 7.773 9 0.557 

Model 7.773 9 0.557 

Note: n=205. df=degrees of freedom. Sig.=significance. 
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With a Nagelkerke R² value of 0.050, the model only explained 5% of the 

variance in teacher retention. Of the nine variables retained in the model, none were 

significant predictors of retention. Table 11 indicates predictive capacity of individual 

school characteristics that were included in the final model, all of which fell above a p-

value of .05, indicating non-significance. 

Table 11 

School Characteristics as Predictors of Teacher Retention 

 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Student enrollment -0.041 0.111 0.134 1 0.715 0.960 

Student Achievement 0.099 0.195 0.259 1 0.611 1.104 

% Eco Dis 0.017 0.149 0.012 1 0.912 1.017 

% Caucasian American -0.007 0.028 0.064 1 0.800 0.993 

% African American -0.016 0.011 2.276 1 0.131 0.984 

% Hispanic American 0.001 0.009 0.006 1 0.937 1.001 

% Asian American -0.003 0.02 0.022 1 0.883 0.997 

% Other American 0.018 0.036 0.259 1 0.611 1.018 

Primary Teaching Mode -0.334 0.18 3.434 1 0.064 0.716 

Constant 1.286 1.017 1.598 1 0.206 3.618 

Note: n=205. B=beta coefficient. S.E.=standard error. Wald=Wald Test. df=degrees of 

freedom, Sig.=significance. Exp(B)=the exponentiation of the B coefficient 

 

 For the research question, “Do school characteristics predict retention for teachers 

in an urban Title I school setting?”, the predictors measured proved not to be significant 

predictors of teacher retention in urban Title I schools. These predictors, including 

student enrollment, student achievement, and student demographics, were all non-

significant factors in relation to teacher retention in urban Title I schools.  
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Results of RQ3 

Do organizational characteristics predict retention for teachers in a Title I school 

setting? 

Binary logistic regression was used to address RQ3 using dichotomous data, 

including retention (DV) and organizational characteristics (IV). For retention, data were 

coded as 1 (“yes”) and 0 (“no”); organizational characteristics were assessed on a Likert-

type scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree) through a survey by Hughes 

(2102), which includes the following four domains: 

● Parent-student support 

● Principal support 

● Salary-workload 

● Facilities-resources 

Reliability for the 27 items was .0923 and in the excellent range. Of the total 

sample of 354, all completed the organizational characteristics items with 52.3% 

indicating stayer and 47.7% indicating leaver. The four organizational domains were 

tested in a single logistic regression model, assessing the predictive capacity. All four 

predictors remained in the model. While the intercept model correctly predicted retention 

52.3% of the time, the model of organizational characteristics correctly predicted 

retention 61.3% of the time, representing an improvement of 9%. A binary logistic 

regression was performed to determine the effects of organizational characteristics on 

teacher retention as defined by their intention to stay in the profession until retirement. 

The logistic regression model was statistically significant  
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χ2(4, N = 354) = 19.606, p = 0.001. Table 12 displays the omnibus test of model 

coefficients for organizational characteristics.  

Table 12 

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients for Organizational Characteristics 

 Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 19.606 4 0.001 

Block 19.606 4 0.001 

Model 19.606 4 0.001 

Note: n=354. df=degrees of freedom. Sig.=significance. 

 

With a Nagelkerke R² value of 0.072, the model explained 7.2% of the variance in 

teacher retention. Of the four variables retained in the model, only salary-workload was a 

significant predictor of retention. Table 13 indicates predictive capacity of individual 

organizational characteristics that were included in the final model, all of which fell 

above a p-value of .05, indicating non-significance. 

Table 13 

Organizational Characteristics as Predictors of Teacher Retention 

 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Parent-student support 0.000 0.156 0.000 1 0.998 1.000 

Principal support 0.050 0.168 0.09 1 0.764 1.052 

*Salary-workload 0.546 0.203 7.247 1 0.007 1.726 

Facilities-resources -0.174 0.185 0.883 1 0.347 0.840 

Constant -1.566 0.745 4.418 1 0.036 0.209 

 

Note: n=354. B=beta coefficient. S.E.=standard error. Wald=wald test. df=degrees of 

freedom, Sig.=significance. Exp(B)=the exponentiation of the B coefficient. *=significant 

at the .05 level. 

 

The beta coefficient for salary-workload (B) is 0.546, indicating an increasing 

likelihood of membership in the target group (stayers) for those who reported higher 

scores in this category. The odds ratio [Exp(B)] indicates that for every one-unit increase 
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in the scores on salary-workload, the odds of being a stayer change by a factor of 1.726, 

meaning that the odds are increasing.  

Therefore, considering the question “Do organizational characteristics predict 

retention for teachers in an urban Title I school setting?”, salary-workload increases the 

likelihood of teacher retention in urban Title I schools. Parent-student support, principal 

support, and facilities-resources proved not to be predictors of teacher retention in urban 

Title I schools. 

Results of RQ4 

Does individual teacher efficacy predict retention for teachers in a Title I school 

setting? 

Binary logistic regression was used to address RQ4 using dichotomous data, 

including retention (DV) and school characteristics (IV). For retention, data were coded 

as 1 (“yes”) and 0 (“no”); individual teacher efficacy was assessed on a Likert-type scale 

of 1 (very unconfident) to 6 (very confident) through a survey by Hughes (2012), which 

includes the following four domains: 

● Technology 

● Instruction 

● Classroom management 

● Student motivation 

Reliability for the 15 items was .0936 and in the excellent range. Of the total 

sample of 354, all completed the individual teacher efficacy items with 52.3% indicating 

stayer and 47.7% indicating leaver. The four individual teacher efficacy domains were 

tested in a single logistic regression model, assessing the predictive capacity. All four 
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predictors were included in the model. While the intercept model correctly predicted 

retention 52.3% of the time, the model of individual teacher efficacy correctly predicted 

retention 70.8% of the time, representing an improvement of 18.5%. A binary logistic 

regression was performed to determine the effects of individual teacher efficacy on 

teacher retention as defined by their intention to stay in the profession until retirement. 

The logistic regression model was not statistically significant χ2(4, N = 354) = 6.899, p = 

0.141. Table 14 displays the omnibus test of model coefficients for individual teacher 

efficacy.  

Table 14 

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients for Individual Teacher Efficacy 

 Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 6.899 4 0.141 

Block 6.899 4 0.141 

Model 6.899 4 0.141 

Note: n=354. df=degrees of freedom. Sig.=significance. 

