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Chapter I. Introduction 

 All students deserve a quality education. As a country, we fail on our promise to provide a free 

and appropriate public education when we do not give students with disabilities access to qualified 

special education teachers. Teacher shortages are nothing new, with shortages in special education 

being perennial since the 1960’s. However, this longstanding dilemma has grown in severity over the last 

decade, placing it at the forefront of federal and state policies. Shortages are wide-spread, impacting 

education at local, state, and national levels. Although broad shortages exist, the severity of the shortage 

varies considerably state by state (Sutcher et al., 2019). What is common across the country is that 

shortages are worse in certain subject areas and across certain demographics, with special education in 

high-poverty and geographically isolated areas being the most compounded areas of need (Cowan et al., 

2016).  

 To extend the problem, there are concerns in regards to workforce composition and in qualifying 

students for special education services. The under- or over-representation of certain groups suggests 

inequitable educational opportunities across the public education sector (Mason-Williams, 2015). In 

Hawai‘i, for example, the largest ethnic groups receiving special education services are Hawaiian and 

Pacific Islanders, whereas the teacher workforce is predominantly White and Japanese (HIDOE, 2019). 

Having more teachers who are representative of student cultural and diverse backgrounds provides 

positive role models and culturally sensitive learning opportunities that end up benefiting all students, with 

and without disabilities (Goldhaber, 2015; King et al., 2016). 

 Given the national trend, it is no surprise that Hawai‘i is also facing a teacher shortage crisis. 

During the 2018–2019 school year, 418 of the 1,029 positions filled by either an unlicensed teacher, or 

left vacant, were specific to special education (HSTA, 2019). Numerous variables contribute to the local 

shortage, including high attrition rates, low salaries, and declining enrollment across local teacher 

preparation programs. In Institutes of Higher Education (IHE), enrollment declines are exacerbated by 

increased competition with abbreviated, less rigorous programs run through alternative agencies. 

Although fast-track models of teacher preparation are more attractive to students, retention rates for 

students graduating from these abbreviated models of teacher preparation are substantially lower, 

thereby perpetuating the instability of the teaching workforce and prolonging shortages over time 

(Sindelar et al., 2014). In order to build capacity long-term and improve educational outcomes for 

students with disabilities, there is a need to recruit more committed individuals across the entire teacher 

preparation pipeline into pursuing comprehensive special education teacher training programs. 

 In 2014, I became the first full-time recruitment specialist for the University of Hawai‘i at Mānoa 

(UHM). This role was created in direct response to the increasing shortage and declining enrollment 

across special education teacher preparation programs. As a graduate of the institution’s dual elementary 

and special education program and having had six years of special education teaching experience in 

Hawai‘i public schools, I was asked to take on this new role for the department. The purpose of the 

recruitment specialist position has been to identify and support more people into entering the profession 
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through the institution’s special education certification programs. Over the last seven years, I have been 

in contact with over 3,000 prospective students. Being the initial contact with individuals who express 

interest in our special education programs has provided me with first-hand insight into general motivations 

and preferences of prospective students. In addition, working closely with a large range of individuals 

from across all Hawai‘i islands, I developed an interest in determining how to meet the needs of different 

targeted groups with an equity-driven lens.  

 Being formally trained as an educator, this new recruitment role led me to learn more about 

marketing and enrollment principles as a way to support my efforts. Over the years, these new 

perspectives have had a positive impact on my approach and outcomes related to supporting more 

individuals into pursuing the special education teaching profession. As a result of my teaching and 

recruitment experiences, this research study is designed to bridge theories and frameworks between 

education, marketing, and enrollment management as an approach to addressing the longstanding 

teacher shortage in special education. However, I would like to clarify that my approach to the application 

of marketing frameworks and principles are specifically used as an approach towards identifying and 

understanding the needs and wants of its “consumers.” This application of marketing is starkly different 

from arguments related to “marketization of education,” aimed at profiting from the field of education 

through curricular and technological products used for teaching and learning.  

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this study was to identify characteristics, motivations, and program preferences of 

prospective special education teacher candidates in Hawai‘i, as a way to more effectively target and 

support dedicated and qualified individuals into pursuing the profession. This study surveyed individuals 

who initiated an application between 2015–2020 to one of four special education teacher preparation 

programs offered at the largest Hawai‘i public institution of higher education. Study participants re 

subgrouped using four variables targeted for diversifying the teacher workforce: (a) gender, (b) age, (c) 

geographic locale, and (d) ethnicity. Using each identified subgroup, I examined whether significant 

differences in motivations or program preferences existed. Then, a final analysis determined if applicant 

characteristics, motivations, or preferences were associated with enrollment outcomes. Findings are 

intended to inform programmatic decisions and support more systematic and differentiated recruitment 

efforts for increasing enrollment outcomes and diversifying the special education teacher workforce in 

Hawai‘i.   

Definition and Abbreviation of Terms  

 For the purpose of this research, the following terms are defined: 

ARC Alternative Route to Certification - teacher certification program that differs from 

traditional teacher education programs in that they are generally shorter, involve 

candidates in teaching immediately or shortly after the start of their program, have a 

greater field component, and cater to a more diverse student population (Wasburn-
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Moses & Rosenberg, 2008) 

HIDOE Hawai‘i Department of Education - the state education agency, which oversees 283 

public schools and charter schools and over 13,000 teachers  

HTSB Hawai‘i Teacher Standards Board - the licensing board for Hawai‘i teachers, school 

counselors, and school librarians 

IHE Institution of Higher Education - all colleges and universities in the United States that 

are degree-granting and accredited by an agency recognized by the U.S. Secretary of 

Education (Shulman, 2001) 

SATEP State Approved Teacher Education Program - teacher education program approved 

by the Hawai‘i Teacher Standards Board as eligible for initial teacher certification  

 Teacher Candidate - someone currently enrolled in a SATEP  

 Special Education Teacher - public school teacher whose main teaching assignment 

is teaching students who are eligible for special education services within the 13 

disability categories identified in IDEA and who provides care coordination duties 

(Bremer, 2012) 

 General Education Teacher - all public school teachers (K-12) other than special 

education teachers (Bremer, 2012) 

 Disproportionality - the over- or under-representation of individuals when compared to 

the general population 

 Traditional Students - full-time students, typically between the ages of 18–25, who 

entered an IHE soon after high school (Hanover, 2018; Kasworm, 2003) 

 Nontraditional Students - students who do not fit the traditional student definition, 

often being older with more life experience and who often juggle multiple roles involving 

work, family, and going back to school (Hanover, 2018; Kasworm, 2003) 

 Teacher Shortage - result of having an inadequate quantity of qualified individuals 

willing to offer their teacher services under prevailing wages and conditions (Sutcher et 

al., 2019) 

 Teacher Attrition - teachers who choose to leave the profession 
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 Teacher Retention - teachers who choose to remain in the profession following the 

previous year  

 Teacher Supply - the number of qualified individuals willing to teach at a given level of 

overall compensation; including salaries, benefits and other rewards, such as working 

conditions (Guarino et al., 2006); supply is most associated with recruitment strategies 

 Teacher Demand - the number of teaching positions offered at a given level of overall 

compensation; including salaries, benefits and other rewards, such as working 

conditions (Guarino et al., 2006); demand is most associated with retention strategies 

 Title I Schools - Schools in which children from low-income families make up at least 

40 percent of enrollment (US DOE, 2018) 

Background and Significance 

 During the 2017–2018 school year, 46 states plus the District of Columbia reported having 

teacher shortages in one or more fields. Of the 19 fields with “considerable” shortages, 10 were 

specifically in special education (Sutcher et al., 2019). Nationally, reports indicate the teacher shortage as 

equating to about 110,000 teacher positions being unfilled or filled with unlicensed and unqualified 

individuals (Garcia & Weiss, 2019). According to the framework of supply and demand, the teacher 

shortage is a result of a severe imbalance between the numbers of individuals interested in teaching 

compared to the number of positions needing to be filled each year. On the whole, all 50 states and 

territories declared having one or more teacher shortages (Cross, 2017). What began in 1990–91 as 

almost exclusively special education shortages, has expanded over time to now include the majority of 

content and subject areas. Spanning almost three decades, Hawai‘i has had identified shortages in 

special education every reported year. 

 Attrition may be the most critical variable to address, as the number of teachers leaving the 

workforce equates to about 90% of the positions needing to be filled each year. The national average 

attrition rate for teachers is 8%; however, the attrition rate for special education teachers is the highest of 

any subgroup, currently averaging 17%–29% of the workforce annually (Mason-Williams et al., 2020). 

Attrition rates shed light on inequities existing in education, with attrition rates being 50% higher in Title I 

schools serving economically disadvantaged students. Additionally, the attrition rate is 80% higher among 

teachers trained through alternative route to certification (ARC) programs, who are also more likely to be 

teaching in Title I schools (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2019). Therefore, schools serving more 

economically disadvantaged students, often those from diverse ethnic populations, are less likely to have 

highly qualified and experienced teachers throughout their K-12 education (Mason-Williams, 2015; 

Podolsky et al., 2019). 

 Although the pervasive shortage is perpetuated by the high numbers of teachers who leave, 
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teacher preparation enrollment has significantly declined over the last decade making it harder to replace 

teachers year after year. At the national level, the Department of Education reported having fewer high 

school graduates express interest in education and, therefore, fewer college students pursuing careers in 

teaching (Aragon, 2016). As fewer traditional full-time students enter the teacher education pipeline, 

teacher education programs have experienced a shift in student demographics towards supporting older, 

nontraditional student populations. Teacher preparation programs, and institutions of higher education as 

a whole, need to consider how traditional program design and support may no longer match the 

population being served. Understanding the needs and preferences of this growing subset of students in 

teacher preparation programs is essential for supporting the teacher shortage, especially since 

nontraditional students are often seen as “at-risk” in regards to program completion given current program 

models within higher education (Hanover, 2018).   

 An important component regarding equity within the teacher shortage discussion is the need to 

address disproportionality in the teacher workforce. The national student body has continued to become 

more culturally, racially, and linguistically diverse, whereas, our teacher workforce remains predominantly 

composed of White females (Ford, 2012; Guarino et al., 2006; Ingersoll et al., 2019; King et al., 2016; 

Torres et al., 2004). As of 2012, 44% of students and 17.3% of teachers were from minority backgrounds. 

It is critically important to increase the number of underrepresented groups entering the teacher 

workforce, as cultural differences have been linked to over-referrals, deficit-thinking, low expectations, 

and misunderstanding of minority students (Ford, 2012; Ingersoll et al., 2019). In special education, the 

disproportionate representation of certain ethnic groups receiving special education services is imperative 

to address in assuring all students receive a quality education (Hosp & Reschly, 2004; Valle-Riestra et al., 

2011).  

 In addition, the need for more male teachers is an additional issue to address, with only 26.5% of 

the Education workforce being male (US Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2019). In Hawai‘i for SY 2020-2021 

out of the 1,026 new teachers hired, only 25% of new hires were male (N = 256), with 79% of these 

individuals hired into secondary positions (N = 201), indicating an even larger discrepancy by gender at 

the elementary level (HIDOE Employment Report, 2021).  

 Over the past three decades, the teacher shortage has only gotten worse, reaching levels of 

crisis across most areas in education. Most national and local strategies for addressing shortages have 

prioritized short-term solutions, essentially filling classrooms with warm bodies having little to no training, 

preparation, or possibly even genuine interest in teaching as a career (Murphy et al., 2003; Rosenberg & 

Sindelar, 2005; Sutcher et al., 2019). Although financial incentives to help pay for program costs attract 

more individuals into considering the profession, those not intrinsically motivated, especially in special 

education, may be more likely to leave the field once their service commitment is over, or may leave the 

profession entirely (Putney, 2009). Therefore, it is essential to better understand the different types of 

people who are interested in the profession and examine how their motivations and program preferences 

relate to enrollment outcomes.  
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 A special series published in the 2019 Educational Policy Analysis Archives summarized 

literature around the teacher shortage in an effort to inform policy (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 

2019; Jordan et al., 1999; Podolsky et al., 2019; Sutcher et al., 2019). The compilation of research 

emphasized the need for more targeted solutions based on the needs of specific communities and states, 

as well as addressing issues around workforce diversity. Recommended solutions included: (a) 

addressing compensation, including competitive salaries and tuition stipends; (b) increasing enrollment in 

teacher education programs, with emphasis on structures, quality, and affordability; (c) making hiring and 

management procedures more efficient and effective; and (d) improving working conditions, including 

mentoring and induction programs and reduction of high-stakes accountability systems. Of these 

recommended solutions, three of the four have been governed by departments of education and state 

legislation. However, Institutions of Higher Education (IHE) can contribute to the solution by focusing on 

how to provide high-quality, accessible, and comprehensive teacher education programs that attract a 

larger pool of motivated individuals into pursuing the profession.    

 In a 2018 study that compared the seven states with the lowest shortages with the seven states 

having the highest shortages in special education, Hawai‘i was identified as one of the states with the 

highest shortages (Peyton et al., 2018). One finding indicated statistically significant differences between 

high- and low-shortage states in regards to salaries when adjusted for cost of living. In addition, states 

with higher quantities of teacher education program graduates had significantly less shortages, verifying 

the need to look for more targeted ways to increase the number of people graduating from 

undergraduate, post-baccalaureate certificate, and master degree teacher preparation programs in 

special education in the state.  

 Regardless as to whether solutions to the teacher shortages are addressed at the national, state, 

or local levels, all identified solutions require substantial resources. In 2018, the US Department of 

Education spent $95.2 billion dollars, with 17% of budget allocations for education of the disadvantaged, 

and an additional 14% for special education (USAspending, 2018). Of the $13.4 billion spent on special 

education, the state of California received the most funding ($1.3 billion; 9.9%), whereas Hawai‘i was one 

of eight states receiving the least ($42.8 million; .0032%). Poldolsky et al. (2019) estimated a total of $8.5 

billion are lost each year due to the constant churn of the educator workforce. These estimates suggest 

that the cost of teacher attrition alone may be equivalent to 9% of the national education budget or 63% of 

the special education budget. Therefore, the need to address the teacher shortage is critical, as we could 

then apply these funds towards supporting other important investments in education such as increasing 

salaries, developing resources, and strategies specifically targeted for improving student outcomes.   

 Hawai‘i’s teacher shortage mirrors each of the concerns addressed at the national level. 

However, there are a few characteristics unique to the state that provide further insight into the broader 

problem. Hawai‘i is the only state without an ethnic majority, nonetheless, disproportionate ethnic 

representation among students and teachers continue to exist. In addition, Hawai‘i is the only state having 

a single, unified school district where funding is not dependent on community-based property taxes. 
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However, despite a more equitable school funding model, inequities among schools and turnover rates 

persist in communities serving higher proportions of economically disadvantaged populations. Finally, 

being a predominantly rural and remote chain of islands with high costs of living, recruitment and 

retention efforts are even more difficult, as a majority of individuals who relocate to Hawai‘i to teach end 

up leaving the state within the first few years.  

 Having a lack of qualified special education teachers in Hawai‘i is not only a genuine concern, but 

can also lead to legal action if students are not receiving services required by federal law. Special 

education in Hawai‘i has already undergone transformation from a landmark class action lawsuit, known 

as the Felix Consent Decree (Chorpita & Donkervoet, 2005; State of Hawai‘i Auditor, 2001). From 1993 to 

2005, the HIDOE was monitored externally and held accountable for providing appropriate services for 

individuals with disabilities. The billion dollar lawsuit spurred dramatic reforms for special education in 

Hawai‘i, including prioritizing ways to fill the many vacant special education teaching positions. In 

response, a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) was established, to provide tuition stipends to teacher 

candidates enrolled in approved special education licensure programs in return for a 3-year service 

payback teaching for the state. Despite two-decades of funding, enrollment outcomes have not been 

enough to fill workforce capacity needs for special education teachers.  

 To help counter the loss of continuing financial investments, there is a need to conduct research 

that supports efforts to best capitalize on the return on investment (RoI) of recruitment investments used 

for building up a continuous and sustainable supply of new teachers. One way to ensure funds for 

recruitment are used advantageously is to specifically target individuals who would be more likely to 

pursue and persist within the special education profession. The FIT-Choice Framework provides a 

structure for identifying characteristics and motivations specific to choosing teaching as a career 

(Richardson & Watt, 2006). Although widely used in general education research, this framework has not 

been adequately adapted to the field of special education. By understanding who is interested in a career 

in special education and what influences their decision to pursue a teacher preparation program, we can 

better invest in recruitment and marketing strategies to increase the number of individuals more 

committed to pursuing the profession. In addition, focusing on increasing the number of individuals from 

local, underrepresented populations helps address longstanding issues of equity within our public 

education system. In the end, building a teacher workforce of diverse and highly motivated special 

education teachers could lead to more equitable learning opportunities and improved educational 

outcomes for students with disabilities across the state.  

 Given that labor shortages are best understood using the supply and demand framework, a novel 

strategy for increasing the number of individuals into the special education teacher pipeline would be to 

adopt marketing theory and principles from the field of business. There is emerging literature on how the 

service marketing mix applies to higher education and could be used to increase enrollment and attract 

higher quality pools of applicants (Enache, 2011; Gajic, 2012). The first step in any marketing strategy 

involves identifying consumer markets and understanding their wants and needs (Krachenberg, 1972). 
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The service marketing mix, also referred to as the 7P model or the 7 P’s of Booms and Bitner (1981), 

extended the original marketing mix model by Jerome McCarthy from four to seven elements and is a 

better fit for marketing education programs. The seven elements are product, price, place, promotion, 

people, physical evidence, and processes.   

 A strength of the 7Ps service marketing mix is that it systematizes capacity building by balancing 

the quality versus quantity dilemma in teacher preparation; this framework informs IHE which elements 

are most important to prospective students, thereby providing leverage for attracting more motivated 

individuals into pursuing the program. Understanding each element and how they relate to one another 

provides a framework for program faculty to help increase program attractiveness, while balancing quality 

and comprehensiveness of program design.   

 Understanding who chooses to pursue becoming a special education teacher and why, allows 

states, districts, and IHE to better invest in targeted recruitment efforts that are more likely to bring 

motivated individuals into the special education teacher profession long term. Next, understanding how 

program element preferences support or hinder different groups from pursuing a teacher licensure 

program can be analyzed to inform teacher preparation programmatic decisions. By increasing the 

number of motivated prospects to express interest and commit to pursuing special education teacher 

preparation programs, the state could begin to build the capacity of highly-qualified individuals within the 

teacher workforce. Having access to a well-prepared and experienced teacher positively impacts student 

learning and achievement more than any other variable, such as poverty, language background, and 

minority status (Darling-Hammond, 2000; Podolsky et al., 2019).  

 Finally, focusing on increasing underrepresented populations into entering the special education 

pipeline can foster a more diverse education workforce and potentially address issues of equity and 

disproportionate representations among students identified with disabilities. Having more teachers who 

mirror the students they serve may contribute to higher academic achievement for all students, especially 

for students from underrepresented backgrounds. Billingsley, Bettini, and Williams (2019) posit that 

teachers of color may have different motivations for entering, therefore, this research focuses on not only 

identifying who is interested in teaching special education, but purposefully targeting how to increase 

more individuals not adequately represented in the Hawai‘i special education teacher workforce. 

Research Questions and Theoretical Frameworks 

 There is a need to understand who expresses interest in a special education teacher career and 

what influences their likelihood to enroll or not enroll in a special education teacher preparation program. 

Understanding the variable of prospective students’ age is grounded in andragogy, including 

understanding the differences between traditional and nontraditional student populations. In addition, 

underrepresented characteristics, such as gender, ethnicity, and geographic locale will be studied as a 

secondary component of this investigation.  

 Motivations for wanting to teach special education builds upon the Factors Influencing Teaching 

Choice (FIT-Choice) Framework, founded on expectancy-value theory (Richardson & Watt, 2006). 
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Although a scale had been developed to study motivations for teaching, this scale does not align with 

motivations commonly found in the field of special education. Therefore, adapting the scale based on 

findings from this study’s literature review was conducted using an exploratory qualitative analysis, which 

was developed as part of this study’s survey instrument prior to dissemination.  

 The 7 P’s Service Marketing Mix provides the framework for identifying and evaluating teacher 

preparation program element preferences among targeted populations. The adaptation of this framework 

to special education teacher education programs had been piloted and published by the researcher and 

colleagues prior to this study (Chamberlin-Kim et al., 2019). 

 Lastly, enrollment management theory was used as the final analysis to evaluate whether 

characteristics, motivations, or preferences significantly impacted enrollment outcomes into special 

education teacher preparation programs (Dennis, 1998; Hossler et al., 2015). Analysis was conducted to 

examine enrolled applicants compared to non-enrolled applicants. 

 Based on the identified frameworks, the following research questions drive this research study:  

1. What are the characteristics (i.e., gender, age, locale, ethnicity) of individuals who started an 

application to a special education teacher preparation program? 

2. What is the motivational profile, as defined by the FIT-Choice Framework, of individuals who 

started an application to a special education teacher preparation program? 

3. Which special education teacher preparation program elements, as defined by the 7 Ps Service 

Marketing Mix, did prospective students prefer?  

4. Is there a relationship between characteristics, motivations, or preferences on enrollment 

outcomes? 
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Chapter II.  Literature Review 

 Understanding the history and variables that have contributed to the longstanding teacher 

shortage in special education can provide a more well-informed approach to recruitment. This literature 

review will cover the following topics: (a) teacher shortage, (b) inequities and diversity, (c) proposed 

solutions, and (d) motivations for teaching. In addition, this review provides context on each of these 

topics specific to Hawai‘i. Finally, this review discusses four theoretical frameworks guiding the study’s 

research design: (a) adult learning theory and nontraditional students, (b) Factors Influencing Teaching 

Choice (FIT-Choice) Framework, (c) the 7 P’s Service Marketing Mix, and (d) Strategic Enrollment 

Management.  

Together, the purpose of this literature review is to support what is currently known about teacher 

shortages in special education, the importance in addressing inequities, and what motivations are 

currently associated with individuals who express interest in the special education teaching career. The 

addition of marketing and enrollment management strategies provide a framework for addressing how to 

effectively recruit and then enroll targeted groups into special education teacher preparation programs.   

Teacher Shortage 

 Initial talks of teacher shortages began almost a century ago, beginning in the 1930’s due to 

inadequate funding, low salaries, and poor working conditions (Darling-Hammond & Podolsky, 2019). As 

shortages worsened and expanded across more teaching fields, addressing the teacher shortage moved 

to the forefront of proposed educational reform. In 2019, the Educational Policy Analysis Archives (EPAA) 

published a series of articles to summarize what was known about the teacher shortage crisis in an effort 

to strengthen collective understanding and inform national policy (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 

2019; Darling-Hammond & Podolsky, 2019; Garcia & Weiss, 2020; Ingersoll et al., 2019; Podolsky et al., 

2019; Sutcher et al., 2019). Darling-Hammond and Podolsky (2019) began the teacher shortage 

discussion by emphasizing the importance of viewing the shortage as much more than just the absence 

of warm bodies to fill each classroom. Rather, the need is for fully qualified teachers who are willing to 

serve in the fields where shortages are disproportionately worse.  

Historical Context & Policy 

 For the field of special education, shortages have existed as long as the field itself (Brownell et 

al., 2010; Geiger et al, 2014). The push for equal educational opportunities for “educationally deprived 

children” began in 1965 with the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) which helped to 

establish Title I funds for supplemental educational services. Although a promising first step, a large 

majority of students with disabilities continued to be excluded from public schools. Subsequent national 

policies specific to special education, such as the Education of all Handicapped Children Act (1975) and 

the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (2004), focused on advocacy of access and equal 

opportunities for all students with disabilities. These policies successfully increased the number of 

students with disabilities within the public school system. However, initiatives to support recruitment and 

retention of enough personnel to properly teach the growing population of students with disabilities in 
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public schools were never included in policy decisions (Mason-Williams et al., 2020; Sundeen & Wienke, 

2009).  

 Additional policies not specific to special education, such as No Child Left Behind (NCLB; 2001) 

and the GREAT Act (2011), may have inadvertently provoked the teacher shortage to its current state of 

crisis. In 2001, NCLB placed new regulations and requirements on teacher certification and expectations 

of “high-quality,” which led to more challenges related to recruitment and retention of the teacher 

workforce (Brownell et al., 2018). As an example, special education teachers were required to pursue 

licensure in each of their general education content areas on top of their specialized license in special 

education. These increased requirements placed heavy strain on many of the special education teachers 

already in the workforce, especially for special education teachers serving students with disabilities in 

multiple core subject areas or across multiple grade levels in smaller, rural schools (Brownell et al., 2018; 

Geiger et al., 2014; Johnson et al., 2009; McLeskey & Billingsley, 2008). In addition, increased pressure 

related to high-stakes testing, accountability, and teacher evaluation from NCLB mandates complicated 

special education teachers’ roles and responsibilities, further perpetuating already high attrition rates 

(Thornton et al., 2007). Special education teachers were tasked with not only meeting the diverse needs 

of their students, but also faced high-stakes accountability measures based on the academic standards 

and achievement expectations as their general education counterparts.  

 The U.S. Department of Education, Office of Post Secondary Education has provided data 

reports on teacher shortages by state for almost three decades (see Figure 1; Cross, 2017). In its first 

reported year, it can be seen that half of reported teacher shortages were exclusively in special 

education. Prior to NCLB, an average of thirty-five states had shortages in special education, with an 

average of twenty-five states also reporting shortages in other fields. By 2007, all 50 states and the 

District of Columbia reported having shortages in one or more fields each year, with the exception of 

Pennsylvania in 2015-2016. When analyzing the data by each state, a total of twenty states, including 

Hawai‘i, have cited shortages in special education for every reported year between 1990-2018. 
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Figure 1 

National Teacher Shortage Areas by Year (50 States + District of Columbia) 

   

Note. Data taken from “Teacher Shortage Areas Nationwide Listing 1990-1991 through 2017-2018,” 

by F. Cross, 2017, U.S. Department of Education Office of Postsecondary Education. 

 

 Another federal policy that has had a significant impact on the teacher shortage crisis was the 

GREAT Act, which passed in 2011. This legislation opened up teacher preparation to organizations 

outside of IHE, led by a major private funder of K–12 public charter schools called the NewSchools 

Venture Fund (Zeichner & Peña-Sandoval, 2015). This legislation derived from public scrutiny of IHE as 

the “gatekeeper” of the teacher workforce and was intended to promote competition and innovation within 

the teacher preparation landscape. The GREAT Act allowed the private sector to create new models of 

teacher preparation without enforcing the same level of accountability and regulations that IHE had to 

continue adhering to (Rosenberg & Sindelar, 2005; Wasburn-Moses & Rosenberg, 2008). As a result, 

IHE were expected to compete with abbreviated program options, commonly referred to as alternative 

route to certification (ARC) programs, while being held to more rigorous and complex standards of 

teacher preparation measures.  

 As a result of the shifting landscape and increased competition in teacher preparation, IHE 

special education faculty have been facing the dilemma of balancing the interaction between teacher 

quality and pressures related to recruitment and increasing enrollment (Guarino et al., 2006). Criticisms 

related to traditional teacher preparation and monopolization of the educator preparation pipeline included 

stringent program designs, disconnectedness with the realities of today’s classrooms, and an 

overemphasis on theoretical knowledge over application (Burstein et al., 1999; Sindelar et al., 2014; 

Zeichner & Peña-Sandoval, 2015). However, what many critics do not understand is the history of special 

education teacher preparation and the increasing complexities that have made preparing quality special 
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education teachers more difficult.  

Most education policies and mandates at the federal level have never acknowledged the 

distinguishing differences between special education and general education and do not acknowledge how 

its impact has continually expanded and broadened the scope of special education over time. In the 

beginning, otherwise known as the categorical area, special education teacher preparation was 

completely separate from general education, as special education teachers were being trained for 

separate schools and on strategies focusing on specific disability types (Blanton et al., 2017; Shepherd et 

al., 2016). When the Education for All Handicapped Children Act was passed in 1975, the number of 

students with disabilities entering public schools heavily increased, simultaneously increasing the demand 

for more special education teachers. Consequently, teacher shortages in special education were 

becoming more evident, therefore, teacher preparation programs had to accommodate by moving 

towards a noncategorical approach. This provided more flexibility and training so that new special 

education teachers could teach across a wider range of students and placements (Brownell et al., 2010).  

More recent changes related to the push for inclusion and Response to Intervention, complicated 

even further how special education teachers were utilized and what types of knowledge and skills they 

needed (Blanton et al., 2017; Dewey et al., 2017). Special education teachers were expected to support 

more students within the general education classroom, often being asked to support multiple students 

across multiple classrooms, stretching them even further. Whereas most teacher preparation focuses on 

instructional pedagogy and subject-specific content knowledge, special education teacher preparation 

programs often have the added responsibility to prepare teachers to be knowledgeable in special 

education subject matter, general education subject matter, all while possibly being hired into different 

placement types and supporting a wider range of individual student needs (Blanton et al., 2017; Sindelar 

et al., 2014). In the end, “special education teacher preparation has evolved from specialized, clinical 

preparation in residential facilities into an enterprise that now lacks clear conceptual boundaries” 

(Brownell et. al, 2010, p. 358). The scope and complexity related to the roles and responsibilities of 

current special education teachers makes the ability to not only train them challenging, but also in being 

able to attract them into the profession. 

Alternative Route to Certification Programs 

 Given how policy and the teacher shortage have reshaped special education, teacher preparation 

in this field has had to undergo a significant transformation over the last decade. The lack of confidence in 

IHE to prepare enough teachers to fill workforce needs led to new and nonconventional programs 

entering the teacher preparation landscape. Subsequently, as traditional teacher preparation program 

enrollment declined, an almost parallel shift towards increasing enrollment in ARC pathways have had 

profound implications on issues related to higher education, teacher quality, and the state of teacher 

shortages. The shift in enrollment and preparation has dramatically reshaped the teacher workforce in 

recent years (Chifeng Dai et al., 2007; Mason-Williams et al., 2020; Rosenberg & Sindelar, 2005; 

Rosenberg et al., 2007; Wasburn-Moses & Rosenberg, 2008).    
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 One primary criticism of ARCs is the wide range of structures and lack of definitions of program 

components and standards (Wasburn-Moses & Rosenberg, 2008). Often using less credits, shortened 

program duration, and cheaper tuition costs, these programs lowered teacher preparation standards, 

while having an unfair advantage in recruitment. Even more concerning, these abbreviated program 

options may be compromising quality and accountability of long-term outcomes and retention of our 

teacher workforce (Podolsky et al., 2019; Rosenberg & Sindelar, 2005).  

 Rosenberg and Sindelar (2005) provided three primary variables as being indicative of identifying 

programs as alternative or traditional: (a) length and structure of program, (b) delivery mode, and (c) 

candidate population. Traditional teacher preparation programs are typically programs catering to 

traditional students who take face-to-face courses grounded in pedagogy and complete a semester of 

student teaching as their final practicum. Alternative teacher preparation programs cater to the more 

diverse and nontraditional student population, often using shorter program lengths, more flexibility in 

course delivery formats, and allow employment in school settings while in the program. 

 One common feature of an ARC program is having candidates already placed into teaching 

positions while beginning their preparation coursework (Podolsky et al., 2019). For general education 

content areas, alternative route program design is grounded on the assumption that candidates already 

have subject matter expertise and only need pedagogy to support their teaching practices. However, in 

special education, a majority of program candidates in similar ARCs are also lacking subject matter 

expertise in special education. Therefore, candidates enrolled in these shorter, abbreviated programs 

need to learn effective pedagogy on top of special education content knowledge, all while often being fully 

employed (Mason-Williams et al., 2020). Consequently, there is heightened scrutiny regarding the 

competency of special education teachers graduating from these fast-tracked alternative models of 

teacher preparation. 

 Evaluating teacher quality is a difficult concept to quantify, but measurable attributes include 

having knowledge and educational background in the subject being taught and more years of experience 

(McLeskey & Billingsley, 2008). Concerns over teacher quality have grown, as the percentage of teachers 

meeting these two attributes have decreased (Garcia & Weiss, 2020). As of 2015, the teacher workforce 

has reflected more individuals who did not complete a traditional teacher preparation program (17%), 

have less than five years of experience (22%), and do not have a degree or any educational background 

in their main teaching assignment (32%; Garcia & Weiss, 2020; Podolsky et al., 2019). 

 To say all ARC programs are not effective would be misleading (Castro & Edwards, 2021; 

Rosenberg & Sindelar, 2005). Variability among ARC program offerings and design can be better 

represented as a “continuum ranging from abbreviated to traditional training” (Rosenberg & Sindelar, 

2005, p. 8). In fact, in addition to traditional teacher preparation programs, IHEs are now offering their 

own versions of ARC-type programs. However, being able to offer innovative and market-based new 

program designs gives an advantage to non-university-based institutions, as private sectors have more 

autonomy regarding production, processes, and products and have less bureaucratic oversight. Castro 
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and Edwards (2021) caution researchers from making dichotomous comparisons using the terms 

“traditional” and “alternative,” as these terms are “unproductive as the nature and scale of variation and 

competition broadens” (p. 3) and there may be “greater variation within preparation pathways than 

between them” (p. 4). Comparisons made to determine quality and effectiveness should include 

information related to program design, including coursework matter and field experience hours, in order to 

make informed assessments across programs.  

 One known benefit of the rise of alternative program options is its ability to fill the greatest needs 

within the teacher shortage dilemma. ARCs attract more people from underrepresented backgrounds into 

teaching, who often work in Title I schools serving higher percentages of multicultural students 

(Baumhardt et al., 2021; Rosenberg & Sindelar, 2005; Scott, 2017). Some hypothesize ARCs attract 

more underrepresented populations given the use of less stringent criteria for entry, including the removal 

of standardized entrance exams.  Regardless of entry considerations, the key variable for addressing the 

teacher shortage is to track graduate retention. One essential deficiency associated with teachers from 

alternative programs using less course credits and time in mentored practicum experiences, is that 

graduates have significantly higher turnover rates than those from more comprehensive programs 

(Podolsky et al., 2019). Therefore, although ARCs are better at recruiting underrepresented populations, 

its impact on changing the diversity of the teacher workforce longterm is limited; a majority of these 

individuals leave the profession as quickly as they entered.  

 Unfortunately, the need for immediate solutions to filling special education vacancies has paved 

the way for a long history involving short-sighted solutions. The use of abbreviated preparation programs 

have led to weakening and devaluing the specialized knowledge and pedagogy unique to the special 

education profession. The solution to the teacher shortage cannot only be measured through increases in 

recruitment rates if done at the expense of teacher quality and retention (Guarino et al., 2006). Our most 

vulnerable students, those needing more intensive remediation and support, would suffer most from a 

workforce composed of individuals with the least amount of training and preparation (McLeskey & 

Billingsley, 2008). 

In summary, policy and legislation in education have significantly impacted special education 

teacher shortages and teacher preparation. From the very beginning, policies aimed to increase access 

and services to individuals with disabilities did not include initiatives to support the growing need for more 

special education teachers to meet the growing population of students in the public schools. General 

education policies such as NCLB increased the number of requirements and expectations, while the 

GREAT Act lowered professional standards and accountability. Especially for special education teacher 

preparation, pressures to provide shortened, abbreviated teacher preparation programs as a way to 

alleviate extreme shortages is counter-intuitive to the heightened complexity and scope of what special 

education teachers need to know and do (Rosenberg et al., 2007). In the end, these policies have 

contributed to the current teacher shortage landscape today, with an average of 49 states reporting 

shortages in special education every year (Cross, 2017) 
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 Low Shortage vs. High Shortage States. Peyton et al. (2018), analyzed differences between 

the seven states identified as having the highest and lowest shortages in special education to determine 

which factors may be contributing most to this long standing issue. In this study, Hawai‘i was identified as 

one of the states having the highest shortages in the nation. Study findings identified four statistically 

significant differences between low- and high-shortage states: (a) increases in total student population, 

(b) salaries after being adjusted for cost-of-living, (c) salary differentials when compared to otherwise 

similar professions, and (d) ratio in production of state teacher preparation graduates.  

 Results found states with low shortages had higher increases in total student population, but a 

substantially larger ratio of state produced teacher preparation graduates; low shortage states had twice 

the number of programs and graduates than high shortage states. High shortage states had significantly 

lower salaries when adjusted for cost of living and when compared to other professional fields. Although 

not statistically significant, findings from this study showed additional notable differences such as high 

shortage states having higher percentages of minority students, as being more rural, and providing $1800 

less in per pupil expenditure. No notable differences were found across variables such as population size, 

population density, per capita GDP, median household income, or student-teacher ratios. According to 

this study, the most critical variables needed in addressing the special education teacher shortage would 

be increasing teacher salaries and producing more teacher preparation graduates within local IHE. 

Supply and Demand  

 The most common framework for analyzing the teacher shortage comes from the economical 

model of supply and demand (Guarino et al., 2006; Sutcher et al., 2019). There have been many 

definitions and applications of this model in relation to the teacher shortage debate, including the recent 

analysis between low- and high-shortage states (Peyton et al., 2018). As another example, Sutcher et al. 

(2019) define the teacher shortage as the “inadequate quantity of qualified individuals willing to offer their 

services under prevailing wages and conditions” (p. 4). Within this context, supply refers to the available 

teacher workforce and is closely related to the attractiveness of the profession and recruitment efforts. 

Demand refers to the number of positions available and relates most to issues around student enrollment, 

class sizes, and teacher retention. Although the variables and conditions contributing to the longstanding 

teacher shortage are complex, the supply and demand model provides a lens to better understand the 

scope and variability of the problem.  

