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We need millions of  excellent teachers over the next decade, and there are many 
recommendations for what we need to do to get them. In this presentation, 
I will examine the scope and extent of  the problem we face in recruitment 
and retention, and the impact of  not having the excellent teachers we need. 
To broaden the perspective, I will turn to the reports of  several organizations 
that have weighed in on the issue. Finally, I will add some thoughts about our 
efforts to fulfill our obligations to the nation’s children. 

The Challenge

In terms of  the sheer numbers involved, the challenge is indeed a large one. 
The predictions made some time ago still hold: We will need two million new 
teachers over the next decade to replace those leaving teaching to undertake 
other work, retire, or otherwise become unavailable. According to the National 
Center for Education Statistics, there are approximately three million teachers 
in the United States, a figure giving some scale to the challenge. Furthermore, 
it is estimated by the Teaching Commission that 700,000 of  the teachers who 
will be needed are in urban schools, many of  which are considered “hard to 
staff  schools.”1

Why Do We Need Excellent Teachers?

There seems to be an emerging consensus about one critical factor in improving 
the quality of  education in the United States. Excellent teachers make a 
difference. One need only read the works of  Katy Haycock and William 
Sanders to find the cumulative positive effect of  having excellent teachers, 
as well as the cumulative negative effect of  having poor teachers.2 One needs 
only read the work of  Linda Darling-Hammond and Ronald Ferguson to find 
the effects of  excellent teachers, especially when class size is reasonable, as 
a factor that rivals or even exceeds those such as poverty, home, and family 
conditions in explaining student achievement.3
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On the issue of  just what an excellent teacher looks like—or, to use the 
language of  No Child Left Behind, a “highly qualified teacher”—an early 
book in this series asked that very question: What is a qualified, capable 
teacher?4 My reading of  that work suggests that while we may have some 
differences of  definition, we have wide areas of  agreement as well. Most 
writers in that publication concluded that we need teachers who have deep 
content knowledge, strong skills in pedagogy relevant to the content area they 
will teach, and an understanding of  child development and learning theory 
that informs teaching. Some, including me, went further and argued that we 
also need teachers who understand what it means to teach in a democracy 
and, in particular, what the purposes of  public education are in a democracy. 
The particular purposes associated with teaching in a democracy form the 
basis of  a new series of  textbooks for future teachers that I am writing and 
editing called the McGraw-Hill Teacher Education Series.5 The definition of  
a highly qualified teacher in No Child Left Behind works to the extent that 
the primary definition of  a highly qualified teacher is one who fully meets 
state certification requirements. However, the Department of  Education has 
consistently pushed for alternative pathways to teaching as a critical way to 
fill the gap. I believe that we will continue to need multiple pathways if  we are 
to fill the extraordinary gap that we face—especially in urban schools—but 
before we can trust the future of  our children to teachers from any pathway, 
we need research that looks at outcomes and effects on children of  teachers 
from various pathways, and research that looks at which components in each 
pathway seem to have a positive influence on preparing excellent teachers.

In a large-scale study undertaken in Texas, Linda Darling-Hammond and her 
colleagues found that fully certified teachers outperform those who are not 
certified. The abstract of  that study reports:

Recent debates about the utility of  teacher education have raised 
questions about whether certified teachers are, in general, more effective 
than those who have not met the testing and training requirements for 
certification, and whether some candidates with strong liberal arts 
backgrounds might be at least as effective as teacher education graduates. 
This study examines these questions with a large student-level data set 
from Houston, Texas, that links student characteristics and achievement 
with data about their teachers’ certification status, experience, and 
degree levels from 1995–2002. The data set also allows an examination 
of  whether Teach for America (TFA) candidates—recruits from selective 
universities who receive a few weeks of  training before they begin 
teaching—are as effective as similarly experienced certified teachers. 
In a series of  regression analyses looking at 4th and 5th grade student 
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achievement gains on six different reading and mathematics tests over 
a six-year period, we find that certified teachers consistently produce 
stronger student achievement gains than do uncertified teachers. These 
findings hold for TFA recruits as well as others. Controlling for teacher 
experience, degrees, and student characteristics, uncertified TFA recruits 
are less effective than certified teachers, and perform about as well as 
other uncertified teachers. TFA recruits who become certified after 2 or 
3 years do about as well as other certified teachers in supporting student 
achievement gains; however, nearly all of  them leave within three years. 
Teachers’ effectiveness appears strongly related to the preparation they 
have received for teaching.6

I predict similar findings will be revealed from the Pathways to Teaching Study 
in New York City, on which I reported in an earlier volume in this series.7 A 
very important finding from the Darling-Hammond study is that fully certified 
teachers outperform alternative-route teachers at the outset of  their careers, 
and that when the alternative-route teachers subsequently complete full 
requirements for certification, they “catch up” in effectiveness. What becomes 
of  the students taught in those years before the teachers are fully certified and 
competent? We know how hard it is for students to catch up when they have 
less than competent teachers during one or several years. What about teacher 
attrition? The evidence is that teachers entering through an alternative route 
leave teaching at a higher rate than fully certified teachers. This raises the 
further question of  the cost-effectiveness of  different pathways, which will be 
examined in the Pathways to Teaching Study. This study will also give us the 
first hard evidence of  why teachers leave urban settings by including follow-
up on all teachers who leave New York City but continue to teach elsewhere 
in New York State. The real question will be, Which components of  different 
pathways appear to make a difference in preparing excellent teachers? In this 
way, it is hoped, we can learn from all of  our efforts.8