 

With a Nagelkerke R² value of 0.026, the model only explained 2.6% of the 

variance in teacher retention. Of the four variables retained in the model, none were 

significant predictors of retention. Table 15 indicates predictive capacity of domains of 

individual teacher efficacy that were included in the final model, all of which fell above a 

p-value of .05, indicating non-significance. 

Table 15 

Individual Teacher Efficacy as a Predictor of Teacher Retention 

 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Technology -0.193 0.145 1.766 1 0.184 0.825 

Instruction 0.471 0.283 2.773 1 0.096 1.602 

Classroom Management -0.359 0.278 1.67 1 0.196 0.699 

Student Motivation 0.311 0.234 1.766 1 0.184 1.365 
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Constant -1.152 1.252 0.846 1 0.358 0.316 

Note: n=354. B=beta coefficient. S.E.=standard error. Wald=Wald Test. df=degrees of 

freedom, Sig.=significance. Exp(B)=the exponentiation of the B coefficient 

 

For the research question, “Does individual teacher efficacy predict retention for 

teachers in an urban Title I school setting?”, the predictors measured proved not to be 

significant predictors of teacher retention in urban Title I schools. These predictors, 

including technology, instruction, classroom management, and student motivation were 

all non-significant factors in relation to teacher retention in urban Title I schools.  

Results of RQ5 

Does the COVID-19 pandemic predict retention for teachers in a Title I school 

setting? 

Binary logistic regression was used to address RQ4 using dichotomous data, 

including retention (DV) and COVID-related factors (IV). For retention, data were coded 

as 1 (“yes”) and 0 (“no”); COVID-related factors were assessed on a Likert-type scale of 

1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree) through a survey by Hughes (2102), which 

includes the following three factors: 

● Negative impact of technology 

● Increased workload 

● Anticipating return 

Of the total sample of 354, all completed the individual teacher efficacy items 

with 52.3% indicating stayer and 47.7% indicating leaver. The three COVID-related 

factors were tested in a single logistic regression model, assessing the predictive capacity. 

All three predictors were included in the model. While intercept model correctly 

predicted retention 52.3% of the time, the model of COVID-related factors correctly 
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predicted retention 55.4% of the time, representing an improvement of 3.1%. A binary 

logistic regression was performed to determine the effects of COVID-related factors on 

teacher retention as defined by their intention to stay in the profession until retirement. 

The logistic regression model was not statistically significant χ2(3, N = 354) = 3.05, p = 

0.384. Table 16 displays the omnibus test of model coefficients for individual teacher 

efficacy.  

Table 16 

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients for COVID-Related Factors 

 Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 3.05 3 0.384 

Block 3.05 3 0.384 

Model 3.05 3 0.384 

Note: n=354. df=degrees of freedom. Sig.=significance. 

 

With a Nagelkerke R² value of 0.011, the model only explained 1.1% of the 

variance in teacher retention. Of the three variables retained in the model, none were 

significant predictors of retention. Table 16 indicates predictive capacity of domains of 

COVID-related factors that were included in the final model, all of which fell above a p-

value of .05, indicating non-significance. 

Table 17 

COVID-Related Factors as a Predictor of Teacher Retention 

 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Negative impact of 

technology 

0.007 0.071 0.01 1 0.922 1.007 

Increased workload 0.102 0.085 1.45 1 0.229 1.108 

Anticipating return 0.637 0.529 1.451 1 0.228 1.891 

Constant -0.761 0.592 1.656 1 0.198 0.467 

Note: n=354. B=beta coefficient. S.E.=standard error. Wald=wald test. df=degrees of 

freedom, Sig.=significance. Exp(B)=the exponentiation of the B coefficient 
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 For the research question, “Does the COVID-19 pandemic predict retention for 

teachers in an urban Title I school setting?”, the predictors measured proved not to be 

significant predictors of teacher retention in urban Title I schools. These predictors, 

including negative impact of technology, increased workload, and anticipation to mode of 

teaching were all non-significant factors in relation to teacher retention in urban Title I 

schools. 

Summary of the Findings 

 The demographic data signifies strong participant representation in most 

categories. The categories with minimal representation include participants over the age 

of 61, participants who identified race as other, participants who hold a doctorate degree, 

and participants that did not attend a school similar to where they teach. 

 The data represented in the current study indicate five factors that are significant 

to teacher retention in urban Title I schools. The first is that teachers with 20+ year of 

experience are more likely to remain as teachers in urban Title I schools. The second is 

teachers who hold a bachelor’s degree are more likely to remain as teachers in urban Title 

I schools. The third is that teachers in the age range of 23-35 are less likely to remain as 

teachers in urban Title I schools. The fourth is that teachers in the age range of 36-43 are 

less likely to remain as teachers in urban Title I schools. The fifth is that salary-workload 

indicates that teachers are more likely to remain as teachers in urban Title I schools. The 

significant findings of this study are illustrated in Table 17.  
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Table 18 

Summary of Findings 

Research Question Factors that Influence Teacher Retention 

RQ1. Do teacher characteristics predict 

retention for teachers in an urban Title I 

school setting? 

 

*20+ years of experience 

*Bachelor’s degree 

*25-36 years of age 

*36-45 years of age 

RQ2. Do school characteristics predict 

retention for teachers in an urban  Title I 

school setting? 

 

(no significant factors found) 

RQ3. Do organizational characteristics predict 

retention for teachers in an urban Title I 

school setting? 

*Salary-workload 

RQ4. Does individual teacher efficacy predict 

retention for teachers in an urban Title I 

school setting? 

(no significant factors found) 

RQ5. Does the COVID-19 pandemic predict 

retention for teachers in an urban Title I 

school setting? 

(no significant factors found) 

Note: n=354. *= significant at the .05 level. 