 Supply. There are two primary sources within the supply framework for teachers: (a) new 

graduates from teacher preparation programs, and (b) re-entrants or idle qualified teachers. Recruitment 

efforts should be analyzed and designed to incentivize both potential pools of teachers into entering the 

workforce (Bargerhuff et al., 2007; Sutcher et al., 2019). The most common argument for the dwindling 

supply of teachers has been the dramatic decrease in enrollment across traditional teacher preparation 

programs.  

 Between 2009–2014, teacher preparation enrollment declined nationally by an average of 35%, 

with an additional 23% of students who dropped out of programs before graduation (Sutcher et al., 2019). 
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Dwindling supplies of new teacher graduates are the most obvious reason for the teacher supply drought. 

However, Massachusetts has been identified as one of the states having a surplus of new teachers 

graduating each year, likely attributed to also having higher salaries. Yet, Massachusetts still suffers 

shortages in special education. This implied that even if there are larger proportions of teacher 

preparation programs available and more financial incentives, the field of special education is still not 

attractive enough to recruit enough individuals into the profession. 

 Finally, an overlooked pool of special education teachers would be individuals who had 

completed a teacher preparation program but are not currently teaching. This pool includes trained 

special education teachers who either chose not to enter after graduation, or who entered the profession 

but left prematurely. A 2005 report on teacher recruitment and retention claimed that between 25% and 

37% of teachers who leave the profession end up returning (Allen, 2005). Therefore, a large supply of 

potential ‘re-entrants’ exists, who could be targeted to help reduce shortages given the proper incentives 

(Poldolski et al., 2019). 

 Demand. The demand component of the framework involves the number of teacher positions 

available in comparison to the number of positions filled. Overall demand for teachers is influenced by a 

variety of factors: (a) number of students and student-teacher class sizes, (b) service delivery models, 

and (c) attrition rates (Boe et al., 2013; Sutcher et al., 2019).  

 Teacher demand can change depending on the population size of school-aged children. Between 

1986 to 2007, the number of students in public schools grew by 26%, therefore increasing the need for 

more teachers. Over the next decade enrollment stayed relatively constant, however, projections estimate 

the student population will grow again by 3 million students by 2025 (Sutcher et al., 2019). In addition to 

the number of students attending public schools, the desire to lower student-to-teacher ratios as a 

method for improving student outcomes would also increase the demand for more teachers.  

 The progression of service delivery models is often an overlooked variable impacting demand, 

especially for special education. As more schools move towards inclusion, the roles and expectations for 

special education teachers have changed yet again (Shepherd et al., 2016). Instead of pulling out 

students from different classrooms and grade levels to receive services, inclusion models require 

providing services within each of the general education classrooms. One worry is that schools that have 

faced continual challenges in finding and hiring new special education teachers year after year may turn 

to “inclusion” as a way to less noticeably use non-licensed school personnel to service these students in 

place of a special education teacher. Then, special education teachers may be asked to work across 

multiple classrooms and grade levels, with a focus more on compliance and case management duties, 

rather than opportunities for specialized instruction and support. Increasing time and requirements for 

more administrative tasks while reducing time for providing direct student services has been linked to 

higher rates of attrition (Nance & Calabrese, 2009). 

 In the end, addressing teacher attrition is the most critical variable related to balancing the supply 

and demand dilemma. Considering how difficult it is to find people to enter the special education 
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profession, the inability to keep these teachers has had a devastating impact on our public education 

system (Darling-Hammond & Podolsky, 2019). The national teacher attrition rate is currently 8%, with an 

additional 8% of teachers who move schools, districts, or states each year. In special education, the 

attrition rate is significantly higher, comprising 17%–29% of the special education teacher workforce each 

year (Mason-Williams et al., 2020). The need to hire more teachers is largely dependent on the number of 

teachers leaving the workforce each year.    

 There are a variety of contributing factors attributing to the high rates of turnover and attrition 

including the perceptions of the profession, teacher salary, and working conditions (Carver-Thomas & 

Darling-Hammond, 2019). One of the more hidden contributors to attrition is related to the social status of 

the profession. Education is seen as less prestigious than other professions such as medicine, law, and 

engineering (Connelly & Rosenberg, 2009; Fish & Stephens, 2010; Rice & Goessling, 2005). Lower 

teacher salaries and the lowering of standards for entering, contribute to the overall lower social status of 

the profession in recent decades.  

 One way the teacher labor market is different from other labor markets is that teacher salaries are 

not influenced by market pressures. Therefore, although the need for more teachers increases, salaries 

are controlled by school districts and union negotiations and cannot be easily manipulated to incentivize 

more people into pursuing a teaching position (Garcia & Weiss, 2019). As a result, salaries in education 

are about 30% lower than those of graduates and professionals in other fields. The importance of having 

competitive salaries as a way to support the teacher shortage was most evident in the early 1990’s when 

teacher salaries were commensurate to other professions; during that period teacher attrition was much 

lower, and more states reported having no shortages at all (Podolsky et al., 2019). 

 Stressful working conditions and lack of support contribute to many special education teachers 

choosing to leave the profession entirely. The added stress of paperwork related to eligibility and 

accountability measures, as well as role ambiguity, contribute to special education teachers preferring to 

transfer to general education positions (Shepherd et al., 2016). Teacher turnover, regardless if it is exiting 

the profession or transferring to another field, typically follow a U-shaped curve with teachers typically 

leaving the profession at the beginning or towards the end of their careers (Grissmer & Kirby, 1992; 

Guarino et al., 2006; Ingersoll, 2001). Therefore, one common solution to the attrition dilemma is to 

provide strong induction and mentoring programs to target comprehensive support for new teachers in 

their first years of teaching (Hudson, 2012).  

 Most notably, teacher attrition costs an average of about $21,000 for every teacher who 

prematurely leaves the classroom (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017). Estimated costs derived 

from investments related to new teacher recruitment, preparation, training, induction, and processing. 

Many districts are unaware of their attrition expenditures, as costs are “hidden in mounds of teacher 

records, school data, and district financial information” (Barnes et al., 2007, p. 5). However, Barnes and 

others conducted an in-depth analysis of turnover costs across five states. In the Chicago Public Schools 

alone, costs of teacher turnover were estimated at $86 million dollars per year. Compounding the problem 



19 

is that attrition and turnover are not distributed equally among schools; the highest rates of turnover occur 

in schools where more than three-quarters of the students are eligible for free and reduced lunch (Mason-

Williams, 2015). Research over time has continually acknowledged that schools serving those with the 

highest needs (i.e., disadvantaged, minority, urban/rural) are facing the largest shortages and have 

increasingly higher rates of turnover. Sutcher et al. (2019) summed up the tragic cost of constant 

turnover, stating “such schools must continually pour money into recruitment efforts and professional 

supports for new teachers, many of them untrained, without reaping dividends from those investments” 

(p. 26).  

 COVID-19. Given the current COVID-19 global pandemic, many fear budgetary cuts will be 

detrimental to any progress made towards addressing the teacher shortage. In a recent report on the 

post-pandemic Arizona workforce, authors warn that “the ambiguity of what schools will look like in the 

future and growing disparities of children have teachers concerned that their jobs are more untenable 

than ever before” (Audrain et al., 2022, p. 353). In a recent study conducted by the Learning Policy 

Institute regarding the role COVID-19 has had on teacher supply and demand, key initial findings suggest 

worsening teacher workload and burnout, along with growing retirements and resignations that will 

decimate our workforce needs even more (Carver-Thomas et al., 2021). Time will tell how this global 

pandemic crisis shifts the teacher education workforce over the next few years.  

 Variability. Similar to the current crises, there are many different variables that impact supply and 

demand of the teacher workforce over time. As a result, debates on how to identify, measure, and track 

the shortage over time have been mixed. In fact, some researchers worry that policy makers are not 

aware of the variability in the demand of special education teachers because of the focus on the national 

and broader teacher shortage (Boe, 2006; Dewey et al., 2017; Peyton et al., 2018). The Great Recession 

had played a large role in the changing supply and demand issues related to the teacher workforce, as 

working conditions worsened and teachers had to endure higher case loads with less resources and 

support. Many of the factors most contributing to a quality workforce were negatively affected during that 

period. Darling-Hammond and Podolsky (2019) summarized its impact, stating “salaries were often 

frozen; mentoring programs were cut; service scholarships for training were eliminated; and professional 

development supports were reduced” (p. 4). With the pandemic causing similar worries related to funding 

for education, the current Secretary of Education wrote a letter stating its commitment, investment, and 

proposed solutions toward mitigating the effects the pandemic is proposed to have on the teacher 

shortage (Cardona, 2021). 

 According to Boe et al. (2013), the number of special education teacher positions had declined for 

the first time beginning in 2005, even prior to the Great Recession. During this period, students identified 

with disabilities decreased and redistribution of funding and positions impacted the number of special 

education teachers being hired each year. As a result, the country saw its highest supply rates of special 

education teachers in 2012, with 95% of special education positions being filled with a highly qualified 

teacher. However, since then the numbers of students qualifying for special education services increased 
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while the numbers of students enrolling in teacher preparation programs decreased, causing an 

imbalance in supply and demand over the last decade.   

 Cowan et al. (2016) argues that the supply of special education teachers had actually kept up 

with increases in enrollment since the 1980’s, however, only half of graduates were hired. Therefore, IHE 

may be unfairly targeted as the sole reason for the lack of teacher supply. Instead, educational leaders 

could examine the undesirable working conditions of the special education profession that often hinders 

those with the proper credentials to provide their services and teach. In addition, Boe et al. (2013) posit 

that during the Great Recession, cuts in special education teacher positions and teachers delaying their 

retirement had created a period where available special education teacher positions were less common 

and many new graduates did not immediately enter the workforce. In the end, there may be a large 

supply of previously trained special education teachers who may choose to enter the profession if 

strategic efforts were made in changing their willingness to teach given the current wages and working 

conditions of public schools (Boe et al., 2013; Cowen et al., 2016). 

 In regards to variability in attrition, it is one of the most difficult variables to track and analyze, as 

the term is used interchangeably with transfer, exit, and turnover (Billingsley, 2004). Transfer attrition is 

especially problematic in the field of special education, as the field “loses many teachers to general 

education, with a significantly higher proportion of special educators transferring to general education 

than the reverse” (p. 39). However, the most detrimental type of attrition are those who exit, being 

individuals who leave the teaching profession altogether.  

 Regardless of the attrition type, what is known is that more teachers leave special education 

positions each year than teacher education programs can produce (Garcia & Weiss, 2019; Sutcher et al., 

2016). The instability of the teacher workforce wastes valuable resources, with hard-to-staff schools 

serving economically disadvantaged students having to give up the largest percentages of their budgets 

on the revolving door of teachers coming and going (Barnes et al., 2007; McLeskey & Billingsley, 2008; 

Nguyen, 2020; Ronfeldt et al., 2013). Barnes and colleagues (2007) summarized the problem, stating, 

“turnover costs become a drain on already scarce resources that could otherwise be invested to improve 

teacher effectiveness and student growth” (p. 5). Overall, teacher turnover disrupts the learning 

environment for everyone, from students to teachers and then the school community, negatively 

impacting student outcomes and achievement.  

 On the contrary, the solution to the teacher shortage does not require erasing attrition entirely. 

Some attrition is needed, as there is a subgroup of teachers who will retire each year and there are 

teachers who may not be a desirable fit for the profession (Mason-Williams et al., 2020). Unfortunately, 

current data shows that only one-third of annual attrition is caused by retirement; a majority of attrition is 

caused by “pre-retirement attrition”. Pre-retirement attrition does not mean teachers who are unfit for the 

profession, but rather individuals who are voluntarily choosing to leave the profession early. Therefore, 

retention strategies are best served in specifically combating this sub-group of the teacher workforce.   

In the end, the special education teacher shortage represents a long-standing problem related to 
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how to best attract, train, and then retain high-quality individuals within this field. Policies have 

complicated and extended the roles and responsibilities of special education teachers over time, making 

teacher preparation more difficult. Using the supply and demand model, the solution to addressing the 

severe shortage of special education teachers would require attracting more people into entering, while 

also advocating for better working conditions so they stay in the profession long-term. 

Inequities and Diversity 

 With shortages having expanded across all states and most content areas, the expansion of 

shortage data has shed light on the most foundational inequities within the public education system. 

Educational injustices become more obvious when we understand who the shortages have impacted 

most. There are growing concerns regarding the national movement towards a one-size-fits-all approach 

strategy for addressing this issue (Cowan et al., 2016). Instead, there is a need for more targeted and 

localized initiatives, with shortages being more specific to certain types of schools, fields, and locations 

(Berry et al, 2011; Johnson et al., 2009; Nguyen, 2020; Tyler et al., 2003). Emphasis is being aimed 

towards the need to not only recruit more people into the profession, but specifically targeting more 

people needed to diversify the workforce. With shortages not being equally distributed, the need to solve 

the teacher shortage becomes an issue of equity and advocacy. Inequities based on disproportionate 

shortage areas are highlighted by the following variables: (a) gender, (b) age, (c) locale, and (d) ethnicity.   

Gender 

In many countries, education is “one of the most gender-segregated fields of employment” (Fray 

& Gore, 2018, p. 157). In the United States, the nation’s teacher workforce has always been 

predominantly female, comprising about 73.5% of the education workforce (United States Bureau of 

Labor Statistics, 2019). According to feminist theory, the high proportions of females in the teaching 

profession is a root cause of why teachers historically have been underpaid and face less desirable 

working conditions (Ponte, 2012). Similarly, even though there are fewer males in teaching overall, males 

make up a majority of educational administration and leadership positions. Although women have more 

employment options than in previous decades, women continue to pursue teaching as it better aligns with 

family and child-rearing obligations, furthering the notion that teaching is a female occupation (Fray & 

Gore, 2018).  

Rice and Goessling (2005) discussed the dire need for recruiting and retaining more male special 

education teachers. Reasons for low percentages of male teachers included: (a) low status of the 

teaching profession, (b) low salary, (c) perception of teaching as women’s work, (d) potential for 

complaints of child abuse and sexual assault, and (e) lack of male role models in teaching. The lack of 

male teachers, especially at the elementary level, negatively impacts the experiences and outcomes of 

young males who would likely benefit from having more positive male role models.  

Nationally, there are almost twice as many males (66.3%) qualifying for special education 

services than females (33.7%; CRDC, 2018). Many young boys are identified as having behavioral 

problems. Identification, including qualification for special education services, may be associated with 
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differences in tolerance between females and males. Ford (2012) states, “the field of special education 

needs to examine the pipeline to special education, which often begins with suspensions and expulsions, 

primarily among Black and Hispanic males” (p. 402). Therefore, more males in teaching may reduce 

disproportionality of boys qualifying for special education services (Scott, 2017).   

Age 

 One characteristic not as commonly discussed within the inequity and diversity lens is the 

variable of age within higher education and teacher preparation. With decreases in traditional 

undergraduate enrollment in teacher preparation programs, a majority of the incoming teacher workforce 

are now older, nontraditional students (Wasburn-Moses & Rosenberg, 2008). Traditional students are 

defined as typically: (a) between the ages of 18-25 and (b) full-time students attending on-campus 

classes (Hanover, 2018). Nontraditional students are individuals who do not fit the traditional definition, 

often being older with more life experience and who often juggle multiple roles involving work, family, and 

going back to school (Hanover, 2018; Kasworm, 2003; Landrum, 2018).  

A benefit to having a larger percentage of nontraditional students in higher education, is that this 

subgroup of students often includes underrepresented groups, such as males and individuals from 

diverse ethnic backgrounds (Hanover, 2018; Kasworm, 2003; Rosenberg & Sindelar, 2005, Scott & 

Alexander, 2017). Overall, nontraditional students have different needs and preferences associated with 

pursuing teacher preparation programs (Wasburn-Moses & Rosenberg, 2008). Many older students must 

maintain employment while taking courses, and almost all nontraditional students struggle with successful 

participation in higher education coursework while balancing competing roles and responsibilities 

(Hanover, 2018).  

Adult students have different sets of priorities and needs in comparison to the younger, traditional 

population of college students (Hanover, 2018; Kasworm, 2003; Landrum, 2018). Although often 

independent and working, “financial uncertainty is a major barrier to enrollment” (Hanover, 2018, p. 4). 

Therefore, high costs of teacher preparation within IHE have become a worsening obstacle in recruiting 

more individuals from this population. Although adult students are typically employed, their expanding role 

of responsibilities in caring for their family and covering living expenses places their need for tuition 

support and scholarships as even more essential to their success. Adult students often do not get 

parental financial support to help cover higher education expenses, whereas many of the traditional 

undergraduate students do.  

In addition to financial constraints, a primary need for adult students in higher education are 

flexible program offerings, which allow them to pursue programs while continuing to work and balance 

other life responsibilities (Hanover, 2018). Limited access and support based on traditional models of 

teacher preparation are often a barrier for entry. Therefore, a large percentage of adult learners are 

enrolling in private for-profit institutions, which have catered more to offering flexible course offerings in 

the evening and weekends or offering fully online programs. However, one contradictory variable is the 

element of technology; adult learners need to pursue distance options due to conflicting responsibilities, 
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however many adult students are uncomfortable or unfamiliar with how to use and engage in distance 

format technology and may need additional support in this area.  

Although adult students are more independent and self-directed, the process of navigating the 

bureaucracy and processes within higher education can also be a barrier to success (Hanover, 2018). 

Adult students do not have the time to navigate through information and speak with numerous support 

staff regarding their options. Adult students need a different model of support that differs from what is 

traditionally offered through student services in higher education. Adult students benefit from having a 

single point of contact who can and help them to navigate the unfamiliar landscape of returning to school 

and act as an easy point of reference for getting their concerns addressed. 

One of the primary differences between traditional younger college students and adult students is 

their priority and goal for pursuing higher education (Hanover, 2018). Traditional students often enter 

higher education after high school, using their time to discover their interests and career options. Adult 

students, on the other hand, typically enroll in higher education due to a significant life transition (e.g., 

divorce, denial of promotion, being let go, relocation, children leaving for college) and enter with a clear 

and specific goal for career advancement (Kasworm, 2003). Therefore, teacher preparation programs 

need to better capitalize on nontraditional students who express interest in becoming licensed in 

teaching, as teacher preparation programs often lead directly to the job market.  

Given the differences between traditional and adult learners in higher education, the Hanover 

report (2018) warned IHE regarding the need to adjust their current policies and practice to meet the 

needs of the growing population of adult learners. Currently, models of higher education have not evolved 

in meeting these needs, therefore placing adult learners “at risk” of failure. For teacher preparation, the 

need to address the teacher shortage highlights the need to prioritize program design and support to 

better increase enrollment and graduation outcomes of this subgroup.  

It is essential for traditional IHE to understand the growing adult population, what their needs and 

preferences are, and to apply that knowledge to adapt program offerings (Hanover, 2018; Kasworm, 

2003). Subsequently, institutions can develop a targeted marketing strategy to increase the number of 

adult students recruited into each identified program. Especially in high needs fields, such as special 

education, which depends on the increased production of new teachers to meet the employment demand, 

the use of effective marketing strategies tailored to the adult student market is warranted.   

Locale 

 The teacher shortage is not equitably distributed across schools. In 2019, the Economic Policy 

Institute published a special series on the teacher labor market, with its first report being titled, “the 

teacher shortage is real, larger and growing, and worse than we thought” (Garcia & Weiss, 2019, p. 1). 

This report described the shortage not only in numbers, but highlights the severest shortages as being an 

issue of teacher quality and inequality within high-poverty schools. Schools supporting higher 

percentages of minority and economically disadvantaged students are often in either rural or urban 

locations. The locale of the school impacts recruitment and retention, as schools in rural communities 
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face additional challenges based on their geographic isolation (Berry et al., 2011; Johnson et al., 2009; 

Nguyen, 2020; Tyler et al., 2003). Recruitment and retention struggles are exacerbated in rural 

communities, with some school districts experiencing 100% turnover of their special education personnel 

during a three-year period (Johnson et al., 2009; Tyler et al., 2003). Focusing on rural needs are 

essential, as a majority (53%) of youth in the U.S. live in rural settings (Johnson et al., 2009). While rural 

locations exist across all states, there are vast differences between states in regards to their rural 

education needs (Nguyen, 2020).  

In general, far distances from IHE often cause barriers of access to teacher certification and 

professional development for individuals living in rural communities (Bargerhuff et al., 2007; Jensen et al., 

2001; Jordan et al., 1999; Larwood, 2005; McLaren & Rutland, 2013; Rooks-Ellis, 2017; Tyler et al, 

2003). Given their more isolated locales, administrators have increased challenges in recruiting highly 

qualified teachers who are willing to relocate to rural locations (Berry et al., 2011). Therefore, rural 

schools rely more on emergency hire teachers or teachers from alternative certification programs, due to 

more flexible online delivery methods used and often being the only teacher preparation program option 

available (Bargerhuff et al., 2007; Mason-Williams et al., 2020; Sindelar et al., 2018). Individuals from 

urban or suburban communities are typically not interested in the rural lifestyle, therefore rural schools 

are best served by finding individuals already in the community to join the teaching profession. However, 

with fewer high school graduates from rural schools continuing on for a college degree, there are less 

individuals from rural communities who are eligible for entry into most teacher certification programs, as 

alternative certification options often requiring a bachelor’s degree or higher (Cegelka & Alvarado, 2000).  

Additional challenges faced by many rural communities include lower salaries; lack of materials, 

resources, and technology; and geographical isolation (Sundeen & Wienke, 2009). Being smaller schools, 

most teachers in rural areas need to teach a broader range of subjects and grade levels (Berry et al., 

2011). Related to earlier discussions on policy, rural teachers had more difficulty meeting the highly 

qualified requirements outlined during NCLB (Berry et al., 2011; Johnson et al., 2009; Sundeen & 

Wienke, 2009). These challenges make recruitment and retention of high quality teachers for rural 

schools more difficult than schools from urban or suburban communities.  

 A majority of rural schools qualify as Title I, having higher percentages of  socio-economically 

disadvantaged students, who are also often more racially and ethnically diverse (Berry et al., 2011; 

Garcia & Weiss, 2019). These schools often have significant teacher shortages and a workforce 

composed of emergency certified teachers with little to no advanced preparation (Allen, 2005; Cardichon 

et al., 2020; Guarino et al., 2006; Mason-Williams et al., 2020). Darling-Hammond and Berry (2006) found 

that the quality and effectiveness of a teacher is the strongest indicator for potential student achievement, 

therefore limiting the number of times students are exposed to novice and underprepared teachers is 

pertinent to improving the quality of their K-12 education.  
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Ethnicity 

As the face of public education, the importance of having teachers mirroring the ethnic, cultural, 

and linguistic diversity of their students is also important in matters related to social justice and equity in 

education (Billingsley et al., 2019; Goldhaber et al., 2015; Guarino et al., 2006; Torres et al., 2004). 

Across the country, those who have been long identified as the minority will soon become the majority 

(Ford, 2012). The teacher workforce is overwhelmingly homogenous, with 82% of elementary and 

secondary teachers identifying as White (King et al., 2016). Having teacher role models from 

underrepresented groups provides educational benefits for students from minority backgrounds in three 

ways: (a) it allows students to see adults like them in a position of authority, (b) expectations of minority 

students are higher, and (c) it helps address cultural differences that may impact interpretation of student 

behavior and ability (Goldhaber et al., 2015). In addition, Goldhaber et al. (2015) summarized empirical 

evidence regarding students’ test performance, which showed that students performed higher when 

taught by a teacher of the same race/ethnicity. The effect sizes were similar to students having had a 

National Board certified teacher or teachers with more than five years of teaching experience.  

Not only does a huge ethnic disparity between the teacher workforce and student population 

exist, it is important to understand how the prominence of a dominant White education workforce has 

likely contributed to inequitable educational opportunities (Billingsley et al., 2019, Torres et al., 2004). 

Numerous examples throughout history outline how teachers of color had been excluded or removed 

from the teacher workforce. As one example, Brown v. Board of Education (1954) unintentionally initiated 

the ethnic workforce divide, as “minority students were transferred in some numbers into majority-white 

schools,” whereas, “African American teachers were transferred with far less frequency” (Torres et al., 

2004, p. 9). More than half a century later, the racial and ethnic demographics of the education workforce 

has remained predominantly White despite the dramatic shift in ethnic diversity among the general 

population (Ingersoll et al., 2019).  

 In addition, the use of standardized exams in teacher preparation likely contributed to lower 

enrollments and lack of individuals from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds in the profession 

(Fenwick, 2021; Guarino et al., 2006; Mason-Williams et al., 2020, Torres et al., 2004). The use of exams 

for measuring teacher competency began in the early 1800’s, however rigor and quality varied across 

schools and states, thereby initiating a movement towards more centralized systems of teacher 

preparation and quality regulations (Geiger et al., 2014). By the late 1800’s the use of standardized 

exams was the primary measure of assessing and assuring teacher quality and its use is still embedded 

within the teacher preparation landscape to this day (Hirsch et al., 2001).   

 Concerns in using standardized exams as a valid assessment has been questioned since the 

1980’s, where “teacher tests, and the manner in which scores are being set, are differentiating among 

candidates more strongly on the basis of race than they are on the basis of teacher quality” (Torres et al., 

2004, p. 16). In fact, the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education (AACTE) had convened 

in 1987 to specifically discuss concerns regarding an overreliance on standardized tests for entrance, 
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claiming it “adversely affected the number of new minority teachers” (Fenwick, 2021, p. 3). Data at that 

time had shown pass rates for White students in three states (i.e., Alabama, Florida, Texas) as having 

been 78%, 92%, and 72%, whereas pass rates for Black students were 15%, 37%, and 23% respectively. 

Despite these grim statistics, the number of states adopting mandatory standardized testing for 

admissions continued to increase and has led to the severe disproportionate teacher workforce impacting 

our educational system today.  

 The reliance on high-stakes standardized exams has become heavily scrutinized again in recent 

years (Fenwick, 2021). In 2019, a superior court in Illinois abolished the use of the basic skills exam in 

teacher preparation, as evidence showed the tests disproportionately disadvantaged students of color 

and acted as a gatekeeper to licensure amidst a growing teacher shortage (Kunichoff, 2019).  In addition, 

based on 2019 SAT scores, the National Center for Fair and Open Testing stated that gaps between 

demographic groups were growing wider and that over 1,000 colleges and universities had begun to 

remove SAT and ACT scores from admissions (Schaeffer, 2019). In a study examining four years of 

Praxis I ® data, a common standardized exam used in the field of teacher education, findings showed 

White students as having higher pass rates on reading and writing subtests when compared to their non-

white peers, and higher than all but Asian-Americans on the math subtest (Steinberg et al., 2014).  

 Not only have standardized exams been a barrier to entering teacher preparation programs, 

equal concern comes from its use as the sole measure of competency of special education content 

knowledge for licensure. As of 2019, at least eight states, including Hawai‘i, offer an “endorsement by 

exam” option to licensed teachers in other fields who want to add special education to their license (Hollo 

et al., 2019). With looming concerns regarding special education teachers entering classrooms through 

abbreviated alternative licensure programs, the endorsement by exam option opens up the field even 

further, allowing teachers from other fields to add special education to their license without receiving any 

special education training or experience.  

The lack of diversity in education is not specific only to teacher composition. According to the 

2016 report, titled ‘The State of Racial Diversity in the Educator Workforce,’ the proportion of individuals 

of color diminish at every stage of the educator pipeline, from post-secondary enrollment to teacher 

retention, indicating the need to address issues of equity at every level within the education system (King 

et al., 2016). The need for more underrepresented populations in teaching is apparent, especially when 

acknowledging that teachers of color promote stronger educational outcomes for students of color and 

help in closing the achievement gap (Artiles et al., 2010). Education Secretary John B. King stated, “we 

have strong evidence that students of color benefit from having teachers and leaders who look like them 

as role models and also benefit the classroom dynamics that diversity creates” (King et al., 2016, p. 1). 

The need for more diversity in the workforce is not only beneficial for students from underrepresented 

populations, as all students benefit from having more diverse role models and perspectives throughout 

their educational journey (Billingsley et al., 2019; Carver-Thomas, 2017; Ford, 2012; King et al., 2016; 

Scott, 2017; Valle-Riestra et al., 2011). Therefore, recruitment and retention strategies should be 
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developed in conjunction with specifically targeting individuals from underrepresented populations into 

entering the teaching profession.  

 Although a majority of the disproportionate workforce literature base is focused on general 

education, the need for more special education teachers from underrepresented populations is important 

to examine (Rosenberg & Sindelar, 2005). In fact, Mason-Williams et al. (2020) suggest the general 

education teacher workforce may be becoming more diverse, whereas the special education teacher 

workforce is not. Literature on the inequitable distribution of special education teachers by ethnicity and 

gender is scarce, indicating a need for more research in this area (Mason-Williams et al., 2020).  

Not only is there disproportionate representation within the teacher workforce, disproportionality 

within students identified with disabilities is of additional concern. Research findings are mixed in regards 

to over- or under- representation of certain ethnic groups qualifying for special education. The debate is 

often determined by the lens in which special education is viewed (Ford, 2012). Researchers arguing that 

there is an over-representation of certain groups is grounded in perceiving the need for special education 

services as the result of negative attitudes or expectations due to cultural differences, thereby causing 

misidentification of students (Ahram et al., 2011; Christian & Sullivan, 2011; Hosp & Reschly, 2004). 

Within this lens, assessments used for eligibility are critiqued for being biased measures of student 

intelligence and potential. 

On the contrary, researchers arguing there is an under-representation of minority students within 

special education view special education as an asset and resource that is not being provided equitably to 

certain groups (Morgan et al., 2015). Morgan states the overrepresentation debate is discriminatory and 

constrains access of minority families, being more at risk, to properly receiving special education services.  

Arguments include less contact with pediatricians and health professionals for early identification and 

language barriers as exacerbating inequalities for minority groups.  

Regardless of the over- or under- representation debate, disproportionality across students 

qualifying for special education is a valid concern, as there is a need to ensure students qualifying for 

special education services are being appropriately identified, valued, and supported. Moreover, it is 

important to examine the intersectionality of disability and matters of social justice, as students with 

disabilities often represent diverse ethnic, racial, linguistic, and cultural backgrounds. Therefore, it 

becomes even more essential for special education teacher preparation programs to prepare educators 

who are culturally competent and able to value, nurture, and advocate for equity and inclusion of their 

diverse students (Lindo, 2020). 

Asian American and Pacific Islander students have been the fastest-growing and most diverse 

group in the population, with more than 67 different subgroups represented (Sullivan et al., 2020). Given 

the majority of disproportionality research focuses on Black and Hispanic populations, Sullivan and 

colleagues studied special education disproportionality of Asian American and Pacific Islander students to 

highlight possible differences within this broad category. Comparisons were made across national, state, 

and individual data sources. Findings suggest Pacific Islander students have “higher national relative risk 

https://uhawaii-manoa.primo.exlibrisgroup.com/discovery/fulldisplay?docid=sage_s10_1177_0014402920905548&context=PC&vid=01UHAWAII_MANOA:MANOA&lang=en&search_scope=DN_and_CI&adaptor=Primo%20Central&tab=Everything&query=any,contains,Making%20Visible%20the%20Invisible:%20Multistudy%20Investigation%20of%20Disproportionate%20Special%20Education%20Identification%20of%20U.S.%20Asian%20American%20and%20Pacific%20Islander%20Students&offset=0
https://uhawaii-manoa.primo.exlibrisgroup.com/discovery/fulldisplay?docid=sage_s10_1177_0014402920905548&context=PC&vid=01UHAWAII_MANOA:MANOA&lang=en&search_scope=DN_and_CI&adaptor=Primo%20Central&tab=Everything&query=any,contains,Making%20Visible%20the%20Invisible:%20Multistudy%20Investigation%20of%20Disproportionate%20Special%20Education%20Identification%20of%20U.S.%20Asian%20American%20and%20Pacific%20Islander%20Students&offset=0
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for identification than Asian students compared to their White Peers” (p. 455). In addition, Pacific Islander 

students are “twice as likely as Whites to be suspended or expelled” (p. 451). Overall, using broad 

categories, such as Asian American and Pacific Islander, conceal varied experiences and needs of 

students in more specific ethnic categories. There is a need to disaggregate data further to prevent 

marginalization of certain ethnic groups.  

Proposed Solutions 

Given what is known about the chronic and worsening teacher shortage and the need to address 

diversity, comprehensive solutions are needed to balance the supply and demand variables within the 

special education teacher workforce. Solving the teacher shortage requires a multi-faceted approach 

involving the shared commitment of federal, state, local education agencies, schools, and IHE. Across all 

stakeholders, a multi-prong approach is needed; the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) has 

proposed a model for addressing the teacher shortage, organized across three key areas: (a) attract, (b) 

train, and (c) retain.    

Attract 

 Recruitment strategies are needed to increase the supply of teachers entering the workforce. 

Solutions are needed across two types of supply pools: (a) to increase the number of people pursuing 

teacher preparation programs, and (b) to incentivize the ones already trained but not teaching. Numerous 

criticisms have been made over more popular large-scale recruitment incentives like districtwide pay 

increases; broad efforts would not benefit the areas of highest need, such as special education, math, 

science, and schools serving urban and rural areas (Cowan et al., 2016). Instead, recruitment strategies 

should be specific to localized contexts and target the fields or schools that have the largest shortages. 

One popular method for addressing the lack of supply is trying to recruit from other states or 

internationally. The HIDOE has had to recruit teachers from the continental United States for more than 

twenty years, and more recently has joined districts like Las Vegas, who have attempted to recruit 

teachers from as far away as the Philippines (Reed, 2007). However, these types of recruitment efforts 

are costly and recruiting teachers from neighboring states does not address the broader supply needs of 

the workforce. 

 The primary solution to increasing supply is efforts related to supporting teacher preparation 

enrollment. Zascavage et al. (2008) conducted a review of eight higher education institutions recruitment 

practices in special education. Findings indicated universities engaged in best practices regarding 

recruitment efforts, such as using grants and scholarships, community outreach, media advertisements, 

and technology. When analyzing effectiveness of proposed strategies, five themes emerged: (a) outreach 

to local schools and communities- geographical campaigns; (b) advertisement through literature, radio, 

and interactive websites; (c) tuition and scholarships; (d) mentorship support from university faculty; and 

(e) targeting “home grown” candidates such as local paraprofessionals. In addition, one primary solution 

was to have IHE partner directly with local education agencies to have teacher candidates placed in the 

communities where shortages are highest, so candidates can practice and become acculturated into the 
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school and larger community. Partnerships between institutions and schools are especially important in 

addressing the needs of rural communities, where there is greater need to recruit and support individuals 

from the community. These strategies are especially effective, as teacher candidates tend to prefer 

teaching near where they grew up or where they completed their student teaching (Mamlin & Diliberto, 

2020; Sindelar et al., 2018).  

 To increase attractiveness of the profession, proposed recruitment efforts include providing 

financial incentives, such as: (a) higher salaries that are comparable to otherwise similar professions, (b) 

housing incentives, and (c) loan forgiveness or stipends (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2019). In 

addition, improving hiring and management processes are needed, such as: (a) less bureaucracy within 

the teacher licensure process, (b) improved timing and efficiency of hiring processes, and (c) easier 

reciprocation processes when transferring across district or state lines. Overall, the goal of recruitment 

initiatives is to “increase the rewards of teaching relative to those of the competing occupations available 

to the type of people they wish to attract” (Guarino et al., 2006, p. 175). 

 Financial Incentives. One of the most common proposed recruitment strategies involves better 

teacher compensation (Sutcher et al., 2019). Overall, research found that after accounting for education, 

experience, and other variables, teachers wages are 21.4% lower than relative non-teaching wages 

(Garcia & Weiss, 2020). Providing higher salaries or differential pay for hard-to-staff subjects and 

locations, including high-poverty schools, can serve to attract more individuals into positions facing the 

highest shortages (Prince, 2002; Sundeen & Wienke, 2009). Pay differentials are often difficult to achieve 

given strong collective bargaining units that push for more broad pay increases for all teachers (Mason-

Williams et al., 2020). However, using higher pay to recruit teachers for hard-to-staff schools has shown 

to be effective, as one study documented that 600 New York City teachers had applied to transfer to the 

city’s 39 lowest performing schools when offered a 15% pay raise (Prince, 2002). Lastly, the use of 

housing incentives can be especially effective in rural and urban areas, where adequate housing can be 

more costly or harder to find (Hobart, 2001; McLeskey et al., 2004). 

 Hiring and Management Processes. A less known strategy for recruitment of new teachers 

would be to make hiring and management system processes easier and more efficient. As Darling-

Hammond and Berry (2006) explained, “some states and districts create their own shortages by 

implementing cumbersome licensing and hiring procedures that create extensive barriers and delays in 

hiring qualified people'' (p. 260). Although advances in technology have drastically improved how 

processes can be managed, school systems are often using archaic, outdated systems and tools. In 

order to prevent potential new teachers from changing their minds in pursuing the profession, providing 

streamlined, quick, and easy access to information and employment is one way to support recruitment 

efforts. In addition, providing clear and efficient processes for idle licensed teachers to re-enter the 

workforce is a strategy for targeting those who are trained but are not currently teaching (Allen, 2005; 

Podolsky et al., 2019; Sutcher et al., 2019).  