Shifting Definitions of the Problem, and the 
Recommendations

NCTAF I: What Matters Most
In 1996, the first of  the current wave of  reports emerged from the National 
Commission on Teaching and America’s Future, chaired by James B. Hunt 
Jr.—the former governor of  North Carolina, chair of  the James B. Hunt 
Institute for Educational Leadership and Policy, and one of  the key initiators 
of  the National Board for Professional Teacher Certification. That report, 
What Matters Most: Teaching for America’s Future, defined the critical importance 
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of  excellent teachers and highlighted for the nation the extraordinary shortage 
that we face. In the executive summary, the commission stated:

This report offers what we believe is the single most important strategy 
for achieving America’s educational goals: A blueprint for recruiting, 
preparing, and supporting excellent teachers in all of  America’s schools. 
The plan is aimed at ensuring that all communities have teachers with 
the knowledge and skills they need to teach so that all children can 
learn, and all school systems are organized to support teachers in this 
work. A caring, competent and qualified teacher for every child is the 
most important ingredient in education reform.9

The commission set “an audacious goal for America’s future. Within a 
decade—by the year 2006—we will provide every student in America with 
what should be his or her educational birthright: Access to competent, caring, 
qualified teaching in schools organized for success.”10

The commission saw the importance of  support for new teachers in arguing 
how important it is to be certain we are “creating the conditions in which 
teachers can teach and teach well.” While there was recognition of  the dual 
problem of  recruitment and retention, there was more of  an emphasis on 
recruitment in that report.

NCTAF II: No Dream Denied
In January 2003, the second major report from NCTAF appeared, entitled 
No Dream Denied: A Pledge to America’s Children. Early in this report, the 
commission posits:

If  we know that high quality teaching makes a difference, why isn’t 
every child in America getting it? The conventional wisdom is that we 
lack enough good teachers. But the conventional wisdom is wrong. The 
real school staffing problem is teacher retention.11

Using the research of  Richard Ingersoll, the report goes on to examine the 
evidence to support this conclusion, reporting the following:

• Until about 1992–93, there were more teachers entering teaching 
than leaving it. After that school year, more teachers left teaching 
than entered. Those data are best illustrated by the following graphic, 
reproduced from No Dream Denied.

Michelli



131

300,000

250,000

200,000

150,000
1987–88 1990–91 1993–94 1999–2000

Academic Year 

Entrants

Leavers

Key

Source: Richard Ingersoll, adapted for NCTAF from “Teacher Turnover and Teacher 
Shortages: An Organizational Analysis.” American Educational Research Journal 38 
(Fall 2001): 499–534.

• About 46 percent of  beginning teachers leave after the fifth year of  
teaching.

• In low-poverty public schools in 2000–01, 6.1 percent of  teachers 
retired and 6.8 percent left. In high-poverty schools, 9.4 percent of  
teachers retired and 10.6 percent left.

• In 1999–2000, some 30 percent of  the teaching force was in transition, 
either entering or leaving teaching.12

The commission continues further to a set of  recommendations to reduce 
attrition, including:

• We must organize every school for teaching and learning success.

• We must insist on quality teacher preparation, program accreditation, 
and licensure.

• We must develop and sustain professionally rewarding career paths for 
teachers from mentored induction through accomplished teaching.13

For each of  these recommendations, a series of  “action steps” are provided to 
achieve the desired outcome.

Recruiting and Retaining Teachers: An Analysis of the Recommendations



132

The commission, again using Ingersoll’s research, found an interesting 
correlation between specific aspects of  teacher preparation and likely 
persistence in the profession. Using 2000–01 data, it found the following 
differences in attrition for teachers who had particular experiences in 
preparation:

• For teachers with preparation in the selection and use of  instructional 
material, attrition was 12.6 percent; for those not prepared, it was 20.7 
percent.

• For teachers with preparation in child psychology/learning theory, 
attrition was 12 percent; for those not prepared, it was 28.1 percent.

• For teachers who observed other teachers in action, attrition was 
12.8 percent; for those not engaging in such observation, it was 27.3 
percent.

• For teachers who had feedback on their teaching, attrition was 13 
percent; for those without such feedback, it was 25.7 percent.

