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esearch clearly supports the importance of high teacher retention and
the critical role of quality teacher preparation in assuring it. Retention
is important for many reasons, including the fact that teachers’ effectiveness is enhanced with experience—particularly in their first few years—and thus
teachers who stay in teaching longer have increased positive effects on student
learning.1 Retention is also important in avoiding the multiple negative effects
of its opposite: teacher attrition. These include the large financial costs of faculty
hiring, replacement, and retraining; the loss of expertise to both students and
faculty from the absence of departed teachers; the reduction of learning time as
new teachers adjust to their new environment; and the diminished sense of community and continuity felt by students and staff when teachers leave. Teacher
attrition may have an especially adverse impact on low-income and languageminority students, as well as on students with disabilities, who are already experiencing multiple challenges and for whom stability of adults in their lives is
particularly important.
Multiple studies, highlighted below, have concluded that well-prepared
teachers are likely to stay longer in teaching than those with inadequate or no
preparation. Research also indicates that traditionally prepared teachers remain
in teaching longer than those who are alternatively prepared.
• In a special analysis conducted for the National Commission on Teaching
and America’s Future,2 Richard Ingersoll reported that “strong academic
preparation for teaching” and “extensive clinical practice,” among several
critical teacher preparation program dimensions, were responsible
for significantly reducing beginning teacher attrition. Teachers whose
preparation encompassed those characteristics—typical of traditional
teacher preparation, but not of fast-track alternative preparation forms—
were reported as more likely to remain in teaching.
• A 2011 comparison study of Teach for America (TFA) and traditionally
prepared teachers in Texas found that after the TFA teachers had completed
their 2-year program commitment, their retention rates dropped to a range
of 42% to 56%, compared to non-TFA teachers in the comparison group,
whose retention rates ranged from 76% to 81%.3
• Findings from two 2006 longitudinal studies in New York—those of Boyd
et al.4 and of Kane, Rockoff, and Staiger5—found that New York Teaching
Fellows left at rates just over 50% by their 4th year, at which point 80% of
TFA recruits, but only 37% of college-prepared teachers, had left teaching.
• A 2005 study of teachers in Houston by Darling-Hammond et al.6 revealed
that an average of 80% of TFA teachers left their jobs by the 3rd year; and
in the Chicago Public Schools, which hires about 100 TFA teachers each
year, fewer than half remained in teaching for a 3rd year.7
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• A 2002 symposium on teacher retention reported that
better prepared teachers stay in teaching at higher rates—
particularly those who complete well designed, lengthier
programs—than teachers hired through alternative routes
that offer only a few weeks of training. Considering the
attrition costs to
states, universities,
and school districts
of preparation,
recruitment,
induction, and
replacement, the
cost of lengthier
preparation would
be significantly
less than that of
preparing a greater number of teachers in shorter-term
programs who are less likely to stay. Further, the report
said, alternative approaches that bypass the student
teaching and mentoring from skilled veterans, and
approaches that do not adequately provide methods for
teaching challenging content to diverse learners, typically
breed a sense of failure in their recruits. The report
concluded that a lack of adequate preparation leads to
teacher discouragement and burnout.8
• Earlier national data from the Baccalaureate and Beyond
survey revealed that 49% of uncertified entrants left
teaching after 5 years, compared to only 14% of those
who entered teaching fully prepared.9

A lack of adequate
preparation
leads to teacher
discouragement
and burnout.

Better prepared teachers stay
in teaching at higher rates—
particularly those who complete
well designed, lengthier programs—
than teachers hired through
alternative routes that offer
only a few weeks of training.
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