 Professional Attractiveness. As people consider what career to pursue, most prefer jobs with 
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high earnings and one that commands respect. Although teachers have always been revered as valuable 

members of society, the social status of teaching has dramatically declined (Sutcher et al., 2016). The 

teacher shortage is a result of the overall attractiveness of the profession, which is highly influenced by 

salary, working conditions, and other compensation or benefits (Guarino et al., 2006; Mason-Williams et 

al., 2020; Peyton et al., 2018; Torres et al., 2004). Countries where teaching still holds high status have 

fewer shortages and better gender representation within the profession (Darling-Hammond, 2017). Allen 

(2005) reports there is strong evidence that college graduates with the highest demonstrated intellectual 

proficiency are less likely to pursue teaching. There is a need to uplift the teaching profession as a way to 

encourage more individuals, especially youth and underrepresented populations, into pursuing the career 

(Torres et al., 2004). In special education, an added layer is needed to increase the attractiveness of the 

profession similar to other professions such as medicine, law, and engineering (Connelly & Rosenberg, 

2009). There is a need to create more awareness about special education and to promote the inclusion of 

individuals with disabilities within society. Understanding what motivates individuals in their interest in the 

special education career can serve as the foundation for promoting the profession more effectively. 

Train 

 Strategies for teacher preparation programs to support recruitment and retention include: (a) 

providing financial incentives, (b) offering high quality programs, and (c) utilizing effective distance 

education methods. It is important to ensure new teachers receive quality teacher preparation, as new 

teachers are influenced to stay in the profession when they perceive themselves to be effective and as 

making a difference in their students' lives (Hughes, 2012). Therefore, teacher preparation programs are 

tasked with finding ways to encourage more people into enrolling, while also maintaining the integrity of 

providing a high quality and effective training program so graduates can be successful from the onset of 

their teaching career.  

 Although immediate shortage needs promote more fast-track solutions, the high attrition rates of 

alternative teacher preparation program graduates may end up perpetuating the problem long-term. 

Therefore, in order to truly address the teacher shortage in special education, IHE need to shift focus 

from the traditional or alternative debate towards how to offer a range of quality programs that best 

attracts and accommodates the needs of traditional and nontraditional students within the teacher 

preparation pipeline (National Education Association [NEA], 2017). The NEA reinforced that having 

multiple pathways to enter the teaching workforce was needed and that judgment regarding traditional or 

alternative programs was not a matter of viewing one as superior over another, but in acknowledging the 

different approaches as equally valuable. The NEA called for diverting the traditional vs. alternative 

debate to focusing on the need to establish equal standards of rigor and emphasizing training on 

establishing effective skills, knowledge, and dispositions of all new teacher candidates.  

Financial Incentives. To incentivize entry into teacher preparation programs, the use of 

stipends, loan forgiveness, or free resources such as books, computers, and childcare can recruit more 

individuals into pursuing a teaching license (Chamberlin-Kim et al., 2019; Chifeng Dai et al., 2007; Tyler 
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et al., 2003). Feng and Sass (2018) investigated the effects of loan forgiveness and one-time bonuses in 

Florida on teachers in “hard-to-staff” fields (i.e., special education, math, science). Findings found that 

fully funded loan forgiveness programs reduced special education teacher attrition by 12.3%. In addition, 

one-time bonuses reduced attrition as much as 32%. In conclusion, authors suggest both financial 

incentives as cost effective in recruiting and retaining teachers in “hard-to-staff” fields. 

Quality Preparation. For IHE, the teacher shortage is a product of the quality vs quantity 

dilemma. Many problems are a result of short-term quantity priorities rather than long-term quality 

solutions (Sutcher et al., 2016). In order to balance these variables, it is important to re-establish high 

standards in teacher preparation while also looking at ways to provide better access and affordability. 

Research has not been able to directly correlate program type to increasing student outcomes, therefore 

the debate regarding the quality of traditional or alternative programs remains inconclusive (Sindelar et 

al., 2014).    

 One solution to high attrition rates could be a product of the training new teachers received, as 

special education teachers may be more likely to stay when they experience stronger preparation, better 

quality induction and mentoring, and more supportive working conditions (Mason-Williams et al., 2020; 

Thornton et al., 2007). Strategies for providing high-quality teacher preparation programs include: (a) 

strong partnerships with schools and communities, (b) residency models that allow candidates to work 

and practice within their training programs, (c) localized, ‘grow your own’ recruitment efforts, (d) flexible 

program design and supports, and (e) effective mentoring and practicum experiences (Andrews et al., 

2003; Bargerhuff et al., 2007; Cegelka & Alvarado, 2000; Esposito & Lal, 2005; Jensen et al., 2001; 

Johnson et al., 2009; Jordan et al., 1999; Snell et al., 1997; Thornton et al, 2007; Tyler et al, 2003; White, 

2004).  

 In conclusion, when looking at a comprehensive plan from recruitment to retention, it is important 

to create incentives for individuals to pursue more comprehensive teacher preparation programs rather 

than fast-tracked models using less rigorous training models. Partnerships between institutions of higher 

education and the local education agencies can better support teacher candidates during their training 

and then continue to foster early career growth through induction and mentoring support during the first 

three years of their teaching career (Tyler et al., 2003). Supporting a more streamlined pre-service to in-

service model of professional development for new special education teachers would be an effective 

solution to high attrition rates.  

Distance Education. Technology and distance education options are effective in supporting the 

highest targeted needs within the teacher shortage context: (a) supporting nontraditional students 

needing more flexible delivery options, (b) supporting rural communities with less access to IHE, and (c) 

preparing students with 21st century skills (Knapczyk et al., 2001, Rock et al., 2016). Therefore, the use 

of developing and refining teacher preparation programs using high-quality distance education methods 

and delivery formats can serve as a strategy in recruiting more special education teachers (Bargerhuff et 

al., 2007). Also, the recent COVID-19 pandemic has accelerated the notion that technology and online 



32 

instructional teaching practices should be an essential component of teacher preparation programs, as it 

initiated new instructional modalities into the teacher preparation skillset. More teachers are needing to 

understand how to provide instruction to students online, often while simultaneously still teaching 

students in-person (Audrain et al., 2022). The need to embed more technology into the teacher toolbox 

paves the way for teacher preparation programs to look at how to adapt program delivery, instruction, and 

experiences that take advantage of new technologies available. 

Retain 

 If attrition accounts for 80-90% of the teacher demand each year, then the most pressing solution 

to the chronic teacher shortage would be to invest in teacher retention (Carver-Thomas & Darling 

Hammond, 2019; Guarino et al., 2006). For retention, compensation is also a common solution, using 

salary increases and career advancement opportunities. Another primary strategy for increasing retention 

is to improve working conditions, such as: (a) stronger leadership who understand the complexities of 

special education, (b) continuous professional development, (c) opportunities for collaboration and 

collegiality, and (d) teacher-directed initiatives and voice in school design (Podolsky et al., 2019). Lastly, 

one of the most practical solutions in addressing retention is to provide high quality induction and 

mentoring support to support beginning teachers (Allen, 2005).  

 Financial Incentives. Providing salary increases and opportunities for career advancement 

support retention of teachers, especially higher quality teachers who otherwise have high rates of attrition 

(Guarino et al., 2006).  A longitudinal study of graduates in relation to college entrance examination 

scores showed that teachers with scores in the top quartile were twice as likely to leave the profession 

than those in the bottom quartile (p. 187). Similar to why raising the attractiveness of the teaching 

profession is important, individuals who perform higher on standards of academic achievement are more 

likely to seek out alternative employment options. Loan forgiveness and targeted bonuses helped reduce 

attrition rates for special education teachers, however the extent of its impact depended on the amount 

invested (Peyton et al., 2018). Lastly, the use of increased future earnings have been effective in 

persuading more men to stay in teaching (Guarino et al., 2006; Scott & Alexander, 2017). 

 Working Conditions. Improving the working conditions within schools can support the likeliness 

that teachers will stay in the profession long term (Garcia & Weiss, 2020; McLeskey & Billingsley, 2008; 

Sutcher et al., 2019). Working conditions include demands placed on teachers and the social and 

logistical support available. Unfavorable treatment from students and parents, along with a lack of 

influence in school policy and curriculum can negatively impact a teacher’s working environment. 

Recommendations to improving special education working conditions and retention include providing 

lower caseloads, reducing paperwork and administrative tasks, and by providing collegial and 

administrative support (Berry et al., 2011). The structure of a school can also help reduce the burden of 

workloads by providing access to a wealth of instructional materials and providing more time for planning 

and collaboration.  Lastly, addressing role ambiguity for special education teachers helps define and 

control their working conditions and expectations as another proposed solution to addressing retention 
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(Bettini et al., 2014; Mason-Williams et al., 2020). 

 Induction and Mentoring. With early career teacher attrition being a leading cause of the yearly 

demand of new teachers, investing in induction and mentoring would help schools recoup valuable funds 

otherwise lost to the costs of replacing teachers who leave (Guarino et al., 2006; Ingersoll & Strong, 

2012; Sutcher et al., 2019). Barnes et al. (2007) recognized that the cost of creating quality induction and 

mentoring programs is less costly than teacher turnover. Therefore, prioritizing this type of effort could be 

one of the best returns on investment within a school district. Similarly, when analyzing the costs of 

turnover in Chicago Public Schools, Barnes et al. (2007) determined that providing a high-quality 

induction program costs significantly less per teacher than the cost to replace a teacher. Therefore, when 

financial resources become strained, it becomes counter-intuitive to cut induction and mentoring 

programs, as “every dollar invested in the teacher induction program paid out a 22 percent return the 

following year in reduced teacher attrition” (Schaffhauser, 2019, p.1). Lastly, given the needs of special 

education teachers as substantially different than general education teachers, providing special education 

mentors are even more critical; many general education mentors are unable to assist with important tasks 

such as IEP development and processes, navigating special education law and timelines, and other care 

coordinator duties specific to the field of special education (Mason-Williams, 2015).  

Diversity  

Female and White teachers have been shown to have higher rates of attrition than males and 

teachers of color (Guarino et al., 2006). Therefore, it becomes increasingly necessary to include specific 

recruitment and retention strategies that may be more effective than others when targeting 

underrepresented populations into teaching (Andrews et al., 2003; Lemke & Harrison, 2000; Salend et al., 

2003; White, 2004).  

One qualitative study of male teacher candidates shared successful recruitment and retention 

strategies, tips and recommendations (Ponte, 2012). As a recruitment strategy, participants shared 

advice for recruiting other males into the profession, which included: (a) countering preconceptions of 

teaching as a feminine occupation, and (b) emphasizing the rewards in teaching to counter economical 

concerns, such as low salaries. For retention, male participants expressed how witnessing student 

excitement and success was highly influential to the male teachers’ desire to stay in the classroom. In 

summary, Ponte (2012) discussed the need to focus on males as potential agents of change, and to 

utilize current male educators as having a large role in the recruitment and mentoring of other males into 

entering the profession. Finally, a suggestion for teacher preparation program design was to provide an 

emotionally safe environment, such as using a cohort model, that allows teacher candidates the space to 

challenge and discuss gender discord in education. 

Scott and Alexander’s (2017) study of 18 Black men analyzed what recruitment and retention 

strategies had been effective in their decision to pursue the special education profession. Recruitment 

findings indicated the need for teacher preparation programs to: (a) provide tuition support, (b) offer 

flexible pathways, and (c) provide a mentor or advisor from diverse backgrounds. Respondents shared 
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the importance of purposefully targeting underrepresented populations with financial support and mentors 

who mirror their background and who can help in navigating both the program and the career. In addition, 

not only had a majority of respondents pursued an ARC program, they shared their preference in 

completing a program that allowed for more autonomy and control over their learning. Participants in this 

study also shared the need for the following retention solutions: (a) system of support, (b) competitive 

salary, (c) advancement opportunities, (d) more diverse curriculum, and (e) recruitment from local 

communities. Study participants emphasized the importance of being able to relate with the people in the 

program, in regards to the instructional faculty and fellow peers. Participants also sought support for 

advanced degree attainment, to allow for career advancement and leadership opportunities at the school 

and university level. To better recruit from local communities, study findings emphasized the need to build 

streamlined pipelines from the high schools into college and then back into the community.  

 Overall, the solution to the teacher shortage using the supply and demand framework requires 

the ability to produce more teachers than what is needed to fill every position. However, in order to 

realistically produce enough new teachers, increasing retention and reducing attrition is needed in order 

to ensure there are enough teachers to support all students. In addition, efforts to diversify the teacher 

workforce cannot happen by chance; recruitment and retention strategies need to include purposeful 

solutions for targeting more underrepresented populations into teaching (Carver-Thomas, 2017). 

Although many proposed solutions exist, strategies for the teacher shortage can not be done in isolation; 

recruitment and retention initiatives need to be implemented concurrently, and by all stakeholders, to 

produce successful outcomes long-term.  

Motivations for Teaching 

 In the area of recruitment, there is a need to understand who chooses to pursue the teaching 

career and their motivations for entry into the profession. Motivations for teaching, as well as motivational 

literature in generally, are most often categorized under three broad categories based on values: (a) 

intrinsic, (b) extrinsic, and (c) altruistic (Alexander et al., 2020; Fray & Gore, 2018; Richardson and Watt, 

2006). However, interpretation of these categories were often not operationalized, causing errors in 

comparisons and analysis over time.  In addition, validity and reliability of survey instruments were often 

not reported, making it difficult to clearly understand and define what motivated individuals to pursue 

teaching careers. As a proposed solution, Richardson and Watt created the FIT-Choice Framework 

(2006), followed by the development of the FIT-Choice Scale (Watt & Richardson, 2007), to provide an 

integrative and systematic method in identifying why individuals choose teaching and why they may or 

may not persist in the profession.  

 There has been a growing international concern regarding teacher shortages and the need to 

understand teacher motivations as a recruitment strategy. In 2020, Fray and Gore conducted a scoping 

literature review on empirical studies related to why people choose teaching as a career. This review 

included 70 articles from 2007 to 2016 across 41 journals. This body of literature came primarily from the 

United States (N = 9), Australia (N = 9), and Turkey (N = 8) and a majority of studies employed 
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quantitative methodology (N = 45). In addition, inclusion criteria was limited to school students with a 

majority being pre-service teachers (N = 41) or student teachers (N = 21). In this review, motivations were 

the driving explanatory focus, with most studies using the conventional intrinsic, extrinsic, altruistic 

typology (N = 43) or the FIT-Choice scale (N = 17).  

 Using the more traditional conceptual motivation constructs, many studies found that altruistic 

motivations were the single most important influence. Examples of common motivations in this area 

include: (a) service to others, (b) help and support students, (c) make a difference, (d) contribute to 

society, and (e) answer a calling. For intrinsic motivations, studies identified a passion for teaching and 

interest in the subject matter as the most common reasons for pursuing a teaching career. However, 

researchers identified that within this construct, studies had great variability in what they interpreted and 

described as examples of intrinsic motivations, ranging from suitability to the career, to a desire to work 

with young children.  

 Findings related to extrinsic motivations were classified into two categories: (a) lifestyle choices 

outside of work, and (b) working conditions. Lifestyle examples of motivation included balancing work and 

family commitments, flexible working hours, and holidays. Working conditions included job security, 

reliable income, job opportunities, and career prospects. However, one notable finding was the difference 

in extrinsic motivations relative to Western and non-Western countries; Western countries reported less 

influences within extrinsic motivations, whereas non-Western countries focused more on the influence of 

higher status, salaries, and tuition incentives towards pursuing the profession.  

 A secondary set of findings from the scoping literature review was an analysis of the seventeen 

studies that had used the FIT-Choice Scale. In summary, social utility values and intrinsic values were 

rated highest, such as the desire to make a social contribution, work with children and adolescents, 

enhance social equity, and shape the future of children. In addition, pre-service teachers’ perceived 

abilities and positive prior learning and teaching experiences were also ranked high across studies. 

Regarding personal utility, the highest ranked items within this category were time for family, job 

transferability, and job security. Overall, the lowest ranked motivations were teaching as a fallback career 

and the social influences of others (p. 156). 

 In conclusion, the scoping literature review provides a recent summary on what has been found 

as primary motivations for teaching. The FIT-Choice Scale is seen as being more useful in providing more 

substantial and comparative advances in the field of teaching motivation, however, criticisms of the 

approach include key motivational factors not being included, such as a love for the subject matter and a 

desire to improve the quality of teaching. In addition, Fray and Gore point out that across the articles 

identified, comparative analyses by primary and secondary level, as well as differences by subject area 

were not discussed. Researchers were also surprised that despite education being a female dominated 

field, only nine studies had included gender differences on the decision to teach. Recommendations for 

future research on motivations include adding the intersection of societal conditions and workforce 

conditions, as well as, expanding to different targeted groups, such as studying male motivations and 



36 

perspectives of students prior to pursuing teacher education programs.  

 An initial effort to explore whether entry motivations relate to teacher retention, a recent study 

applied the FIT-Choice Scale to 1,165 in-service teachers in Australia to determine if the motivational 

framework could be used with current teachers (Alexander et al., 2020). In addition, this research 

included a sub-analysis to determine if differences existed by gender. For current classroom teachers, the 

top three motivational factors found were: (a) intrinsic career value, (b) teacher ability, and (c) desire to 

shape the future of children/adolescents. When analyzed by gender, the first two top motivations were 

consistent, however, the third highest motivation for males was subject interest rather than a focus on 

children and adolescents. Finally, the three lowest motivational factors were consistent across gender 

and were in the areas of: (a) fallback career, (b) social influences, and (c) job transferability. Overall, 

analysis by gender showed significant differences in motivations, spurring recommendations to study 

differences in teacher characteristics further. Additionally, authors claim that findings suggest that entry 

motivations are highly related to motivations of teachers who are retained in the workforce.  

Special Education 

 Although there have been studies on motivation for teaching and a growing body of literature 

applying the FIT-Choice scale, none of the identified studies included motivations in special education. 

Individual studies focused on differences in motivation by grade levels, degree levels, or across subject 

interests, however, none of the identified participants in these studies included individuals pursuing 

special education licensure (Fray & Gore, 2018; Manual & Hughes, 2006; Richardson & Watt, 2006; Watt 

& Richardson, 2012). 

 Currently, there have been five studies that have focused on special education teacher 

motivation, based on the following attributes: (a) individuals who have siblings with disabilities (Marks et 

al., 2005), (d) differences between elementary and secondary special educators (Fish & Stephens, 2010), 

(c) issues of disproportionality (Scott & Alexander, 2017), and (d) motivations of individuals enrolled in 

special education teacher preparation programs (Mamlin & Diliberto, 2020; Reeves et al., 2021). In 

addition, one dissertation study used the FIT-Choice Scale to analyze if motivations of pre-service special 

education teacher candidates were significantly different from pre-service general education teacher 

candidates (Bremer, 2012). 

 Siblings with Disabilities. In a study by Marks et al. (2005), seven special education teachers or 

teacher candidates who had a sibling with significant disabilities were interviewed to determine the 

impacts of their relationships with their siblings and how it influenced their decision to pursue the career. 

Out of the seven study participants: (a) five were female, (b) five of the sibling pairs were the same 

gender, and (c) six participants were older than their sibling with a disability. Findings on how their 

relationship influenced their career choice resulted in two major themes: (a) a desire to improve services 

for individuals with disabilities, and (b) future career goals that did not involve staying in the classroom.  

 Participants shared their interest in teaching special education as a way to “reach their students 

in ways they had wanted their sibling to have been reached” and were often influenced by witnessing 
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negative experiences with their sibling’s special education teachers (p. 211). Some participants 

emphasized their relationships with their siblings as essential to their career choice, as they felt they 

would have otherwise chosen a different career field. In addition, participants emphasized their life 

experiences as more influential than the teacher training coursework and shared recommendations on 

how programs could support and portray individuals with disabilities better. In relation to the participants’ 

desire to improve services for individuals with disabilities, many had shared their interest in leaving the 

teaching field to go into advanced degree training and advocacy resulting in larger-scale impacts, 

especially in contributing to more independent living opportunities for their siblings with disabilities. Lastly, 

findings from this study indicated participants had strong philosophical beliefs in inclusion and 

emphasized the importance of family involvement.  

 Teaching Level. Fish and Stephens (2010) surveyed 57 individuals working in the field of special 

education (i.e., classroom teachers, diagnosticians, speech pathologists, administrators, 

paraprofessionals, other) on why they pursued the profession and what influenced them to remain in the 

field. Findings were organized to compare responses between elementary and secondary level 

educators. One finding indicated almost half of elementary special educators became interested in the 

career during their undergraduate years, whereas the majority of secondary educators did not express an 

interest in the career until their post bachelor years.  

 Overall, a large majority of elementary and secondary special educators indicated the “desire to 

serve those in need” as the most common reason for entering the career field (p. 402). In addition, 

elementary special educators indicated having family members (17%), and volunteer or charity 

experience (11%) were the next most common influences for entering the special education career field. 

In regards to retention, survey respondents indicated high levels of job satisfaction and the most common 

influence for remaining in the field across both subgroups was to serve those in need. However, 

secondary educators were more influenced by public policy and legislation (18%) whereas elementary 

educators were highly influenced by their school district or employer (31%). Overall, findings suggest an 

individual’s motivation for entering the profession is connected to what influences them to remain in the 

profession if their purpose is to serve those in need. 

 Disproportionality. One study analyzed the experiences around recruitment into teacher training 

programs and motivations for becoming special education teachers in an effort to address the need for a 

more diverse workforce (Scott & Alexander, 2017). Authors shared concerns regarding the small ratio of 

Black male teachers to large percentages of Black students, especially boys, being qualified for special 

education services. In addition, concerns on how racial and gender differences impact placement, 

suspension rates, and types of academic instruction were motivations for conducting this study. Scott and 

Alexander (2017) interviewed 18 Black men using cultural identity and intersectionality frameworks to 

determine how they were recruited and what motivated them to become special education teachers.  

 Findings determined the main reason for pursuing the profession was to reverse a cultural 

stigma. Participants emphasized that Black students are subjected to poor educational outcomes and 
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stereotyped as being unable to learn. Being identified as qualifying for special education services was 

viewed poorly and therefore participants wanted to “tackle the negativity of this cultural stigma in the 

Black community” (p. 6). The final finding regarding motivations to enter was having personal connections 

to someone with a disability, such as a friend or relative, or from having previous experience in working 

with a person with a disability.   

 Teacher Candidates. Mamlin and Diliberto (2020) conducted a qualitative study on current and 

prospective students of special education licensure programs to determine their reasons for choosing to 

pursue special education. Findings aligned with the three broad areas of motivation identified above from 

previous research (e.g., intrinsic, extrinsic, altruistic), but added two additional attributes: (a) relationships 

with other individuals in the teaching profession, and (b) perceived ability in being able to help students. 

These findings support the domains established within the FIT-Choice Framework.  

 Study participants indicated some personal utility motivations, such as the need within the 

profession and increased job availability as also influencing their decision to pursue the career. A few 

respondents had shared concerns regarding the need for more diversity in special education, however, 

the study did not include ethnicity within their demographic questions to determine if individuals from 

underrepresented populations were more motivated by the need for more diverse representation in 

teaching. Additional study findings indicated that a third of respondents indicated a desire to return to their 

communities to teach. This finding supports localized recruitment priorities, especially within hard-to-fill 

rural areas. Lastly, the study asked respondents to share when they initially became interested in the 

teaching profession. Results indicated the onset of interest as widespread, with 23% of respondents 

interested during elementary school, 33% during secondary school, 19% during college, 11% post-

college, and 15% who shared they always had wanted to teach. However, findings regarding onset of 

interest reflect a limitation of the study, as a large majority of respondents were homogeneously 

traditional students, being under the age of 25, single, and not having any dependents. Finally, one major 

limitation to the study was that survey dissemination was not tracked by the researchers, therefore the 

authors could not determine return rates or conduct any statistical analyses.  

 Finally, most recently, a qualitative study of nineteen graduate students enrolled in a master’s of 

special education licensure program was conducted to identify motivations for pursuing becoming a 

special education teacher as a recruitment strategy (Reeves et al., 2021). The special education licensure 

program identified for this study provided licensure to teach all students with disabilities in all types of 

educational settings at either the elementary or secondary level. Students were either already licensed in 

other fields or were pursuing the program for initial licensure, requiring 12 extra credit hours. 

 Characteristics of study participants were predominantly female (84%), Caucasian (89.5%), and 

almost half were between the ages of 25-34 (42%). Remaining participants were either younger (21%) or 

older (37%) with some older than age 55. Using a questionnaire and semi-structured interviews, coded 

findings were organized into themes. For career awareness, there were three factors identified for 

motivation: (a) desire to be an advocate, (b) preference for special education, (c) personal reasons, (d) 
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degree program/career goals, (e) experiences with individuals with disabilities, (f) influence from others, 

and (g) other educational experiences.  

 Overall, the most prominent motivations were to advocate for students with disabilities and having 

a passion and love for working with these students. The urge for advocacy stemmed from an 

understanding that students with disabilities were not getting the support they needed. In addition, 

participants mentioned religion, fate, and a calling as their motivations to serve. In addition, respondents 

indicated working in smaller groups and the opportunity to be creative in addressing student needs as 

additional motivations. Finally, other findings indicated that many students had come from other fields and 

were changing careers, primarily because of having had varied experiences with individuals with 

disabilities in school settings. 

 Special Education vs. General Education. Bremer (2012) used the FIT-Choice Scale to study 

whether motivations differed between preservice special education and general education teacher 

candidates. The purpose of this dissertation research was to identify the motivational profile of preservice 

special education teachers and then compare motivations with their general education counterparts, 

based on the assumption that those who choose to teach special education are unique. This study used a 

cross-sectional survey design with 356 undergraduate pre-service education teacher candidates in a 

private faith-based institution. Survey design included demographic questions and questions using the 

FIT-Choice Scale. Initial response rates using electronic email requests were extremely low (4%), leading 

to a second attempt using a paper-pencil based questionnaire distributed to 20 classrooms yielding 

higher completion rates (31%). Demographic results indicated 95% of respondents were between the 

ages of 18–22, with 85% being female, and 78% majoring in general education. Of the 79 special 

education majors, all but five were female (95%).  

 Findings related to motivational influences using the FIT-Choice Scale confirmed altruistic and 

intrinsic motivations as the most significant motivator for teachers. In addition, extrinsic motivators such 

as personal utility values and tasks were the weakest motivators. Overall, there were no statistically 

significant differences found across motivational influences between special education and general 

education preservice teachers. Bremer (2012) claims findings challenge the assumption that preservice 

special education teachers are uniquely motivated in their choice to teach special education. However, 

one critical limitation to using the FIT-Choice scale to understand or compare motivations for special 

education teachers is that question stems and survey items do not include attributes specific to working 

with individuals with disabilities. In addition, the respondents in this study are homogeneous, being 

primarily younger, traditional students, therefore further limiting generalization of results.             

 Limitations. Although research begins to look at understanding motivations for teaching special 

education, many limitations exist across studies. Most identified research studies were conducted using 

small, non-random samples, and participation was often based on direct relationships with the researcher 

using convenience or snowball sampling methods (Fish & Stephens, 2010; Marks et al., 2005; Scott & 

Alexander, 2017). The remainder of research studies focused on candidates enrolled in preservice 
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teacher preparation programs, often composed of a more homogenous, traditional group of students 

within the teacher pipeline (Bremer, 2012; Mamlin and Diliberto, 2020; Reeves et al., 2021).  

Overall, motivations identified across studies for teaching general or special education fit within 

the FIT-Choice Framework. However, specific connections to individuals with disabilities and issues of 

equity and advocacy are important attributes needing to be added in survey design when identifying 

motivations for teaching special education. This research study looks to expand on previous research, by 

adapting the FIT-Choice Framework to include special education specific survey items and by surveying a 

larger population of individuals, representing a wider range of targeted characteristics and includes 

individuals who were not enrolled in a teacher preparation program.  

Hawai‘i Context 

 Although Hawai‘i has been facing the same teacher shortage battle as the rest of the country, 

there are many contextual factors that are unique to the state. These unique factors provide additional 

insight to discussions around the special education teacher shortage, while providing a case study to 

determine which proposed solutions may be effective.   

Teacher Shortage 

 According to the Hawai‘i State Teachers Association (HSTA; 2019), data from the 2018–2019 

school year indicated there were over 1,000 positions left vacant [unfilled] or filled with an unlicensed, 

emergency-hire teacher. Not having access to licensed teachers negatively impacted over 60,000 school-

aged children in the state. Shortages were worse in hard-to-staff schools, with some schools having up to 

30% of their teacher positions unfilled by a qualified teacher. Hard-to-staff schools impact students from 

lower socioeconomic backgrounds and report having higher percentages of Native Hawaiian, Other 

Pacific Islander, and Filipino students. In addition, teacher attrition rates have increased over time, with 

the number of teachers choosing to leave Hawai‘i being 70% higher than in 2012. 

Overall, Hawai‘i data for SY 2019–2020 indicated that 93% of the teacher workforce had 

completed a SATEP (HIDOE Strategic Plan Dynamic Report, 2020). Similar to criticisms regarding 

generalized shortage data, this workforce data does not highlight the gravity of the state’s teacher 

shortage. For example, when you distinguish data between special education and general education 

teachers for that year, only 84% of special education teachers were highly qualified, indicating a much 

more significant shortage in this field. Furthermore, when you disaggregate data by districts and complex 

areas, the Nānākuli - Wai‘anae Complex area, serving the largest Native Hawaiian community in the 

state, had only 72% of their special education teachers fully licensed. 

 Over the last 10 years, the HIDOE has hired 12,105 new teachers and lost 10,671 teachers within 

the same timeframe (see Figure 2; HIDOE Employment Reports, 2011–2021). Therefore, attrition alone 

accounted for 88% of the annual demand, with 71% of attrition caused by teachers who left the teaching 

profession prematurely. This does not include the additional 900 vacancies that go unfilled year after 

year, which extends the shortage even further.  
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Figure 2 

Number of Teachers Hired Compared to Number of Teachers Separated 

 
 

Note. Data taken from HIDOE Employment Reports, 2011–2021 

 

 According to HIDOE data, the number of new hires had exceeded the number of teachers 

leaving, suggesting that our teacher shortage was slowly improving over the past decade. From 2017 to 

2019, the gap between the number of new hires and teachers leaving was improving, with 313 more hires 

than separations in the 2019–2020 school year (see Figure 3). However, the impacts of COVID-19 are 

evident for SY 2020–2021, as significantly more teachers left the profession with fewer teachers hired, 

making the surplus of teachers enter negative numbers for the first time in over 10 years.  

 

Figure 3 

Supply & Demand Surplus, 2011–2021 

 
Note. Data taken from DOE Employment Reports, 2011–2021 



42 

 When looking at the Hawai‘i teacher workforce holistically, about 75% of total positions are filled 

by teachers retained from the previous year. The remaining positions reflect new hires (9%), teachers 

who leave (8%), and position vacancies (7%; HIDOE, 2016-2020; see Figure 4). 

 

Figure 4 

Hawai‘i Teacher Workforce, 2016–2021 

 

Note. Data taken from DOE Strategic Plan Dynamic Report and Employment Reports, 2016–

2021 

 

 According to HIDOE employment reports, only 29% of teacher attrition is due to retirement, with 

almost three-fourths of all separations being premature (HIDOE Employment Reports, 2016–2021). 

Primary reasons for pre-retirement attrition are caused by individuals leaving Hawai‘i (37%), 

family/personal/other reasons (14%), or leaving for a non-teaching job in education (10%; see Figure 5). 

The COVID-19 pandemic significantly increased the number of teachers retiring and increased the 

number of people leaving the state. In contrast, the number of people leaving the DOE to pursue non-

DOE teaching roles decreased.  
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Figure 5 

Reasons for Leaving Teaching, 2016–2021 

 

  Note. Data taken from Employment Reports, 2016–2021 

 

 Hawai‘i’s unique geographic locale and climate play a key role in the local teacher shortage. 

Hawai‘i is known for its appealing weather and attractive landscape and can be used as a recruitment 

tool. However, individuals who move to Hawai‘i to teach are quickly stunned at how different the living 

situation is outside the more popular tourist areas. Once adjusted for cost of living, Hawai‘i teachers are 

the lowest paid in the nation and Hawai‘i is one of the lowest ranked states for percentage of state and 

local expenditures supporting K–12 education (Hawai‘i Scholars for Education and Social Justice, 2019). 

Although it requires a great deal of commitment and money to relocate thousands of miles from home to 

the isolated chain of islands, a majority of those who do relocate end up leaving the state within the first 

few years. In fact, the number of teachers leaving Hawai‘i surpassed the number of retirements and was 

the main reason for voluntary separations of teachers beginning in SY 2015-2016 and continues to this 

day, with 1,931 teachers having left the state over the last 5 years (HIDOE Employment Reports, 2015–

2021).  

 In an attempt to capitalize on the attractiveness of the state, the HIDOE has had to rely on 

recruitment of individuals from the continental United States to meet workforce demands for more than 

two decades (Reed, 2007). However, data from 2018 showed that of the 739 new teachers hired who 

were not trained in Hawai‘i, only 365 (49%) continued teaching in Hawai‘i the following year. In contrast, 

of the 242 locally trained new teachers, 200 (83%) continued to teach the following year (HSTA, 2019). 

Therefore, a more effective and cost-saving recruitment solution would be to invest in capacity building 
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within local teacher preparation programs in the state, as local teachers are more likely to be retained 

each year and can help prevent high rates of pre-retirement attrition.  

 Special Education Shortage. The lack of qualified teachers and its impact on special education 

services in Hawai‘i has already led to a multi-million dollar lawsuit against the state. Known as the Felix 

Consent Decree, the state faced a class action lawsuit in 1994 that required federal oversight and 

external guidance for addressing the shortage of quality special education teachers and services 

(Chorpita & Donkervoet, 2005). During this period, the state experienced a dramatic shift in how special 

education was designed and implemented. In order to find the teachers they needed, the state looked to 

Teach for America and hired a national consulting firm, Columbus Education Corporation, to recruit 

teachers from outside of the state. Despite concerted efforts, the state could not meet capacity and a 

majority of the teachers who did relocate to Hawai‘i did not stay (Howard, 2014; Reed, 2007). In the end, 

although workforce capacities were never fully met, a settlement was reached in 2005. Although the Felix 

Consent Decree has ended, the state has remained mindful in prioritizing recruitment efforts as an effort 

to prevent a similar lawsuit from happening again.  

 The shortage of special education teachers has been perennial, with Hawai‘i having reported a 

shortage of teachers in special education every year since 1990 (Cross, 2017). Between 2016–2021, the 

state needed an average of 2,177 special education teachers and had an average of 1,870 positions filled 

each year (85%). Although special education positions made up 16% of the teacher workforce in total, 

special education positions account for an average of 32% of vacancies in the HIDOE each year.  

 In 2019, the HIDOE took a bold step and provided $10,000 pay differentials for all special 

education teachers in the state. As a result, the shortage in special education saw dramatic 

improvements by SY 2020–2021, as there were a significant number of special education positions filled 

internally (see Figure 6). Although there was a drop in new hires, more positions were being filled by 

general education teachers or licensed special education teachers who had taken other positions and 

chose to move back into the special education classroom. In the end, the state experienced the largest 

percentage of special education positions being filled, with 90% of the special education workforce 

comprised of licensed teachers and 95% of positions filled overall. This suggests that not only did this 

increase in pay support filling more positions in the state, it also significantly decreased the number of 

emergency hire positions by 9%. In conclusion, although the overall HIDOE shortage worsened as a 

result of the COVID-19 pandemic due to more teachers retiring or leaving the state, special education 

currently has the lowest percentage of vacancies ever recorded. This suggests that significant pay 

incentives for hard-to-fill fields are effective, as there were increases in supply and decreases in attrition 

of special education teachers in the state despite the negative impacts of the pandemic. 
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Figure 6 

Special Education Positions, 2016–2021 

 
Note. Data taken from Strategic Plan Dynamic Reports, 2016–2021 

  

 Teacher Preparation. As of 2019, there were 14 Hawai‘i-based SATEPs offered through IHE or 

alternative teacher preparation agencies. Since 2014, the largest percentage of new teachers hired each 

year were from out-of-state teacher preparation programs (44.1%), followed by in-state teacher 

preparation graduates (31.1%), and the remaining being emergency-hire teachers who had not yet 

completed a state teacher preparation program (21.8%; see Figure 7).  

 

Figure 7 

New Teachers Hired by SATEP Status, 2016–2021 

 
 Note. Data taken from Employment Reports, 2016–2021 
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Beginning in 2019, we can see an increase in the number of in-state teachers being hired and a 

decrease of individuals hired as emergency teachers or from out-of-state. From 2014 to 2021, in-state 

teacher preparation programs produced 2,639 new teachers hired by the state, with an average of 376.6 

teachers per year (HIDOE Employment Reports, 2014-2021). On average, the University of Hawai‘i at 

Mānoa (UHM) produced a majority of new hires (52.5%), followed by Chaminade (18.4%; see Figure 8). 

The remaining ten educator preparation programs, combined, produced 30% of the in-state new hires 

each year. Considering the state loses about 1,097 teachers due to attrition, in addition to an average of 

964 positions left vacant, the state would need to produce around 2,061 new teachers each year to 

successfully address Hawai‘i’s teacher shortage. Each institution would need to recruit 5.5 times the 

number of candidates it currently graduates to meet state workforce needs. 

 

Figure 8 

New Hires by In-State Educator Preparation Program and Year, 2016–2021 

 

 Note. Data taken from Employment Reports, 2016–2021 

 

 Special Education. As of 2020-2021, only six identified teacher preparation agencies were 

offering licensure in special education. The University of Hawai‘i System, the only public land-grant 

institution in the state, has programs available through three of their campuses: (a) University of Hawai‘i 

at Mānoa, (b) University of Hawai‘i at West O‘ahu, and (c) Leeward Community College. Chaminade 

University is the only private IHE offering a special education licensure program in the state. Finally, two 

alternative teacher preparation agencies, iTeach and Teach Now, offered licensure options in special 
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education for individuals who already held a bachelor’s degree. Understanding the design of each 

program available helps to inform which needs and preferences are currently being served across all 

programs throughout the state.   