• For teachers with student teaching, attrition was 11.6 percent; for those 
who did not, it was 25 percent.14

In the course of  the recommendations, NCTAF does report on the critical 
importance of  teacher salaries in making a difference in both recruitment and 
retention, including recommendations for salary differentials for excellent 
teachers and for teachers in shortage areas.15

Do teacher salaries make a difference in retention? NCTAF has some data, 
also based on Ingersoll’s work and reproduced from No Dream Denied (see 
facing page).16

As with almost everything involved in understanding the issues surrounding 
teacher recruitment and retention, there is complexity. In low-poverty schools, 
teacher salaries are the most important factor in a decision to leave teaching. 
In high-poverty schools, poor administrative support, lack of  faculty influence, 
classroom intrusions, and inadequate time all outrank salary as a factor in a 
teacher’s decision to leave.
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The Teaching Commission
Founded by former IBM CEO Louis Gerstner and consisting of  a group 
of  educators, business leaders, union leaders, and government officials, 
the Teaching Commission issued Teaching at Risk: A Call to Action in 2004. 
The Teaching Commission starts from the same premises as NCTAF: 
Good teachers make a difference, and we will need two million of  them in 
the next decade.17 From there, the Teaching Commission goes directly to 
compensation and performance as the primary issues. Specifically, in its first 
recommendation, the Teaching Commission proposes the following:

The Teaching Commission believes school districts and teachers’ unions 
need to change the way teachers are paid to give more money to all 
teachers, but especially to the best:

• Higher Salaries

 Base pay needs to be increased to make teaching more competitive 
with other professions.
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• Performance Pay

 Teaching is just about the only profession where the very best and 
the very worst employees usually earn the exact same rewards. The 
Teaching Commission wants to encourage excellence by giving the 
biggest bonuses to the teachers who do the best job in the classroom—
by improving their students’ academic achievement.

• Targeted Incentives

 School districts and states need to pay more to teachers who serve in 
high-need subjects like science or math or special education, as well as 
to teachers who serve in schools that are hard to staff.

• A Real Career Ladder

 Teachers need to be offered more responsibility and more money 
as their skills and effectiveness grow—so that they can be promoted 
without being removed from the classroom.18

Among the more controversial suggestions made by the Teaching Commission 
is the use of  value-added data as a means of  determining teacher salaries, as 
indicated in the following report:

Value-Added Approach for Assessing Teacher Performance

The best known and most influential method for evaluating the impact 
of  individual teachers, schools, and school systems on student learning is 
the “value-added approach” developed by researcher William Sanders. 
Sanders’ model draws on several years’ worth of  student test scores in 
grades three to eight (in reading, math, science, language arts, and social 
studies) to provide a longitudinal picture of  individual student progress. 
It shows how each student performs on a year-to-year basis compared 
to his or her “expected score,” which is calculated on the basis of  the 
pupil’s results on prior tests. At the same time, it tracks a student’s 
performance against that of  his or her peers. Both sets of  results can 
be used to gauge an individual teacher’s effect on student learning. The 
statistical approach for value-added calculations is designed to minimize 
outside influences by controlling for factors such as family background, 
race, and socioeconomic status.

Value-added models for evaluating teacher effectiveness have been 
adopted by several states, including Tennessee, Arizona, Colorado, Ohio, 
Florida, and North Carolina. In addition, Operation Public Education, 
a nonprofit organization based at the University of  Pennsylvania, is in 
the midst of  efforts to take the value-added methodology to scale and 
introduce it to schools nationwide. Tennessee is using the value-added 
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approach to comply with No Child Left Behind’s “highly qualified” 
teacher requirement. Teachers have the option of  being designated as 
“highly qualified” on the basis of  their students’ academic progress, 
although the data would not be made public. So far, relatively few schools 
have used value-added models to determine teacher salaries, but the 
growing interest in this methodology suggests that it has great potential 
to become part of  a comprehensive performance-pay strategy.19

The commission further argues that the “value added” method should be used 
to measure student achievement gains, and favors using the method to identify 
the “very effective” teachers as those who raised students’ scores significantly 
over the course of  one year. The commission goes on to acknowledge that 
“evaluating performance is very complicated, and a teacher’s record must be 
considered over a period of  time. While the value-added methodology is not 
perfect, it is at present the most promising technique available, and as states 
upgrade their testing system to comply with No Child Left Behind, we believe 
they should take the opportunity to evaluate and implement value-added 
systems.”20

The commission further argues that additional compensation for individual 
teachers should be based on performance, including student achievement, 
suggesting that some districts might want to consider rewarding “all teachers 
in a specific subject matter, grade, or school for overall gains in student 
achievement.”21

The commission makes other suggestions, including revamping teacher 
education and making it a top priority for colleges and universities, as well as 
improving state licensing by “raising the bar.” It argues for streamlining state 
licensing and certification bureaucracy to sanction high-quality alternative-
certification models, in which students face the same accountability 
requirements as college recommended students. Finally, the commission 
recommends giving principals say over personnel decisions while recognizing 
the importance of  mentoring and professional development.

But it is the salary recommendations that seem to get the real focus of  the 
commission, and certainly the most attention from those who read the 
commission’s report.