 

The following chapter presents key findings and discussion, recommendations for 

future research, conclusions, and implications for practice. 
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CHAPTER V 

KEY FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION, RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE 

RESEARCH, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE 

 

Introduction 

The national teacher shortage continues to affect school districts’ efforts to staff 

classrooms with teachers. The Texas Education Agency reported a 16.5% teacher 

turnover rate in the 2018-2019 Texas Academic Performance Report. The same year, 

LinkedIn reported a turnover rate of 10.9% across all industries. This equates to teacher 

turnover rates that exceed the turnover rates in professions such as technology (software) 

at 13.2%, retail and consumer products at 13%, media and entertainment at 11.4%, 

professional services at 11.4%, government/education/non-profit at 11.2%, financial 

services and insurance at 10.8%, and telecommunications at 1.8% (Petrone, 2018). The 

teacher shortage continues to disproportionately plague urban Title I schools that educate 

high populations of economically disadvantaged and monitory students (Podolsky et al., 

2016). The purpose of this quantitative study was to measure the impact of internal and 

external variables teachers report influence their desire to remain as teachers in urban 

Title I PreK-6 schools in a school district in southwest Texas. Chapter V includes a 

summary of key findings, discussion, limitations, significance, and recommendations for 

future research and conclusions. 

Key Findings and Discussion 

For the current study, data related to the impact of internal and external factors as 

predictors of teachers' decision to teach in PK-6 urban Title I schools was collected and 

analyzed by the researcher. The current study utilized the instrument developed and used 

in Hughes’ (2012) research on teacher retention. In comparison to results from Hughes 
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(2012) where the researcher study took place in a rural setting, this study examined 

predictors in an urban setting. The finding of Hughes (2012) will be compared to the 

findings in this study to see if predictors of teacher retention hold true in both settings. 

The internal and external predictors measured in the study were classified into the 

following groups: teacher characteristics, school characteristics, organizational 

characteristics, teacher efficacy, and the COIVD-19 pandemic. 

Five research questions were utilized to organize the data for this study. Each 

research question provided insight the researcher used to develop recommendations for 

future research and conclusions. 

RQ1: Do teacher characteristics predict retention for teachers in an urban Title I 

school setting?  

The teacher characteristics analyzed for this study included: novice, experienced, 

veteran, age, gender, ethnicity, grade level, and educational attainment. Four teacher 

characteristics, including being in the ages of 23-35, ages 36-43, being an experienced 

teacher of 20+ years, and having a bachelor’s degree were significant predictors of 

teachers’ decision to remain in urban Title I schools. The remaining factors did not prove 

significant predictors of teacher retention. Similarly, Hughes (2012) found teacher 

experience to be a significant predictor of teacher retention.  

Bland, Church, Luo (2014) noted in their report that attracting and retaining high 

quality teachers is challenging for many school districts. They note a 13.2% turnover rate 

in education which exceeds the 11% turnover rate in other professions (Bland et al., 

2014). Podolsky, Kini, Bishop, Darling-Hammond (2016) cited staffing classrooms with 

a stable teaching force as one of the most pressing issues facing the school districts. This 
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pressing issue is fueled by high rates of teacher turnover and the declining numbers of 

professionals entering the field of education. 

Hughes (2012) study connected the characteristics of age and experience because 

for each year of experience, the teacher ages by one year. The finding of the current 

study, which obtained data from over 300 teachers in urban Title I schools, and Hughes 

(2012) suggests that the more experience a teacher has in a Title I school, the more likely 

they are to remain as teachers in Title I classrooms.  

The current study finds that teachers in the age ranges of 23-35 and 36-43 are less 

likely to stay as teachers in Title I schools. This information should be used to prompt 

educational systems to evaluate programming that supports teachers in these age ranges 

and make the necessary adjustments that will diminish resignations. Retaining teachers 

beyond these age ranges will more than likely staff schools with teachers that are vested 

until retirement.  

This information should also be used to prompt educational systems to evaluate 

characteristics of the system that support and aide teachers to ensure they reach 20+ years 

of experience and use the information to determine the necessary adjustments to impact 

teachers’ continued growth and development. Student outcomes are directly correlated to 

the experience of the teacher in the classroom, and equitable access has proven to be a 

struggle in urban Title I schools (Cardichon et al., 2020). A focus on retaining and 

supporting teachers will aide in increasing student access to experienced teachers in Title 

I schools.  

RQ2: Do school characteristics predict retention for teachers in an urban Title I 

school setting? 
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The school characteristics analyzed in this study include teachers' decisions to 

remain teaching in urban Title I schools based on their perception of the following: the 

socioeconomic status of the student population, school size, standardized test 

performance, and student ethnicity. The teachers surveyed for the study did not implicate 

school characteristics as predictors of teacher retention. Hughes (2012) found 

socioeconomic status of the student populations to be statistically significant. The non-

significant finding associated with the current study may be attributed to the district begin 

labeled as an urban Title I school district meaning every school in the district educates a 

student population of majority economically disadvantaged students. The lack of 

variation in school characteristics of schools in the current study may have attributed to 

the lack of significance associated with the perception of teachers participating in the 

current study.  

Urban Title I schools educate a student population that is classified as majority 

economically disadvantaged. Examining the current indicators of a national shortage and 

using several national data sources to model supply and demand in the coming years, 

Sutcher et al., 2016 found pressure added due to a lack of resources and less than 

desirable working conditions in urban Title I schools has led to on average, urban Title I 

schools having four times as many inexperienced teachers as low-minority schools 

(Sutcher et al., 2016). Thibodeaux et al., 2015 found that because teachers indicate 

student success as a factor that contributed to them remaining in teaching, the educational 

gaps brought to school by a majority of students classified as economically disadvantaged 

placed increased pressure on teachers in Title I Schools. 
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The current study surveyed teachers who teach in an urban Title I school district, 

meaning every school in the district is labeled by the federal government as a Title I 

school. Teachers in Hughes (2012) were a random sample of public-school teachers who 

represented Title I and non-Title I schools. The variation represented in Hughes (2012) 

sample allowed for a comparison of teachers’ responses in Title I and non-Title I schools 

that was not privy to the current study. Teachers working in an urban Title I school 

district may account for socioeconomic status not being perceived as a significant factor 

in the current study because teachers chose to teach in a system that educates a majority 

economically disadvantaged student population. 

Future research that includes interviewing teachers with three or more years of 

experience that chose to teach in urban Title I school districts to determine why they 

remain teaching in urban Title I schools may provide additional insight on the perception 

of impact of teaching in Title I schools that education mostly economically disadvantaged 

students. The findings may also give insight that may be used to make decisions and 

develop policy to support teachers that remain in urban Title I school settings. 

RQ3: Do organizational characteristics predict retention for teachers in an urban 

Title I school setting? 