The University of Hawai‘i at West O‘ahu provides special education certification as an add-on to 

their bachelor’s degree in elementary, middle, or secondary education. The special education licensure 

option is provided as a 15-credit “add-a-field” program with a majority of coursework completed in the final 

summer of their degree. The program is face-to-face, with field placements primarily on the Central and 

Leeward areas of O‘ahu. The program is accredited by the Council for the Accreditation of Educator 

Preparation (CAEP). 

 Leeward Community College (LCC) offers an Advanced Professional Certificate in Special 

Education, Mild/Moderate K–12 program for individuals who have already completed a bachelor’s degree. 

The program is 19-credits, made up of five courses (3 credits each) followed by a student teaching 

portfolio (3 credits) and final semester of practicum (1 credit). The program can be completed in 18 

months and all courses are delivered online in an asynchronous format. In the final semester of 

practicum, students receive up to 4 lesson observations. There are no eligibility requirements for entry, 

although candidates must maintain a 2.0 GPA throughout the program. This program has been approved 

by the Hawai‘i Teacher Standards Board as an alternative route to licensure and LCC is the first 

community college in the country to receive accreditation from the Association for Advancing Quality in 

Educator Preparation (AAQEP).  

 Chaminade University offers two programs leading to licensure in special education: (a) B.S. in 

Special Education, in partnership with LCC, and (b) Master of Education in Teaching (MAT) with a 

concentration in Special Education with Licensure (K–12). The B.S. in Special Education is a 3+1 

program, with students completing 90 credits at LCC, and then transferring to Chaminade to complete the 

remaining 33 credits of coursework towards licensure. The MAT program is 36 credits and can be 

completed in 18 months. Both programs are delivered online and coursework is completed 

asynchronously. Programs are accredited by the Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation 

(CAEP).  

 iTeach USA is a company based out of Denton, Texas and has locations in six states and the 

District of Columbia. It is a competency-based educator preparation program that is fully online. To enroll, 

candidates must already be able to pass the Praxis II exam in their licensure area, such as special 

education. Once passed, iTeach automatically accepts and enrolls anyone who has a bachelor’s degree 

and minimum 2.5 GPA. Candidates must then secure their own position as an emergency hire teacher for 

one year and then the program assigns them a field supervisor to complete their final field experience 

course. The program includes nine subject-matter courses that are all online, self-paced, and must be 

completed within a six-month period. In addition, the same sequence of courses is given to all candidates, 

regardless of their pursued licensure area specialization. The program can be completed in one year and 

costs the candidate a flat rate of $5,000. This program has received national accreditation from the 
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Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP). 

 TeachNow is an alternative teacher preparation program approved in three states: Arizona, 

Hawai‘i, and the District of Columbia. In July 2020, this company renamed itself as Moreland University, 

named after the CEO’s grandmother. This program provides a series of eight modules that can be 

accessed year-round and takes nine months to complete. The program uses rolling admissions and 

enrolls 10–15 students as a cohort each month, who will work with one instructor throughout the program. 

The final 12-weeks include a teaching practicum experience. The entire program costs $6,000 and is 

delivered entirely online using synchronous and asynchronous activities. Admission requirements include 

a bachelor’s degree, GPA of 3.0 or higher, and a writing sample. Upon completion, students can add a 

master’s degree in special education in 16 weeks for an additional $7,000. This program was the first 

online program to receive national accreditation from the Council for the Accreditation of Educator 

Preparation (CAEP). However, in November 2021 the Hawai‘i Teacher Standards Board revised their 

EPP requirements, ensuring that candidates must be living and completing their student teaching in 

Hawai‘i in order to obtain state teacher licensure. Once this revision was passed, TeachNow withdrew 

their program saying they could no longer support Hawai‘i licensure (Ruth, 2021).  

The College of Education at the University of Hawai‘i at Mānoa is the largest local producer of 

newly certified teachers in the state each year. The Department of Special Education offers four teacher 

preparation program options in special education: (a) Bachelor of Education, Early Childhood and Early 

Childhood Special Education, (b) Bachelor of Education, Exceptional Students and Elementary 

Education, (c) Post Baccalaureate Certificate in Special Education, and (d) Master of Education in 

Teaching, Dual Secondary and Special Education. The largest special education teacher preparation 

program is the Post Baccalaureate Certificate in Special Education (PBSPED) and is the department’s 

primary ARC program, specifically designed to meet the needs of nontraditional students who are often 

already hired in HIDOE schools. In 2021, the University of Hawai‘i at Mānoa received national 

accreditation by AAQEP through 2028 and was previously accredited from 2001–2018 by the National 

Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE). 

 In need of building a more local and stable pipeline to special education in Hawai‘i, and as a 

result of the Felix Consent Decree, a year-to-year Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between HIDOE 

and UHM was developed to provide funding towards certification of new special education teachers in the 

state. Funding is provided to candidates while enrolled in the program, as long as they commit to teaching 

special education in a HIDOE school for three years upon graduation. As part of this agreement, the 

university was required to develop procedures related to recruitment, screening, enrollment, and 

awarding of tuition stipends to qualified candidates. In addition to tuition, funding provided IHE personnel 

needs, such as hiring additional faculty positions and the creation of a pre-service mentoring program. 

Currently, the HIDOE MOA agreement continues to support the recruitment and training of new special 

education teachers across all four special education licensure programs. Tuition funding for dual degree 

options covers the special education course and fieldwork components of the program, whereas, the post 
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baccalaureate certificate in special education is fully funded as it leads to licensure in special education 

only. Beginning in 2019, the MOA agreement was extended to include special education licensure 

programs across all UH system special education licensure programs, including UH West O‘ahu and 

LCC. 

 The MOA agreement began in 1998 and has been fully renewed each year, except in 2007 

during the Great Recession. Despite concerted efforts, the Hawai‘i shortage in special education 

remained significant. This suggests that tuition funding alone may not be enough incentive for individuals 

to pursue special education licensure, or that other barriers may be hindering their ability to pursue the 

career. In addition, concerns with exclusive use of funding incentives may not attract the types of people 

who are more likely to commit to the profession, as research shows most special education teachers are 

motivated by altruistic and social utility purposes rather than extrinsic or personal utility reasons (Bremer, 

2011; Richardson & Watt, 2006; Stephens & Fish, 2010).  

 The HIDOE reports data on teacher retention, defined as the percentage of new teachers 

retained after five years (HIDOE, 2020). Since 2016, statewide retention rates range from 51% to 55%. 

Data includes teachers who stay in their complex area and the percentage who may have left the 

complex area, but are still either teaching or have moved into other HIDOE positions, such as 

administration. When broken down by complex area for SY 2020-2021, retention rates broaden, with Hilo-

Waiakea complex having the highest retention rate (67% in complex area and 83% in HIDOE), compared 

to Nānākuli-Wai‘anae complex having the lowest (35% in complex area and 35% in HIDOE). However, 

retention rates by complex area shift each year. The highest overall retention rate (55%) was in SY 2019-

2020, but then dropped to its lowest retention rate (51%) in SY 2020-2021. Shifts in retention rates were 

likely impacted by the implementation of pay differentials, followed by the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Unfortunately, data reports on retention do not distinguish between general and special education 

teachers, therefore comparisons using this data set cannot be made.  

 The Hawai‘i P-20 Partnerships for Education provide an Education to Workforce Report (2019) 

summarizing data related to the teacher preparation pipeline across the UH system. Although teacher 

preparation graduates are not enough to fill state workforce needs, the report highlights that UH 

graduates in education are more likely to be retained in Hawai‘i’s workforce after 5 years when compared 

to graduates from non-education fields. In addition, the number of public school students who completed 

a Career and Technical Education (CTE) program during high school has continually increased since 

2016 and these students have higher college enrollment rates (61%) compared to the statewide average 

(55%). Lastly, the report shows that graduates in special education have higher retention rates in the 

education industry than all other education majors after one, three, and five years (see Table 1). 
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Table 1 

UH System P–20 Employment Retention Data for Teacher Education Graduates 

 

 Note. Data taken from Hawai‘i P-20 Education to Workforce Report, 2019 

 

 

 Given this data, HIDOE stipends provided to individuals who can commit to teaching special 

education for three years may be contributing to higher retention rates, even after the service commitment 

has been fully repaid.  

Inequities and Diversity 

The state of Hawai‘i is geographically unique, being the only state composed exclusively of 

islands (i.e., Hawai‘i, Maui, Moloka‘i, Lāna‘i, Kaua‘i, O‘ahu, and Ni‘ihau) and is one of the most 

geographically isolated landmasses in the world. Being thousands of miles away from the next closest 

state makes recruitment of licensed teachers more difficult, due to additional costs associated with 

relocating. Being an isolated and predominantly rural state makes it additionally challenging to find 

individuals who are interested in living outside the one urban center on O‘ahu. Over one million people 

reside on the island of O‘ahu, which is about 81% of the total state population. The rest of the state, 

including all neighboring islands, are identified as rural and remote with a total population of 273,927 

(USDA ERS, 2020). In addition, the poverty level is much higher in rural areas (12.1%) than in urban 

areas (8.3%), with rural areas being home to communities with higher percentages of Native Hawaiians. 

Lastly, a majority of Hawai‘i public schools (62%) qualify as Title I, with 47% of the student population 

qualifying as economically disadvantaged (HIDOE, 2022)  

One of the most unique attributes of Hawai‘i’s public education system is that it is the only state 

governed by a single, unified school district (HIDOE, 2022). Schools in Hawai‘i are not funded differently 

based on local property taxes like the rest of the country, which is often cited as a foundational reason 

behind inequities in education. In other states, schools and districts can use higher salaries as an 

advantage in recruiting teachers from neighboring districts (Nguyen, 2020; Tyler et al., 2003). However, in 

Hawai‘i, all schools are funded using the same funding formulas, and up until 2019, teacher salaries were 

the same no matter which school someone chose to teach at. Therefore, it is interesting to note that 
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despite a more equitable salary and school funding model, inequities in educational opportunities for 

minority and socioeconomically disadvantaged students have persisted.  

The downside of having a unified school district is that the needs of the more rural and remote 

islands of the state are often not prioritized within larger policies and practices, often being determined by 

leaders who live and work in the urban center of O‘ahu. In addition, national studies focusing on rurality 

use measures that do not fully capture Hawai‘i’s unique geographical needs. For example, identifying 

rurality includes population sparsity or by comparing population density with the geographical size of the 

state (Nguyen, 2020). Under these criteria, Hawai‘i does not identify as being substantially rural. Although 

distances between Hawai‘i islands may not be vast in miles or geographical size, the lack of resources 

and limited access, requiring a boat or plane, make the rural needs of Hawai‘i unique. 

Especially on the smaller islands, such as Moloka‘i, schools find it difficult to recruit individuals to 

live and teach on the remote island. In fact, because of their needs, Moloka‘i received an exception to 

allow high school graduates to work as educational assistants or substitutes even before the COVID-19 

pandemic. On the island of Lāna‘i, the total population size is just above 3,000 people and there is only 

one school serving PreK to Grade 12 students (US Census Bureau, 2020). Being one of the smallest, 

most isolated islands makes it even more difficult to properly recruit and train new teachers, as their 

licensure area needs are more dependent on the position(s) available in any given year. Overall, schools 

on these smaller islands have less workforce labor to draw from, less access and resources, and less 

opportunities to receive training and other professional development than schools on O‘ahu. 

Gender. Hawai‘iʻs teacher demographics mirror the national gender disparity, with around 74% of 

newly hired teachers each year as female. When broken down between elementary and secondary 

teachers, the disproportionality within gender becomes even more evident. For SY 2018–2019 males 

made up 37% of new hires at the secondary level and 12% at the elementary level. Gender employment 

data do not distinguish between special educators and general educators, where disparities may be 

worse (HIDOE Employment Report, 2018). Given Hawai‘i is the only state with a minority-majority ethnic 

population, Ponte (2012) suggests the underrepresentation of males in the teaching profession as a more 

apparent concern for diversifying the teacher workforce. In 2017, the student population was 52% male, 

however, students qualifying for special education services were 69.9% male (CRDC, 2022) 

 Ethnicity. Hawai‘i is the most ethnically diverse state in the country and is the only state without 

an ethnic majority (US Census Bureau, 2020). Having a large range of different ethnic groups in the state 

highlights current limitations within national data sets, which often group multiple ethnic groups together. 

Understanding inequities based on ethnicity in Hawai‘i can easily be overlooked because reported 

ethnicity categories are broad, and reported data are different across reporting agencies. 

 Based on reported Census data, the largest ethnic group in Hawai‘i is Asian (34.2%), followed by 

Two or More Races (28.2%), White (21.9%), and Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander (14%, see Figure 9). 

Given these data, Hawai‘i could serve as the rationale for why national ethnic categories need to be 

disaggregated further (Sullivan et al., 2020). Fortunately, the US Census does separate Native Hawaiian 
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and Other Pacific Islanders from Asians. However, given that the category of Asian is the largest ethnic 

category represented, differentiating within this category is needed. Lastly, the growing percentage of 

individuals who identify as more than one race/ethnicity is expected to grow, with more than a quarter of 

Hawai‘i’s population already identifying as two or more races. Therefore, data analysis across different 

ethnic groups will continue to become more complex if national data sets continue to look at equity issues 

from a broad single-ethnic identity lens.  

 

Figure 9 

US Census Data 2020, Hawai‘i Population Demographics by Race 

 

 

 The US census also provides separate data for identifying as Hispanic or Latino because they 

note that hispanics can be of any race. According to US Census Data, there were 120,842 people 

identified as Hispanic or Latino in Hawai‘i (7.I 9%).  

 When comparing Census data to HIDOE data, the first notable difference is not only the larger 

number of ethnic group categories, but different ethnic categories are being used when collecting data 

across teacher and student populations. Similar to the US Census choosing categories that generalize to 

the largest known ethnic groups, it is interesting to note that HIDOE provides fewer options for identifying 

their teacher workforce as they do for their student population. The HIDOE provides 21 different ethnic 

categories for collecting student ethnicity, compared to only 11 ethnic categories on teacher ethnicity. In 

addition, the names of ethnicity categories between the two groups are not the same, making it even 

more difficult to make informed comparisons. For example, students can identify as Guamanian or 

Chamorro, Micronesian, Samoan, Tongan, Pacific Islander two or more, or Other Pacific Islander, making 

up a combined 18,368 students (10%) and thereby making them the fourth largest ethnic group of 

students. For teacher ethnicity, the only category available that would have fallen under Other Pacific 
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Islander is Samoan, which shows up as 0.5% of the teacher population. Perhaps there are more teachers 

who identify as Other Pacific Islander, but they would have been forced to select the category of “Other”.  

The category of “Other” is difficult to analyze, given it could encompass any other possible ethnic groups, 

especially since the option of “two or more” was not provided as an ethnicity option for teachers.  

 In an attempt to better understand disproportionality between ethnicities of students and teachers 

in Hawai’i, I combined student data with annual HIDOE Employment Report data. HIDOE Employment 

reports share workforce ethnicity data on teachers, administrators, and classified/support services 

personnel (e.g. Educational Assistant, Office Assistant, School Custodian, School Security Attendant, 

Cafeteria Helper). By combining data from student and workforce percentages, comparisons on 

disproportionality of various ethnic groups can shed better light on whether possible inequities exist. 

 Overall, when comparing ethnicities across groups, the most significant disproportionality can be 

seen amongst the Filipino, Japanese, Native Hawaiian, and White ethnic populations (see Figure 10). 

There is also significant disproportionality for the Two or More Races group, however data reports are 

inconsistent and widely vary, making it harder to interpret. For Filipino and Native Hawaiian communities, 

they have significantly larger percentages of representation across students (22.5%) and support services 

personnel (16.5%) than teachers (7.8%) and administrators (5%). In direct contrast, the Japanese 

community makes up a larger percentage of teachers (23.8%) and administrators (29.4%) compared to 

students (9%) and classified services personnel (18%). Furthermore, Japanese administrators make up 

the largest percentage of any single ethnic group in the DOE. Within the White community, there are 

significantly more teachers (24.7%) and less support services personnel (11.1%), whereas the student 

population mirrors the percentage of administrators (19.5%, 19.9%).  
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Figure 10 

HIDOE Ethnicity by Role Type and Percentage

 

Note. Total might not be exactly 100% due to rounding. From “Hawai‘i DOE Databook”, Hawai‘i 

State Department of Education, 2019–2020, Office of Strategy, Innovation, and Performance and 

Hawai‘i DOE Employment Reports, 2020–2021   
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 Furthermore, the issue of ethnicity and disproportion is even more apparent when looking at 

students who qualify for special education services. Issues of equity and disproportion become most 

obvious when analyzing our Native Hawaiian community. Overall, 10–11% of the HIDOE student body 

qualifies for special education, similar to the national average (HIDOE Databook, 2019). However, 

complex areas known to serve predominantly Native Hawaiian students have higher than average 

percentages of students qualifying for special education services, with the highest being from the 

Nānākuli - Wai‘anae complex (16%; see Figure 11).  

 

Figure 11  

Percentage of Students Qualifying for SPED Services by Complex Area 

 

Note. From “Hawai‘i Department of Education Data Book”, Office of the Superintendent, July 2020 

 

 Broken down even further, within complex areas the percentage of students qualifying for special 

education services range from 8% to 17% of the student body (HIDOE, 2020). The areas with the highest 

percentage of qualified students are in Pāhoa - Hawai‘i (17%), Nānākuli - O‘ahu (16%), Moloka‘i (15%), 

and Wai‘anae - O‘ahu (15%). All four of these areas serve predominantly Native Hawaiian students. 

Lastly, given Office of Special Education Programs, Part B data, although Native Hawaiians make up 
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24% of the student body, this subgroup makes up 37% of students who qualify for special education 

services (HIDOE, 2019).  

 For the Filipino community, the ability to determine disproportionality in identification of special 

education services is much more complex. Going back to problems with using “Asian” as a single-ethnic 

category, data analyzing Filipino students who qualify for special education services cannot be 

understood using federal or state reports. According to HIDOE student data, there are 40,434 Filipino 

students (22.5%) and 4,584 Hispanic students (2.5%; HIDOE Databook, 2019). However, analysis of 

federal Office of Special Education Programs, Part B data reports 3,287 of Hawai’i students in special 

education identified as being Hispanic/Latino and only 2,953 students identified as Asian (see Figure 12).  

 

Figure 12 

Distribution of Children with Disabilities by Race/Ethnicity and Educational Environment 

 

Note. From “Report of Children with Disabilities Receiving Special Education” Part B, Individuals with 

Disabilities Act, 2019 

 

 

 Given these data, one might assume that 72% of Hispanic students were qualifying for special 

education services compared to 17% of Asian students. However, additional data provided by the HIDOE 

Office of Strategy, Innovation, and Performance shared that race and ethnicity is self-identified and self-

reported, therefore data may be inconsistent. For federal reporting purposes, Filipinos were self-

identifying as the following: (a) Asian (67%), (b) Hispanic/Latino (12%), or (c) Two or More Races (21%). 

Given these additional data, it is still unclear how there is a significantly larger percentage of students 

qualifying under the category of Hispanic/Latino than Asian. In a final effort to understand, the U.S. Office 

of Civil Rights standards for maintaining, collecting, and presenting federal data on race and ethnicity 

indicated that, “when data on race and ethnicity are collected separately, provision shall be made to 

report the number of respondents in each racial category who are Hispanic or Latino” (US DOI, 2022). 

Therefore, despite which ethnicity Filipino families use to self-identify, if they select “Hispanic or Latino'' 
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rather than “Not Hispanic of Latino” as their race, they will automatically be categorized under the 

category of Hispanic/Latino on OSEP reports.   

 In summary, understanding equity and representation of certain communities and populations can 

not be accurately analyzed for comparisons using current data reporting systems. However, what is 

known is that the largest disproportionate ethnic groups in Hawai‘i mirror national concerns related to a 

teacher workforce being representative of more privileged groups in society. According to Hawai‘i 

Business Magazine (Yuen, 2013), a summary of wealth by ethnic groups stated, “simply put, people of 

Japanese and Chinese descent and White people make the most money on average, while Native 

Hawaiians and people of Filipino and Samoan descent make the least on average” (p.1). This statement 

correlates with what is known about the disproportionate representation between student and education 

workforce demographics in Hawai‘i, with those from lower-socioeconomic backgrounds being 

underrepresented within the state’s teacher and administrator workforce. Therefore, efforts targeting the 

recruitment of more special education teachers should intentionally include efforts to encourage more 

Native Hawaiian, Filipino, and Other Pacific Islanders into pursuing the profession. 

Proposed Solutions 

 Beginning in 2017, Hawai‘i formed the Teacher Education Coordinating Committee (TECC) 

through Section 304-20 of the Hawai‘i Revised Statutes. The TECC was tasked to identify, study, take 

action, or make recommendations on matters of education of common interest to the department of 

education and the institutions of higher learning in Hawai‘i. TECC is led by the Superintendent of the 

HIDOE and the Dean of the College of Education at UH Mānoa. This committee includes the president of 

HSTA and the director of HTSB, along with representatives from each teacher preparation agency in the 

state and other UH system educational stakeholders. Together, this advisory group created a 5-year 

strategic plan to build a collaborative effort in improving recruitment and retention in Hawai‘i (TECC, 

2018). As a member of this committee, I provide insight and guide initiatives specific to recruitment and 

retention of special education teachers.  

As a result of this collective work, the state has made considerable progress towards 

implementing nationally recommended solutions for addressing the state’s teacher shortages, by: (a) 

providing financial incentives and pay differentials, (b) improving hiring and management processes, and 

(c) increasing the attractiveness of the profession. Within five years, these collective efforts have begun to 

show success in reducing the number of teacher vacancies in the state.  

 Financial Incentives. Beginning in 2001, the HIDOE had been offering temporary $3,000 

bonuses to teachers who worked in the hardest-to-staff schools for three years (State of HIDOE, 2007). 

However, these bonuses did not incentivize a notable amount of teachers to pursue these positions and 

bolder action was needed. In December 2019, the Board of Education approved the HIDOE’s proposal to 

provide pay differentials for teachers in the areas with the highest and most long-standing shortages: (a) 

$10,000 for special education classroom teachers, (b) $8,000 for Hawaiian Immersion teachers, and (c) 

$3,000-$8,000 for teachers in hard-to-staff geographical areas. 
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Differentials were implemented in February 2020 and by July of that year, the president of HSTA 

stated that the differentials have “worked better than our dreams ever imagined” (HSTA, 2020). The 

increases in pay positively impacted both recruitment and retention of teachers in the identified shortage 

areas. Teacher preparation programs in special education saw increases in enrollment and the HIDOE 

had higher rates of retention of special education and hard-to-staff positions for the 2020-2021 school 

year. In a statement by the HIDOE Assistant Superintendent of Talent Management, the pay differentials 

decreased teacher vacancies by 66%, including a 77% increase in teachers selecting to move into 

special education teacher positions (HSTA, 2020). Currently, the pay differentials have been renewed for 

SY 2021–2022, however, not after having gone through heated debates around possibly cutting these 

incentives due to proposed HIDOE budget shortfalls. As part of the current 2022 legislative session, if 

approved, bill SB2820 would establish these differentials permanently using state funds, requiring an 

additional $32.5 million to be added to the $100.2 million HIDOE base budget (Lee, 2022). Given what is 

known about the chronic underfunding of public schools in Hawai‘i, commitment to funding these 

differentials long-term are needed, as it has been the most successful recruitment and retention strategy 

for the state thus far.  

 With high costs of living cited as one of the number one reasons people leave the state, the 

HIDOE launched ‘Homes for Superheroes’ in February 2020, as an initiative to provide special housing 

opportunities for public school teachers in Hawai‘i. Through a partnership with the local military, Hawai‘i 

public school teachers were provided the opportunity to lease military housing at Schofield Army base, 

providing a cheaper monthly rate than the state average. In addition, participants would get access to 

base amenities. Initial data showed that only 4 teachers took advantage of this initial offering, however, 

the program is planning to expand the offering to include a more centralized and larger base, Joint Base 

Pearl Harbor Hickam, for its second round of implementation. In addition to the military partnership, 

HawaiiUSA Federal Credit Union created a mortgage program specifically for public school teachers as 

part of their HSTA union membership.  

 Lastly, in addition to the longstanding MOA between the HIDOE and UH System, a new tuition 

stipend program was provided through the Hawai‘i State Legislature beginning in 2018, led by Senator 

Michelle Kidani. This “Grow our Own (GOO)” initiative, provided up to $600,000 in scholarships stipends 

to current HIDOE employees looking to earn a teaching license through the UHM Post-Baccalaureate 

Certificate in Secondary Education, with priority given to high-need general education subject areas such 

as English, mathematics, science, and world languages.  

Hiring and Management Processes. In July 2019, the Governor of Hawai‘i signed House Bill 

1070, Act 1116 into law, that covers all fees associated with applications, licenses, or permits for teachers 

in the state. In addition, funding was provided to HTSB to allow for six additional permanent staffing 

positions, which would help support more streamlined and effective licensure processes and support for 

current and prospective teachers.  

 Hawai‘i participates in the National Association of State Directors of Teacher Education and 
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Certification (NASDTEC) interstate agreement that facilitates reciprocity of teacher certification across 

states. As a result, individuals who received teacher certification from another state can move to Hawai‘i 

to teach and would not need to complete another teacher preparation program. 

 Attractiveness of the Profession. There have been two initiatives to uplift the teaching 

profession in Hawai‘i: (a) ‘Be a Hero. Be a Teacher.’ and (b) ‘Someone Special for Students’. In 2017, the 

UH System funded an initiative to promote a teaching career in the state. Led by Dr. Niki Libarios from the 

UH Mānoa College of Education, this initiative was designed to create a positive public message to uplift 

the teaching profession; this campaign highlighted local teachers and schools through the use of printed 

posters and a TV commercial spot, which garnered over 7,000 views by 2021. As a co-lead of the 

campaign design team, I advocated for the selection of teachers and schools that specifically represented 

underrepresented populations and communities across all campaign materials. Public support was so 

well received, that the HIDOE included additional funds into the 2020 special education MOA with UH 

Mānoa, to create a sub-campaign specific to special education. As the lead of this new campaign, 

‘Someone Special for Students’, we have highlighted current quality Hawai‘i special education teachers 

from across the state and developed five campaign videos and four radio spots as a way to uplift and 

attract more people into the special education profession. Upon success of this inaugural effort, the 

project received an additional $315,600 from the Governor’s Emergency Education Relief (GEER) grant 

to continue this work throughout the remaining 2021–2022 school year.  

 Over the last five years, Hawai‘i has implemented a multi-faceted, collaborative approach to 

addressing the states’ teacher shortage workforce needs. To supplement these efforts, this study serves 

to identify the characteristics, motivations, and program preferences of individuals who had expressed 

interest in becoming a special education teacher in Hawai‘i. Findings from this study can guide future 

recruitment initiatives to better target those who are most likely to enter this specialized career field, with 

specific focus on recruiting individuals currently underrepresented within the Hawai‘i teacher workforce.  

Motivations for Teaching 

In Hawai‘i, one dissertation has been conducted on motivations to entry in education. However, 

this study was done for general education licensed teachers and was focused on motivations of male 

teachers (Ponte, 2012). Two dissertations have been conducted in special education, although both 

focused on retention and did not include motivations for entry (Benjamin, 2008; Reed, 2007).  

Ponte (2012) conducted a qualitative study with 11 male teachers or teacher candidates from the 

Master of Education in Teaching program at UHM. The purpose of the study was to understand 

motivations to entry and experiences related to pursuing and sustaining themselves in the teaching 

career. Findings indicated a majority of male participants as motivated by altruistic factors, wanting to 

positively affect the lives of others. In addition, other primary motivational factors included: (a) a desire to 

promote positive changes in community and society, and (b) a desire to implement effective and 

engaging teaching practices that would provide all students with useful learning experiences (p. 46).  

Across both types of motivations, findings found that motivations were influenced by either 
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positive or negative personal experiences from participants’ own school-aged years. External motivational 

influences of the male study participants indicated having positive teacher role models as influential in 

their decision to pursue the career, including two participants who had positive teacher role models within 

their own family. Having family members provided participants the opportunity to engage around topics in 

education regularly, as well as allowing them to witness how teachers can positively impact their 

community.  

 Reed (2007) conducted a year-long study of six individuals who had relocated to Hawai‘i to teach 

special education. The purpose of the study was to better understand experiences of special education 

teachers who relocated to teach in order to determine if out-of-state recruitment efforts were effective and 

to better understand why attrition rates were often higher. In addition, the study highlighted challenges 

specific to Hawai‘i, targeting new teachers in the district with the highest teacher attrition rates in the state 

and home to one of the largest populations of Native Hawaiian students. Findings indicated three of the 

six new teachers had decided to leave Hawai‘i after their first year of teaching. Common experiences of 

those who left included negative experiences with HIDOE personnel and processes, lack of educational 

materials and mentorship, having too many meetings, and difficulty in making connections through social 

networks or engaging in extracurricular activities. On the other hand, factors related to successful 

retention of the three remaining teachers were heavily influenced by the ability to establish strong social 

and professional relationships. Important relationships shared included having support from the state-

level New Teacher Advisor and school-level personnel including administration, staff, and students. In 

summary, findings suggested recruitment strategies should focus on helping teachers new to Hawai‘i 

connect to the community, form positive social relationships, and receive effective induction and 

mentoring support. 

 The following year, Benjamin (2008) investigated the relationship between retention of novice 

special educators and the level of professional and personal support received. In addition, this study 

focused on teachers and conditions specific to more rural and remote islands in the state (i.e., Hawai‘i, 

Kaua‘i, Lana‘i, Maui, Moloka‘i). Findings included commitment to the profession and the desire to 

successfully impact students as the primary reasons for entering the profession. For retention, teachers 

rated the support they received from community professionals; on average, colleagues were rated highest 

and administration lowest. Teachers had shared they wanted administrators to provide them with clear 

expectations regarding their role as the special education teacher. In addition, participants wanted 

feedback from observations and validation or recognition when performing well. An area of frustration was 

expressed in regards to meetings and professional development, as teachers felt the meetings were 

unproductive and wasted valuable time that was otherwise needed for planning and other demands from 

the job. Although all study participants rated colleague support highest, teachers felt more supported by 

their special education colleagues than their general education colleagues. 

 In regards to institutional professional factors, study findings mirrored national research findings 

in that teachers expressed concerns regarding paperwork, resources, funding, mentoring, salary, and 
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professional development. Teachers also indicated the need for stronger relationships with 

administrators, colleagues, parents, students, and other school personnel. One additional notable finding 

was that none of the study participants believed their pre-service program prepared them for the realities 

of teaching special education. Although candidates shared they received training in standards and 

academics, they needed more training on how to work with staff and parents. In summary, study findings 

emphasized the importance of professional and social relationships and support as critical to retention of 

special educators. To tackle issues related to insufficient professional development and working 

conditions, developing stronger partnerships between teacher preparation programs and schools could 

lead to more streamlined training across the pre-service to in-service pipeline and could better support 

the quality and retention of all new teachers in Hawai‘i. 

 In conclusion, a larger body of research exists around retention and why educators stay in the 

profession, but very little research identifies who and why people choose to enter. Therefore, there is a 

need to study recruitment and motivations for entry in Hawai‘i as a way to address the longstanding 

special education teacher shortage in the state.  

Foundational Frameworks 

 With the recent shift from traditional teacher preparation programs to more alternative certification 

options, understanding student characteristics requires becoming grounded in andragogy and 

understanding the differences between younger traditional and older nontraditional student populations 

(Knowles, 1968; Hanover, 2018). Motivations for wanting to teach special education builds upon the 

Factors Influencing Teaching Choice (FIT-Choice) Framework, founded on expectancy-value theory 

(Richardson & Watt, 2006). The 7 P’s Service Marketing Mix (Booms & Bitner, 1981) provides a 

framework for identifying and evaluating teacher preparation program element preferences among 

targeted populations. As a final analysis, understanding what influences different targeted populations 

likeliness to enroll or not enroll in a special education teacher preparation program is needed to support 

increasing enrollment and how to diversify the teacher workforce. Therefore, strategic enrollment 

management theory will provide a framework for evaluating whether characteristics, motivations, or 

preferences predicted enrollment outcomes (Dennis, 1998; Hossler & Bertranger, 2014).  

Adult Learning Theory 

 The field of adult learning theory began in the early 20th century with inquiries as to whether 

adults had the capacity to continue learning as they aged. Findings concluded that the question was not if 

adults could learn, but rather the need to understand how adults learn differently. Knowles (1968) 

provided the theory of adult learning, otherwise known as andragogy, which is based on the following five 

assumptions: (a) adults are independent with an understanding of self-concept, (b) adults have built up a 

wealth of experiences that they are then able to draw from, (c) adult learning needs are correlated to their 

current social role, (d) adults are problem-solving focused with a desire for immediate application of 

learning, and (e) adults are more intrinsically motivated than extrinsically motivated (Merriam, 2001).  

The understanding of adult learning theory and the differences in what makes adult learning 
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different, is an important consideration when looking at the field of higher education, especially in teacher 

preparation. Teacher preparation is especially prone to misalignment in program design, given that faculty 

are more heavily grounded in pedagogy and child development. Snyder (2012) stated, “it is easy to forget 

that while our curriculum focuses on childhood learning, we are teaching adults” (p. 34). Therefore, the 

understanding of andragogy and the needs of nontraditional adult learners is essential to addressing the 

teacher shortage, as programs must attract and train this population effectively.  

 Adults in higher education have a level of maturity that has become more complex through the 

collection of experiences gained throughout their life and, therefore, adult learners prefer having more 

ownership and reciprocity within the learning process (Kasworm, 2003). Mezirow’s (1997) transformative 

learning theory builds upon andragogy in acknowledging that adults transform and change as they gain 

more experience and knowledge (Snyder, 2012). However, one important consideration within 

transformative learning theory is that adults have a tendency to reject new ideas that do not fit within 

preconceived beliefs or experiences (Mezirow, 1997). Therefore, when looking at inequities in education, 

it is important for teacher preparation programs to recruit more individuals from diverse backgrounds who 

can help model, inform, and create awareness around issues impacting underrepresented groups in 

education. Fortunately, there is a parallel shift related to not only having older, nontraditional adult 

students in higher education, but these individuals being more diverse and representative of groups 

previously underrepresented in higher education (Kasworm, 2003) 

A common recruitment tool in special education is to target individuals working as educational 

assistants, skills trainers, or other professionals already working in school settings (Jordan et al., 1999; 

Burbank et al., 2009; Cegelka & Alvarado, 2000). Given these individuals are older working adults, 

teacher preparation programs are best served when capitalizing and validating the wealth of knowledge 

and experiences that these individuals already have in the field. Understanding that older, adult learners 

use prior experiences when gaining new knowledge, teacher preparation programs benefit from 

embedding opportunities for teacher candidates to share and build off their prior knowledge (Snyder, 

2012). In order to make sense of new roles, knowledge, and experiences, adults build upon their own 

frames of references from their past.  

A majority of adult students may be married or have kids, therefore family responsibilities become 

a priority and going back to school must offer accessible, cost-effective, and flexible program 

opportunities. Nontraditional adults are also likely to pursue higher education after a key transition or 

change in their life, such as losing a job, getting a divorce, or after children have grown and left the home 

(Merriam 2003). For example, following the 2007-2008 recession, enrollment of older working adults with 

families increased in higher education and have continued to grow at a higher percentage than traditional 

students ever since (Hanover, 2018). In addition, online college students cite affordability and flexibility in 

program design as the most important factor towards program enrollment decisions (Magda, 2020). 

Adult learners are more purposeful and proactive in their decision and participation in education, 

therefore requiring a shift from more teacher-directed to self-directed learning models (Knowles, 1968; 
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Merriam, 2001). Given the desire to problem-solve and apply new learning to real-world situations, 

programs that provide on-the-job training or intensive fieldwork opportunities align well with adult learning 

theory (Wasburn-Moses & Rosenberg, 2008). The use of collaborative partnerships between IHE and 

local schools provide opportunities to capitalize on adult learner’s desire to immediately apply new 

learning and school-life application opportunities within the classroom. Being in the classroom provides 

essential opportunities for reflection and experiential learning (Green & Ballard, 2011). The use of 

residencies or intensive field opportunities also provide a better transition for adult learners who 

understand the relationship between their education coursework and direct application to their career 

outcomes.  

Adult learners are more intrinsically motivated than extrinsically motivated when it comes to 

learning new knowledge (Merriam, 2001). Adult learners see themselves as both capable and competent 

in their own learning, therefore not wanting to be in a program that uses a teacher-directed approach 

without engaging or providing choice and input into the learning process. According to andragogy, the 

role of the faculty educator is to be a mentor in supporting the adult learner in becoming self-directed in 

their teaching practices and development (Blaschke, 2012). Taking this further, heutagogy, or self-

determined learning, focuses on adults as being in control of their own learning, through capitalizing on 

past experiences and using a problem-solving approach. The advancement of technology has opened up 

more opportunities to design a more autonomous approach to teacher education, with adult learners in 

control of their own learning. This approach is most often seen being used by ARC programs, often 

offered outside of IHE and using self-paced asynchronous learning modules.  

Overall, there is a lot of overlap between adult learning theory and growing populations of 

nontraditional students. In order to address the special education teacher shortage and increase 

enrollment, IHE faculty would benefit from better understanding the preferences of individuals along the 

teacher pipeline, so they can better align and support various subgroups as they pursue teacher 

certification programs. With the growing numbers of older, nontraditional students pursuing teaching, 

study findings can then support design considerations for programs based on that targeted audience.  