The National Education Association Weighs In
Shortly following the publication of  the Teaching Commission’s report, the 
National Education Association issued Teaching Quality: Moving Forward a 
Dialogue with the Teaching Commission, spelling out the NEA’s position. Correctly, 
NEA sees the salary recommendations as “central to the commission’s report.” 
It is also, the NEA says, “our primary concern.”22
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First, the NEA summarizes the Teaching Commission report as saying that 
“teachers should be paid more for high performance, as measured by ‘fair 
evaluations and clear evidence of  improved student learning.’”23 While 
agreeing that teachers should be paid more for additional responsibilities, 
knowledge, National Board Certification, and the like, the NEA rejects 
the notion that additional teacher pay be based on principal evaluations or 
student test scores. The NEA asserts, “No convincing, long-term research 
shows that linking extra pay to these measures leads to student performance.” 
While that may be true, the obvious question is whether or not linking pay 
to performance increases the likelihood of  longevity in the profession. The 
Teaching Commission’s claim is that it would enhance retention; however, it 
does not argue that paying for performance will increase student performance. 
The NEA goes on to argue that experience is to the contrary and that paying 
teachers for performance “would be divisive, a detour from the goal of  
educating all students, and an unnecessary diversion of  huge amounts of  time 
and money from the real goal of  educating children.”24 Furthermore, the NEA 
argues that the commission misinterprets the Public Agenda data it relies on 
in arguing that teachers favor the pay-for-performance issue and claiming 
that 72 percent favor it. The NEA points out that the study used did not ask 
specifically about pay for performance but about “financial incentives,” which 
it points out could include bonuses and discounts on home mortgage rates. 
The Public Agenda report finds:

• The proposal that provokes the most visceral resistance among teachers 
is that incentives would be decided based on standardized test scores. 
The merit pay garnering the least support is the one that would reward 
teachers whose kids routinely score higher than similar students on 
standardized tests—only 38 percent favor it.

• There is stronger support for extra pay for teachers who consistently 
receive outstanding evaluations by their principals, with 62 percent 
somewhat or strongly agreeing.

• Overall, only 41 percent of  teachers support the use of  criteria other 
than experience or graduate credits to financially reward teachers.25

In explaining the opposition of  teachers, NEA argues that:

• There is real difficulty in measuring what is meant by student 
achievement.

• Assessing teachers’ skills by using student test scores is very complex 
and requires tremendous resources.

• Isolating the impact of  a single teacher on student achievement is 
difficult if  not impossible.
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• Efforts to broaden measures of  student achievement beyond test scores 
have their own difficulties.

Specifically, with regard to value-added measures, the NEA cites a Rand study 
that raises statistical and measurement issues and cautions the use of  complex 
statistical tools such as value-added testing to evaluate teachers, with such 
warnings as the following:

• Value-added models remain silent on what makes a teacher effective.

• Separating teacher effects from other effects on student success—
including leadership, district policies, and prior teachers—is a great 
challenge.

• Not all value-added models factor in student characteristics, such as 
income levels.26

The NEA supports, with some minor reservations, the other Teaching 
Commission recommendations, including enhancing the salaries of  teachers 
overall, providing carefully designed career paths, and compensating teachers 
working in low-performing schools. 

However, the NEA draws the line at paying more to teach in shortage areas 
on the basis that there are more shortage areas than the Teaching Commission 
identified (bilingual education in addition to mathematics, science, and special 
education), that shortages change and shift over time, and that it is basically 
unfair to have teachers do the same work but receive different pay. The NEA 
does support grant monies to attract students into shortage areas and payment 
for teachers to return to school to establish additional areas of  certification.

There are differences between the commission and the NEA on many other 
issues, but I want to highlight mentoring, as I will return to another view on 
it and its impact on retention later. The NEA takes particular issue with the 
notion that intensive mentoring and observation can substitute for student 
teaching in alternative programs. The NEA argues that alternative route 
programs should be careful to ascertain that teachers are ready to teach. 
Questioning the endorsement of  Teach for America (long before the current 
Linda Darling-Hammond study cited earlier), the NEA noted, “We do not 
believe this ‘on the job training’ is fair to the teacher candidates or their 
students.”27

The American Federation of Teachers (AFT)
The late Sandra Feldman was a member of  the Teaching Commission. In a 
release published after the report was made public, Feldman commented:
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Although I do not agree with some aspects of  this report, I support its 
thrust and direction. The report aims to spur significant improvements in 
several key areas: teacher education and induction; teacher compensation 
through more professional salary arrangements that reward knowledge, 
skills, and performance; and the conditions in which teachers work, 
by fostering effective school leadership and providing teachers the 
appropriate resources, professional development, and involvement in 
decision making.

The bottom line is that improving teaching improves student learning. 
To attract and keep excellent teachers, we must substantially improve 
their preparation, provide salaries that match their responsibilities as 
well as their performance, and train principals who will provide the 
supportive conditions teachers need to do their best work.28

AFT has argued elsewhere that “teacher compensation should not be 
considered in isolation but must be considered as part of  an educational 
system that includes curricula aligned with standards, continuous professional 
development for teachers and paraprofessionals, and other necessary 
conditions to support teaching and learning.”29

Further, AFT has argued for:

• An adequate salary base for all teachers

• Sufficient funding to create and sustain meaningful financial 
incentives

• Credible agreed-on standards and measures of  professional practice

• Clear steps for improving professional practice, combined with 
necessary support

• Incentives that are available to all eligible teachers

• Easily understood standards and procedures for awarding teachers 
additional compensation30

NCTAF III: Induction into Learning Communities
In its most recent report, the National Commission on Teaching and America’s 
Future focuses squarely on the conditions in schools that will foster induction 
and reduce attrition. In its opening statement, NCTAF reports:

Today’s teachers must transform their personal knowledge into a 
collectively built, widely shared, and cohesive professional knowledge 
base. This is not an impossible dream; indeed it is the norm in induction 
in several other countries. In these school cultures, open doors, 
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observations of  both exemplary teaching and teaching that needs 
improvement, candid conversations about lessons, and opportunities for 
reflection and discussion are the hallmarks of  sustained programs that 
introduce novices to the valued norms of  the teaching community.