The organizational characteristics analyzed for this study included teachers' 

perceptions of the following: salary-workload, facilities, resources, parental support, 

student cooperation, and principal support. The current study found salary-workload as a 

significant predictors of teachers' decisions to remain as teachers in urban Title I 

classrooms. Parental support, student cooperation, and salary-workload were found to be 

statistically significant in Hughes’ (2012) study. Lack of parental support and low student 



  

97 

 

cooperation are characteristics normally associated with urban Title I school districts 

(Sutcher et al., 2016). Equipped with this knowledge, teachers that choose to remain in 

urban Title I school settings are not predicted to find these characteristics to adversely 

affect their decision to remain in urban Title I school settings. Salary and workload are 

characteristics expressed by teachers as effecting their decision to remain in teaching 

across urban Title I and non-urban, non-Title I schools as support by Hughes (2012) and 

the current study. 

Salary and workload impact teacher retention in urban Title I schools (Bland et 

al., 2016; Sutcher et al., 2016). Salary coupled with workloads that have increased with 

the inception of high stakes testing, has led to the dissatisfaction among the teaching 

force and is a predictor that impacts the teaching workforce in terms of pipeline and 

retention (Sutcher et al., 2016). Low expected earnings and minimal opportunities to 

increase salary throughout the life of the career oftentimes deters college students from 

choosing to take the path to become educators which diminishes candidates in the 

pipeline of perspective teachers (Bland et al., 2016). Even when salary is accepted, as 

teachers gain experience, they find the workload is not commensurate with the salary 

(Bland et al., 2016; Sutcher et al., 2016). This leads to an increase in teacher turnover and 

retirements.  

Long-term financial packages that increase salary have proven to reduce teacher 

turnover, however these types of initiatives are not being implemented consistently 

(Bland et al., 2016). Currently, the state of Texas is implementing an initiative entitled 

the Teacher Incentive Allotment. The goal of this initiative is to retain the most effective 

teachers and to monetarily reward teachers that are most effective. In addition, the 
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initiative offers higher incentives for teachers that educate student populations that are 

mostly economically disadvantaged and minority. Research related to the impact of this 

characteristic supports that additional incentive programs would benefit the educational 

community’s efforts to retain teachers.  

RQ4: Does individual teacher efficacy predict retention for teachers in an urban 

Title I school setting? 

The predictors of teacher efficacy were measured in relation to the following: 

instruction, technology, student motivation, and classroom management. Teacher efficacy 

predictors measured in this study did not prove significant to teacher retention in urban 

Title I schools. Hughes (2012) found technology to be a predictor of teacher retention. 

The current study was launched during the COVID-19 pandemic when there was a major 

shift to the use of technology in education due to school closures. Teachers, during this 

study, were required to use technology platforms to plan and execute lesson daily. This 

may account for the disconnect between this study and Hughes (2012). 

Teacher efficacy is an indicator of teacher retention and the ability to overcome 

the challenges present in urban Title I schools (Gonzalez et al.). The demand that comes 

with teaching in urban Title I schools, can negatively affect teachers’ efficacy (Gonzalez 

et al.) It is important for the educational community to monitor and mitigate the effects of 

these demands because high teacher efficacy can ultimately lead to highly effective 

classroom instruction (Gonzalez et al.). When teachers perceive, that due to their efforts, 

they are having positive impacts on students, it increases their desire to remain in the 

classroom (Hughes, 2012). It is for this reason that more studies are needed to collect 
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measures of teachers’ perceived levels of effectiveness and evaluate the impact of 

retention (Hughes, 2102). 

RQ5: Does the COVID-19 pandemic predict retention for teachers in an urban Title 

I school setting? 

The predictors related to the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on teachers' 

decisions to remain in urban Title I schools were measured in relation to the following: 

technology having a negative impact on teaching, the COVID -19 pandemic increasing 

the teacher workload, and the mode of teaching for the 2021-2022 school year. The 

above-mentioned predictors did not prove to significantly impact teachers' decisions to 

remain in urban Title I school settings. The survey for this study was administered May 

2021. During this time the educational community was assuming the pandemic was 

coming to an end, and face-to-face instruction would resume for most students. During 

this time, most technology issues that plagued the educational community during the 

transition to virtual instruction had been mitigated by the addition of state and federal 

resources. The timing and progress made by the educational community may have led to 

the lack of significance noted in the current study. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

The teacher shortage that continues to plague schools across the country demands 

the educational community determine initiatives that can be implemented to attract and 

retain teachers, especially in urban Title I schools. Collecting data from teachers who are 

currently involved in teaching can provide valuable insights that can be used to guide the 

creation of teacher incentive initiatives and supports. The educational community may 

benefit from considering the following research opportunities: 
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1. Examining the teaching career of retired urban Title I teachers; 

2. Qualitative research to understand  urban Title I teachers in years 10+ to better 

understand their reasons for remaining in Title I schools; and 

3. More research on the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on teacher retention. 

Conclusions and Implications for Practice 

In the United States of America, children represent the poorest subpopulation. 

Being poor as a child in America means you struggle with things like homelessness, 

chaotic households, poor nutrition, poor health, and higher levels of trauma. The 

struggles associated with living in poverty effect the emotional, physical, and cognitive 

growth and development of poor children. Poor children bring these struggles with them 

to school and the impacts the struggles have on teaching and learning has resulted in 

diminishing behavioral and academic outcomes for poor children for decades. 

Researchers have noted that in American school systems, the teacher is the most 

impactful factor when considering behavioral and academic outcomes for poor children. 

The current study noted that teachers’ responses to survey questions regarding teacher 

retention either indicated because of the characteristic in question, they were more likely 

to stay in the teaching profession or leave the teaching profession. There were five 

indicators that were significant predictors in the current study, three indicated a teacher 

would more likely remain as a teacher in an urban Title I classroom, and two indicated a 

teacher would be less likely to remain as a teacher in an urban Title I classroom. 

The first predictor in the current study that was a significant indicator that a 

teacher will remain in the profession as an urban Title I teacher was if the teacher has 20+ 

years of experience. 20+ years of experience also means the teacher aged one year for 
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each year of experience, adding to the finding that older teachers are more likely to 

remain as teachers in urban Title I classrooms. The level of expertise and skill obtained 

by older teachers with 20+ years of experience could benefit economically disadvantaged 

students if the teacher’s skillset evolved and was strengthened by quality professional 

development and collaboration through the teacher’s tenure resulting in them becoming 

experts in the field. Teachers that acquire this level of expertise are able to balance life 

and work.  They are also able to manage the challenging behaviors that often interfere 

with teaching and learning in urban Title I classrooms. These experienced teachers are 

able to plan and deliver on-level content by scaffolding and differentiating for the varying 

learning and developmental levels often demonstrated by poor students. When teachers 

acquire this level of expertise they have the potential to close the achievement gaps. The 

educational system must figure out how to attract, retain, and support expert teachers 

with 20+ years of experience to urban Title I schools. The education system must also 

determine at what age and year of experience does a teacher generally become ineffective 

in their teaching practices. 