FIT-Choice Framework 

 Richardson and Watt (2006) understood the importance of understanding motivations as a 

recruitment strategy for attracting people to the teaching profession. Although many previous studies had 

existed on general teaching choice, research was predominantly exploratory in nature and motivation 

categories varied during interpretation (Richardson & Watt, 2014). Therefore, Richardson and Watt 

(2006) developed the Factors Influencing Teaching Choice framework (FIT-Choice), to provide a more 

systematic approach to understanding motivations in teaching so that recommendations could be shared 

within teacher recruitment.  

 The theoretical framework was grounded in career theory and expectancy-value motivation 

theory taken from Wigfield and Eccles (2000) framework for explaining academic and career choice 

(Richardson & Watt, 2006). In its adaptation to motivations for teaching, the framework is designed in a 
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semi-linear fashion (see Figure 13). The antecedent to the primary constructs includes socialization 

influences, such as prior teaching and learning experiences, as well as social influences or dissuasion.  

 

Figure 13 

FIT-Choice Framework 

 

Note. Watt and Richardson’s FIT-Choice Theoretical Model. From ”Why people choose teaching as 

a career: An expectancy-value approach to understanding teacher motivation” Richardson, P. W., & 

Watt, H. M. G., 2014, Teacher motivation. Theory and practice (pp. 3-19). Routledge. 

 

Rather than using the more common intrinsic, extrinsic, and altruistic categories of motivation, 

Richardson and Watt based the FIT-Choice framework on the following three primary constructs: (a) task 

perceptions, (b) self perceptions, and (c) values. The final, more distal, component of the FIT-Choice 

framework analyzes whether teaching was chosen as a primary or “fallback” career option. As a result, 

Richardson and Watt claim that all of these factors combined impact an individual’s decision to pursue 

teaching as a career.  

 The three primary constructs (i.e., task perceptions, self perceptions, values) are broken down 

into sub-domains. For example, task perceptions include task demand (i.e., expert career and high 

demand) and task return (i.e., social status and salary). Under the construct of self perceptions, the 

framework focuses on an individual’s perceived teaching abilities. Similar to the more common intrinsic, 
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extrinsic, altruistic motivational framework, the final construct of value in the FIT-Choice framework is 

based on intrinsic, personal utility, and social utility values. Personal utility values include more extrinsic-

related factors, such as job security, job transferability, and time for family. The social utility value mirrors 

altruistic-related factors, such as shaping the future, enhancing social equity, making a social contribution, 

and working with children.  

 In addition to the framework, Richardson and Watt developed the FIT-Choice Scale (2007) and 

have conducted large scale studies across different countries as a way to establish validity and reliability 

of the survey instrument (Watt & Richardson, 2008; Watt & Richardson, 2012). The FIT-Choice Scale 

includes one open-ended response question, asking the participant to state their main reason(s) for 

choosing to become a teacher, followed by 58 Likert-type survey items using 1 (not at all) to 7 

(extremely). The statements were separated into three sections: (a) influential factors, (b) beliefs about 

teaching, and (c) decision to become a teacher.  

 Teacher Motivations using the FIT-Choice Scale. As an impetus of its start, Richardson and 

Watt (2007) shared that at the time of their study in Australia, teaching was being looked upon as a poor 

career choice through mass media and among the general public. Therefore, they implemented the newly 

developed FIT-Choice Scale across three Australian universities to determine the strength of influence of 

motivations on the career choice of all 1,653 first-year pre-service teacher education students. 

Participants represented undergraduate and graduate students, as well as early childhood, elementary, 

and secondary strands. However, special education was not a career option included in this study. 

Demographic survey items asked questions regarding gender, program level, degree type, combined 

parent income, age, language spoken at home, and countries where each of their parents had been born. 

In addition, career switchers were asked to list the details from their previous career. 

 Characteristics. Demographic survey data findings indicated that participants were largely 

female dominated, with participants at the early childhood level almost exclusively female. Secondary 

teacher candidates had the highest number of male participants, although females were still the majority. 

On average, the overall age of students fit the traditional model of students, with an average age of 19-20 

at the undergraduate level and 25-26 at the graduate level. For income levels, the median combined 

parent income category was $60,001-$90,000 across all groups. English was overwhelmingly the 

dominant language spoken, with the highest non-English language being Arabic, identified by 6% of 

students at one institution. A majority of participants had parents born in Australia, with the next most 

common country of birth as the United Kingdom. In regards to career switchers, more than one-third of 

graduate participants indicated they had previously pursued another career. The most common career 

had been entertainment, followed by science and information technology.  

 Motivations. The highest rated motivations identified included perceived teaching abilities, 

intrinsic value, desire to make a social contribution, to shape the future, and to work with 

children/adolescents. The lowest rated motivation was fallback career, followed by social influences. 

There were only a few significant differences when comparing undergraduates to graduate students. 
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Undergraduates scored higher on: (a) job security, (b) time for family, (c) positive prior teaching and 

learning experiences, and (d) desire to work with children/adolescents. Graduates scored higher on the 

desire to make a social contribution.  

 Perceptions and Satisfaction. As the final component of the study, participants were asked 

about their general perceptions of the career choice. Findings indicated that, across groups, participants 

viewed teaching as a high demand (e.g. demanding and requirement expertise), but low return (e.g. low 

social status and salary) profession. Likewise, participants reported relatively strong experiences of social 

dissuasion from choosing teaching as a career, however mean satisfaction with their career choice was 

uniformly high.  

 Since 2007, many additional studies using the FIT-Choice Scale have been conducted, with 

particular focus on application across different countries. As an additional validation study, the scale was 

used to compare findings across participants from Australia, Germany, Norway, and the United States 

(Watt & Richardson, 2012). Findings suggest strong comparisons, as countries were more similar than 

different. However, motivations across factors were consistently highest within the United States 

subgroup.  

Overall, the FIT-Choice Framework and Scale have been implemented across participants at 

different degree levels, universities, and countries. However, none of the studies to date have included 

participants specifically interested in teaching special education. Based on personal communications with 

prospective students and findings from the literature review, the FIT-Choice Scale does not include 

survey items commonly associated with special education motivations, such as having family members 

with disabilities, preference for working in small group or one-to-one settings, or reversing cultural stigma 

around disabilities. Therefore, this study will use the FIT-Choice framework rather than the scale, to 

include additional and more specific criteria to better identify motivations towards a special education 

teaching career.  

7 P’s Service Marketing Mix 

Half a century ago, Krachenberg (1972) published a highly controversial piece regarding the need 

for marketing strategies to be implemented within the higher education landscape. At that time, marketing 

was seen as a manipulative for-profit endeavor exclusively confined within the business sector; applying 

the concepts of marketing to students had been viewed as blasphemy. However, Krachenberg had 

acknowledged that IHE were already involved in marketing tactics, such as advertising, direct student 

contact, and reaching out for alumni support. His goal was to express the need for IHE to take advantage 

of more comprehensive and targeted marketing strategies offered through the field of business marketing. 

In addition, Krachenberg predicted three very important changes that warranted the need for marketing in 

higher education: (a) the population of students was becoming more diverse; no longer being dominantly 

male, white, and between the ages of 18-23; (b) advances in technology would bring increased access 

and promote more competition, and (c) higher education systems would soon face more financial strains 

due to limited budgets.  
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 Although Krachenberg had made these claims almost 50 years ago, the use of comprehensive 

marketing strategies in the public higher education sector is still limited. The most widely adopted 

marketing framework has been McCarthy’s (1965) 4 P’s marketing mix. The marketing mix is a 

combination of tools that an organization has to satisfy the wants and needs of its target market (Ivy, 

2008). The four elements in the marketing mix include: (a) product, (a) price, (c) promotion, and (d) place 

(Rafiq & Ahmed, 1995). The product refers to the good that is being sold to the consumer; the price is 

how much the good costs; promotion refers to the methods used to share information with the market; 

and place refers to the location and how the product is delivered.  

However, the need to modify the marketing mix became apparent, especially in the field of 

service marketing. Therefore, Booms and Bitner (1981) expanded the traditional 4 P’s marketing mix into 

the 7 P’s service marketing mix to meet the needs of the service sector. The primary difference between 

the traditional and service marketing mix is whether the product is seen as a tangible or intangible good. 

Because services are intangible, there is a need to include additional characteristics that introduce three 

new elements: (a) people, (b) physical evidence, and (c) process. The most important addition to the 

service marketing mix is the role of people, as the relationship and experience of the service is highly 

dependent on the individual(s) providing it (Rafiq & Ahmed, 1995). In addition, with the element of product 

now being the intangible good, the addition of physical evidence accounts for the tangible components of 

the service. Finally, process was added to account for the longevity of services required to provide 

support and foster efficiency throughout the duration of service delivery.  

In higher education, the service marketing mix is most appropriate, as the knowledge and 

education provided is most often viewed as the product being offered to students (Enache, 2011). 

However, an additional viewpoint claims that the students themselves can be viewed as the product, for 

after they complete the program they are delivered to the labor market as a good (Enache, 2011; Ivy, 

2008). Recognizing that the students are the ones paying for the knowledge needed to then enter the 

labor market, the most common approach is to view the student as the consumer and the educational 

program as the product. Regardless, IHE would benefit from understanding and balancing both 

viewpoints, as the expectations between faculty, students, and employers regarding the types of 

knowledge needed in the workforce should be aligned. This is especially important when applying the 

marketing mix to adult students, as their primary goal for attending higher education is directly related to 

their career outcomes (Hanover, 2018). Essentially, IHE would benefit from understanding all prospective 

student needs and preferences in order to better recruit and provide the educational service effectively 

(Landrum, 2018). For this study, I will be using the viewpoint of the adult student as the consumer market 

and the product as the educational program being offered.  

Applying the 7 Ps to Teacher Education Programs. In 2018, a colleague and I conducted a 

pilot study on graduates across two cohorts from the department’s ARC program to explore which 

programmatic supports best addressed the needs and preferences of its predominantly nontraditional 

student population. Instrumentation design was based on our own interpretation of programmatic support 
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from a faculty lens. After implementation, I discovered the Service Marketing Mix and was able to 

categorize findings using the 7 elements (Booms & Bitner, 1981). Although all given survey items fit into 

the framework, the element of price had not been included in survey design. 

In this study, program faculty were also surveyed to determine if preferences and perspectives on 

programmatic elements were similar or different to students. A total of 70 graduates and 22 faculty were 

contacted to participate in the research survey. Parallel surveys were distributed and feedback was 

collected anonymously. The survey instrument included items related to program support and 

demographic information. Each program support element, later categorized by the 7 P’s, were rated on a 

Likert-type scale from 1 (not valuable) to 5 (extremely valuable). Next, participants were asked to rank 

order all identified program elements from 1 (most valuable) to 9 (least valuable). Finally, demographic 

data collected descriptors used in nontraditional student research and diversity. Demographic survey 

items included: locale (island), age range, ethnicity, gender identity, dual language acquisition, and 

disability status.  

 A total of twenty-six students (37%) and fifteen faculty (68%) responded to the research survey. 

Findings indicated almost all programmatic supports and elements to be of high value for graduates and 

faculty, however, on average faculty rated supports higher than students. The two elements of least 

value, consistent across both groups, were (a) university organizational support, and (b) program 

seminars. The element of ‘people,’ such as MUSE mentors, field supervisors, and the recruitment 

specialist, on average were the highest valued elements across both groups. Although a majority of 

elements were rated similarly across faculty and graduates, the element of ‘place,’ such as the online 

format, was valued higher by graduates than for faculty. In contrast, the placement coordinator, another 

element of ‘people’ was valued higher by faculty than for graduates. When asked to rank-order valued 

supports, a majority of elements continued to be of similar value between graduates and faculty. 

However, one notable difference was for the MUSE mentors, an element of ‘people,’ which was 

overwhelmingly identified as the highest valued support for graduates, whereas faculty had ranked them 

third to last in comparison to other programmatic supports.  

 In summary, program preferences were identified using the 7 P’s framework. Graduates had 

valued ‘people’ and ‘place’ the most, with ‘process’ being valued least. However, not including the 

element of ‘price’ posed a severe limitation to this study. Implications of this pilot study informed the 

dissertation research by showing how the 7 P’s framework could be used to categorize programmatic 

elements. However, program preferences of graduates are likely different from prospective students; 

prospective students have not yet experienced each element and understand its impact the way 

graduates have.  

 Systematic Literature Review. In addition to the pilot study, my colleagues and I conducted a 

systematic review of the literature to identify ARC programs developed to address the teacher shortage in 

special education. As a result, this work was published in a Special Topics Edition on Alternative Teacher 

Preparation for Rural Special Education Quarterly (RSEQ; Chamberlin-Kim et al., 2019). Inclusion criteria 
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for this study were as follows: (a) preservice teacher preparation program designed as a result of the 

teacher shortage to recruit new PK-12 classroom teachers, (b) targeted special education endorsement, 

(c) within the United States, (d) peer-reviewed journal articles, and (e) published between 1997 and 2018. 

A total of 17 articles met criteria and were included in this review.  

 The goal of this study was to identify how the service marketing mix fits in with special education 

teacher preparation programs and then to analyze the identified programs to determine which elements 

were being addressed in program design. As a first step in this process, I used the Framework Analysis 

Method to code all the descriptive information provided by each article on programmatic design (Gale et 

al., 2013). Common program features and descriptions were noted, grouped and then categorized within 

each of the seven program elements. For example, each article identified the state in which the program 

was designed for, which was categorized under ‘locale’ and then associated with the marketing mix 

element of ‘place.’ After coding was complete, an interrater reliability check was completed by the second 

author on 35% of identified articles with an interrater reliability agreement of 100%.  

 Once program descriptors were identified and categorized within each of the seven elements, a 

consumer lens was used to determine how each of the elements could increase its attractiveness among 

nontraditional student populations (see Table 2). The identified seventeen programs were then coded 

across each element and results shared which elements were addressed across studies. Of the 17 

programs identified, 10 had been specifically designed for rural and remote communities, justifying its 

submission to the RSEQ journal for publication.  

 

Table 2 

7Ps Service Marketing Mix Element Definitions and Application to Teacher Preparation Program 
Attractiveness 
 

Element Definition Application to Education Criteria Used in Review 

Product An object or service 
an organization 
produces on a large 
scale in a specific 
volume of units. 

The product is the program 
designed to recruit new special 
educators. Includes total credits, 
program length, and targeted 
licensure outcomes (by level or 
by disability). Includes 
implementation of cohorted 
design, where program 
candidates complete the entire 
program as a unit.  

Must include one of the 
following:  

● Less credits or shorter 
program duration 

● Targeted specific 
licensure outcomes 

● cohorted model 

 

Price Price the customer 
pays for a service or 
product. Price is the 
most important factor 
for marketing.  

Cost of doing the program 
through tuition stipends or 
funding opportunities. Funding 
opportunities are provided for 
program development or directly 
to customers.  

Must provide funding 
opportunities directly to 
customers. 
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Element Definition Application to Education Criteria Used in Review 

Place The location where 
the product is 
available for the 
customers. 

Method and format of program 
delivery: traditional face-to-face 
campus-based programs or 
distance methods (online or 
hybrid). Hybrid formats are a 
blend of face-to-face and online 
learning opportunities. For field 
experiences, on-the-job training 
(OJT) opportunities allow 
participants to continue 
employment in school settings 
while completing the program. 
Place includes geographic 
considerations such as urban or 
rural areas. 

Must provide more targeted 
access through one of the 
following: 

● uses distance or hybrid 
options 

● targets rural/urban 

communities 

● offers OJT 
opportunities 

Promotion All efforts the 
company or 
organization makes to 
stimulate the 
popularity of their 
product in the market, 
for instance by 
advertising, 
promotional 
programs, etc. 

How information is shared with 
prospects. Direct methods 
include efforts shared directly to 
prospective candidates or 
advertising. Indirect methods 
include creation of web-based 
materials, or sharing of 
information with non-prospective 
candidates, such as agencies or 
outside personnel.  

Must include direct outreach 
methods. 

People People who are 
directly or indirectly 
involved in the trade 
of the product or 
service. Mainly 
customer contact 
employees, 
customers, 
personnel, and 
management.  

Teaching and administrative staff 
involved within the program. 
Includes university staff who 
interact with prospective 
students before and during the 
program. Includes partnerships 
between IHE and other 
institutions, local education 
agencies (LEA), departments of 
education (DOE) or specific 
schools used in development, 
design, and delivery of 
programs. 

Must include one of the 
following: 

● Hiring specific 
personnel related to 
program priorities 

● Use of partnership with 
other institutions or 
agencies 

Physical 
Evidence 

Refers to an 
environment in which 
a service comes 
about from an 
interaction with an 
employee and a 
customer which is 
combined with a 
tangible commodity. 

Refers to whether program 
completers receive a certificate 
versus a degree. Also includes 
campus facilities or quality of 
teaching materials and 
technology.  

Must include one of the 
following: 

● Provides opportunity 
for degree attainment 

● Use of high-quality 
facilities or technology 
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Element Definition Application to Education Criteria Used in Review 

Process The activities, 
procedures, protocols 
and more by which 
the service in 
question is eventually 
delivered to the 
customer.  

Processes used to help 
prospective or current 
candidates navigate stages from 
inquiry to graduation. Includes 
use of less paperwork or 
requirements, streamlined 
coursework, or specific 
personnel such as advisors or 
program coordinators. 

Must include one of the 
following: 

● Specific course 
sequences 

● Modified entrance 

requirements 

● Specific personnel 

Note. Element definitions provided by Van Vliet (2011) 

 

 Findings from the literature review indicated that people (94%), place (94%), and product (88%) 

were most consistently addressed in program design to support program attractiveness, whereas price 

(59%) and promotion (41%) were addressed least. A total of 1,419 teacher candidates were recruited 

across the seventeen identified programs, with a range of 15 to 475 candidates per program. The primary 

targeted consumer audience for programs were individuals already employed in school settings (e.g., 

emergency-hired teachers, paraeducators, licensed teachers in other fields, other school personnel). On 

the contrary, two programs had recruited adults with disabilities, or enrolled students at the community 

college or university level and one program sought parents of children with disabilities. Almost half of the 

identified programs did specifically target individuals from underrepresented ethnic backgrounds.  

 Overall, identified programs addressed three to six elements within program design, with an 

average of 4.9 elements. No program used all seven elements of the service marketing mix framework to 

attract prospective candidates and similarly, no specific element had been addressed by all seventeen 

programs. In line with literature on the broad scope of the teacher shortage, the seventeen identified 

programs represented ten different states, Hawai‘i included. California was the most prominent state in 

this review, representing six of the seventeen identified articles.  

 Finally, one interesting outcome of this study addressed the quality versus quantity dilemma. Four 

of the identified programs provided descriptive details regarding meeting program capacity and having 

quality candidates. Of these four identified programs, three had addressed six of the seven marketing mix 

elements, whereas one addressed five elements, being the only identified program representing rural 

areas. In addition, all four programs specifically targeted underrepresented ethnic populations. Lastly, all 

four programs provided funding directly to the teacher candidates (i.e., price), had partnerships with local 

schools (i.e., people), and had specific program advisors or coordinators (i.e., people and processes). 

Findings suggest that utilizing more marketing mix elements in program design can support recruitment of 

more individuals, while maintaining quality needed to promote positive outcomes. Lastly, being able to 

recruit more underrepresented ethnic populations was successful when it had been made a priority and 

done intentionally.  
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Service Marketing Mix Elements. In summary, I will be referring to common definitions of each 

element of the service marketing mix already proposed in the current literature base regarding its 

application to the field of higher education (Enache, 2011; Gajic, 2012; Ivy, 2008; Landrum, 2018). In 

addition, each element will include findings from the pilot study and systematic literature review to inform 

how each element relates to nontraditional students and special education teacher preparation programs. 

The seven marketing mix elements include product, place, price, promotion, people, physical evidence, 

and process. Together, these elements provide a framework to allow stakeholders to effectively align their 

product and service to the needs of their customers.  

Product. The product is the program itself, involving the specific curriculum being addressed and 

can include specialization areas (e.g., early childhood, mild/moderate disabilities, visual impairment). In 

addition, the product establishes the basic “facts” of the program, such as program length and number of 

credits. Program length influences affordability, therefore institutions should “minimize the total credits 

needed to graduate or try to accept as many credits as possible from past student learning” (Magda et al., 

2020, p. 7).The focus on shorter or more flexible program offerings would be advantageous in relation to 

nontraditional students, as adults are often looking to quickly obtain their knowledge for immediate entry 

to the workforce.  

Place. The place includes the location and/or delivery format being used for instruction. Formats 

can include face-to-face, online (asynchronous or synchronous), or hybrid models that blend face-to-face 

with online learning. Essentially, program formats should look to provide the “most efficient methods to 

deliver the knowledge to the students” (Enache, 2011, p. 26). For example, considerations for face-to-

face courses would be the location of the course, whether on-campus or for rural areas, offering in 

additional locations/satellite campuses using technology. For adult learners, programs that offer courses 

in the evenings, on weekends, or using distance technology are preferred. If courses are required face-to-

face, then providing multiple locations that allow for less commute times would be beneficial to students 

who are employed.  

Price. The price refers to the tuition and any other additional costs the students would need to 

finance. The price is the only element of the service marketing mix that directly impacts revenue for the 

institution and is said to be the “only strategy capable to directly influence the incomes of an educational 

institution” (Enache, 2011, p. 26). One limitation of the price element in higher education are archaic 

tuition structures that are typically distinguished as undergraduate/graduate or resident/nonresident. IHE 

would benefit from more flexible tuition options that account for specific costs of program delivery and 

program demand. However, one additional consideration is that the price element influences the 

perception of value. Therefore, institutions could consider program costs as representative of the quality 

and prestige of the institution. For adult learners especially, the primary concern are financial barriers 

(Hanover, 2018; Landrum, 2018). Therefore, considerations for offering financial incentives or 

opportunities to reduce costs, such as stipends, scholarships, or financial aid would be an essential 

element for increasing enrollment.  
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Promotion. The element of promotion is the combination of methods and efforts to share 

program elements with their targeted markets. The image or prestige of the institution is important for 

promotion, as reputation can not easily be changed (Enache, 2011). As one of the most important 

elements, the challenge is to “adequately present and explain the educational product to potential 

students” (p. 27). Use of direct methods are needed, such as sharing information through advertising, 

websites, information sessions, and open houses. In addition, indirect methods of promoting programs 

through partner agencies are also important.  

Tailoring promotional messaging based on the targeted consumer market is a strategy needed to 

increase outcomes across the entire teacher pipeline. For example, creating marketing materials that 

focus on the essential elements that are most appealing to adult students (i.e., price, physical evidence, 

people, and place) would help in increasing the return of investment related to promotional costs. Gajic 

(2012) also emphasizes that promotional efforts are only as valuable as the efforts made towards tailoring 

each of the other elements towards the preferences and needs of its targeted market, as “promotion 

cannot compensate for weaknesses in efficiency of other instruments” (p. 33). Therefore, promotion alone 

cannot increase enrollment if the other elements have not been addressed.  

People. Given that the products are a service, the “people strategy is the most important add-on 

in service marketing” (Enache, 2011, p. 28). Faculty, administrators, and staff are all components of the 

people element, and are crucial to the success of the service product. Having high quality instructors, 

administrators, and staff are important to the success of the program. Staff or faculty who are likely to 

directly support the student throughout the program should be encouraged to establish a sense of 

community, support, and inclusion. One of the “at-risk” factors for adult students has been their sense of 

disconnectedness with institutions, therefore, understanding who they will be engaging with is important 

in promoting a collaborative environment (Hanover, 2018). In addition, having a single point of contact 

was another recommendation for supporting adult students, highlighting the importance of advising and 

mentoring personnel.  

Physical Evidence. Since the product is the intangible component of the educational product, 

the addition of the physical evidence element is to highlight the tangible features. In higher education, the 

most obvious physical evidence is the degree. However, for non-degree programs, the physical evidence 

can be the certificate or direct career pathways provided upon completion (e.g. teaching licensure, Board 

Certified Behavior Analyst certification). In addition, the institution’s reputation acts as evidence of the 

quality of the student’s achievements. Lastly, physical evidence includes the buildings or facilities used, or 

includes the types of technology provided in distance methods. The quality of the facilities or technology 

used by the program can be an added attraction for students. However, when specifically targeting adult 

students, one of the most critical components to highlight are the direct, tangible career outcomes related 

to completing the program.   

Processes. Processes refer to the experiences throughout the inquiry to graduation lifespan for a 

student. Processes can include admissions and enrollment procedures, how students receive and find 
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information, and methods to support student transition throughout the program. The experience of how 

students first navigate the institution's processes for finding information and enrollment heavily impacts a 

student’s impression of program quality. In addition, one unique difference in higher education is that 

students must pay for the service prior to receiving it, therefore processes related to maintaining retention 

throughout the program are essential. For adult learners, streamlined processes that are efficient and 

easy to navigate throughout the enrollment to graduation pipeline is important, as adult students are 

continually managing multiple roles and responsibilities. For example, programs that use a cohort model 

supports the process element of the program, as coursework is sequenced and candidates transition 

through the program as a group. In addition, efforts to reduce bureaucratic barriers (e.g. entry exams, 

limited enrollment periods) are important to encouraging adult students to pursue a program. In addition, 

adult students often have prior credits or hope to use prior experience towards reducing entry 

requirements, therefore IHE can evaluate processes regarding transferable credits or competency-based 

exams as an attractive element of the service marketing mix.  

 Overall, the use of the 7 Ps service marketing mix framework can support IHE in reevaluating its 

services to meet the needs of its diverse prospective student pipeline. The service marketing mix provides 

a “tool kit” of elements to consider within the context of each program and institution, as there is no “one 

size fits all” approach (Gajic, 2012). Therefore, institutions and faculty must become familiar with how 

each element impacts their targeted markets’ decisions related to pursuing the program, while also 

controlling for overall quality of program design. The need for IHE to adopt comprehensive marketing 

strategies has been touted for almost fifty years. With advances in globalization and technology, 

traditional IHE programs are facing increased competition and scrutiny over their ability to meet the needs 

of the evolving workplace and nontraditional adult student market. Use of the 7 Ps Service Marketing Mix 

serves as a framework for this study, as it guides instrumentation design in helping determine which 

program elements influence enrollment decisions across targeted populations.  

Strategic Enrollment Management  

 In the book, “A Practical Guide to Enrollment and Retention Management in Higher Education,” 

Marguerite Dennis (1998) uses this memorandum statement to shed light on what many enrollment 

managers face at some point in their careers.  

“Welcome aboard. Please recruit more and better students from a smaller and weaker 

pool of prospects without increased costs, more financial aid, or drastic program 

changes. Would like to see results reflected in next year’s class. Best wishes.” (Dennis, 

1998, Preface) 

Enrollment managers are faced with enrolling qualified students and ensuring they are retained through to 

graduation. However, Dennis suggests that enrollment and retention management is “one of the most 

difficult and least understood functions on college campuses today” (p. 2). One of the ways marketing in 

higher education is more difficult than traditional forms of marketing, is that the college degree or program 

is based on the hope that it leads to a better life or career, but it cannot be guaranteed. Fortunately, new 
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technology and tools have provided institutions with easier access and support for managing the 

enrollment management process (Noel-Levitz, 2009). Familiar to the field of special education, strategic 

enrollment management has found itself being influenced by the “era of evidence-based decision making” 

that needs to constantly change as student characteristics and environmental factors evolve (Hossler & 

Bontrager, 2014, p. xiii).  

As part of enrollment management, the enrollment funnel provides a framework to identify each 

stage prospective students navigate as they pursue a program (see Figure 14, Noel-Levitz, 2009). The 

goal of enrollment management is to increase the number of people entering the funnel and retaining 

them at each stage in order to not only increase enrollment, but successfully graduating them from the 

program.  

 

Figure 14 

Enrollment Management Funnel 

 

 

 

As enrollment managers, the goal is to track and embed strategies at each stage, in an effort to 

support more students matriculating from inquiry through to graduation. For example, in order to reach 

out to more potential prospects, a range of community strategies can be provided, such as website 
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development, newsletters, and direct mail (Noel-Levitz, 2009). Specializing in higher education enrollment 

trends, EducationDynamics® publishes an annual report to highlight changes and provide 

recommendations for enrollment managers. In its most recent report, transitions made to accommodate 

the global pandemic are likely to become permanent fixtures within the education landscape and 

traditional student enrollments are projected to decline even further (EducationDynamics, 2022). Similar 

to the purpose of this research study, findings in the report advocate for beginning with understanding the 

characteristics of your student population so programs can better invest in branding and marketing 

strategies tailored to each targeted audience.  

Overall, the goal of strategic enrollment management is to collect and monitor data across each 

stage of the enrollment funnel to identify strengths and weaknesses regarding conversion rates from one 

stage to the next. For this study, enrollment outcomes being tracked are limited to the application started 

stage up to the enrolled stage; stages before and after were not included.  

Conclusion 

 Our country’s guarantee to offer students with disabilities the right to a free and appropriate public 

education will continue to suffer until our workforce supply and demand numbers are balanced. There is a 

need to better understand who is interested and suited for a special education teaching career and how to 

better target and support those individuals into pursuing the career. Research studies involving analyzing 

motivations for recruitment and retention have primarily studied: (a) individuals seeking licensure in 

general education, and (b) individuals already enrolled in the teacher preparation program or career. Very 

little research has studied special education motivations, and one population not yet included were those 

who expressed an interest in the career, but did not end up entering a teacher preparation program. In 

addition, understanding how motivations and priorities differ across underrepresented groups along the 

teacher preparation pipeline can be leveraged to grow enrollment among populations needed most to 

diversify the workforce.   

 My research sampled individuals along the teacher education enrollment funnel in order to better 

understand characteristics of those expressed interest in a special education career and what motivated 

them to commit, or not commit, to pursuing a teacher preparation program. Findings from this study can 

be utilized to develop a differentiated and comprehensive recruitment strategy for tackling the pervasive 

special education teacher shortage in Hawai‘i. The following research questions drive this study:  

1. What are the characteristics (i.e., gender, age, locale, ethnicity) of individuals who initiated an 

application to a special education teacher preparation program? 

2. What is the motivational profile, as defined by the FIT-Choice Framework, of individuals who 

started an application to a special education teacher preparation program? 

3. Which special education teacher preparation program elements, as defined by the 7 Ps Service 

Marketing Mix, did prospective students prefer?  

4. Is there a relationship between characteristics, motivations, or preferences on enrollment 

outcomes?  
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Chapter III: Methods 

  In the state of Hawai‘i, the HIDOE has hired an average of 650 new special education teachers 

each year in order to address the longstanding teacher shortage. Over a five year period (2015–2020), a 

total of 1,054 prospective teacher candidates had begun an application to a special education teacher 

preparation program at the University of Hawai‘i at Mānoa. Of these 1,054 prospective students, 260 had 

graduated and 180 were currently enrolled. Therefore, up to 610 (55%) prospective students were lost 

within this five year period. Reasons for loss included: (a) not having finished the application, (b) 

withdrawing the application, (c) not having been admitted, or (d) having been admitted but not enrolling. 

There was a need to determine if characteristics, motivations for entry, or program preferences impacted 

enrollment outcomes, especially across targeted subgroups currently underrepresented (i.e., 

nontraditional, male, minority, geographically isolated) across the special education teacher pipeline in 

Hawai‘i.  

Using the mixed methods sequential exploratory design (qual → QUAN), I developed a survey 

questionnaire and distributed it to all individuals who started an application to a special education teacher 

preparation program between 2015–2020. Initial analysis investigated characteristics, motivations, and 

program preferences of the sample population. A sub-analysis analyzed each variable to determine if 

significant differences existed between underrepresented groups. Finally, I used each of the three 

predictor variables (i.e., characteristics, motivation, preferences) to determine if the identified variables 

significantly impacted enrollment outcomes.  

Research Questions 

The following research questions guided this study: 

1. (RQ1) What are the characteristics (i.e., gender, age, locale, ethnicity) of individuals who started 

an application to a special education teacher preparation program? 

○ RQ1a Are nontraditional characteristics (i.e., part-time job, full-time job, spouse, children) 

related to age? 

■ H1a  There is a statistically significant difference between younger students (i.e., 

25 years or younger) and older students (i.e., 26 years or older) in their 

nontraditional characteristics.  

2. (RQ2) What is the motivational profile, as defined by the FIT-Choice Framework, of individuals 

who started an application to a special education teacher preparation program? 

○ (RQ2a) Are motivational profiles predicted by gender? 

■ H2a  There is a statistically significant difference between males and females in 

their motivational profiles. 

○ (RQ2b) Are motivational profiles predicted by age?  

■ H2b  There is a statistically significant difference between younger students (i.e., 

25 years or younger) and older students (i.e., 26 years or older) in their 

motivational profiles.  
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○ (RQ2c) Are motivational profiles predicted by geographic locale? 

■ H2c  There is a statistically significant difference between individuals living in 

urban - O‘ahu, rural - O‘ahu, or Neighbor islands in their motivational profiles. 

○ (RQ2d) Are motivational profiles predicted by underrepresented or overrepresented 

ethnic groups within the special education teacher workforce? 

■ H2d  There is a statistically significant difference between disproportionate ethnic 

groups (i.e., White, Japanese, Native Hawaiian, Filipino) in their motivational 

profiles. 

3. (RQ3) Which special education teacher preparation program elements, as defined by the 7 Ps 

Service Marketing Mix, do prospective students prefer?  

○ (RQ3a) Are teacher preparation program element preferences predicted by gender? 

■ H3a  There is a statistically significant difference between males and females in 

their program preferences. 

○ (RQ3b) Are teacher preparation program element preferences predicted by age? 

■ H3b  There is a statistically significant difference between younger students and 

older students in their program preferences.  

○ (RQ3c) Are teacher preparation program element preferences predicted by geographic 

locale? 

■ H3c  There is a statistically significant difference between individuals living in 

urban - O’ahu, rural - O‘ahu, or neighbor islands in their program preferences. 

○ (RQ3d) Are teacher preparation program element preferences predicted by 

disproportionate ethnic groups? 

■ H3d  There is a statistically significant difference between disproportionate ethnic 

groups (i.e., White, Japanese, Native Hawaiian, Filipino) in their program 

preferences. 

4. (RQ4) Is there a relationship between characteristics, motivations, or preferences on enrollment 

outcomes? 

○ (RQ4a) Are enrollment outcomes predicted by applicant characteristics?  

■ H4a  There is a statistically significant relationship between characteristics (i.e., 

gender, age, locale, ethnicity) and enrollment outcomes. 

○ (RQ4b) Are enrollment outcomes predicted by applicant motivations? 

■ H4b  There is a statistically significant relationship between motivations and 

enrollment outcomes. 

○ (RQ4c) Are enrollment outcomes predicted by applicant preferences? 

■ H4c  There is a statistically significant relationship between preferences and 

enrollment outcomes. 
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 In contrast, the null hypothesis applied to all research questions, suggesting there were no effects 

between identified variables. However, the extended literature review and theoretical frameworks support 

the alternative hypotheses, suggesting each underrepresented characteristic type as influential to 

motivations for entry (RQ2a-d). For example, individuals from underrepresented ethnic groups (RQ2b ) may 

be more motivated by the social utility value, given their desire to promote social equity or reverse cultural 

stigma (Scott & Alexander, 2017). In addition, program preferences (RQ3a-d) are likely influenced more by 

nontraditional characteristics and geographic locale, rather than by gender or ethnicity. For example, 

individuals who live on a rural island outside of Hawai‘i are more likely to seek a program that is online, 

given their isolated locale and lack of access to IHE campuses. Finally, the assumption was that 

applicants representing underrepresented characteristics, having fewer motivations, or having 

preferences not aligned with program design would predict enrollment outcomes (RQ4).  

Research Design: Mixed Methods 

 Although the research questions involve quantitative survey methodology, this study was 

conducted through mixed methods research. This study began as quantitative, however findings from the 

literature review identified a gap in the motivational framework literature needing to be addressed. One 

criticism towards the mixed-methods approach comes from “purists” who claim that it is “inappropriate to 

mix quantitative and qualitative methods due to fundamental differences” (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010, p. 

9). In addition, some claim the approach has grown so rapidly that researchers are mixing the two 

methods without reason or intent (Hanson et al, 2005).  

 In this study, the decision to employ mixed-methods was a result of the process, being entirely 

driven by the questions and purpose of the phenomenon at hand. Therefore, the decision to use mixed 

methods came from the need to develop a more appropriate survey instrument that included motivational 

variables unique to special education, as found through the literature review. Why put in all this work to 

complete quantitative survey research, only to find out the theoretical framework did not fit the 

phenomenon under study? To say adding the qualitative analysis would undermine the purity of 

quantitative results without ensuring the instrument is sound, was contrary to the purpose of conducting 

research. To counter these claims, Hanson et al. (2005) recommend researchers who use mixed 

methods research to explicitly provide the rationale and advantages for using mixed methods, including 

specifying the type of mixed methods design and using procedural notations. 

 The FIT-Choice Framework had been used to study motivations for teaching across many 

institutions and countries, however the framework and scale had not included the field of special 

education. In addition, a majority of studies focused on teacher candidates already enrolled in teacher 

preparation programs, often representing a more traditional student population. Findings from the 

motivational literature specific to special education did not fit among items provided on the FIT-Choice 

Scale, indicating the need to first develop and test a more appropriate scale that fits the phenomenon. 

The benefit of the exploratory sequential mixed methods design is that it allows you to begin with findings 

from the existing literature and then expand and determine if new variables exist using a data-driven 
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approach to qualitative analysis (Mihas, 2019). 

 This research study employed a mixed methods sequential exploratory design, called the 

instrument development model (qual → QUAN; see Figure 15). This type of mixed-methods approach is 

ideal for studies where an instrument is not currently available for the phenomenon being studied. 