This view of  teaching requires an approach to new teacher induction 
that is different in scope and design from much of  what currently passes 
for induction in this country: one-to-one mentoring of  a novice by a 
more experienced colleague whose primary goal is to help the novice 
survive the first year. Unless we move beyond the traditional one-to-
one mentoring model, we will continue to reinforce the industrial-era 
practice of  stand-alone teaching in isolated classrooms.31

Does this kind of  induction program have an impact on retention? The National 
Commission on Teaching and America’s Future believes it does. Citing 
research undertaken by Smith and Ingersoll, for teachers who had been in 
mentoring and induction programs, first-time teachers either changed schools 
when the year ended (15 percent) or left teaching altogether (14 percent). 
In cases where there was no mentoring, the turnover rose to 41 percent.32 
In its analysis, teachers were half  as likely to leave when induction includes 
having a mentor; supportive communication by a principal or collaborative 
time with another teacher; a reduced teaching load; help from a teacher’s 
aid; and participation in an external teacher network. NCTAF anticipates a 
response from policy makers that such an induction program is too expensive. 
It estimates that “every year America’s schools lose approximately $2.6 
billion to teacher attrition. This figure is based on multiplying the number of  
teachers who leave (for non-retirement reasons) by the U.S. Department of  
Commerce’s estimate that it costs $12,500 for each lost full-time employee.”33 
The report goes on to examine other aspects of  costs and makes a compelling 
argument that induction is not expensive; in fact, it is cost-effective when one 
considers the reduction in attrition that can be attributed to it. 

The report defines the goals that would characterize a school set up to induct 
teachers into a learning community, including:

• Building and deepening teacher knowledge

• Integrating new practitioners into a teaching community and into a 
school culture that support the continuous professional growth of  all 
teachers

• Supporting the constant development of  the teaching community in 
the school

• Encouraging a professional dialogue that articulates the goals, values, 
and best practices of  a community34
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In the end, the report concludes that the following elements are known about 
induction programs:

• Induction should be a stage in the continuum of  teacher development

• Induction should support entry into a learning community

• Mentoring is a useful component of  induction, but it is only one 
element of  a comprehensive induction system

• External networks supported by online technologies can add value

• Induction is a good investment35

The College Board: Teaching Counts: The Imperative to Reinvest 
in America’s Teachers
In late 2005, a report from the College Board’s Center for Innovative Thought 
will take on the issue of  teacher recruitment and attrition. While the report 
is not yet ready for public consideration, the recommendations will not be 
inconsistent with those put forth by the other reports reviewed, but will focus 
more directly on action and include recommendations for how to fund the 
endeavor.36

Conclusions and Additional Thoughts

Having lived with teacher education for most of  my career as well as with the 
issues of  recruitment and induction during times of  shortage such as we now 
face, I would like to offer my conclusions, thoughts, and recommendations on 
these issues.

Is the Issue Recruitment or Retention?
The issue is both recruitment and retention, but with some twists. No doubt 
the need for recruitment is in fact a correlate of  the relatively high attrition 
rate in teaching, and reducing attrition will reduce the need for recruitment, 
but as we have seen and will continue to see, that fix is not an easy one. 
The changes called for in the reports we have examined are not easy ones 
to adopt, and some require major shifts in thinking about schools, teachers, 
and education. One other factor that the reports have missed but that labor 
market economists who study teacher labor markets have reported on is that 
the teaching labor market is geographically very small. This says something 
about efforts to recruit teachers from a distance to teach in urban areas, as 
has been the case in New York City. Using New York State as the focal point, 
researchers have found the following:
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Most public school teachers take their first public school teaching job 
very close to their hometowns or where they attended college. Sixty-
one percent of  teachers entering public schools [entering public school 
teaching] in New York from 1999–2002 first taught in schools located 
within 15 miles of  their hometown. Eighty-five percent entered teaching 
within 40 miles of  their hometowns.37

For New York City, 90 percent of  teachers took their first jobs within forty 
miles of  their hometown. Teachers tend to seek positions in areas they are 
familiar with, including familiarity with a specific school system. Teachers in 
urban locations are more likely to take jobs in those urban schools rather than 
the adjacent suburbs, and the reverse is true as well: Teachers who grew up 
in the suburbs take jobs in the suburbs rather than in adjacent urban districts. 
This may explain why so many teachers complete teacher education programs 
and achieve certification but do not teach. The jobs are largely in the urban 
centers, and many graduates of  teacher education programs are from rural 
or suburban settings where there are fewer job openings. These numbers are 
not different for difficult-to-staff  teaching fields: 84 percent of  mathematics 
teachers, 81 percent of  science teachers, and 84 percent of  special education 
teachers took their first jobs within forty miles of  their hometowns.38