The second predictor the current study found significant to teacher retention in 

urban Title I schools was the teacher’s level of academic achievement, specifically at the 

bachelor's level. This finding agreed with the findings of previous researchers. In the field 

of education, many promotions require the attainment of a master’s degree and/or an 

additional certification. These additional requirements, due to factors such as time, 

money, and effort often deter teachers from seeking positions outside of the classroom. 

Keeping as many teachers in the classroom for as long as possible is beneficial to 

students in Title I classrooms for many reasons. The first reason is the teacher is the most 
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influential factor when considering student achievement and development. Keeping 

effective teachers in the classroom as long as possible allows them to obtain the 

experience and build the expertise necessary to positively impact student achievement 

and development. The second reason is the nation is experiencing a national teacher 

shortage. Substitutes, large class sizes, and under/noncertified teachers in many urban 

Title I school classrooms is the result of the teacher shortage. The educational system 

must develop plans and strategies to build expertise in teachers that hold bachelor’s 

degrees while at the same time enticing them to stay as teachers in urban Title I 

classrooms.  

The final predicator in the current study that was a significant indicator that a 

teacher would remain as a teacher in an urban Title I classroom was salary-workload. 

When teachers perceive the salary is fair compensation for the workload, they are more 

likely to remain in urban Title I classrooms. The current study was administered after the 

COVID-19 pandemic disrupted the school environment and increased the workload of 

teachers across the world. Despite this, teachers that participated in the current study felt 

the salary-workload was sufficient to keep them teaching in urban Title I schools. 

Districts would be wise to regularly analyze and make necessary adjustments to ensure a 

positive correlation between salary and workload is perceived by teachers. Regularly 

asking for teacher input to gauge the perceptions is a great first step. After input is 

gathered, a plan must be developed by stakeholders, implemented, and publicized. When 

teachers see concrete actions tied to addressing the imbalance between salary and 

workload, they are more likely to remain as teachers in urban Title I classrooms. 
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The first predictor in the current study that indicated teachers were less likely to 

remain as teachers in urban Title I classrooms was if the teachers age was between 23-35. 

Teachers in this age group experience major life changes that could persuade them to 

leave the teaching profession. Teachers in this age group have fewer years of experience 

and are potentially not as vested in the teaching profession. Teachers in this age group 

leave the profession for reasons that include, making more money, obtaining a more 

respectful career, or following a passion. Teachers in this age group are also in the 

childbearing and marrying age group. Many of the teachers in this age group decide to 

stay home and raise children or relocate to their spouse’s employment locations. The 

educational system must continue to explore avenues to increase teacher pay and 

incentives to make the teaching profession attractive to recent college graduates, 

newlyweds, and stay at home moms. Pipeline and grow-your-own initiatives are currently 

on the rise. The educational system would benefit from researching the profile of 

successful participants in these programs and on the longevity of teachers that complete 

these programs.  

The second predictor in the current study that indicated teachers were less likely 

to remain as teachers in urban Title I classrooms was if the teachers were aged 36-43. 

Teachers in this age group are at the age when people obtain advanced degrees and 

certifications, are seeking promotions that garner more influence and salary, and are 

making choices regarding the next phase of life. When teachers in this age group obtain 

advanced degrees and certifications, they usually do this to obtain a promotion to jobs 

outside of the classroom such as librarian, principal, director, or superintendent that 

garner more influence and larger salaries. Teachers in this age group are also considering 
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things like moving closer to aging parents and moving closer to adult children. When 

teachers of this age group in urban Title I school make decisions that pull them from 

urban Title I classrooms, it leaves a void that is often filled by inexperienced and/or less 

skilled teachers. It also takes from the campus culture the strong mentoring and 

collaboration held by experienced teachers in this age group that assist in growing less 

experienced teachers. This age group would benefit from the educational system 

developing and implanting programs that afford teachers in this age group opportunities 

to influence the profession. This could include participation in local, state, and national 

focus groups that tackle issues associated with teaching in urban Title I schools. This 

could include allowing teachers to serve as consultants for groups such as other districts, 

congress, and the U.S. Department of Education. Monetary incentives that increase with 

longevity would also be a consideration when deciding on measures to keep this age 

group in urban Title I classrooms. 

It is of great concern to this researcher that poor children in America continue to 

struggle to meet the demands of the educational system. Obtaining a high-quality 

education is key to reversing the impacts of poverty and to ending poverty. Obtaining a 

high-quality education can impact a family for generations. Obtaining a high-quality 

education can mean the difference between having a home and homelessness; access to 

good health care and bad health care; literally life and death. 

The United States of America can fix failing schools, cultivate master teachers, 

and end child poverty. We have the funding; we need the insights that can finally unlock 

the solutions to educating poor children. Many of the insights are held by teachers that 

educate poor students. The current research is the starting point, it is now more 
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understood what teachers in Title I schools perceive will more likely influence their 

decision to remain or leave Title I classrooms. Continued conversations, planning, and 

developing of plans that lead to supporting teachers doing the hard work of educating 

economically disadvantaged students in Title I schools is needed. Commitment to long 

term administrator, legislator, policy, and monitory support for these plans is also needed 

if we are serious about leading students out of poverty by providing a high-quality 

education that is delivered by high-quality teachers. 
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Appendix A 

Principal Request for Permission to Conduct Research in Schools 

  

Dear Principal ________________, 

  

My name is Stacy Frenchwood, and I am an educational leadership student at Houston Baptist 
University. For my doctoral dissertation, I am completing a quantitative study to measure 
factors related to teacher retention in Title I schools. I would like to measure the impact of 
teacher characteristics, student characteristics, organizational characteristics, teacher 

efficacy, and COVID-19. This study will be conducted under the supervision of Dr. Kristina 
Cerling, my dissertation chair at Houston Baptist University. 

I am hereby seeking your consent to invite teachers at your school to voluntarily participate in a 
teacher perception survey which should take them no longer than 15 minutes to complete.  