Therefore, the instrument needed to be developed and then tested across its targeted population 

(Creswell, 2003; Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2007; Mihas, 2019). In addition, this method is appropriate 

when a researcher “wants to generalize results to different groups,” which supports the study’s focus on 

underrepresented populations within the teacher workforce (Creswell & Plano-Clark, 2007, p. 75).  

 

Figure 15 

Exploratory Mixed Methods Design: Instrument Development Model 

 

Note. Adapted from “Designing and Conducting Mixed Methods Research,” by J.W. Creswell, and 

V. L. Plano-Clark, 2006, Sage Publications, p. 76 

 

 The strength of this methodology is that it takes advantage of both qualitative and quantitative 

methods, while clearly separating phases to make it more straightforward in its description, 

implementation, and interpretation phases. The challenge with this approach included the need for more 

time to implement both phases, as well as not being able to provide exact details on instrumentation 

design during the IRB process, given the instrument had not been fully developed. However, this model 

had best fit the purpose and needs of this research study. 

 This study used previous applicant essays to develop the special education motivation survey 

scale and then employed quantitative survey methodology to test the new survey instrument across the 

targeted population. One of the benefits of survey methodology is that it can be applied to quantitative, 

qualitative, or mixed methods research (Creswell et al., 2005). I selected the sequential exploratory mixed 

methods design because the FIT-Choice Framework for teaching motivations had not yet been adapted 

to motivations specifically found in the field of special education. Therefore, I wanted to develop an 

adapted motivation scale prior to implementing the quantitative survey instrument. According to Creswell 

(2003), the exploratory mixed methods design allows the researcher to use quantitative data and results 

to assist in the interpretation of qualitative findings or to test an instrument and explore the distribution of 

a phenomenon within a population. In the model proposed for this study, “qualitative methods are used to 
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help develop quantitative measures and instruments” (p. 167). Therefore, this study looked to first adapt 

the FIT-Choice Framework to motivation towards teaching special education and then explored its 

distribution using survey instrumentation across applicants who applied to a special education teacher 

licensure program between 2015–2020.  

 Upon receiving IRB approval, the first phase of this research study conducted a qualitative 

analysis of applicant essays on motivations for teaching special education using the Framework Analysis 

Method (Gale et al., 2013; Ritchie & Spencer, 1994; Srivastava & Thomson, 2009; see Appendix A). 

Using this method, I analyzed previous applicant essays and coded their responses using the domains 

already identified in the FIT-Choice framework. During this qualitative analysis, I monitored the following: 

(a) whether survey items measured motivation to teaching special education, (b) whether survey 

constructs were mutually exclusive, (c) whether the survey items were appropriate to the targeted 

population, and (d) whether the survey items were comprehensive enough to cover all the identified 

motivations shared by applicants.  

 In between the qualitative essay coding phase and survey implementation phase, I used a 

cognitive interview to examine if possible errors existed in the adaptation of the new motivation scale 

within the full survey instrumentation design. In conjunction with Tourangeau’s (1984) cognitive theory in 

survey methodology, cognitive interviews allow researchers to not only identify if there were errors within 

the survey instrument, but also provide a means of examining sources of response error and why people 

may respond in different ways (Willis, 2006). 

 Finally, once the survey instrument was developed and tested through qualitative coding analysis 

and employment of the cognitive interview, I administered the quantitative survey across my targeted 

sampling frame to assess whether these qualitative findings were statistically generalizable (Mihas, 

2019). This survey research allowed me to explore the distribution of this new scale on motivations, along 

with identifying characteristics and program preferences across special education teacher applicants.  

Utilizing the tailored design method, I utilized a web-based survey with an alternative multi-modal survey 

option, in addition to employing a comprehensive multi-modal dissemination plan using mail and web-

based formats (Dillman et al., 2014). I first analyzed survey findings using descriptive statistics and then I 

conducted sub-analyses using nonparametric significance tests (i.e., Pearson’s chi-square test, Fisher’s 

exact test). Together, the purpose of this research was to identify participant characteristics, motivations, 

and preferences; analyze differences among targeted subgroups; and then determine whether the 

identified variables predicted enrollment outcomes.  

Qualitative: Adapting the FIT-Choice Framework for Special Education Motivation 

 Since the survey section designed to analyze motivations had not been previously applied to the 

field of special education, there was a need to develop a new scale to better understand motivations 

typically found among individuals interested in special education. Oftentimes applicants to a licensure 

program are asked about their motivations for pursuing the program or profession as part of their 

entrance essay within the application process. For this study, I used responses provided from the 2019 
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application essay prompt, “Why do you want to become a special education teacher?” Responses to this 

prompt were used to create survey items using the Framework Analysis Method, in alignment with the  

FIT-Choice framework. Using this method, previous data could be “sifted, charted and sorted in 

accordance with key issues and themes” using a five part process: (a) familiarization, (b) identifying a 

thematic framework, (c) indexing, (d) charting, and (e) mapping and interpretation (Srivastava & 

Thomson, 2009, p.75). 

 The first step in the Framework Analysis Method was to become immersed in the data of the topic 

under study. As the Special Education Recruitment Specialist for the last seven years, I had been working 

with individuals who expressed interest in the special education career. Listening to stories of how people 

became interested in the career had been a common topic of discussion and therefore informal emerging 

themes had served as a catalyst for this research study. In addition, I had immersed myself in the 

research, although limited, around motivations in special education which aligned with what I had heard 

from prospective students.  

 The second step in the Framework Analysis Method was to identify a thematic framework. The 

FIT-Choice Framework was designed by Richardson and Watt (2006) to provide a systematic approach to 

studying motivations in the field of teacher education. This framework had been used and studied in 

multiple countries and contexts, forging the way for the development and validation of the FIT-Choice 

Scale. However, studies employing the FIT-Choice Scale were only conducted on general education 

teachers and practitioners. Bremer (2012) conducted a dissertation using the FIT-Choice Scale to 

determine whether motivational differences existed between preservice special education teachers and 

preservice general education teachers. Findings concluded there was no statistical significant difference 

in motivational influences between the two groups. However, themes understood from the familiarization 

stage of the process suggested that there were common motivations in special education not included on 

the FIT-Choice Scale, such as having had family members or work experiences with individuals with 

disabilities. Therefore, differences between general education and special education motivation can not 

be made using the items provided on the FIT-Choice Scale. Ritchie and Spencer (1994) argued that 

within the Framework Analysis Method, a researcher should maintain an open mind to determine if the 

issues and themes of the topic fit the framework, as the framework may need to be refined. Therefore, for 

this research study, I utilized the FIT-Choice Framework to develop a new instrument scale based on the 

themes found within the literature review on motivations for special education.  

 Using the FIT-Choice Framework and given sub-domains of the study, I already had the themes 

needed to conduct the third step of the process, indexing. Using an excel spreadsheet, each of the sub-

domains were indexed and ordered to allow for coding of the applicant essay data (see Table 3). Original 

coding included items from the original FIT-Choice Scale in combination with special education motivation 

themes identified from the literature review.   
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Table 3 

Instrument Blueprint for Indexing and Coding Special Education Motivations 

FIT-Choice 
Dimension  

FIT- Choice 
Sub-dimension 

Special Education Motivation Themes from Literature Review 

Socialization 
Influences 

Social 
Dissuasion & 
Influences 
  

● Others have told me I should become a teacher 
● Others have told me I should become a SPED teacher 
● Family members are teachers 
● Family members are SPED teachers 
● Family member/friend with a disability 

Prior Teaching & 
Learning Exp. 
 

● Had positive learning experiences 
● Had good teachers as role models 
● Had previous school or work experiences with SWD 
● Parent of a child with a disability 
● Identify as having a disability 

Task 
Perceptions 

Task Demand 
(expert career, 
high demand) 
 

● Intellectually challenging 
● High levels of expert knowledge 
● SPED is challenging work 
● Teaching is emotionally challenging work 
● Teaching SPED is in high demand 

Task Return 
(social status, 
teacher morale, 
salary) 

● Teaching is a respected profession 
● Teaching provides a stable career path 
● Teaching is a rewarding profession 
● Teaching provides an adequate income 
● Teachers love what they do 

Self 
Perceptions 

General  
 

● I feel I have the traits needed to be a good SPED teacher 
● I feel I have the skills needed to be a good SPED teacher 
● I feel I can e a positive role model 
● I believe teaching SPED is suited to my abilities and 

experiences 
● I feel like teaching is my calling 

Values Intrinsic  
 

● I want a career in helping others in need 
● I have enjoyed teaching others new things 
● I have enjoyed working with children or adolescents 
● I have enjoyed working with individuals with disabilities 
● Teaching would fulfill a spiritual or religious calling 
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FIT-Choice 
Dimension  

FIT- Choice 
Sub-dimension 

Special Education Motivation Themes from Literature Review 

Personal Utility  
(job security, 
time for family, 
and job 
transferability) 

● Fulfills a high area of need 
● Provides a stable and secure job 
● Supports balancing work and family obligations 
● Provides me flexibility to work elsewhere  
● Provides opportunities and time for travel 

Social Utility 
(shape future, 
enhance social 
equity, make 
social 
contribution) 

● Address social inequities 
● Helps reverse social stigmas around disabilities 
● Allows me to inspire and motivate the next generation of 

children and adolescents 
● Allows me to give back to my community and society 
● Allows me to advocate for underprivileged youth 

Fallback 
Career 

Onset  ● Timeframe of deciding to become a teacher 
● First choice (always wanted to be a teacher) 
● Second Career (never wanted to be a teacher or calling 

later in life) 

 

 The fourth part of the Framework Analysis Method allowed me to pull original data and 

statements from each of the applicant essays and place it into the indexed excel spreadsheet. I randomly 

selected 20 of the 63 applicant essays (30%) submitted in 2019 to code. The spreadsheet included all the 

dimensions, sub-dimensions, and drafted question stems proposed, which was adapted from the original 

FIT-Choice Framework. Each row listed identified motivations from the instrument blueprint, and then 

applicant data were coded and organized by columns (see Appendix B). As the essay was read, an ‘x’ 

was placed into the cell that corresponded to the survey item in the adapted framework. Then, using the 

‘notes’ feature in excel, application essay text was copied directly and placed into each charted cell box 

so that information remained intact and themes could be further analyzed by row for consistency and 

clarity.  

 Finally, the mapping and interpretation stage allowed me to conduct an analysis for the key 

characteristics across the excel spreadsheet. During this stage, I determined if the created survey items 

captured and represented all the motivations shared within the essays, a process otherwise referred to as 

content validity. Coding essay responses allowed me to see if applicants’ reasons for pursuing the career 

fit into the identified framework and determined if all identified motivations were accounted for. Findings 

informed whether survey items needed to be reframed or whether inclusion of items not previously 

addressed needed to be added.    
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 Using this process, I analyzed the findings to determine if the framework and instrument items 

met the following goals: (a) clear association between written motivations and survey items, (b) having at 

least one survey item for each area of motivation identified, each being distinct yet still related to the 

overarching construct, and (c) motivations were distributed across all domains identified across the 

sampled participant essays. One benefit of the Framework Analysis Method is that it provides a dynamic 

process, allowing continual change and amendments throughout the process (Srivastava & Thomson, 

2009). Therefore, if the identified goals were not met, I continued the process to further refine the survey 

items. After each revision I selected 5 new essays to code. I continued this process until I was able to 

code 5 essays in a row where all motivations fit the framework and were clearly addressed within 

individual survey items.  

 One limitation of this qualitative approach was the role of social desirability bias, as applicants 

were more likely to write about certain types of motivations for teaching than others. However, past 

experiences speaking with applicants and reading their essays had included less socially desirable 

responses, such as sharing that teaching was not the first choice in profession or by their need to find a 

secure job. Overall, the Framework Analysis Method provided a systematic approach for developing a 

new instrument scale appropriate for exploring motivation in special education for this study. 

Cognitive Interview  

Once I designed the motivation component of the survey, it was added to the rest of the survey 

instrument, which included items related to respondent characteristics and program preferences. Next, 

there was a need to pre-test the survey instrument as a whole. Therefore, I employed the use of a 

cognitive interview to test each of the three parts within instrumentation design: (a) characteristics, (b) 

motivations to teaching special education, and (c) element preferences.  

Based on Tourangeau’s (1984) cognitive theory, there are four components of cognitive 

processes: (a) comprehension of the question, (b) retrieval of memory of relevant info, (c) decision 

processes, and (d) response processes (Willis, 2015). Compared to the more common pre-test method, a 

cognitive interview allows the researcher to not only identify a possible error, but more importantly to 

understand what the sources of measurement error are within the survey instrument. Cognitive interviews 

differ from pilot testing in that it requires a purposive, small sample of respondents who should each 

represent variables of the population that are sought within the study. In addition, the cognitive interview 

takes place prior to finalization of the instrument and before dissemination takes place.  

There are two primary approaches for conducting cognitive interviews: (a) concurrent, or (b) 

retrospective (Willis, 2006). The concurrent method is where the survey respondent is trained to “think 

aloud” throughout the survey response, as a way of sharing the cognitive decision-making processes with 

the interviewer. The interviewer then has the option to use follow up probes to gather more information 

and would need to document and interpret the findings to locate sources for possible error. The 

advantages of this approach is that it capitalizes on the immediate reactions and thoughts related to each 

question and requires less training for the cognitive interviewer. However, the disadvantages are the 
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increased burden on the respondent, including the additional training on how to complete the “think aloud” 

process. In addition, the constant reflection on each question takes away from the genuine reality of the 

overall survey experience.  

In contrast, the retrospective cognitive interview method allows the respondent to take the survey 

in a more natural and realistic setting, and then the interviewer takes notes based on observations and 

asks the respondent follow up questions after the survey has been completed. The advantages to this 

approach are that it is less burdensome on the respondent and represents a more realistic survey 

experience. However, retrospective cognitive interviews require a well-trained cognitive interviewer and 

increases the likeliness of error in that the respondent may not remember the cognitive processes used 

when asked to think back on sections of the survey.  

 Cognitive interviews work better in strengthening survey validity than pilot testing because it is a 

qualitative approach to examine why possible sources of measurement error may exist, including possible 

observable sources related to visual and technical design elements. For example, a pilot test might 

identify that a survey question has a large discrepancy between a closed-ended and follow up open-

ended response, however, there would be no opportunity to understand the source of that discrepancy 

(e.g., jargon, structure, clarity). In that type of situation, the researcher would have to make changes 

based on their assumptions. Cognitive interviews, on the other hand, allow the researcher to identify the 

root cause of the error, allowing them to make changes specific to its source (Willis, 2015). In addition, 

the purposive sampling of respondents important to the context of the study allows the researcher to 

identify possible differences between segmented groups within the population and to ensure that the 

survey instrument accurately measures all variables and subgroups.  

For this study, I employed the concurrent approach to cognitive interviewing. Given the survey 

had three distinct sections, it was likely participants may forget what they were thinking during the 

characteristic and motivation sections if probes were given retrospectively. In addition, those interested in 

the field of teaching have likely had experience in reflective practice and providing oral explanations of 

thoughts and processes. Therefore, having participants share their thoughts throughout the survey 

process may not be as cumbersome as compared to those from outside education who may be more 

uncomfortable with this format. For sampling, I selected participants who met characteristics being 

targeted and had applied to a special education teacher preparation program within the same timeframe, 

however, I specifically chose individuals who would not already be on the study sample frame as they did 

not apply to a UHM program.   

Quantitative: Survey Research and Statistical Analyses 

 As part of this quantitative survey methodology, I used the Total Survey Error (TSE) Framework 

to guide procedures and instrumentation design. In addition, Dillman, Smyth, and Christian’s (2014) 

Tailored Design Method was used in guiding data collection and management decisions. There are many 

parallels between marketing principles and best practices in survey design and dissemination. Survey 

methodology has evolved over time, especially in the past few decades with advances in technology that 
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provide more efficient and cost-effective development, design, and data collection opportunities. Similar 

to marketing principles, the tailored design method focuses on how the design and approach of the 

survey research design should be tailored specifically to the targeted market and sample frame for the 

research study. This approach includes developing a comprehensive dissemination plan to effectively 

support nurturing responses from all potential survey respondents.  

Procedures: Total Survey Error Framework 

 In survey research, it is important to understand the Total Survey Error (TSE) framework to 

minimize threats to validity across four different types of survey errors: (a) coverage error, (b) sampling 

error, (c) measurement error, and (d) nonresponse error (Dillman et al., 2014). Considerations for how to 

minimize these errors were addressed throughout the research design process and supported decision-

making processes related to participant selection, instrumentation design, dissemination, and data 

collection methods. 

Participants 

The College of Education at UHM has been the largest local producer of newly certified teachers 

in the state each year. The targeted population for this study were individuals who had started an 

application to a UHM special education teacher preparation program between 2015–2020. Within this 

timeframe, the Department of Special Education offered four teacher preparation program options in 

special education: (a) Bachelor of Education, Early Childhood and Early Childhood Special Education 

(ECSPED), (b) Bachelor of Education, Exceptional Students and Elementary Education (ESEE), (c) Post 

Baccalaureate Certificate in Special Education (PBSPED), and (d) Master of Education in Teaching, Dual 

Secondary and Special Education (MEDT). Each program enrolls a new cohort once per year during the 

Fall semester. 

The largest teacher preparation program is the PBSPED program and is the department’s only 

ARC program that leads to special education licensure only. The remaining three degree program options 

lead to dual licensure in special education and general education. The ECSPED program is the newest 

program offering, which enrolled its first cohort in 2018. This undergraduate program caters to a blend of 

traditional and nontraditional students and is a statewide, online program option that offers courses online 

in the early evenings to accommodate working professionals. The ESEE program is an undergraduate 

face-to-face, traditional program that holds courses during the day and caters towards younger, full-time 

traditional students. Finally, the MEDT program is a graduate statewide program that caters more towards 

traditional full-time students, but is able to accommodate nontraditional working professionals. This study 

included all four program prospective students, as each program catered to individuals with 

characteristics being targeted for this study.  

Survey Frame 

This study utilized convenience sampling, as the researcher had access to the college-wide 

Student Information System (SIS) database and managed the application process throughout the 

timeframe under review.  
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Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria. My inclusion criteria for this study included individuals who: 

(a) started an application to one of four special education licensure programs at UHM, and (b) started an 

application for one of the following enrollment periods: Fall 2015, Fall 2016, Fall 2017, Fall 2018, Fall 

2019, or Fall 2020. Exclusion criteria included: (a) individuals who started an application to non-special 

education licensure programs in the college of education, (b) individuals who started an application 

outside of the identified years under study, and (c) faculty or student support staff who started an 

application to test the usability and accuracy of the application process.  

Coverage error. One of the first types of error within the Total Survey Error Framework occurs 

when identifying the population to include in the research survey. The survey frame is the list of 

individuals in the targeted population, and coverage error is the probability of an individual having a zero 

chance of being selected within the survey frame (Dillman et al., 2014). To reduce this type of error, the 

researcher would need to create a survey frame where every eligible participant has an equal, non-zero 

chance of being selected as part of the population sample.  

 After applying inclusion and exclusion criteria, the survey frame began with the 1,054 prospective 

students from application database records for the 2015-2020 admission and enrollment periods. In order 

to prevent coverage error within this study, I analyzed the survey list of 1,054 possible participants to 

remove duplicates. First, I ordered the sampling list by last name and applicants who had applied to more 

than one program or more than one year had duplicate entries removed, keeping the individual’s most 

recent record on the survey frame. A total of 91 duplicate applicants were found, bringing the total 

number of potential survey respondents to 963. Next, knowing applicants may have changed their last 

name (e.g., marriage, divorce), I cross-referenced applicants who had a second surname listed in 

parentheses to ensure the same applicant was not represented twice, under each identified name. An 

additional four people were found under each last name, therefore the older listing was removed, bringing 

the total number of potential respondents to 959. Finally, I filtered the sampling list by email address to 

determine if duplicate individuals still existed, and two more individuals were identified as being listed 

twice under different surnames. When the older records were removed, the final total on the survey frame 

included 957 potential applicant respondents for this study.   

Enrollment status. Once the final survey frame was cleaned to prevent coverage error, I 

separated the 957 applicants by program and program status to determine overall distribution based on 

the enrollment management funnel. The subgroups included applicants who had: (a) enrolled, (b) 

declined admission, (c) been denied, (d) withdrew their application, or (e) not completed their application 

by the end of the enrollment period (see Table 3). Enrolled students included those who had graduated or 

were currently enrolled as of the Fall 2020 semester.  

Total applicants across programs were not equal and some programs did not enroll each year 

(see Table 4). The ECSPED program began accepting applications to the program in 2015, however, the 

program did not have enough qualified applicants to start the program until 2018 and only enrolls every 

other year. Therefore, graduate and enrollment data for this program only include candidates who applied 
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in 2018 and 2020. The ESEE and PBSPED programs have enrolled every year within the 2015–2020 

timeframe and have the highest number of applicants on the sample frame. The MEDT program started 

its first cohort in 2016 and enrolled every year, with the exception of 2020 when the program delayed 

enrollment to make programmatic revisions. 

 

Table 4 

Special Education Applicants 2015–2020, by Program and Enrollment Status (N = 957) 

 

Enrollment Status 

Program Total 

ECSPED ESEE PBSPED MEDT N % 

Enrolled 56 123 263 51 493 52% 

Declined 8 5 74 11 98 10% 

Denied 21 14 74 7 116 12% 

Withdrew 6 1 29 14 50 5% 

Incomplete 27 65 83 25 200 21% 

% 12% 22% 55% 11%   

 

 

According to the enrollment management funnel, about half of the participants on the sample 

frame successfully enrolled in one of the four program options. The next largest subgroup would be those 

who started an application, but never finished (21%). Only 116 prospective students were denied 

admission to a program (12%), thereby representing individuals who wanted to pursue becoming a 

special education teacher but were unable. The smallest subgroup within this part of the enrollment 

framework would be individuals who withdrew their application, indicating that they were no longer 

interested in pursuing the program prior to being given an admissions decision. Given the general 

distribution by program, the majority of the applicants were applicants to the PBSPED program, designed 

for special education licensure only. However, when combined, the remaining three programs represent 

dual certification programs. Therefore, about half of the applicants on the sample frame were pursuing 

licensure in both general and special education. 
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 Limitations. Given the survey frame database comes from the College of Education Student 

Information System (SIS), limitations and possible coverage errors remain. For all teacher preparation 

programs, applicants must complete two separate application forms: (a) college of education application, 

and (b) university system application. There may be applicants who had started an application to the 

university but never started an application to the College of Education. If an individual had withdrawn or 

not completed the university application, they would not be represented on the SIS database. The 

number of potential applicants fitting this criteria are unknown and would serve as a possible limitation 

and coverage error for this study.  

 Sampling error. The use of probability sample surveys provides researchers a method for 

gathering a close estimate of the distribution of characteristics in a population by only having to survey 

some, and not all, members of a group. Probability sampling is more efficient and requires less resources 

without sacrificing the opportunity to obtain valid and high-quality research data (Dillman et al., 2014). 

However, the decision to sample introduces the second form of survey error, known as sampling error. 

Sampling error is the difference between the findings from a sampled population and the true population. 

Although nearly impossible to control, there are methods to calculate the chance of sampling error and 

inform researchers of how many people they would need to select within the total targeted population as 

well as the number of responses needed to increase the likelihood of generalizable and accurate results. 

 For this research study the multiple attributes under analysis made identification of appropriate 

sampling decisions complex. In addition, having a focus on underrepresented populations would result in 

naturally smaller sample sizes within each group. Sampling would have increased the chances there may 

not be enough respondents within the targeted subgroups to make appropriate assessments of results. 

Therefore, I decided to employ a census of all 957 potential respondents instead of selecting a sample 

within the survey frame. The decision to conduct a census prevented sampling error, however, choosing 

to survey everyone on the sample frame increased costs related to study design and dissemination. 

Costs related to time and financial resources are discussed in more detail during the instrumentation and 

dissemination processes.   

Instrumentation 

 The final two sources of survey error within the Total Survey Error Framework focus on the 

design of the instrument and how it is distributed and managed throughout the data collection process. 

One of the most important sources of error to address is the chance that the results obtained do not 

accurately represent the phenomena being studied, otherwise known as measurement error (Dillman et 

al., 2014). Measurement error is a primary result of instrument design and is also a result of the initial 

planning and understanding of the purpose and construct being studied.  

 Measurement error. To reduce measurement error, Harrison (chapter in development) stresses 

the importance to first operationalize the variables of the research study prior to instrument design. The 

researchers must first have a clear purpose and understanding of the research questions in order to 

prevent creating an instrument that measures something different than the original intent of the study. In 
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order to do this, the researcher must operationalize both the observable concepts and unobservable 

phenomena, or attributes, of study. In addition, researchers should use an instrument blueprint to help 

identify the components and subcomponents needed to answer the research questions, prior to the actual 

development of the survey questions themselves. Lastly, it is important that the design of the survey 

instrument ensures that each survey item asked is applicable to every unit in the target population, and 

that identified categories or variables are mutually exclusive to provide clarity.  

 Creating an instrument blueprint helps to reduce measurement error by creating an outline, and 

then highlighting and focusing on the most critical features of the survey design. This promotes critical 

reflection regarding whether the survey is researcher-focused or respondent-focused. Oftentimes, 

researchers include too many questions without thinking about how it impacts the respondent. By 

following this process of operationalizing the variables and attributes and developing an instrument 

blueprint, it allows the researcher to see how including unnecessary or less critical components may 

become a threat to measurement error. In addition, the higher cost and cognitive load needed for the 

lengthier design increases costs related to errors that come from individuals who decide not to participate.  

Dillman et al. (2014) provide easy-to-use guidelines to assist in the development of quality survey 

questions and design as a way of reducing overall measurement error. Questionnaire development 

design includes considerations for: (a) writing quality questions, (b) scope and sequence considerations, 

(c) visual design elements,  and (d) capitalizing on the strengths of each or multiple modes. My survey 

instrument included three parts, separated by the three predictor variables identified in the research 

questions: (a) characteristics, (b) motivations, and (c) preferences.  

Characteristics 

The first component of the survey design was to identify characteristics in line with being able to 

analyze attributes across four targeted groups. Targeted groups were selected within the literature review 

as being specific areas of need in recruiting a more diverse and representative teacher workforce in 

Hawai‘i. The four targeted characteristics under analysis included: (a) gender (b) age, (c) geographic 

locale, and (d) ethnicity.   

After removing duplicate records, a total of 957 potential respondents were included in this 

research study. The following tables describe the study population by each of the known variables under 

investigation, based on known SIS data provided on application submissions. 

 Gender. To determine applicants by gender, data were analyzed to compare male and female 

applicants, as indicated on their application form. One limitation to using application reported data is that 

other gender identities (e.g., transgender, nonbinary) were not provided as options to applicants. For this 

research study, subgroups were created using applicants' self-reported identity as either female (coded 0) 

or male (coded 1).  

Across all programs, there were 751 female applicants, 204 male applicants, and 2 unknown. 

Gender distribution confirms a predominantly female applicant base, however the sample frame is slightly 

more disproportional, with 21% of applicants being male compared to 25% of Hawai‘i teachers being 
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male. However, gender differences by grade level are similar to research findings, with a larger 

percentage of males pursuing the MEDT program (N = 37, 35%), which is specific to obtaining licensure 

at the secondary level. The most disproportionate male representation was for applicants pursuing the 

ECSPED program at the early childhood level, where only 3 of the 116 applicants were male (3%).    

Ethnicity. For this study, underrepresented ethnic groups in Hawai‘i included applicants who 

identified as: (a) Native Hawaiian, (b) Filipino, or (c) Other Pacific Islander. However, as stated in chapter 

2, ethnicity for the full sample frame was difficult to identify and analyze given inconsistencies in data 

collection processes and reporting. In addition, applicant ethnicity was not available on the College of 

Education SIS database, as ethnicity was not a question on the application form. The MEDT program 

included the UH Graduate System application form for applicants who submitted their full application, 

which did include applicant ethnicity designations. However, for the remaining three programs, the only 

known source for ethnicity data came from submitted Praxis test score reports. Praxis ethnicity data were 

a significant limitation for two primary reasons: (a) applicants were only able to select one category of 

ethnicity, and (b) Praxis reports were not required each reported year across programs. Based on each 

available data source, distribution of applicant ethnicity on the sample frame are provided (see Table 5). 

 

Table 5 

Special Education Applicants 2015–2020, by Program and Ethnicity (N = 957) 

Ethnicity 

Program Total 

ECSPED ESEE PBSPED MEDT N % 

Black or African American 0 1 6 1 8 2% 

Asian or Asian American 7 27 56 10 100 22% 

Southeast Asian or 
Southeast Asian American 

2 1 9 6 18 4% 

Pacific Islander 0 14 41 8 63 14% 

American Indian or Alaska 
Native 

0 1 5 1 7 2% 

White or Caucasian 3 24 84 27 138 31% 

Two or More Races 10 16 34 26 86 19% 

Unknown 1 3 23 2 29 6% 

No Reported Data 95 121 270 26 512 53% 
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Although limited, ethnicity data did mirror state census ethnicity distribution, with the largest 

populations identifying as White (31%), Asian (22%), two or more races (19%), and Pacific Islander 

(14%). Similar to issues regarding identification of Filipinos, Praxis ethnic categories provided are unclear, 

as Filipinos may have identified themselves across various categories available. Given that more than 

half of the applicants have no reported data and the limitations to the ethnic categories used, all survey 

respondents will be asked to identify their ethnicity on the survey questionnaire in order to make 

comparisons across groups. 

Age. To calculate age, birthdates were used to calculate the applicants age as of the start of the 

program in the year they applied. For greater consistency, age as of August 25th of the application year 

was used for calculating age, as it represents the average start date of the Fall semester. Two applicants 

were 17 years old at the time of their application to the ESEE program, however both applicants were 

over the age of 18 years old at the time of this study. 

Overall, programs identified served a wide range of age groups (see Figure 16). The largest age 

group represented on the sample frame were traditional students, who were 25 years and younger. This 

subgroup represented 30% of the total applicant population and predominantly represented the ESEE 

program.  

 

Figure 16 

Special Education Applicants 2015–2020, by Program and Age (N = 957) 

 

 

Although age was already known across the sample frame, the survey collected additional 

information often used to describe nontraditional students, such as marital and family status (i.e., married 
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and having children), and employment status (i.e., working part- or full-time) at the time they applied to 

the program. 

Geographic Locale. Finally, the geographic locale of applicants was distinguished by the city 

listed as the home address on the application form. For data analysis, comparisons were analyzed across 

four groups: (a) applicants living in the urban center of O‘ahu (i.e. Honolulu), (b) applicants living in rural 

areas of O‘ahu, (c) applicants living on an island outside of O‘ahu (i.e., Hawai‘i, Kaua‘i, Lāna‘i, Maui, 

Moloka‘i), and (d) individuals residing outside Hawai‘i (i.e., Continental U.S., International; see Table 6).  

 

Table 6  

Special Education Applicants 2015–2022, by Program and Geographic Locale (N = 957) 

Locale 

Program Total 

ECSPED ESEE PBSPED MEDT n % 

O‘ahu - urban 23 75 117 25 240 25% 

O‘ahu - rural 26 80 154 31 291 30% 

Neighbor Island 58 12 220 40 330 34% 

Non - Hawai‘i 11 39 33 11 94 10% 

Unknown 0 0 2 0 2 <1% 

 

 

A majority of applicants across all programs resided on the island of O‘ahu (55%). Within O‘ahu, 

45% of the applicants lived in the urban center of Honolulu county, with the remainder living in more rural 

areas of the island. About one-third of all applicants lived on neighboring islands to O‘ahu. When looking 

at distribution across programs, it can be seen that the ESEE program has very few applicants from 

neighboring islands, yet has the highest number of applicants relocating from the continental U.S. The 

remaining programs have up to half of their applicants distributed across the various islands of Hawai‘i 

outside of O‘ahu. In addition, of the applicants from outside Hawai‘i, only 4 of the 94 applicants were 

international students. The lack of international applicants were likely due to two reasons: (a) the HIDOE 

does not issue work visas to teach in the state, and (b) international student visas require face-to-face 

coursework, therefore statewide programs, being three of the four programs identified, are unable to 

enroll international students. 
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Instrumentation Design. Overall, understanding characteristics of our targeted population was 

important in understanding who is more likely to choose a career in special education and who should be 

targeted for a more diverse and representative teacher workforce. By subgrouping analyses using 

identified characteristics, findings regarding motivations and program preferences can better inform 

recruitment and marketing efforts to more effectively support increased enrollment outcomes. Given the 

study sample are previous applicants to special education licensure programs, a majority of identified 

characteristics under analysis were already known (i.e., age, gender, geographical locale). Ethnicity 

information was limited, therefore, ethnicity was included as items on the survey instrument. In addition, 

factors commonly associated with comparing traditional and nontraditional students other than age was 

included as an additional survey item for this first part of the survey design. Finally, given the highest 

attrition rates were individuals leaving the state, the final survey item under characteristics included 

origination and identifying if and when each individual moved to Hawai‘i.  

Motivations 

 The next component of survey design identified motivations for entry across all participants. 

Motivations were grouped into three primary categories, as defined by the FIT-Choice Framework: (a) 

task perceptions, (b) self, and (c) value. In addition, socialization influences and whether teaching was 

viewed as a fallback career were two additional domains impacting motivation within this framework. 

Since this framework had not yet been applied to individuals interested in pursuing special education, the 

qualitative analysis component of this study was used to first develop the motivation section of the 

instrument tool.  

Preferences 

The final part of the survey instrument identified applicants’ teacher preparation program 

preferences using elements identified within Boom and Bitner’s (1981) Service Marketing Mix Framework. 

The Service Marketing Mix included seven elements, or sub-dimensions, known as the 7 P’s, which 

include: product, price, place, promotion, people, physical evidence, and process. Each element included 

program characteristics specific to the design of each teacher preparation program. Although the service 

marketing mix framework had not previously been applied to teacher preparation, I had conducted two 

studies in support of applying and testing this framework within the field of special education teacher 

preparation. The first study employed survey methodology used to identify PBSPED alumni and faculty 

perspectives on programmatic supports, which was then categorized according to the service marketing 

mix elements. Next, I conducted a systematic literature review on the 7 P’s Service Marketing Mix in 

alternative special education teacher preparation design, which was then published as a manuscript in 

the journal Rural Special Education Quarterly (RSEQ) in 2019. Together, these two studies supported the 

design of the final part of the survey instrument. 

 Instrumentation Design. Using the seven service marketing elements, each element was a sub-

domain which was then broken into variables according to categories identified across each pilot study in 

this review. First, each survey asked participants to select their preference within the category. A 
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secondary survey item then asked participants to rate the importance of that preference in their decision-

making to pursue the program, using the following Likert-type scale: (a) not necessary, (b) preferred, or 

(c) essential. In addition, each survey item provided the respondent the option to select: (a) no 

preference, or (b) prefer not to answer. If a respondent selected one of those options, then the secondary 

survey item for strength of preference was not shown. Overall, survey items covered descriptive 

information on program preferences, while also looking at the strength of those preferences in relation to 

enrollment decision-making processes. 

Data Collection and Dissemination: Tailored Design Method 

 The tailored design method is similar to marketing theory, in that the survey research process 

does not offer a one-size-fits-all approach; rather, decisions and design must be tailored by context and 

targeted audience. The tailored design method becomes especially essential towards reducing the final 

threat to survey research, called nonresponse error (Dillman et al., 2014). As the final source of survey 

error within the Total Survey Error Framework, addressing nonresponse error is the primary focus within 

the data management and collection process for survey research design.  

  Nonresponse error. Nonresponse error is the difference in values between those who 

respond and those who do not respond from the targeted population (Dillman et al., 2014). The higher the 

nonresponse rate, the more likely nonrespondents' opinions will differ from those who respond, impacting 

generalizability of findings (Adams & Umbach, 2012). One method for reducing nonresponse error is to 

use strategies to increase the benefits, decrease the costs, and build a perception of trust to the 

respondents. This is done in an effort to increase the likelihood prospective participants will choose to 

take and complete the survey (Dillman et al., 2014) .  

Nonresponse error is also a result of instrumentation design. When analyzing the costs, the 

researcher must understand how the survey length, visual design, and complexity of the survey questions 

could negatively impact survey completion. As a strategy to combat cost, there is a need to increase the 

perceived benefits of participants who complete the survey. This can be done by providing monetary or 

material incentives within the survey request, creating a sense of purpose and selectivity that makes the 

respondent feel they are needed and special, and capitalizing on the theory of social exchange or 

perceived organizational support (Dillman et al., 2014). Fortunately, strategies for increasing benefits to 

the respondents use an additive model, therefore increasing benefits allows the researcher to utilize as 

many of the methods as is reasonable within the resources that are available. 

Social Exchange Theory  

Researchers conducting survey methodology are encouraged to consider how the relationships 

between the researcher or organization impacts nonresponse error (Dillman et al., 2004; Spitzmuller et al, 

2006). Social exchange theory is the notion that individuals are more likely to give something if they feel 

the benefits are mutual. Therefore, clearly sharing how the results of the survey would benefit them 

directly or indirectly would help in increasing respondent behavior.  
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Another important consideration for reducing nonresponse error is the understanding of the 

differences between active and passive nonresponders. Passive nonrespondents are those who do not 

respond to a request due to time, convenience, or disinterest; whereas, active nonrespondents are 

individuals who consciously choose not to respond. In a study done by Spitzmuller et al. (2006), findings 

indicated that passive nonrespondents are more similar to respondents than active nonrespondents. 