These data suggest several courses of  action. First, colleges and universities 
that prepare teachers should undertake efforts to provide consistent, extended, 
positive experiences in areas where there are positions, especially urban areas. 
We need to sensitize and realign the thinking of  future teachers to the rewards 
of  working in urban settings. Very promising work to renew teacher education 
to focus on culturally responsive teaching is available.39 If  future teachers are 
serious about the career path they have undertaken, they must be encouraged 
to explore alternative places of  employment that they might not consider 
on their own. Second, urban universities that recruit the majority of  their 
students from the urban districts they serve must increase their production 
of  high-quality teachers through carefully constructed programs that offer 
future teachers inducements and support in their pathway to teaching. In 
New York City, for example, the City University of  New York prepares some 
1,700 teachers (not considering alternative pathways) in any given year. These 
are students largely from New York City who have met the state standards, 
met the university’s standards, and passed licensing examinations. Yet in 
the years between 2000 and 2005, New York City needed to hire between 
6,500 and 12,000 certified teachers. The gap is large, and recruitment remains 
important. 
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If  we cannot change the mind-set of  rural and suburban future teachers to 
make the possibility of  urban teaching something they seek, we must produce 
more teachers from the urban systems we serve.

What Can Teacher Education Programs Do?
For one thing, recruitment of  excellent future teachers into our programs is 
important. Also, the data tell us which qualities of  programs correlate with 
teachers who sustain their careers. These include knowing how to select and 
use instructional materials, understanding child psychology and learning 
theory, observing other classes, receiving feedback on teaching, and training 
from strong student teacher programs.40 Also, as previously suggested, as 
many future teachers as possible should have sustained experiences in urban 
school districts. This is not easy for colleges removed from urban areas, but 
if  our students are to take positions in teaching, they must be willing and 
ready to work in the districts where the jobs are. Alliances with urban districts 
might work to accomplish that goal. There are colleges in the rural Midwest 
that have made a concerted effort to find minority communities for students 
to work with. One example is the University of  Nebraska at Kearney. When 
I first visited there a decade ago, the college was very concerned about the 
limited experiences their graduates had. They eventually discovered that 
a community of  Mexican workers had settled in the vicinity of  the meat-
packing plants north of  Kearney. In a visit last year, I learned that students 
from the university regularly work in those communities with a population 
they would never have encountered before in Kearney.

One very promising example of  a proactive stance to recruit the best possible 
teachers for an urban setting is being undertaken by the City University of  
New York under the leadership of  Executive Vice Chancellor Selma Botman. 
CUNY has had remarkable success with an Honors College for incoming 
freshmen. The university is now planning to use that model to meet the needs 
of  science and mathematics students in New York City by establishing a 
Teacher Academy. Carefully selected students receive four years of  tuition 
and fees, plus employment in the city schools for three summers at $200 per 
week. In addition, funding is being sought to support study abroad in countries 
from which many of  the students come as a way to make cultures real. The 
planning, undertaken by both CUNY and New York University faculty, has 
yielded some design principles, including the following:

• Introduction of  preservice teachers to school settings that represent 
communities of  effective practice from the beginning of  their 
education
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• Coordination of  field work with course work under the direction of  
both lead teachers from the schools and committed faculty

• Preparation of  preservice teachers to enter schools as active participants 
in the community of  practice who are familiar with curricula and 
procedures in the schools they enter

• Development of  effective pedagogies for preservice teachers through 
observation on-site, integration with classroom learning, and modeling 
of  effective learning approaches throughout the undergraduate 
curriculum

• Coordinated development of  educational curriculum involving CUNY 
faculty and DOE lead teachers

• Location of  preservice students within cohorts (10–15 centered in 
a community of  practice school), who will continue through the 
induction phase as new teachers

• Placement of  new teachers in supportive communities utilizing 
mentorship in a community of  practice41

Furthermore, the parameters that have emerged from the planning group of  
CUNY, NYU, and the New York City Department of  Education members 
include the following:

• Students will enter the Teacher Academy and the teacher education 
program as first-year students or as transfers. Fieldwork will be inte-
grated throughout a student’s baccalaureate program. While students 
may be able to enter the program from different paths (transfer), school-
based experience will be infused throughout preservice education. 

• Where appropriate, instruction will occur at school sites where 
preservice teacher candidates can reflect on student work, observe 
lead teachers, and understand the power of  an integrated approach to 
education by professionals in the schools.

• Students will be deeply and broadly educated in all aspects of  their 
degree program—liberal studies, education, and their major.

• Development will align elements of  general education and major 
programs with the common requirements of  senior colleges and will 
encourage community colleges to participate in curricular development. 
The goal is to create a degree that is common in its key elements but 
also grounded in campus strengths.

• The preservice education component of  the baccalaureate degree will 
map to the requirements for certification in the appropriate areas as 
well as to standards such as NCATE, NTASC, and others within the 
planning parameters of  the academy. 
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• The teacher education elements (24–30 credits) of  the baccalaureate 
program will be co-developed by groups of  CUNY faculty and lead 
teachers of  the DOE. The approval process will be through CUNY 
governance channels. Collaboration with NYU will work toward 
development of  a coordinated approach to the education sequence.

• The initial focus of  the Teacher Academy will be undergraduate 
degrees in areas of  shortage in the New York public schools. These are 
expected to be mathematics and science in middle and high schools. 
Additional degree programs in other areas may be developed as 
appropriate.

• The Teacher Academy will also consider the development of  
appropriate master’s degree or BA/MS programs in parallel with its 
baccalaureate programs in areas such as special education.42

This is an ambitions program, with a very tight time frame. The progress made 
in consulting with the many groups involved in the process and holding to an 
entering class in September 2006 attests to the university’s commitment.