I have provided a copy of my dissertation proposal which includes a copy of the survey and 
consent forms to be used in the research process, as well as a copy of the approval letters which 
I received from both the Alief ISD and Houston Baptist University IRB committees. 

Upon completion of the study, I will provide Alief ISD with a bound copy of the full research 
report. If you require further information, please do not hesitate to contact me at 
frenchwoodsl@hbu.edu. Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter. 

  

Sincerely, 

  

Stacy Frenchwood 

Houston Baptist University 
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Appendix B 

Dear Prospective Survey Participant,                 

I am a doctoral student from Houston Baptist University, and I am conducting a research 

study as part of my doctoral degree requirements. My study is entitled, Predictors that 

Impact Educators’ Decisions to Teach in urban Title I Schools: A Regression Analysis. 

This is an invitation to participate in this research study. The purpose of this study is to 

identify the impact of factors on classroom teachers’ decision to teach in urban Title I 

public schools that educate students in grades PK-6. 

By agreeing to participate in the study, you will be giving your consent for the researcher 

to include your responses in her data analysis for her dissertation, publications, and/or 

conference presentations. Access to results from the study can be obtained from the office 

of the Alief director of professional development. Your participation in this research 

study is strictly voluntary, and you may choose not to participate without fear of penalty 

or any negative consequences. You will be able to withdraw from the survey at any time 

and all survey responses will be deleted, including the informed consent agreement.  

An informed consent agreement will appear on the first screen page of the survey. There 

will be no individually identifiable information, remarks, comments, or other 

identification of you as an individual participant. All results will be presented as 

aggregate, summary data.  

The survey will last no more than 15 minutes. Your participation will contribute to the 

current literature about experienced teachers in Title I public schools. No compensation 

will be offered for your participation.  

If you have any questions about this survey, or difficulty in accessing the site or 

completing the survey, please contact Stacy Frenchwood, researcher, at 

frenchwoodsl@hbu.edu, or Dr. Kristina Cerling, dissertation chair, at kcerling@hbu.edu. 

If you decide to participate, you can access the anonymous survey from this link: (link 

will be provided). 

Thank you very much for your time and participation. 

Sincerely, 

  

Stacy Frenchwood 

 

 

 

 

mailto:frenchwoodsl@hbu.edu
mailto:kcerling@hbu.edu
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Appendix C 

Teacher Retention Perception Survey 

Informed Consent 

Instructions: You are being asked to participate in a research study. Please read the 

information below. If you agree to take part, select the appropriate option. 

 

Subject of the Study: Teachers’ perceptions of the impact of internal and external factors 

on their decisions to teach in Title I schools. 

 

Purpose:  The purpose of this study is to collect and analyze data related to the impact of 

internal and external factors as predictors of teachers’ decision to teach in urban Title I 

Schools that educate students in grades PK-6. The findings will be used to assist the 

district and the educational system in identifying the strength of factors related to teacher 

retention and in developing retention plans for teachers in Title I schools.  

  

Procedure:  You will be presented with questions with which you are to respond by 

indicated the degree to which you agree or are confident. You will be also presented with 

open-ended questions to which you are to respond with original thought. 

  

Risks and Benefits:  The method of research used in this study poses minimal risk to you. 

Confidentiality and anonymity will be closely guarded. The information collected will be 

examined in aggregate form only, no data will be linked to you personally. The benefits 

to you include the understanding of perceptions on the topic under investigation. 
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Liability:  The investigator realizes her ethical responsibility to ensure that no damaging 

consequences occur. However, Houston Baptist University and Alief ISD will NOT be 

held liable for any damaging consequences and will NOT offer financial assistance in 

such an event. 

  

Right to Refuse and/or Withdraw:  Your participation is voluntary. You may refuse to 

take part. You may withdraw from participation at any time without penalty by simply 

closing the survey. Should you close the survey before completion, your data will be 

eliminated and not include in the overall analysis. 

  

For Further Information, Questions, or Concerns: Contact the researcher, Stacy 

Frenchwood at 832-643-9806 or Department Chair, Dr. Kristina Cerling at 281-649-

3000.  

 

Informed Consent:  By clicking below, you acknowledge understanding of the informed 

consent and will be given the opportunity to consent or not consent to take part in this 

research project under the conditions described. Please note that a survey returned 

without giving consent cannot be included in the study. 

 

1. By clicking the appropriate option below, I hereby _________ to participate in the 

study. 

  DO CONSENT DO NOT CONSENT 

Teacher Perception Items 

2. I am comfortable using computers for classroom instruction. 

☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  
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☐ Strongly Disagree  

3. My use of technology increases students’ achievement. 

☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

4. My use of technology improves students’ attitudes. 

☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

5. I am comfortable posting lessons and assignments online. 

☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

6. Technology issues during the COVID 19 pandemic have not proven to negatively 

impact my teaching. 

☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

7. Parents of my students are supportive of the school. 

☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

8. Parents of my students help with their homework. 

☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

9. Parents of my students support my teaching efforts. 
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☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

10. I can count on my students to complete their work. 

☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

11. I can count on my students to extend the required effort. 

☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

12. My students are competent learners. 

☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

13. My students are well behaved. 

☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

14. My principal is competent in doing his or her job. 

☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

15. My principal is concerned for our teachers. 

☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

16. My principal responds to the needs of our teachers. 
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☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

17. My principal values the input of our teachers. 

☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

18. My principal allows teachers to do their jobs. 

☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

19. I have enough time available for planning and classroom preparation. 

☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

20. I am satisfied with my teaching workload. 

☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

21. The COVID-19 pandemic has not increased my workload. 

☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

22. I am treated with respect. 

☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

23. I am paid a fair salary. 



  

123 

 

☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

24. I am allowed input on school decisions. 

☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

25. Student discipline is well maintained at my school. 

☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

26. My school’s building and grounds are kept in good repair. 

☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

27. My school receives good support from the community. 

☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

28. I feel safe at my school. 

☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

29. Computers and other technology are sufficiently available for my classroom. 

☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

30. Resources, materials, and equipment are sufficiently available for my classroom. 
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☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

*Please respond to each of the following statements by indicating how confident you are 

in your ability to do each of the following. 