Therefore, although increasing response rates is often seen as the gold standard of quality survey 

research, the methods used to increase response rates are more likely to encourage passive 

nonrespondents than active nonrespondents. Therefore, increasing response rates does not directly 

equate to decreasing nonresponse errors, as the difference between active nonrespondents and those 

who respond may still pose a threat to validity. The researcher must include strategies to establish buy-in 

from those who are more likely to be active nonrespondents. 

For this research study, I used a variety of social exchange principles: (a) specified how the 

survey results would be useful, (b) asked for help or advice, (c) conveyed that others have responded, 

and (d) used material incentives to encourage reciprocity. The focus of this study was how to address the 

special education teacher shortage in Hawai‘i, therefore I communicated that the respondent’s 

participation would benefit our community and children. I asked for their help since they had expressed 

interest in this profession. By understanding who they were, their motivations, and program preferences, I 

conveyed that this research would work towards addressing the longstanding special education teacher 

shortage in Hawai‘i by supporting more people like them.  

NAGAP Research Grant. One consideration within the tailored design method is understanding 

decision-making processes needed to balance the desire for effective research design, within the realities 

of available resources (i.e., time and money). Given my interest in marketing principles and the power of 

strong visual design and multi-model dissemination options, I applied for a research grant to provide 

financial funding for this component of my research design (see Appendix C).  

As stated earlier, the decision to conduct a census instead of a sample of the survey frame 

impacted costs related to this research design. As a quantitative study, costs associated with time for 

conducting data analysis were not negatively impacted by this decision, as it typically takes the same 

amount of time to run statistical analyses on 20 responses as it does to run the same analyses on 200 

responses. However, financial costs are impacted, as this study used mail-based postcards, including 

providing a campaign sticker, as a method for providing participant benefits and increasing response 

rates. Therefore, choosing to include all potential respondents significantly increased financial costs to 

pay for having more potential respondents. Fortunately, I  received the $2,500 research grant, specifically 

awarded to support the design and dissemination methods for this research study. This funding provided 

me with the flexibility to include a more robust design and dissemination plan in a more comprehensive 

attempt to address nonresponse error.   

Someone Special Like You. This research survey was connected to the “Someone Special for 

Students” campaign, designed to support recruitment of more special education teachers in Hawai‘i. As 
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the lead on this project, I had been working in collaboration with Kai Media, a full-service marketing team. 

This campaign had been funded by the HIDOE and was done in collaboration with our Department of 

Special Education at UHM. Through this campaign, visual design elements had already been created, 

which included a slogan, logo, website, and swag giveaway items (e.g., pens, tshirts, stickers). This 

research project served as an offshoot to this larger campaign, which used the same professional design 

elements. However, as a way to distinguish my research from the general campaign, my survey research 

utilized a slightly modified slogan: “Someone Special for Students “Like You.” In my original grant 

proposal I had requested funding to create the “branding” for this research project, however, the branding 

was developed as part of the larger campaign, so I did not need to use grant funds for the professional 

visual design aspect of my research project.  

Project Website. Using the visual design elements from the campaign, I created a sub-page on 

the project website (https://someonespecialforstudents.com/research-project/) using WordPress. This 

sub-page provided more information on the research project, including the problem, rationale and need 

for conducting this study. In addition, I shared my inclusion criteria for participants and highlighted the 

need to include underrepresented population perspectives. In addition, I included tracking data of 

response rates, which were updated biweekly, and would be used to house the findings and results once 

data analysis was finalized. Overall, this website shared some basic facts around the teacher shortage 

nationally and specific to Hawai‘i, as well as how the findings from this study would support future 

recruitment initiatives.  

Perceived Organizational Support  

Similar to social exchange theory, perceived organizational support refers to the notion that a 

person’s positive or negative relationship with the organization hosting the survey will impact their 

likelihood to respond. It includes the extent to which the individual believes the organization values their 

contributions or cares about their well-being (Spitzmüller et al., 2006). Respondents who are more loyal 

and committed to the organization are more likely to respond, however, individuals who have less respect 

for the organization may choose to not respond as an act of revenge. Since the survey is contributing to 

the organization, individuals who purposefully choose not to respond provide an example of active 

nonrespondents. The differences between respondents and active nonrespondents are likely very 

different, causing nonresponse error. The use of sponsorship from credible organizations or institutions 

can be used as a way to build trust and encourage responses, however, Spitzmüller et al. (2006) warn 

that the organization can both positively and negatively impact respondent behavior depending on the 

perceived organizational support each respondent has with the institution. Understanding the 

organizations involved within the study needs to be evaluated to determine if highlighting the organization 

in an effort to build trust may also increase the chances of active nonrespondents, threatening the validity 

of the survey results.  

Given this research study includes applicants specific to UHM programs, this study is likely 

impacted by the experience each applicant has had with the university. However, as the recruitment 

https://someonespecialforstudents.com/research-project/
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specialist, most identified respondents had been in touch with me during the inquiry or application 

process, therefore some personal rapport had likely been established. However, if applicants had 

negative experiences throughout the inquiry to enrollment process, this may hinder their decision to 

participate in the study, thereby increasing nonresponse error. This would especially have been more 

likely among individuals who had been denied to the program. However, by using the preference 

component of the survey instrument, I shared with respondents that one possible outcome would be to 

improve program design to better meet the needs of our applicants. If messaging were tailored towards 

this subset of the sample frame, this could combat their initial negative perceptions of the study. Another 

subgroup that would have been impacted by perceived organizational support would be the candidates 

who were enrolled or had graduated from the program. Their current or past experiences, positive or 

negative, may have impacted their decision to participate or not participate in this survey. My goal was to 

create universal messaging around the need to address the teacher shortage for the entire state, and to 

convey that this survey was not only self-serving to the university. One way of demonstrating this was 

through the use of the ‘Someone Special for Students,’ which showed the partnership between the UHM 

and the HIDOE.  

Multi-Modal Design 

  Surveys are commonly distributed using three modalities: (a) phone; (b) mail; and (c) web-based, 

including internet and email. There are advantages and disadvantages of each mode, therefore, 

researchers need to understand and analyze each mode to determine which mode(s) best serve the 

purpose and targeted groups responding to the survey. Using a multi-model design does not necessarily 

equate to offering multiple ways of completing a survey, however the use of multiple modes can also be 

used together to convince participants to respond through a more comprehensive dissemination and 

management plan (Dillman et al., 2014).  

 Phone-based surveys were more common in the past, when landlines were commonplace in a 

majority of homes and provided a cost-efficient method for reaching out to potential respondents. 

However, with the transition from landlines to cellular phones, the use of phone lists as a tool for selecting 

a sample of the population has been compromised as cellular phone numbers are no longer confined to a 

geographic location, and the population of those who use landlines and those who use cellular phones 

are substantially different. In addition, phone-based surveys are prone to multiple sources of error, as it is 

more difficult to maintain consistent data collection and preferences for this mode can vary by 

generational demographics.  

 Mail-based surveys provide more coverage, as a majority of the population uses a mailing 

address, however limitations include the fact that multiple individuals live in a single household, creating a 

potential likelihood that the survey would not be read by the targeted recipient. According to the U.S. 

Census, American Community Survey (2012), Hawai‘i had the highest percentage of multigenerational 

homes in the country (11%), commonly due to high costs of living, large immigrant populations, and 

housing shortages. Another downside to using mail services is that it has now become one of the most 



100 

costly options available. Finally, mail-based surveys are not suitable for branching techniques or 

translation services that have become commonplace in web-based surveys.  

 Finally, the prominence of a technology-driven era has influenced the use of web-based surveys 

in both positive and negative ways. Distributing surveys over email or the web is the cheapest, often free, 

and fastest way to collect data from respondents. However, with the ease of this modality has come a 

saturation of survey requests, making it harder to receive a response from the targeted market. 

Technology has changed how people interact and respond to messaging, thereby requiring a more 

intentional and quality design. Therefore, survey researchers must combat consumer behavior where 

individuals quickly scan and ignore the plethora of concurrent messaging while checking email, browsing 

the web, or engaging on their cellular phones.  

 The role of the researcher is to determine which modalities to use and how to integrate them 

using a more comprehensive and targeted approach. Whether in higher education or across other 

contexts, the tailored method for research design is based on the need for researchers to not only focus 

on the design of their survey instrument, including which mode to use, but to also create a dissemination 

plan that can capitalize on the use of multiple modalities within a single research project.  

 Postcards. As the first step of my dissemination plan, I used initial mail-based postcards to draw 

attention, establish visibility, and introduce my research study to all prospective participants. Postcards 

were designed using the same visual elements used in campaign, website, and survey instrumentation so 

that respondents became familiar with the logo and purpose of this work (see Appendix D). The postcard 

information notified participants, similar to a “save the date” message, of when the web-based survey 

would be distributed to them, so they become aware of the survey request. Similar to advertising, the 

purpose of this postcard was to create awareness, but also curiosity, so that participants would become 

interested in learning more about the project. 

 As stated prior, the decision to conduct a census rather than a sample of my survey frame 

significantly increased the financial costs for this part of the overall research design. Fortunately, the 

money that was saved from the visual design elements were applied directly to support the dissemination 

of these mail-based postcards as part of my multi-modal dissemination plan. Although mail-based 

postcards used the bulk of this project’s grant money, the purpose of this strategy was to establish buy-in 

and appeal to social exchange principles by highlighting how important each respondent was to the 

problem at hand. In addition, I used sticker-backed postcards, which allowed me to give each potential 

respondent a sticker from the ‘Someone Special for Students’ campaign, as a strategy for providing 

material incentives to encourage reciprocity for participating in the survey. Also, by using strong visual 

design elements from the campaign and sharing a specific date, I hoped to prevent participants from 

overlooking the survey request as they scanned through their emails on the distribution date. 

Multi-modal survey option. This research study used web-based surveys as its primary mode of 

data collection. The web-based survey mode was selected as all participants had started an online 

application and, therefore, the targeted population was familiar and had access to completing information 
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on a web-based platform. However, in order to cater to diverse needs and preferences, the mail-based 

postcard notified participants that they had the option to opt-in to a different survey format (i.e., paper-

based survey to be mailed with stamped return envelope or request a phone survey) prior to the 

proposed dissemination date. This decision to offer a different mode was in consideration of rural and 

remote applicants who had less access to reliable internet connections when completing online surveys, 

as well as considering older, nontraditional applicants who may not have been as comfortable with 

computers and technology. As an additional approach, all participants were given the option to “opt-out” 

of participating in the study if they wanted to ensure they did not receive follow-up communications. The 

website had an opt-out form, where they could express their desire to not participate in the survey. By 

directing them to the website to complete the opt-out form, the hope was they would also see more 

information related to the project prior to opting out, potentially dissuading them from their decision. 

However, allowing participants to opt out was important, as it contributed to identifying the number of 

active vs. passive nonrespondents.  

Data would be more consistent and easier to analyze using web-based surveys only, given the 

automated reports and abilities to use logic-branching techniques. Rather than contacting all participants 

and asking them which survey mode they prefer, making the web-based survey the default option 

increased the likelihood that most responses would be completed in this format. Using an “opt-in” option 

for the other formats requires participants to perform an extra step; providing this option addressed active 

nonrespondents, as it would then satisfy any strong preferences for not completing a web-based survey. 

Participants needed to complete a quick form embedded on the project website, where they identified 

who they were and selected their preferred format. Participants who opted in for the paper-based survey 

were prompted to provide their preferred mailing address, whereas participants who opted-in to a phone 

survey were prompted to select from a range of available days/times to be contacted by phone for 

completing the survey.  

Nonresponse Management 

Finally, once awareness was created and all potential respondents had been contacted, the next 

step was to disseminate the survey on the proposed date, which was two weeks after postcards were 

sent. Then, similar to methods used for nurturing applicants from the application started to application 

finished stage, I contacted respondents at different times, using differentiated nurturing emails, and 

tailored the messaging depending on their enrollment status. My dissemination and data collection 

management plan to nurture nonrespondents was conducted in phases: (a) nurturing email by enrollment 

funnel status, and (b) nurturing email by underrepresented group status. Similar to enrollment 

management theory, the purpose of this phased approach was to tailor the messaging to the respondent 

in multiple ways and to create a more comprehensive approach to targeting nonresponse error. Once a 

survey was completed, the respondent would no longer have received follow-up emails. However, for 

nonrespondents, these nurturing emails were scheduled and tailored specifically to them throughout the 

data collection and dissemination phase.  



102 

Enrollment Management Funnel. I tailored the first phase of the nurturing process for 

nonrespondents depending on the applicant’s enrollment status, which was also a variable of study in 

data analysis. I grouped respondents by the following: (a) enrolled, (b) denied, and (c) lost. I then 

nurtured each subgroup depending on their identified needs and characteristics (see Appendix E). This 

first phase of nonresponse management was done two weeks after the initial survey distribution. 

Students who were currently enrolled or had graduated were more likely to engage in the survey 

since they were already part of the university community. However, for students who were currently 

enrolled at the time of the survey request, their participation request included additional information on 

protections, such as ensuring that participating or not participating in this study would not impact their 

status as a student. Overall, the messaging for this subgroup of participants was tailored to their 

“success” and focused on the first two parts of the survey instrument: (a) characteristics, and (b) 

motivations. Messaging for this subgroup of students and alumni emphasized that they were exactly the 

type of person we were looking for and we hoped to find more people like them.  

For applicants who were denied to the program, the tailored messaging took a different approach. 

Instead, the focus would be on parts two and three of the survey instrument: (a) motivations and (b) 

preferences. In other words, applicants who were denied were asked to participate as a way to determine 

if program design elements were a barrier to them becoming a teacher and whether their motivations for 

becoming a teacher should be given more consideration within the admission decision process. 

Messaging highlighted the importance of the need to diversify the teacher workforce, as a majority of the 

applicants who were denied to programs were a result of not being able to pass the entrance exam, 

which had been shown to negatively impact individuals from diverse backgrounds. The purpose for 

sharing that this project is to better understand the role of motivation among those interested in the 

special education career was to encourage participation by respondents from this subgroup.  

Finally, for applicants who were lost throughout the enrollment period, either by having an 

incomplete application, withdrawing their application, or having been admitted but deciding not to enroll, 

messaging was tailored specific to the third part of the research survey, program preferences. Messaging 

conveyed that we wanted to better understand what they would have needed in order to follow through 

with pursuing the program, and whether the design of the program could have helped influence their 

decision.  

Underrepresented Groups. Two weeks later, I sent a second email campaign to nurture 

nonresponders. I created messaging regarding the importance of collecting perspectives from groups 

currently underrepresented in the teacher workforce. I sent this message to anyone who fell within the 

variables being targeted in this study (e.g., male, Native Hawaiian, rural). This email spoke to the need to 

have a more diverse workforce and in supporting those who live in rural and remote areas of the state.   

Throughout this process I managed the response “funnel,” similar to how I managed applications. 

I tracked responses weekly, and updated the project website biweekly to show the growth in response 

rates. Each time I reached out to a potential respondent, I would always include a link to the project 
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website so they could see how others were contributing. I used these strategies to increase response 

rates and decrease nonresponse error.  

SoGoSurvey 

This study used the premium version of a survey design tool, called SoGoSurvey. I selected this 

tool because of its key role within the instrumentation, data collection, and dissemination management 

process of this research study in order to best address measurement and nonresponse error. This tool is 

comprehensive across four important considerations within survey research planning: (a) question 

design, (b) visual design, (c) dissemination plan, and (d) data analysis. Although a free version of this tool 

was available, I opted to purchase the student premium version ($279) using grant funds. I chose to 

purchase the updated version because my primary research method is survey methodology and the 

premium version of this platform included more options I felt were essential to enhancing this study’s 

research design.   

Dillman, Smyth, and Christian (2014) provide a set of guidelines that follow best practices within 

instrumentation design and use of the tailored design method. Associated guidelines are shared to 

demonstrate the rationale for choosing SoGoSurvey as the survey tool for this study. SoGoSurvey helps 

to address measurement error because it provides a comprehensive range of options for survey item 

types. Its user-friendly design allows the researcher to drag and drop in question types as needed, and 

each question type is supported with tips on its use, including a sample test item (Guideline 4.1). 

Question types are categorized using the following: (a) simple questions, (b) grid questions, and (c) 

advanced questions. For example, a rating radio grid question type allows participants to provide a 

forced-choice answer to a set of related questions using a common rating scale (Guideline 5.12). This 

question type saves space and provides consistency across numerous survey items. As another 

example, one advanced question type, called horizontal radio, provides the option to design a Likert-type 

scale with labels at each point (Guideline 5.18). Other unique features of this survey design tool is that it 

allows the researcher to use text, images, or even videos for questions and responses, as well as the 

option to make questions mandatory if needed.  

In regards to visual design of survey items, SoGoSurvey provides the option to manually adjust 

spacing between questions and responses (Guideline 6.15). There is also an option to easily add a page 

break to assist with survey flow (Guideline 6.17). In addition, the platform is compatible with different 

devices, such as a computer, tablet, or phone and allows the researcher to preview and test out the 

survey instrument across platforms (Guideline 9.2–9.4). Finally, the primary reason for paying for the 

premium version of SoGoSurvey was to have access to the advanced logic and branching tools, which 

allow the researcher to show or advance questions to the respondent based on a previous response 

(Guideline 5.20). This is essential to addressing measurement error, as well as nonresponse error, as it 

ensures each question applies to the respondent and hides questions that are not applicable (Guideline 

4.2). In addition, advanced logic design allows the researcher to set conditions across multiple questions 
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in a nonlinear way, which is an advanced technique that I have not seen offered in any other type of 

survey platform.  

To support efforts in addressing nonresponse error, the SoGoSurvey tool allows for 

personalization and customization as a strategy for establishing rapport, recognition, and quality of the 

survey design (Guideline 9.17). SoGoSurvey allows the researcher to assign logos, branding, and color 

schemes to the survey instrument. For my study, I will be utilizing the branding from the “Someone 

Special for Students” campaign to attract people into the special education profession. This allows me to 

create visual consistency across materials being used throughout the multi-modal dissemination plan 

(Guideline 6.15). The same logos and color scheme was applied to the postcard, website, and survey 

tool. Other design features include the ability to embed the survey directly on the website, or to distribute 

a link to the survey using a short message service (SMS) invitation as a text message. By providing 

multiple ways for respondents to access the survey allows more individuals to engage in their preferred 

format (Guideline 11.16). In addition to CSV files, SoGoSurvey includes data analysis tools and customer 

relationship management tools that allow the researcher to design their dissemination materials directly 

into the platform, as well as associate item responses with numerical values on the back end for data 

analysis.  

 For survey distribution, SoGoSurvey allows the option to send out a single-use or multi-use link. 

Single-use links can be created using a CSV file so that each respondent has a unique link, allowing them 

to save and return to the survey as needed. In addition, the single-use link allows the researcher to 

provide anonymity through SoGoSurvey, while being able to still send out nurturing and follow up emails 

to only respondents who have not yet submitted their survey responses. Lastly, as part of the long-term 

dissemination plan, SoGoSurvey allows the researcher to schedule out the initial survey request, as well 

as scheduling follow-up emails. All email communication can be tailored and designed based on known 

characteristics of the respondent. Together, these features set SoGoSurvey apart from other more 

common survey design tools, such as Google Forms, Survey Monkey, or Qualtrics. Therefore, the use of 

SoGoSurvey was a key feature of this study’s research design.   
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Chapter IV: Results 

 In this chapter, I report the results of this mixed method study. I begin by describing my survey 

development, which includes the qualitative analysis used to adapt the FIT-Choice Framework to 

motivations in special education. After the development of the survey instrument, I share the cognitive 

interview process and   followed by the results of the quantitative survey analysis that was distributed to 

the 957 potential respondents on the sample frame. Survey results were separated by the three parts of 

the survey: (a) characteristics, (b) motivations, and (c) preferences. In addition, the motivation and 

preference section includes the sub-analysis findings to determine if significant associations existed 

between characteristics and each of the identified variables. As the final section of the results, findings 

were analyzed by enrollment outcomes, to compare those who successfully had enrolled in the program 

and those who did not.  

Adapting the Framework for Special Education 

 The Framework Analysis Method was used to analyze previous applicant essays in order to 

develop the motivational section of the survey instrument. Originally, the intent was to begin with the FIT-

Choice Scale and add items found through this study’s literature review that would better represent 

motivations found in special education. However, through the framework analysis process, it became 

apparent that there were too many unique items specific to special education to reasonably add them in 

addition to the original survey items. Therefore, as an exploratory research study, I decided to develop a 

motivation instrument specific to special education motivations only.  

Beginning with the original instrument blueprint (see Table 3), I randomly selected and coded 20 

previous applicant essays using an excel spreadsheet. The spreadsheet was organized by the five 

primary dimensions of the FIT-Choice Framework: (a) Socialization, (b) Self Perceptions, (c) Task 

Perceptions, (d) Values, and (e) Fallback Career (see Appendix F). The five dimensions were divided into 

nine sub-dimensions, with each sub-dimension having five variables of motivation identified using 

previous FIT-Choice Scale items, in combination with special education motivations identified in the 

literature review. The only sub-dimension with fewer variables was onset, which only had three variables 

for analysis. In total, there were 43 variables for motivation on the original framework for analysis.  

As I read each of the applicant essays, I copied each sentence or section that applied to one of 

the identified motivations and placed it into the corresponding cell. Motivations not included on the 

instrument blueprint were added to the spreadsheet at the bottom. After coding the first 20 essays, there 

was evidence for 30 of the 43 variables and an additional nine possible motivations that did not clearly fit 

into the previously identified categories. Of the 13 motivations not present in the coded essays, four were 

in the sub-dimension of social dissuasion (e.g. family members who are SPED teachers) and four were in 

the sub-dimension of personal utility (e.g. provides stable and secure job). The lack of evidence for 

personal utility motivations was expected, given social desirability bias; applicants are not as likely to 

share motivations related to personal gains in their application essays.  

As findings were indexed and charted, I made adjustments to original motivational statements to 
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support clarity and adapted wording more specific to special education. For statements not originally on 

the framework, I added them within each corresponding dimension and sub-dimension. I then pulled 20 

new essays to code using the expanded framework, which now had a total of 50 possible motivations 

under analysis. After mapping each new essay, there was evidence provided across 34 of the variables, 

with no new motivations not having been represented on the framework. Using counts of evidence within 

each sub-dimension, I then narrowed down the options within each sub-dimension so there would not be 

more than five identified variables for each. Decisions included removing items that were consistently not 

being addressed in applicant essays in comparison to other motivations within that category. Five 

variables were removed, leaving a total of 45 possible motivation variables. Finally, I selected a total of 10 

new essays and coded them using the remaining 45 variables to make sure: (a) no new motivations were 

found and (b) all identified motivations fit within the identified variables on the instrument blueprint. 

In the end, there was evidence found across 38 of the 45 identified variables for motivation within 

applicant essays. The seven variables not addressed were in the subdimensions of social dissuasion, 

task return, and personal utility. However, these motivations would be kept on the survey instrument, as 

social desirability bias was likely a threat to why these variables were not being represented in applicant 

essay responses. As a short essay within the application, applicants were not likely to focus on 

motivations related to personal gains or whether others had tried discouraging them from pursuing the 

profession. However, as an exploratory study, I felt it was important to include these dimensions on the 

survey instrument. Overall, findings from this qualitative analysis indicated the following motivations as 

the most common reasons for pursuing becoming a special education teacher: (a) previous experience 

working with individuals with disabilities, (b) feeling they had the skills needed to be a good special 

education teacher, (c) pursuing teaching special education as a second career, (d) having felt the rewards 

that comes from teaching or working with individuals with disabilities, and (e) believing they can make a 

real difference.  

Finalized Instrument Blueprint. Once the motivational variables were finalized, I adapted the 

items using the Total Survey Error Framework to develop common question stems and grouped items 

accordingly. As a result, I developed a finalized instrument to study motivations as part of the final survey 

instrument for this study. Socialization variables were all listed on a radio grid, using the initial prompt, 

“which of the following applied to you at the time you were applying to the program” (see Table 7). 

Respondents could select yes, no, or prefer not to answer. Because these socialization motivations were 

ones that impacted them before choosing to become special education teachers, this question type was 

moved into the first part of the survey instrument under “Getting to Know You.” Additional socialization 

questions asked about the level of support respondents received from their family, friends, and 

colleagues regarding their interest in becoming a special education teacher. Finally, two items within prior 

teaching and learning experiences used a separate Likert-type scale similar to the Self and Task 

Perceptions section of the survey instrument, therefore these response items were added to the following 

section for usability purposes. 
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Table 7 

Instrument Blueprint: Socialization Motivations in Special Education  

FIT-Choice 
Dimension  

FIT- Choice 
Sub-dimension 

Drafted Question Stems 

Socialization 
Influences 

Social 
Dissuasion & 
Influences 

Overall, my family, friends, and/or colleagues were… 

● supportive of my interest in becoming a teacher 
● somewhat supportive of my interest in becoming a teacher 
● not supportive of my interest in becoming a teacher 
● Prefer not to answer  

Which of the following applied to you at the time you were applying to 
the program?  

● I have had family member(s) who are teachers 
● I have had family member(s) who are special education 

teachers 
● I have had family member(s) who have a disability 
● I had had close non-family relationships with individuals with 

disabilities 
● I have had a child with a disability 
● I consider myself spiritual/religious 

Prior Teaching & 
Learning Exp. 

Which of the following applied to you at the time you were applying to 
the program?  

● I have been identified as having a disability 
● I have had previous experiences with individuals with 

disabilities when I was in school (K-12) 
● I have had previous work or volunteer experiences with 

individuals with disabilities prior to applying to the program 
● I was already working at a school at the time I was applying to 

the program 

At the time you were applying, how strongly would you have agreed or 
disagreed with these statements?  

● Overall, I had positive experiences in school (K-12) 
● I had good teachers as role models 

 
 

A radio grid using a Likert-type scale was used for assessing task perceptions and self 

perceptions (see Table 8). Applicants were asked “at the time you were applying how strongly would you 

have agreed or disagreed with these statements.” Radio grid options included: (a) Strongly Agree, (b) 

Agree, (c) Neutral, (d) Disagree, (e) Strongly Disagree, and (f) Prefer not to answer.  
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Table 8 
 
Instrument Blueprint: Self and Task Perception Motivations in Special Education 
 

FIT-Choice 
Dimension  

FIT- Choice Sub-
dimension 

Drafted Question Stems 

Self 
Perceptions 

General  
 

At the time you were applying, how strongly would you have 
agreed or disagreed with these statements?  

● I felt I had the traits and characteristics to make a good 
special education teacher 

● I felt teaching special education would be well suited to 
my skills and abilities 

● I felt my previous experiences prepared me for becoming 
a good special education teacher 

● I felt I already had a lot of knowledge in the field of 
special education and individuals with disabilities 

Task 
Perceptions 

Task Demand 
(expert career, high 
demand) 
 

At the time you were applying, how strongly would you have 
agreed or disagreed with these statements? 

● I felt being a special education teacher would be 
challenging work 

● I felt being a special education teacher would be 
rewarding work 

Task Return 
(social status, 
teacher morale, 
salary) 
 

At the time you were applying, how strongly would you have 
agreed or disagreed with these statements? 

● I felt teaching special education would provide a good 
income 

● I felt I would be well-respected as a special education 
teacher 

 
 

The values dimension of the instrument had five statements available to choose from for each of 

the three types of values (i.e., intrinsic, personal utility, social utility; see Table 9). Using a multi-select 

checkbox question stem, all 15 statements were listed using the prompt “Which of these statements, if 

any, would you say had influenced your personal motivation(s) to pursue licensure in special education?” 

Applicants could select all that apply. This part of the survey questionnaire took advantage of some of the 

advanced options SoGoSurvey provided, such as being able to randomize the fifteen statements for each 

respondent, in order to reduce question-order bias. In addition, a follow-up question was asked using 

logic branching to determine which, of all the motivations selected, was the most influential to them. 

SoGoSurvey could populate the follow-up question using only the statements selected in the previous 

question. This allowed respondents to see the motivations they had already picked, and made it easier for 

them to then select the one they felt as being the most influential in their decision to pursue licensure in 

special education. 
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Table 9 
 
Instrument Blueprint for Identifying Motivational Values in Special Education 

  

FIT-Choice 
Dimension  

FIT- Choice 
Sub-dimension 

Drafted Question Stems 

Values Intrinsic  Which of these statements, if any, would you say had influenced 
your personal motivation(s) to pursue licensure in special education? 

● I felt like teaching special education was my calling 
● I enjoy working in small groups or one-to-one with students 
● I enjoy helping others in need 
● I enjoy a challenge 
● I enjoy the rewards that come with helping individuals with 

disabilities 

Personal Utility 
(job security, 
time for family, 
and job 
transferability) 

Which of these statements, if any, would you say had influenced 
your personal motivation(s) to pursue licensure in special education? 

● Pursuing special education licensure would provide me with 
more job opportunities after graduation 

● Pursuing special education licensure would provide me with 
tuition support 

● Becoming a special education teacher would allow me to 
learn how to support my own children 

● Because of the need, I knew special education would help 
me get my foot in the door 

● The specialized skills and knowledge in special education 
would make me an asset to my community 

Social Utility 
(shape future, 
enhance social 
equity, make 
social 
contribution 

Which of these statements, if any, would you say had influenced 
your personal motivation(s) to pursue licensure in special education? 

● I want to help address social inequities 
● I want to reverse social or cultural stigmas arounds 

disabilities 
● I was to help students with disabilities reach their full 

potential 
● I want to give back to my community by fulfilling a high area 

of need 
● I want to be an advocate for students with disabilities 

  

 

 Finally, there were four questions used to determine the onset of respondents’ teaching interest, 

as well as whether teaching special education would be considered a fallback career (see Table 10).  

Questions in this domain appeared at various points within the survey instrument, depending on the 

question type. However, onset of teaching interest in teaching and teaching special education were used 

at the first two questions in the motivation section of the survey instrument.  
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Table 10 
 
Instrument Blueprint: Fallback Career or Interest Onset in Special Education 

  

FIT-Choice 
Dimension  

FIT- Choice Sub-
dimension 

Drafted Question Stems 

Fallback 
Career 

Onset (Fallback 
career = After 
college, Second 
Career) 

When did you first consider becoming a teacher (in general)? 
● As long as I can remember 
● During elementary school 
● During middle school 
● During high school 
● During college 
● After college 
● Prefer not to answer 

  
When did you first consider becoming a special education 
teacher? 

● As long as I can remember 
● During elementary school 
● During middle school 
● During high school 
● During college 
● After college 
● Prefer not to answer 

  
If offered both types of positions, which would have been your 
first choice? 

● General Education position 
● Special Education position 
● Prefer not to answer 

 

Which of the following applied to you at the time you were 
applying to the program?  

● Growing up I had always wanted to become a teacher 
● Growing up I had never thought I would become a 

teacher 
● Teaching would be a second career for me 

 

 

In summary, the motivation component of the survey instrument used a total of eight question 

types that included 30 variables identified from the framework analysis. For the purposes of this research 

study, the motivation section of the survey instrument was designed to explore all the known sources of 

motivation specific to the field of special education and to explore its distribution within the targeted 

population.  

Cognitive Interviews 

 In March 2021, I conducted cognitive interviews online using zoom to pre-test the survey 

instrument to selected participants. Two of the three identified interviewees participated in the cognitive 
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interview, as one participant canceled the day prior due to a family emergency. I invited each interviewee 

who participated to complete the cognitive interview using Zoom. For each interview, I gave an overview 

of the research project and trained each participant on the think aloud and cognitive interview process. 

Once the participants indicated they were ready to take the survey, I sent the survey link to the 

participants’ email address, so they could experience and provide feedback on the entire process, which 

including the content of the email itself. Throughout the interviews, I used a structured note-taking 

protocol to record information in a uniform way, by creating a document that included a table that tracked 

notes on the following sections: (a) email, (b) first impression, (c) characteristics, (d) motivations, (e) 

preferences, (f) other: technicalities, and (g) overall impression (see Appendix G). Once the cognitive 

interviews were completed, I analyzed the notes, highlighting specific feedback or areas needing to be 

addressed. The first interview was conducted on March 11, 2021 and lasted 29 minutes. The second 

interview was conducted on March 14, 2021 and lasted 34 minutes.  

 I summarized primary findings from the cognitive interviews and used the results to revise items 

on the survey. The first interviewee provided more feedback on usability and visual design, whereas the 

second interviewee was focused more on the content of the survey questions. Together, these cognitive 

interviews provided valuable insight and recommendations for improving survey usability, visual design, 

and content. For usability, both participants said they enjoyed the design of the survey, and each made 

comments on how they were impressed that the follow-up question for their primary motivation were 

taken from the previous question. Edits for usability included removing repetitive statements and 

changing the entry options to the survey from two methods down to one method; having two ways to 

enter the same survey was confusing.  

 In the area of visual design, I made edits for uniformity, as one participant noticed key words were 

different colors throughout the survey. To address this issue, I went back and used one color to highlight 

all key words throughout the survey. In addition, as I observed the participants filling out the survey 

responses, I noticed that the sliding scale question types were set to “not important” on default. But if 

survey respondents did not actually click on “not important” as a response, it was left blank on the 

response spreadsheet. Therefore, I added a note to the top of the question prompt to clarify that 

respondents must click on “not important” if that is their response to that question. 

Lastly, survey content edits in response to cognitive interview feedback provided specific 

opportunities to clarify wording, added new options in drop-down response question types, and changed 

one scale to include “neutral” as an option.  Overall, other than the few key suggestions provided, both 

participants felt the survey was short, not stressful, and easy to complete. 

Limitations. Cognitive interview findings are limited, as I was only able to conduct two interviews 

prior to the dissemination date. More interviews could not be completed, as the survey distribution date 

could not be changed since the date had been shared out to all 957 potential participants one month 

ahead of time. Therefore, I did not have time to secure additional participants. However, between the two 

participants, they represented male and female perspectives, as well as younger traditional, and older 
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nontraditional perspectives. However, one limitation is that both participants were White and not originally 

from Hawai‘i. The third participant who had canceled was an individual who had been born and raised in 

Hawai‘i and was of Filipino and Japanese descent. Therefore, not having someone from targeted ethnicity 

and origination characteristics was a limitation to the cognitive interview process.  

Quantitative Survey Results 

 Once the revisions from the cognitive interview were completed, the online survey instrument was 

disseminated to all 957 potential participants via SoGoSurvey on March 15, 2021 along with the research 

consent form (see Appendix H–I). Within the first two weeks, a total of 65 responses had been completed, 

with one incomplete, and four respondents opting-out of participating (see Figure 17).  

 

Figure 17 

Survey Response Rates 

 

Using SoGoSurvey’s tracking feature, I re-sent the initial email request on March 27, 2021 to all 

participants who had the email showing as delivered, but unread. I chose to resend this email on a 

Saturday, and it almost doubled the number of responses received over the weekend, encouraging 61 

additional respondents and 4 new incomplete responses by April 1st.  

Next, I sent the first set of nurturing emails, which were differentiated by enrollment status. These 

emails increased the number of respondents by 49, which was primarily from applicants who had enrolled 

(n = 35), followed by applicants who were incomplete (n = 6), declined (n = 3), withdrew (n = 3) or denied 

(n = 2). In addition, five new surveys were started, but incomplete and 3 respondents opted-out from 

participating. The next set of nurturing emails were sent out on April 18, 2021 and were differentiated by 

underrepresented characteristics. These emails increased the number of respondents by 47, primarily 

neighbor island applicants (n = 15) and nontraditional older applicants (n =15), followed by male 

applicants (n = 11) and two applicants who did not fit any nontraditional characteristics. An additional 
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three participants started an application with another three opting-out. Finally, the final phase reminder 

increased the number of respondents by 40, with 6 new incomplete responses, and one final person 

opting-out. Utilizing social exchange theory, every time I sent a new email to nonrespondents, I included a 

graph for each phase that showed how many people had responded and told them my goal was to reach 

200 responses.  

Response rates and outcomes were tracked using the SoGoSurvey platform for respondents who 

opened the research survey. In addition, two respondents had emailed me directly to opt-out, along with 

one person who had opted-out using the form on the project website. Overall, of the 292 total 

respondents, 262 completed responses to the survey, 19 started the survey but did not finish, and 11 had 

opted-out from participating. Of the 11 active non-responders, 7 were individuals who had originally not 

completed their application, 2 were individuals who had been denied, 1 had been admitted but declined 

enrollment, and then 2 were individuals who had enrolled but had since been dismissed from the 

program. None of the active nonrespondents were individuals who had successfully enrolled and/or 

graduated from the licensure programs.  

Although the option to take the survey in a different format was provided, no participants opted in 

changing the survey format to either a phone or mail-based survey. However, three respondents did 

complete the project website form to update their contact information.  

In sum, a total of 292 of the 957 potential respondents initiated a response to the research survey 

request, which is a 31% overall response rate. However, when breaking down this data further using the 

SoGoSurvey tracking tool, a total of 141 email addresses (14.7%) were immediately marked as 

undeliverable (see Figure 18). Of these 141 applicants, 107 of them had listed their University of Hawai‘i 

email address on their application (76%) suggesting that their email account was no longer active. 

 

Figure 18 

Survey Email Tracking Data 

 

 

 

 When also accounting for the number of people who did get the email but never read the request 

(N = 214), I ended up with a total of 615 potential participants who received the survey request. In the 

end, 292 of these 615 potential participants responded (47%), including 11 active non-responders (1.7%), 

262 completed responses (43%), and 19 incomplete responses (3%). Of the 19 incomplete responses, 4 

participants dropped off on the first question, followed by 7 who dropped off during the motivation section, 

and 8 who dropped off during program preferences.   
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 The American Association for Public Opinion Research (AAPOR; 2016) is the leading 

professional organization of public opinion and survey research. In an effort to provide standards of 

quality for conducting survey research, AAPOR provides a response rate calculator and spreadsheet to 

report overall survey outcomes. According to AAPOR outcome rates, this study had an estimated 34% 

response rate, 44% cooperation rate, 40% refusal rate, and 74% contact rate (see Table 11). 