Finally, colleges of  education are expected—as a matter of  good practice and 
by accrediting agencies—to develop dispositions for admission to and exit 
from teacher education programs. Dispositions are part of  the framework with 
which students embrace teaching. Do they expect children to succeed? Are 
they committed to working in urban schools? I believe a positive disposition 
toward the issues of  social justice and commitment to working toward 
meeting the needs of  urban and other multicultural and multiracial districts 
should be used as part of  the admission and exit process for any program, 
followed by extensive experiences with appropriate populations. This is not a 
universally accepted position. Several CUNY colleges have taken a position 
on developing teachers who understand and support social justice and have 
been maligned in the press and in national news magazines for doing so, and 
accused in some cases of  “thought control.”43 The idea that teachers should 
have some dispositions toward teaching is seen as thought control when, in 
fact, it is anything but that. Who would not want a teacher who has positive 
views of  children? Who would not want a teacher who sees education as a 
vehicle for social justice? Who would not want a teacher who loves learning 
and the subjects he or she teaches? If  looking for teachers who come with 
these dispositions, or openness to them, is thought control, we are happily 
guilty.
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Will Salaries Make a Difference?
Whenever teachers’ salaries are compared with those from other fields with 
similar educational preparation, we find that teachers are paid at a lower level. 
The positions of  the NEA and AFT in arguing for higher salaries are not 
surprising: most of  the reports on recruitment and retention support higher 
pay for teachers. The question is not whether or not salaries should be higher, 
but under which conditions they should be higher. Certainly one alternative is 
a longer work year, with teachers paid for curriculum development, tutoring, 
and other professional responsibilities, although when salary settlements are 
tied with increased work responsibility, it often meets with resistance from 
teachers, as is the case with the 2005 teacher-contract settlement in New York 
City.

Should Salaries Be Tied to Performance?
The core recommendation of  the Teaching Commission is to use value-added 
assessment data as a basis for pay. We saw the reaction of  the NEA to such 
a suggestion, and I can’t say I disagree. The research of  the City University 
of  New York and other sponsors of  the Pathways to Teaching Study use a 
form of  value-added measure, but not to assess individual teachers; instead, 
the data is carefully aggregated to report the effects on student achievement 
for those entering teaching through different pathways. The value-added 
technique is not, in my view, refined enough to use with individual teachers. 
In fairness, the Teaching Commission does not recommend value-added data 
as the only data. The commission calls for assessment that occurs frequently 
and is comprehensive, “including student achievement and other skills, 
such as lesson planning and classroom instruction and management.”44 It 
appears that the issue of  who should be doing the evaluating is critical, with 
the commission focusing on principals as the ones to make the judgments. 
Perhaps teams of  teachers could do the job.

The claim is sometimes made that other professions tie pay to performance. 
I don’t think that argument stands. We don’t evaluate lawyers based on the 
number of  cases they win or physicians on the number of  patients cured in any 
means close to the value-added approach. For one thing, if  we were to have 
data on lawyers and physicians, it would not, in most instances, be open to 
question—cases are won or not won; patients are cured or not cured. But those 
data are not made available, and potential clients make their choices for these 
professionals based on both impressions and, increasingly, advertisements.
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How Do Teachers Feel about Student Achievement Testing 
Overall?
We hear in New York City that teachers feel tremendous pressure for their 
students to do well in testing. Some go so far as to argue that the decision to 
stop “social promotion” in third grade was in fact an effort to raise the test 
scores in fourth grade. Certainly the scores have gone up, and that has been 
an issue in the 2005 mayoral race, with the incumbent claiming increases in 
student achievement in testing as evidence of  success in reforming the public 
schools. Wyckoff  and his colleagues have examined the question of  teacher 
reaction to testing in particular as to whether or not it contributes to attrition 
and have found—to their surprise and the surprise of  many—that it does 
not.45

I think, however, that if  the tests were devised to assess teachers, the attitudes 
of  teachers would be very different, and might well add to our attrition 
problems.

One more point on pay for performance. Its chances of  success are tied to the 
support of  the teachers’ unions, and guarantees that assurances of  fairness 
and equity are in place. Perhaps it will be possible at some point to design a 
system that satisfies teachers that the approach is fair and equitable, but we 
are not there yet. We may well need the results of  some of  the current efforts 
to use such systems to be able to move forward.