31. Plan effective lessons for my students. 

☐ Very Confident  ☐ Confident  ☐  Somewhat Confident  ☐  Somewhat Unconfident 

☐  Unconfident  ☐  Very Unconfident 

32. Clarify concepts when students are confused. 

☐ Very Confident  ☐ Confident  ☐  Somewhat Confident  ☐  Somewhat Unconfident 

☐  Unconfident  ☐  Very Unconfident 

33. Respond to student questions. 

☐ Very Confident  ☐ Confident  ☐  Somewhat Confident  ☐  Somewhat Unconfident 

☐  Unconfident  ☐  Very Unconfident  

34. Assess student learning. 

☐ Very Confident  ☐ Confident  ☐  Somewhat Confident  ☐  Somewhat Unconfident 

☐  Unconfident  ☐  Very Unconfident 

35. Cover all required material/concepts. 

☐ Very Confident  ☐ Confident  ☐  Somewhat Confident  ☐  Somewhat Unconfident 

☐  Unconfident  ☐  Very Unconfident 

36. Assist a student who is struggling academically.  

☐ Very Confident  ☐ Confident  ☐  Somewhat Confident  ☐  Somewhat Unconfident 
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☐  Unconfident  ☐  Very Unconfident 

37. Maintain order in the classroom. 

☐ Very Confident  ☐ Confident  ☐  Somewhat Confident  ☐  Somewhat Unconfident 

☐  Unconfident  ☐  Very Unconfident  

38. Redirect students who are disruptive. 

☐ Very Confident  ☐ Confident  ☐  Somewhat Confident  ☐  Somewhat Unconfident 

☐  Unconfident  ☐  Very Unconfident 

39. Keep disruptions from detracting from the lesson. 

☐ Very Confident  ☐ Confident  ☐  Somewhat Confident  ☐  Somewhat Unconfident 

☐  Unconfident  ☐  Very Unconfident  

40. Get students to cooperate. 

☐ Very Confident  ☐ Confident  ☐  Somewhat Confident  ☐  Somewhat Unconfident 

☐  Unconfident  ☐  Very Unconfident 

41. Help students have confidence in their abilities. 

☐ Very Confident  ☐ Confident  ☐  Somewhat Confident  ☐  Somewhat Unconfident 

☐  Unconfident  ☐  Very Unconfident  

42. Increase students’ interest in the subject matter. 

☐ Very Confident  ☐ Confident  ☐  Somewhat Confident  ☐  Somewhat Unconfident 

☐  Unconfident  ☐  Very Unconfident  

43. Help students value their schoolwork. 

☐ Very Confident  ☐ Confident  ☐  Somewhat Confident  ☐  Somewhat Unconfident 
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☐  Unconfident  ☐  Very Unconfident 

44. Motivate students to excel in school. 

☐ Very Confident  ☐ Confident  ☐  Somewhat Confident  ☐  Somewhat Unconfident 

☐  Unconfident  ☐  Very Unconfident 

45. Motivate students to work hard. 

☐ Very Confident  ☐ Confident  ☐  Somewhat Confident  ☐  Somewhat Unconfident 

☐  Unconfident  ☐  Very Unconfident 

46. Do you plan to return to your teaching position next school year? Yes or No 

47. In light of the COVID-19 pandemic, do you anticipate school being primarily face to 

face in the 2021-2022 school year? (logistic)  Yes or No 

48. Why do you plan to eventually leave teaching?  

Retirement   Advancement within Education   Career outside Education   Care for Family 

Other (please specify) ________________ 

Demographic Items 

49. How many students are enrolled in your school? 

500 - 650     651-800   801-950    951 - 1100     1101+ 

50. Approximately what percentage students receive free or reduced lunch? 

50 – 60%      61 – 70%      71 – 80%      81 – 90%      91% or more      I don’t know 

51. How do students in your school perform on standardized achievement tests? 

Well Above Average    Above Average      Average      Below Average      Well Below 

Average 

52. Approximately what percentage students make up each of the following racial 

groups? 
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_____% Caucasian American     _____% African American     _____% Hispanic 

American     _____% Asian   ____% Other 

53. What is your primary mode of teaching in the 2020-2021 school year? 

face-to-face     online    hybrid (both face-to-face and online) 

54. What is your gender? ______  

55. What is your age? _____ 

56. What is your race? Caucasian American      African American      Hispanic 

American     Other 

57. What is your highest degree earned? Bachelor      Master       Doctorate 

58. How many years of full-time teaching experience do you have? _____ 

59A. Have you received mentoring? Yes (please answer 61B-D)      No (please go to 

62A)4 

  59B. If you received mentoring, who was your mentor? 

  Teacher at this school      Teacher at another school      Other, please specify. _________ 

   59C. If you received mentoring, how often did you interact with your mentor? 

   More than once a week      Weekly      More than once a month      Monthly 

   59D. If you received mentoring, how important was mentoring to your success as a 

teacher? 

☐Very Important ☐ Important  ☐Somewhat Important  ☐Somewhat Unimportant 

☐Unimportant  ☐Very Unimportant 

60. Did you obtain your teaching certification through a traditional college degree 

program?  

   Yes (please go to 61)      No (please go to 60A) 
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   60A. What type of alternative certification program did you participate in? 

61. Which grades do you primarily teach? ☐ PK – K  ☐ 1-2       ☐ 3 – 4    ☐ 5-6 

62. I teach in an elementary or intermediate school that is very similar to the school I 

attended. 

☐ Strongly Agree   ☐ Agree    ☐ Slightly Agree    ☐ Slightly Disagree  ☐ Disagree  

☐ Strongly Disagree  

Thank You for the work that you do with our children 

and for your assistance with this survey! 

Your opinions are greatly appreciated. 
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Appendix D  

Houston Baptist University  

ADULT SUBJECT CONSENT FORM  

Primary Investigator:  Dr. Kristina Cerling  

Student Researcher(s): Stacy Frenchwood  

Title of Project: A Quantitative Analysis of Predictors that Impact Teachers’ Decision     to 

Teach Students in Title I Schools  

I acknowledge that on (date), I was informed by Stacy Frenchwood of Houston Baptist 

University, College of Education and Behavioral Sciences of a project having to do with 

the following:  The study involves gathering the perceptions of teachers serving in Title I 

public schools. The purpose of the study is to identify the impact of predictors on the 

longevity of classroom teachers serving urban Title I public schools that educate students 

in grades PK-6. 

I am fully aware of the nature and extent of my participation in this project and the 

possible risks involved or arising from it. I understand that I may withdraw my 

participation in this project at any time without prejudice or penalty of any kind. I hereby 

agree to participate in the project.  