Unfortunately, there are some educational leaders who so distrust teachers 
that they would go to draconian lengths to bring about the kind of  change 
they seek in education. These positions do not engender trust by teachers. 
One such example is this from Frederick Hess (2003):

We will not force painful improvement by convincing those who bear 
the costs of  change that it really is a good idea. We must leave them 
no choice in the matter. It’s not just a question of  making people work 
harder; it’s about forcing managers and leaders to rethink systems 
and practices. . . . Today, district and school leaders spend their time 
pleading with their subordinates to cooperate because they can imagine 
no other ways to drive change. They are mistaken. We can drive change 
by requiring educators to meet clear performance goals and attaching 
consequences to success or failure.46
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How Should We Assess and Use Different Pathways 
into Teaching?
There is a good deal of  conflicting evidence on the effectiveness of  alternative 
pathways into teaching, including Teach for America, the New York City 
Teaching Fellows, and Troops to Teachers. I have written elsewhere that policy 
makers almost have no choice but to turn to alternatives when they conclude 
that every teacher must be certified. In fact, the easiest solution to the need 
for certified teachers is to change the rules for certification. To some extent, 
New York has done that.47 In 2000, when New York City needed 12,000 new 
teachers and a court order required certified teachers in every failing school, 
the Regents established the New York City Teaching Fellows program. That 
program, like some others, allowed students to enter teaching with a minimum 
of  preparation. Teaching fellows are required to complete all requirements for 
certification within a period of  three years. The research on such programs, 
as mentioned earlier, reveals two findings. First, there are high attrition rates, 
exceeding those of  college-recommended candidates. Second, it takes three 
years for pathways teachers to complete their certification requirements and 
to catch up in their effectiveness with teachers who enter classrooms fully 
prepared. 

We need a number of  routes into teaching, but we need to study them very 
carefully to learn what works in different routes and to refine them so that 
all students have teachers whom we expect to be successful from the first day 
those teachers enter schools. We are not there yet.

Can We Change the Nature of Schools to Support Teachers?
The latest report of  the National Commission on Teaching and America’s 
Future, Induction into Learning Communities, says so, but this requires that 
we make schools learning communities. This is an important aim—having 
teachers share a common set of  goals that are agreed on and reinforced 
regularly. Assessment, then, should be tied to these goals. I am reminded of  
the work of  Peter Senge, who, in describing a shared vision, said this in The 
Fifth Discipline:

A shared vision is not an idea. It is not even an important idea such as 
freedom. It is, rather, a force in people’s hearts, a force of  impressive 
power. It might be inspired by an idea, but once it goes further—if  it is 
compelling enough to acquire the support of  more than one person—
then it is no longer an abstraction. People begin to see it as if  it exists. 
Few, if  any, forces in human affairs are as powerful as a shared vision.
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At its simplest level, a shared vision is the answer to the question, “What 
do we want to create?” Just as personal visions are pictures or images 
people carry in their heads and hearts, so too are shared visions pictures 
that people throughout an organization carry. They create a sense of  
commonality that permeates the organization and gives coherence to 
diverse activities.48

In my view, the kind of  community that NCTAF calls for, a learning 
community, is one that has this kind of  shared vision. But it cannot be just 
any vision. My experience in changing schools is that we need to examine the 
purposes of  public education in a democracy as we craft the vision we want 
teachers to pursue. These purposes are as follows:

• Preparing students to be active, involved participants in a democracy

• Preparing students to have access to knowledge and critical thinking 
within the disciplines

• Preparing students to lead rich and rewarding personal lives, and to be 
responsible and responsive community members

• Preparing students to assume their highest possible place in the 
economy49

Too many policy makers, it seems, think the purposes of  schools are to 
prepare students to take other people’s tests. When the purposes of  schools 
are laid out and a shared vision is developed that includes K–12 educators 
and administrators, and university educators—including arts and science and 
education faculty—the place we call school becomes an exciting learning 
community, and teachers want to be there.

What More Can We Do?
I continue to be surprised and disappointed when salary charts comparing 
teachers with other “professionals” group them with graduates of  liberal arts 
programs, nurses, computer technicians, and the like. It is true that teaching 
is often at the bottom of  the list in such comparisons, but our focus should 
instead be on raising teaching to a true profession. We suffer from the “curse 
of  familiarity.” Nearly everyone has been in school with some sixty or so 
teachers. If  one were to ask members of  the public if  they understand teaching 
as an area of  work, the likely answer is that they do. In fact, most do not 
understand just how complex the job is. Lee Shulman has said this about the 
complexity of  teaching:
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The practice of  teaching involves a far more complex task environment 
than does that of  medicine. The teacher is confronted, not with a 
single patient, but with a classroom filled with 25 to 35 youngsters. 
The teacher’s goals are multiple; the school’s obligations far from 
unitary. Even in the ubiquitous primary reading group, the teacher 
must simultaneously be concerned with the learning of  decoding skills 
as well as comprehensive, with motivation and love of  reading as well 
as word-attack, and must both monitor the performances of  six or 
eight students in front of  her while not losing touch with the other two 
dozen in the room. Moreover individual differences among pupils are 
a fact of  life, exacerbated even further by the worthwhile polities of  
mainstreaming and school integration. The only time a physician could 
possibly encounter situations of  comparable complexity would be in the 
emergency room during or after a natural disaster. This question “How 
do teachers manage the complexity of  classroom life?” is not only as 
legitimate to raise regarding teachers as it is for physicians; it is far more 
germane.50

Teaching is more complex than medicine. We need to be certain future 
teachers understand this and are prepared for it. We need to urge the public to 
recognize this and treat teaching as a profession. If  we can do this, if  we can 
pay teachers what they deserve and allow them to work in communities of  
inquiry, we will have gone a long way in solving the problems of  recruitment 
and retention.

Note: I want to acknowledge the editorial suggestions made by my Ph.D. students at 
the City University of  New York, especially Anne Brownstein, Joelle Tutela, and Todd 
Feltman.
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