Printed name: ____________________________________________________________  

Signature: _______________________________________________________________  

Address: ________________________________________________________________  

Date: _____________________  

  

*Subject should sign two copies of this form. Keep one copy and return the other to the 

investigator. 
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Appendix E 
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Appendix F 

Curriculum Vitae of 

Stacy L. Frenchwood 
5830 Meadow Ranch PKWY, Apt. 25105 

Richmond, TX   77407 

Phone: (832) 643-9806 

Email: sfrenchw@gmail.com 

 

Summary Statement 
 

Accomplished, inspired, and student-focused education leader and administrator with proven 
history spearheading education programs and implementing process improvements across an 
educational system. Adept at setting ambitious school-wide visions and goals aligned with the 
district strategic plan and priorities.  
 

Education 
 

2022 Ed.D. in Executive Educational Leadership 

Houston Baptist University, Houston, TX 

College of Education and Behavioral Sciences 

Department of Educational Leadership and Higher Education 

Emphasis: Executive Educational Leadership  

Dissertation: Predictors that Impact Educators’ Decisions to Teach in 

Urban Title I Schools: A Regression Analysis  

Dissertation Chair: Kristina Cerling, Ed.D. 

Dissertation Committee:  Mary White, Ed.D., Joseph Pelletier, Ph.D. 

2006 M. S. in Educational Management 

University of Houston, Houston, TX 

 

1990 B.S. in Elementary Education 

Prairie View A&M University, Prairie View, TX 
 

Certifications 
 

2017 – 2024 Texas Superintendent (EC-12)  

2006 – 2024 Texas Principal (EC-12)   

1995 - Life Texas English as a Second Language (PK-6) 

1991 - Life Texas Elementary Self-Contained (PK-6) 

1991 - Life Texas Elementary Early Childhood Education (PK-6) 
 

Employment History 
 

2018 – Present Alief Independent School District, Houston, TX 

Human Resources Director 

mailto:sfrenchw@gmail.com
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● Served as lead on multiple district wide initiatives including Effective Schools 

Framework Committee to develop district coaching and monitoring system, 

Effective Compensation Taskforce to develop differentiation policy for district, 

and as leadership coach for principals.  

● Advised administrators, managers, and supervisors on issues related to employee 

discipline and employment, ensuring consistent application of policy across all 

classrooms. 

● Developed and presented professional development sessions to district 

employees, increasing employee satisfaction and retention. 

● Developed updated staffing proposals, meeting district goals outlined in current 

Strategic Plan.  

● Designed and implemented recruiting plan, ensuring appropriate staffing of 

campuses and departments.  

2013 – 2018 Miller Intermediate School, Houston, TX 

Principal 

● Built diverse school body exemplifying strong sense of belonging where students 

treated each other with trust and respect, excelled academically, and participated in 

extracurricular activities at 5th and 6th grade Title 1 urban campus with 

approximately 950 students. 

● Directed, trained, mentored, and evaluated team of 120 staff members. Monitored 

student achievement and development, implemented strategic plans to improve 

success rates, and assessed and improved curriculum to ensure students received 

equitable and exceptional education.  

● Instituted strong educational programming, resulting in campus receiving 

distinction designations from Texas Education Agency (TEA) consecutively in 

2014 – 2018, including Academic Achievement in English Language 

Arts/Reading, Academic Achievement in Mathematics, Academic Achievement 

in Science, Top 25 Percent: Student Progress, Top 25 Percent: Closing 

Performance Gaps, and Postsecondary Readiness.  

2010 – 2013 Klentzman Intermediate School, Houston, TX 

Assistant Principal 

● Collaborated with campus leadership team, district personnel, representatives 

from TEA, and outside consultants to develop and implement school turnaround 

plan, including campus data meetings, adjustments to curricula, teacher boot 

camps, and regularly scheduled content walkthroughs with immediate feedback 

and coaching given to teachers, resulting in Klentzman no longer identified by 

TEA for school improvement.  

● Developed and facilitated New Teacher Mentoring program for teachers in years 

one and two, meeting monthly to provide professional development sessions on 

student management, lesson planning and delivery, student assessment, and parent 

conferencing.  

● Participated in district’s Summer School Re-Organization Committee, developing 

curriculum and systems to engage students and increase achievement.  



  

133 

 

2007 – 2010 Collins Elementary, Houston, TX 

Assistant Principal 

● Spearheaded leadership of campus-wide effort to monitor curriculum and teacher 

performance through use of data meetings, implementation of complex student 

intervention support model, and scheduled walkthroughs coupled with feedback 

and coaching, leading to Exemplary rating in 2008-2009 and Gold Performance 

Acknowledgement in Science in 2009-2010.  

● Served on leadership team and collaborated with district and Catholic Charities 

personnel, establishing first curriculum to service students classified as refugees 

resulting in exemplary performance from students.  

1993 – 2007   Alief Independent School District, Houston, TX 

PreK – 4th Grade Teacher 

 

Presentations and Trainings 
 

2019 Raise Your Hand Texas Leadership Symposium - 3 Strategies Principal’s Need to 

Know and Can Implement Immediately. Austin, TX 

2018 Alief Independent School District – The 7 Habits of Highly Effective People, 

Houston, TX 

2018 Alief Independent School District - Hire so you don’t have to Fire, Houston, TX 

2014 Alief Independent School District – Aspiring Principal Academy, Houston, TX  

 

Reviewer for Conferences 
 

2021 Peer Reviewer for the 2022 Annual Meeting of the American Educational 
Research Association (AERA): Division A - Administration/Division A - Section 1: 
Leadership 

 

Grants and Fellowships 
 

2021 – 2022 West Houston Leadership Institute 

2020 – 2021 Cambiar Fellowship 

 

Awards and Honors 
 

2021 – 2022 The Delta Kappa Gamma Society International Texas State Organization – 

Doctoral Scholarship 

2019 – 2021 Houston Baptist University – The Guild Scholarship 

2017 Raise Your Hand Texas - Leadership: An Evolving Vision - Harvard 

Graduate School of Education Principal institute 

2014 Raise Your Hand Texas - Improving Schools: The Art of Leadership – 

Harvard Graduate School of Education  

 

Professional Membership 
 

2020 – 2021 National Alliance of Black School Educators 
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2020 – 2021 American Education Research Association 

2013 – 2021 Delta Kappa Gamma International Society for Women Educators 

2017 – 2021 Raise Your Hand Texas 

2006 – 2021 Phi Kappa Phi Honor Society 