 

Table 11  

AAPOR Outcome Rate 

Type Formula Rate 

Response Rate   (I+P)/((I+P)+(R+NC+O)+(UH+UO)) 
.339 

Cooperation Rate (I+P)/((I+P)+R) 
.435 

Refusal Rate R/((I+P)+(R+NC+O)+e(UH+UO)) 
.398 

Contact Rate  ((I+P)+R+O)/((I+P)+(R+NC+O)) 
.738 

Note: I = Complete (N = 262), P = Partial (N = 15), R = Refusal and break off (N = 325), NC = Non 

Contact (N = 214), O = Other (N = 0). From “Standard Definitions used for Internet Surveys of Specifically 

Named Persons”, by AAPOR, 2016, p. 43–47 

 

Respondents 

 Given all respondents were tracked internally using the SoGoSurvey platform, respondent 

characteristics could be compared to the original sample frame (see Figure 19). In the end, a large 

majority of the 277 responses for analysis were from applicants who had successfully enrolled in one of 

the four teacher preparation programs identified within the study (N = 204). Of the applicants who had not 

enrolled but completed the survey request, 23 had declined enrollment, 12 had been denied admission, 

12 had withdrawn their application, and 26 had never finished their application. In total, there were 73 

respondents to the survey request who had not enrolled (26%), compared to the 204 respondents who 

successfully enrolled (74%). When compared to the sample frame, there was a large overrepresentation 

of applicants who were enrolled and underrepresentation across all other enrollment outcomes; the 

lowest participation ratios were from individuals who had never completed their application and those who 

had been denied.  
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Figure 19  

Sample Frame and Respondents by UHM Enrollment Status 

 

  

 When comparing respondents by licensure program being pursued, more than half of 

respondents had applied to the PBSPED program (N = 182), with the remaining respondents almost 

equally distributed among the other three programs (see Figure 20). There was an overrepresentation of 

PBSPED applicants and an underrepresentation of students from the ESEE program. ESEE applicants 

were the largest group having used a University of Hawai‘i email address that was no longer deliverable 

(N = 64, 60%) likely accounting for the underrepresentation of participation from this subgroup. 

 

 

Figure 20 

Sample Frame and Respondents by Program  
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 The largest percentage of respondents were from the most recent 2020 application cycle (N = 

86), whereas the remaining respondents had a range of 8%–19% participation from years 2015 to 2019 

(see Figure 21). However, there is an overrepresentation of more recent applicants for Fall 2020 and Fall 

2019, an even distribution of respondents from Fall 2018, and an underrepresentation of applicants from 

Fall 2015 to Fall 2017.  

 

Figure 21 

Sample Frame and Respondents by Application Semester 

 

 

Characteristics (RQ1) 

  The first part of the survey asked questions related to characteristics of the respondents to better 

understand which characteristics were more common among special education teacher applicants, as 

well as to allow for comparisons and sub-analysis across other variables in this study. Some 

characteristics (i.e., gender, age, locale) were already known from the application database and were pre-

populated into the result data spreadsheet for analysis. 

 Gender. Out of 277 survey respondents, 21% were male (N = 59), and 79% were female (N = 

215; see Figure 22). Compared to the sample frame, there was an almost equal ratio of responses from 

males (N = 204; 22%) and females (N = 751; 78%). 
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Figure 22 

Sample Frame and Respondents by Applicant Gender and Age 

 

   

 Age. Age was identified by the age at the time each respondent had started an application to the 

program. For respondents, 19% had been under the age of 26 (N = 52) and 81% had been 26 or older at 

the time they applied to a special education program (N = 223). A majority of respondents represented an 

older, more nontraditional subgroup. In addition, compared to the sample frame, younger survey 

responders were largely underrepresented. 

 Other Nontraditional Characteristics. Although age is the most common factor used for 

identifying nontraditional students, there are other factors that contribute to being a nontraditional student. 

Nontraditional students are often identified as those who have to balance multiple responsibilities on top 

of being a student, such as: (a) working a part-time job, (b) working a full-time job, (c) having a spouse, or 

(d) having a child or children (Hanover, 2018; Kasworm, 2003). As part of the survey questionnaire, 

applicants were asked to identify which of these nontraditional characteristics related to them at the time 

they were applying to the special education licensure program (see Table 12). On average, respondents 

had about two of these characteristics at the time they were applying to the program (M =1.91)  
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Table 12  

Frequencies and Chi-Square Results for Age and Nontraditional Characteristics (N = 275) 

Nontraditional Characteristic 

<26  26+  

X2 

n % n % 

Part-Time Job 28 53.85 71 31.83 
9.57** 

Full-Time Job 17 32.69 153 68.61 
21.93*** 

Spouse 5 9.61 117 42.55 
30.59*** 

Child or Children 4 7.69 132 59.19 
43.78*** 

Nonea 7 13.46 5 2.24 *** 

Note. Nonea = Fisher’s exact test was used due to small frequency sizes.  
**p < .01. *** p < .001 
  

 

Using Pearson’s Chi-squared test, all identified characteristics were statistically significant when 

comparing students under the age of 26 to students age 26 or older. Younger students were significantly 

more likely to have a part-time job, X2 (1, N = 275) = 9.57, p < .002, and more likely to not identify with 

any nontraditional characteristics (p < .001). Students 26 or older were significantly more likely to have a 

full-time job, X2 (1, N = 275) = 21.93, p < .001, a spouse, X2 (1, N = 275) = 30.59, p < .001, and a child or 

children, X2 (1, N = 275) = 43.78, p < .001. Therefore, within sub-analyses, age likely represents 

differences between traditional and nontraditional student populations.  

 Locale. A little more than half of all respondents were those living on O‘ahu (N = 143, 52%), with 

61 respondents living in urban O‘ahu (22%) and 82 outside of Honolulu in more rural areas (30%; see 

Figure 23). The next largest group were individuals on neighbor islands, who lived on other islands in 

Hawai‘i neighboring O‘ahu (N = 125, 35%). Only nine respondents (3%) were individuals who were living 

out-of-state at the time they applied to one of the programs. For survey respondents, there was an 

overrepresentation of individuals from neighbor islands and an underrepresentation from those living 

outside the state of Hawai‘i. For the sub-analysis component of this research study, associations by 

locale excluded comparisons using Non-Hawaii respondents, given the small response size and being 

largely underrepresented in comparison to the sample frame.  
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Figure 23 

Sample Frame and Respondents by Applicant Locale 

 

 

 Other Origination Characteristics. State data suggest teachers who are from Hawai‘i are more 

likely to stay in teaching than those who relocated from out-of-state. Therefore, survey respondents were 

asked how long they have been living in Hawai‘i, if at all (see Figure 24).  

 

 

Figure 24 

Respondents by Origination of Hawai‘i Residency (N = 274) 

 

  

 Responses indicated that half of the respondents were born and raised in the state (N = 132 , 

50%), with an additional 30 respondents who moved to Hawai‘i during their K-12 school-aged years 

(11%). About 10% of respondents (N = 27) moved to Hawai‘i during college and about one-fourth moved 

to Hawai‘i after college (N = 70). 
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 Ethnicity. Ethnicity data were not available for a majority of the sample frame, therefore only 

respondent ethnicity is presented. The most common ethnicity for respondents were individuals who 

identified as mixed, having more than one ethnicity (N = 81, 29.9%; see Figure 25). The next four largest 

ethnic groups were White or Caucasian (N = 67, 24.7%), Japanese (N = 33, 12.2%), Native Hawaiian (N 

= 29, 10.7%), and Filipino (N = 26, 9.6%). All remaining ethnic groups had five or less respondents each 

(< 2%).  

 

Figure 25  

Respondents by Ethnicity (N = 272) 

 

  

 For individuals who were more than one ethnicity, a majority identified as part-White, followed by 

part-Japanese, part-Native Hawaiian, part-Chinese, and part-Filipino (see Figure 26).  
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Figure 26  

Respondents by Mixed Ethnicity (n = 83) 

 

 

  

 For the sub-analysis component of this study, respondents were grouped according to the four 

largest single ethnic groups, which also happen to represent the ethnicities currently disproportionately 

represented in the Hawai‘i teacher workforce: (a) underrepresented groups (Native Hawaiian, N = 29; 

Filipino, N = 26), and (b) overrepresented groups (White or Caucasian, N = 67; Japanese, N = 33). Other 

Pacific Islander responses were extremely low (N = 4), therefore were not included as an 

underrepresented group for this analysis. In addition, all other respondents were not included, including 

individuals identified as mixed ethnicity due to large variability within that subgroup (N = 116). 

 Other Ethnicity Characteristics. In addition to age, research suggests that nontraditional 

students were more likely to represent students from underrepresented populations in teaching. To test 

this relationship, I used Pearson’s Chi-squared test to compare age with identified ethnicities. Results 

were statistically significant, X2 (3, n = 154) = 12.38, p = .006 (see Table 13), however, younger 

respondents had higher proportions of Japanese and Filipinos, whereas older respondents had higher 

proportions of White and Native Hawaiian students. Therefore, for this research study’s findings, age will 

be associated with nontraditional students, but not for underrepresented ethnicities. 
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Table 13  

Frequencies and Chi-Square Results for Ethnicity and Age (n = 154) 

Age 

White  Japanese  Native Hawaiian Filipino 

X2 

n % n % n % n % 

<26 8 26.67 13 43.33 3 10 6 20 

12.38** 
26+ 58 46.77 20 16.12 26 20.97 20 16.13 

**p < .01 

 

 

Motivational Profile (RQ2) 

 The second section of the survey asked questions related to motivations for starting an 

application to a special education teacher preparation program. Although the analyses were done using 

the sub-domains provided on the FIT-Choice Framework, questions were not always separated by 

domains on the survey itself; questions using the same questions stem were grouped together and 

results were then separated by sub-domain for analysis. Based on the FIT-Choice Framework, 

motivations for teaching were categorized using five overarching domains: (a) Socialization, (b) Self 

Perceptions, (c) Task Perceptions, (d) Values, and (e) Onset/Fallback Career.  

 Socialization. First, applicants were asked to identify which socialization factors related to them, 

which were separated into two categories: (a) Social Dissuasion and Influences, and (b) Prior Teaching 

and Learning Experiences. Social Dissuasion and Influences included six response items and were 

related more to family connections or relationships with individuals with disabilities, whereas teaching and 

learning experiences were connected more to prior schooling and work or volunteer experiences related 

to individuals with disabilities.  

Social dissuasion and influences. A majority of the respondents had close non-family 

relationships with individuals with disabilities or had a family member who was a teacher (53%; see 

Figure 27). Almost half of the respondents had a family member with a disability (47%). The least 

common social dissuasion influences were having a family member who was a special education teacher 

(19%), or having a child with a disability (15%). When adding up the number of social dissuasion 

connections to teachers or individuals with disabilities (0-5), the average mean of social dissuasion 

factors for respondents was 1.88. A total of 54 respondents did not have any social dissuasion factors 

listed (20%). 
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Figure 27  

Social Dissuasion and Influences (N = 275) 

 

 

In a separate question, respondents were asked if their family, friends, and colleagues were 

supportive of their interest in becoming a special education teacher. Results indicated that a large 

majority of applicants felt supported (N = 211, 77%), with 17% of applicants feeling somewhat supported 

(N = 46), and only 4% of applicants feeling not supported (N = 12). 

Prior teaching and learning. A large majority of respondents had previous work or volunteer 

experience prior to applying (N = 210, 76%) or were already working at a school (N = 189, 69%; see 

Figure 28). More than half of respondents identified as being spiritual/religious (N = 168, 61%), as well as 

having had experience with individuals with disabilities during their K-12 schooling (N = 165, 60%). Only 

28 respondents identified as having a disability themselves (10%). Overall, the average number of 

teaching and learning experience factors was 2.76, with only six respondents (2%) not identifying as 

having any. Although most respondents provided an answer to each prompt, questions preferred not to 

be answered including identifying as spiritual/religious (N = 17) or as having a disability (N = 8). 
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Figure 28 

Prior Teaching & Learning (N = 275) 

 

 

In addition, applicants were asked, overall, if they had positive experiences in school and if they 

had good teachers as role models. Respondents were asked to rate statements using a scale from 

Strongly Agree (2) to Strongly Disagree (-2). A majority of respondents strongly agreed (N = 133, 49%) or 

agreed (N = 115, 42%) that they had positive experiences in school. Only 21 respondents felt neutral 

(8%), with an additional one respondent each who selected disagree or strongly disagree. For having 

good teachers as role models, an even greater majority of respondents strongly agreed (N = 133, 63%) or 

agreed (N = 86, 32%). Only eight respondents felt neutral (3%) and two disagreed. There were no 

respondents who strongly disagreed with this statement. Overall, having good teachers as role models (M 

= 1.16) was rated higher than having positive schooling experiences (M = .87). 

Self Perceptions. A majority of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with three positive 

self perceptions towards becoming a special education teacher (see Figure 29). Overall, respondents felt 

teaching special education was well suited for their traits and characteristics (N = 239, 88%), was well 

suited for their skills and abilities (N = 226, 83%), and that their previous experiences had prepared them 

(N = 212, 77%). However, a majority of respondents did not feel like they were very knowledgeable in the 

field of special education and individuals with disabilities, with only 40% (N = 110) of respondents 

agreeing or strongly agreeing with that statement. Furthermore, a total of 81 respondents (30%) had 

disagreed or strongly disagreed with that statement.  
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Figure 29  

Self Perceptions (N = 275) 

 

 

On average, the highest rated self perception was traits and characteristics (M = 1.32), followed 

by skills and abilities (M = 1.21), and previous experiences (M = 1.13). Having knowledge in the field of 

special education or individuals with disabilities was almost neutral on average (M = .02). 

 Task Perceptions. Respondents were also asked to rate statements regarding task demands 

and task returns using a scale from Strongly Agree (2) to Strongly Disagree (-2). Almost half of all 

respondents strongly agreed that teaching special education would be challenging work, with an 

additional 42% who agreed (see Figure 30). However, an even greater percentage of respondents felt 

that teaching special education would be rewarding work, with 65% who strongly agreed and an 

additional 32% who agreed. When compared individually, a majority of respondents felt the challenges 

and rewards were equally balanced (N = 169, 62%), whereas 27% felt being a special education teacher 

was more rewarding than challenging (N = 73), and 11% of respondents felt teaching special education 

would be more challenging than rewarding (N = 29). Perceptions on whether teaching special education 

provided a good income was mixed. About one-third of respondents felt neutral, with 33% who agreed 

and 6% who strongly agreed, compared to 21% who disagreed and an additional 8% who strongly 

disagreed. When asked whether special education teachers were well-respected, the largest subgroup 

felt neutral (N = 107, 39%), with a combined 51% of respondents who agreed or strongly agreed (N = 

136), and the remaining 10% of respondents who disagreed or strongly disagreed with that statement. 

 On average, respondents felt teaching special education would be rewarding (M = 1.6) and 
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challenging (M = 1.39). However, respondents did not feel teaching special education was as well-

respected (M = .55) or would pay a good income (M = .08). 

 

Figure 30  

Task Perceptions (N = 273) 

 

 

As a follow-up question, respondents who had identified as having had a full-time job were asked 

how the current DOE entry teacher salary compared to their salary at the time they had applied (n = 172). 

A majority indicated that the teacher salary would be more than what they had been making (n = 113, 

67%), with 19 respondents who indicated their salary would be about the same (11%), and 30 who would 

be making less (17%). Five respondents preferred not to answer the question.  

 Values. In the FIT-Choice Framework, motivation by values were separated into three 

subdomains: (a) intrinsic, (b) personal utility, and (c) social utility. Each subdomain had five motivation 

items and respondents were asked to identify which of the 15 motivational statements related to them at 

the time they applied to the program. Then, a follow-up question asked them to choose their primary 

motivation out of all the statements they had previously selected.  

 Intrinsic Values. Intrinsic motivators were selected by almost half or more of all survey 

respondents (see Figure 31). The most common intrinsic motivator was that 80% of applicants enjoyed 

helping others in need, followed by 72% who enjoyed working in small groups or one-to-one with 

students. For the statement “I felt like teaching special education was my calling”, although it was the 

least common intrinsic motivation overall (41%), it ended up being the most common intrinsic primary 

motivation selected within this subdomain (13%). In contrast, 44% of respondents said they enjoy a 

challenge as a motivator, yet only one of them had selected this motivator as their primary motivation. All 

but 19 respondents selected at least one intrinsic motivator (93%, M = 3.06). 
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Figure 31  

Intrinsic Values (N = 273) 

 

 

Personal Utility Values. Overall, personal utility motivators were not as common as intrinsic or 

social utility motivators (see Figure 32). About half of the respondents felt like becoming a special 

education teacher would make them an asset to their community (51%). Almost half of the respondents 

were motivated by tuition support and the likeliness of having more job opportunities after graduation 

(43%). One-third felt that teaching special education would help them get their foot in the door. Only 20% 

of respondents were motivated to teach special education as a way to learn how to support their own 

children. For primary motivations, the most common personal utility motivation was the ability to receive 

tuition support (9%). Overall, a majority of respondents selected almost two personal utility motivations as 

influencing their decision to pursue special education (79%, M = 1.9). 
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Figure 32  

Personal Utility Values (N = 273) 

 

 

Social Utility Values. Each social utility value was found to be a motivator for about half or more 

of all respondents (see Figure 33). The most common motivator across all values, as well as the most 

common primary motivator, was the desire to help students with disabilities reach their full potential (82%, 

N = 225). In addition, a majority of respondents wanted to be an advocate for students with disabilities 

(68%), followed by the desire to give back to their community by fulfilling a high area of need (59%) and 

to reverse social or cultural stigmas around disabilities (53%). The least common social utility value was 

the desire to help address social inequities, which was selected by a little less than half of respondents 

(48%, N = 130). All but 21 respondents selected at least one social utility motivator as having influenced 

their interest in becoming a special education teacher (92%, M = 3.1). 
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Figure 33  

Social Utility Values (N = 273) 

 

   

Primary Motivation. The most common primary motivations were within social utility (N = 129, 

42%), followed by intrinsic (N = 93, 34%), and personal utility (N = 44, 22%; see Figures 31-33). However, 

primary motivations greatly varied across participants, and each identified motivation had been selected 

by at least one respondent. Of all 15 motivations, the most common primary motivations were: (a) to help 

students with disabilities reach their full potential (N = 74, 27%), (b) teaching special education was a 

calling (N = 35; 13%), and (c) enjoy helping others in need (N = 29, 11%).  

Onset and Fallback Career. To analyze whether choosing to pursue licensure as a special 

education teacher would fall under the category of fallback career, respondents were given three types of 

questions. One question asked, “If offered both types of positions, which would have been your first 

choice?” A majority of respondents chose special education (N = 194, 71%), 24% chose general 

education (N = 66), and 5% preferred not to answer (N = 13). In addition, respondents were asked 

whether they had always wanted to become a teacher, never thought they would want to become a 

teacher, and whether teaching would be a second career for them (see Figure 34). Responses indicated 

that 51% grew up thinking they would never become a teacher and 48% said teaching would be a second 

career. In contrast, only 35% of respondents had always wanted to be a teacher growing up.  
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Figure 34 

Fallback Career (N = 253) 

 

 

The final question for this subdomain asked respondents to select the initial onset of their interest 

in teaching in general, followed by their interest in teaching special education (see Figure 35). In general, 

respondents developed their interest in teaching and teaching special education later in life, most 

commonly after college. However, interest prior to graduating from highschool was a total of 33% for 

teaching in general (N = 89), compared to only 5% for teaching special education (N = 15). About one-

quarter of respondents (23%–26%) developed an interest in teaching during college, regardless if it was 

teaching in general or in special education. A majority of respondents did not develop an interest in 

teaching special education until after college (N = 181, 66%). 
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Figure 35 

Onset of Teaching Interest in General and Special Education (N = 273) 

 

  

 Subgroup Comparisons. Next, for each motivation, a sub-analysis was conducted to determine 

if there were significant differences in motivations across targeted subgroups. Pearson’s Chi-squared test 

was used across survey items for each identified characteristic under study (i.e., gender, age, locale, 

ethnicity; see Appendix J). Fisher’s exact test was used whenever Pearson’s Chi-squared test was not 

available due to low frequencies across one or more items. To prevent low frequencies, Likert-type 

questions using 5-point scales (e.g., Strongly Agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, Strongly Disagree) were 

converted into 3-point scales (e.g., Agree, Neutral, Disagree) for comparative analyses. 

 Gender. Three motivational factors were identified as statistically significant when comparing 

male respondents to female respondents (see Table 14). Overall, males were more likely than females to 

identify as having a disability, X2 (1, N = 266) = 7.75, p = .005, and were more likely to be motivated by 

fulfilling a high area of need, X2 (1, N = 272) = 4.54, p = .033. Females were more likely than males to 

identify as being spiritual or religious, X2 (1, N = 257) = 14.35, p < .001.  
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Table 14  

Frequencies and Chi-Square Results for Gender and Motivations (N = 273) 

Motivations 

Female Male 

X2 

n % n % 

Self Disability 16 7.8 12 20.33 7.75** 

Spiritual/Religious 142 71.36 25 43.86 14.35*** 

Fulfill High Area of Need 118 55.14 41 70.69 4.54** 

** p < .01. *** p < .001 

 

Age. Significant differences were found between age across all five domains within the FIT-

Choice Framework. Overall, there were sixteen motivational factors found as significantly different 

between younger and older students. In the area of Socialization, there were five significant differences, 

with three in the sub-domain of social dissuasion and two in the sub-domain of prior teaching and learning 

experiences (see Table 15). Younger traditional students were significantly more likely to have family 

members who were teachers, X2 (1, N = 272) = 4.26, p = .039, and family members who were special 

education teachers, X2 (1, N = 271) = 5.57, p = .018. Older nontraditional students were more likely to 

have a child with a disability, X2 (1, N = 270) = 11.58, p < .001, be religious, X2 (1, N = 256) = 5.097, p = 

.024, and had already been working in schools, X2 (1, N = 270) = 17.31, p < .001. 

 

Table 15  

Frequencies and Chi-Square Results for Age and Socialization Motivations 

Socialization 

<26 26+ 

X2 

n % n % 

Family Member Teacher 34 67.77 112 50.68 4.26* 

Family Member SPED Teacher 16 31.37 37 16.81 5.57* 

Child w/Disability 0 0 42 19.18 11.58*** 

Worked at School 22 44.9 166 75.11 17.78*** 

Spiritual/Religious 24 51.06 143 68.42 5.1* 

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001 
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 The domain of self perception was significantly different by age across all identified variables. 

Overall, older nontraditional applicants were significantly more likely to agree that they had the traits and 

characteristics (p = .024), skills and abilities (p = .021), previous experiences (p < .001), and special 

education knowledge (p = .042) to become a good special education teacher. When each of the 

statements were combined into a total score and coded by agree, neutral, or disagree, there was an 

additional significant association between age and self perceptions (p < .001), with 24% of students under 

the age of 26 having overall negative self perceptions, compared to only 7% of older students (N = 15). 

 For task perceptions, there was one significant difference between younger respondents and 

older respondents. Younger respondents were significantly more likely to see teaching special education 

as more rewarding than challenging, X2 (2, N = 271 ) = 6.99, p = 0.03. 

 For values, there were three value statements that came out as significantly different between 

younger and older applicants (see Table 16). There were no significant differences by age for intrinsic 

motivations. Regarding personal utility, older nontraditional students were significantly more likely to 

pursue special education licensure for the tuition support, X2 (1, N = 271) = 4.6, p = .032.  

However, younger traditional students were significantly more likely to value social utility motivations, 

such as wanting to reverse social or cultural stigmas around disabilities, X2 (1, N = 271) = 5.77, p = .016, 

and wanting to be an advocate for students with disabilities, X2 (1, N = 271) = 5.49, p = .019.  

 

Table 16  

Frequencies and Chi-Square Results for Age and Values (N = 271) 

Motivations 

<26 26+ 

X2 

n % n % 

Tuition Support 15 29.41 101 45.9 4.6* 

Address Social or Cultural Stigma 35 68.63 110 50 5.77* 

Become an Advocate for SWD 42 82.35 144 65.45 5.49* 

Note: SWD = students with disabilities.  

*p < .05  

 

 Almost all items related to onset and whether respondents chose special education as a fallback 

career were significant when comparing younger to older students. However, findings may be skewed, 

given onset and age are both related to time. Younger students were significantly more likely to have 

always wanted to teach, X2 (1, N = 270) = 4.7008, p = 0.03, whereas older students were more likely to 

choose teaching as a second career, X2 (1, N = 262) = 17.348, p = < .001. In addition, there was a 

statistically significant association between age and onset of teaching interest in general (p < .001) and 
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onset of teaching interest in special education (p < .001). One notable difference is that a majority of 

younger students developed an interest in teaching before college (N = 28, 55%) and teaching special 

education during college (N = 33, 66%). A majority of older students were likely to develop an interest 

after college, for both teaching (N = 112, 52%) and teaching special education (N = 169, 79%).  

 Locale. Significant motivational differences by locale were found in the domains of socialization, 

task perceptions, and personal utility values (see Table 17). In the domain of socialization, applicants who 

lived in urban O‘ahu were more likely to have a family member who was a special education teacher, X2 

(2, n = 264) = 6.25, p = .034. The Fisher's exact test was used to determine if there was a significant 

association between locale and level of support. There was a statistically significant association (p = 

.015); descriptive data suggests that neighbor island respondents had more support than those in urban 

or rural O‘ahu, with urban O‘ahu respondents having the least support from family, friends, or colleagues 

in their interest to become a special education teacher. 

 

Table 17  

Frequencies and Chi-Square Results for Locale and Motivations (n = 264) 

Motivations 

Urban Oahu Rural Oahu Neighbor Island 

X2 

n % n % n % 

Family Member SPED Teacher 18 30.5 11 13.41 22 17.89 6.74* 

Felt Supporteda 38 63.33 61 77.21 103 85.12 * 

Good Income 20 33.9 27 34.18 56 45.53 9.51* 

To Support Own Children 18 30 18 22.5 18 14.52 6.25* 

Note. Felt Supporteda = Fisher’s exact test was used due to small frequency sizes.     

*p < .05 

 

 Within task perceptions, neighbor island respondents were more likely to agree that teaching 

provides a good income, X2 (4, n = 261) = 9.51, p = .05. Lastly, within the sub-domain of personal utility 

values, urban O‘ahu respondents were more likely to pursue teaching special education because it would 

help them support their own children. 

 Ethnicity. When comparing the four identified ethnic groups, 11 significant motivational 

differences were found across each domain except self perceptions. For socialization, significant 

differences were found between ethnic groups and having had family members as teachers, X2 (3, n = 

153) = 9.94, p = .019, and in identifying as spiritual or religious, X2 (3, n = 153) = 15.65, p = .001 (see 

Table 18). Japanese and White respondents were more likely to have family members as teachers than 

Native Hawaiian or Filipino respondents. Japanese were less likely to identify as spiritual or religious. 
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Table 18  

Frequencies and Chi-Square Results for Ethnicity and Socialization (n = 154) 

Socialization 

White  Japanese  
Native 

Hawaiian 
Filipino 

X2 

n % n % n % n % 

Family Teachers 39 58.21 24 75 11 39.29 11 42.3 9.94** 

Religious 46 70.31 15 38.71 21 65.38 19 87.5 15.65** 

**p < .01 

 

 There were two significant differences found when comparing ethnicity and task perceptions. 

Fisher’s exact test determined there was a statistically significant association between ethnicity and 

perceptions on teaching special education as rewarding (p = .009). Although a small percentage and 

frequency, Filipino respondents were the only ethnic group to disagree that teaching special education 

would be rewarding (N = 2, 7.7%).  

 In addition, perceptions on whether teaching provided a good income was significantly different, 

X2 (6, n = 150) = 14.49, p = .025. Filipino (n = 14, 54%) and White (n = 33, 50%) respondents were more 

likely to agree that teaching provided a good income than Native Hawaiian (n = 7, 26%) and Japanese (n 

= 8, 26%) respondents.  

 Three significant differences were found between ethnicity and values. For intrinsic values, ethnic 

groups were significantly different when identifying motivations in teaching special education as a calling, 

X2 (3, n = 152) = 7.94, p = .047. For social utility values, ethnic groups were significantly different when 

identifying teaching special education as providing more job opportunities, X2 (3, n = 152) = 11.73, p = 

.008, and as making them an asset to their community, X2 (3, n = 152) = 8.13, p = .043 (see Table 19). 

 

Table 19  

Frequencies and Chi-Square Results for Ethnicity and Values (n = 154) 

Socialization 

White  Japanese  
Native 

Hawaiian 
Filipino 

X2 

n % n % n % n % 

Calling 27 40.9 14 43.75 14 50 4 15.38 7.94* 

More Job 
Opportunities 

30 45.45 7 21.88 8 28.57 16 61.54 11.73** 

Community Asset 46 60.06 15 31.25 21 46.43 19 57.69 8.13* 

*p < .05. **p < .01 
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 Significant differences by ethnicity were found in the domain of fallback career and onset. There 

was a significant difference between ethnicity and onset of teaching interest in general, X2 (6, n = 149) = 

17.16, p = .009, as well as, onset of interest in teaching special education (p = .02). More Filipinos 

became interested in teaching before college (n = 11, 45.8%), whereas Native Hawaiians were more 

interested in teaching during college (n = 13, 46.4%), and Japanese (n = 13, 40.6%) and Whites were 

more interested after college (n = 38, 58.5%). A majority of interest in teaching special education was 

after college across all four ethnicities, however the proportion of Whites (n = 53, 82.8%) were much 

higher than for Filipinos (n = 15, 60%), Native Hawaiians (n = 15, 53.7%), and Japanese (n = 17, 53.1%). 

Lastly, when asked their first choice between teaching general education or special education, 

there was a significant difference by ethnicity, X2 (3, n = 144) = 13.76, p = .003. Filipino respondents were 

significantly less likely to choose special education as their first choice (n = 12, 48%), compared to White 

(n = 51, 81.5%), Japanese (n = 24, 85.7%), and Native Hawaiian (n = 23, 82.1%) respondents.  

Program Preferences (RQ3) 

 As the final part of the survey, respondents were asked to identify which program characteristics, 

organized by the 7 Ps Service Marketing Mix, they preferred when pursuing a special education teacher 

preparation program. Respondents first selected their preference, and then a secondary subset of 

questions asked them the strength of that preference in their decision-making process towards pursuing a 

program.  

 Product. Respondents were asked to identify their preferences related to the type of program 

they were interested in. General program facts included program length and time commitment (see 

Figures 36–37).  

 

Figure 36 

General Product Preference: Program Length (N = 268) 
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Figure 37 

General Product Preference: Time Commitment (N = 268) 

 

  

 A majority of respondents preferred to have a program that was no more than two years in length 

(N = 157, 59%), with an additional 28% who were willing to complete a program in 3 years or more (N = 

76), and 10% who wanted a program that was one year or less (N = 28). For time commitment, 

preferences were almost evenly split between full-time (41%) and part-time (39%) programs. However, 

about one in five respondents did not have a preference (19%).  

 In addition to general program facts, teacher preparation programs include additional product 

elements specific to becoming a special education teacher, such as type of licensure, specialization, and 

licensure level. When considering program type for licensure, a majority of respondents preferred to 

pursue a dual licensure program in general education and special education (N = 181, 68%; see Figure 

38). The remaining applicants preferred special education licensure only (N = 70, 26%), general 

education licensure only (N = 8, 3%), or did not have a preference (N = 8, 3%).  

 

Figure 38 

Licensure Product Preference: Program Type (N = 267) 

 

  

 Almost half of all respondents preferred to specialize in teaching students with mild to moderate 

disabilities (N = 124, 47%; see Figure 39). There were more respondents who preferred pursuing a 

generalized special education program for all disabilities (N = 65, 24%) than respondents who preferred 

to specialize in severe disabilities and autism (N = 49, 18%). However, one in ten applicants did not have 
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any preference for program specialization (N = 27, 10%). 

 

 

Figure 39 

Licensure Product Preference: Specialization (N = 265) 

 

 

 Lastly, for preferred licensure level, responses were widely distributed, with applicants preferring 

to teach at the elementary level (N = 95, 35%), early childhood level (N = 71, 26%), or secondary level (N 

= 64, 24%; see Figure 40). There were 29 respondents who preferred a more generalized K-12 teaching 

license (11%) and only nine respondents who did not have a preference for which level they obtained 

licensure in (3%).  

 

 

Figure 40 

Licensure Product Preference: Grade Level (N = 268) 

 

 

  Price. Respondents were asked to provide preferences regarding the maximum tuition cost 

they would have paid to complete their ideal teacher preparation program (see Figure 41). The largest 

subgroup of applicants were willing to pay $5,000-$10,000 for their licensure program (N = 104, 42%). 
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The next largest subgroup was willing to pay up to $20,000 for their ideal licensure program (N = 53, 

21%). Fifteen percent of applicants said tuition costs were not a factor for them (N = 38). A total of 14 

respondents were not willing to pay anything for their program (6%) with a final 12 respondents who 

would only pay up to $1,000 (5%). There were 15 respondents who preferred not to answer (6%), and an 

additional 20 respondents who had left this question unanswered.  

 

Figure 41 

Price Preference: Maximum Tuition Cost (N = 248) 

 

 

In addition, respondents were asked to indicate their tuition stipend preference. A large majority 

of respondents said they would prefer to take the tuition stipend funding in return for a service 

commitment to teach (N = 226, 89%). The remaining applicants preferred not to take the stipend with any 

service commitment (N = 14, 5%) or did not have a preference (N = 13, 5%). Nine respondents preferred 

not to answer this question (3%). 

Place. For the element of place, respondents were asked to provide preferences related to 

program format and time commitment (see Figures 42–43). More than half of respondents preferred the 

hybrid coursework format (N = 152, 57%). The next preferred method was fully online coursework (N = 

69, 26%), followed by face-to-face coursework (N = 40, 15%). The remaining five respondents did not 

have a preference for format (2%). For class offerings, half of respondents preferred to be in classes on 

weeknights (N = 132, followed by weekdays (N = 61, 23%), and then weekends (N = 36, 14%). The 

remaining 26 respondents did not have a preference for when classes were held (14%).  
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Figure 42 

Place Preference: Program Format (N = 266) 

 

 

Figure 43 

Place Preference: Time of Course Offering (N = 265) 

 

  

In addition, of the 246 respondents who had indicated they were working at the time of their 

application, a follow-up question was asked about whether they had already been working in a school 

and, if yes, to indicate what type of position they had been in (see Figure 44). About one-fourth of 

respondents were not already working in a school (N = 56). The remaining respondents were working 

across a variety of positions, with the most common being educational assistants (N = 47), emergency 

hire teachers (N = 44), or substitutes (N = 34). 
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Figure 44  

Already Working in Schools and Type of Position (n = 248) 

 

 

Promotion. There was only one survey question related to the element of promotion. 

Respondents were asked their referrer, or how they first learned of the program they applied for. Almost 

half of respondents said they sought out information on their own (N = 122, 46%). The next largest 

subgroup were individuals who had been referred to the program by others (N = 106, 40%). About 12% of 

respondents learned about the program through media or advertisements (N = 31). Finally, nine 

respondents said none of the options applied to them (3%).  

 People. For the element of people, respondents were asked, “how important to you were the 

following?” and respondents were given the options to select essential, preferred, or not important for 

each identified role associated with pursuing a teacher preparation program (see Figure 45). Almost all 

respondents responded to each role type, with a range of 1-5 choosing prefer not to answer (< 2%). 
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Figure 45 

People Preference: Program Roles 

 
 

 All reported roles were found essential by at least half of all respondents. Overall, the most 

essential role for respondents was having specialized faculty (N = 204, 78%), followed by the program 

having partnerships with the HIDOE (N = 185, 70%), and having faculty who had recent teaching 

experience (N = 177, 68%). The next more essential roles included having a classroom mentor (N = 169, 

64%), program advisor (N = 166, 63%), and field placement coordinator (N = 154, 59%). The least 

essential roles included having a recruitment specialist (N = 143, 54%), diverse faculty (N = 140, 54%), 

and non-classroom MUSE mentors (N = 138, 53%).  

Process. Respondents were asked to indicate their program structure preference (see Figure 

46). A majority of respondents preferred a cohort model, where courses are sequenced and the students 

complete the program as a group (N = 178, 68%). On the other hand, about one-fourth of respondents 

preferred to pursue a self-paced program (N = 68, 26%). A total of 17 of respondents did not have a 

program structure preference (6%).  
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Figure 46 

Process Preference: Program Structure (N = 263) 

 

  

 Physical Evidence. There were two questions related to physical evidence (see Figure 47). First, 

respondents were asked how important attending a reputable institution was to them (N = 265). A majority 

of respondents said that attending a reputable institution was essential (N = 173, 66%), with about one-

third of respondents finding it preferred (N = 60, 31%). Only nine respondents said attending a reputable 

institution was not important (3%). The second question related to physical evidence was only asked to 

respondents who already had a bachelor’s degree and had applied to either the PBSPED or MEDT 

program. Respondents were asked how essential their desire to get a master’s degree was if they were to 

pursue a teacher preparation program. Of the 188 eligible respondents, a majority felt getting a degree 

was essential (n = 110, 59%), with another 32% saying it was preferred, but not essential (n = 60). One in 

ten respondents said that getting a degree was not important to them (n = 18, 10%).  

 

Figure 47 

Physical Evidence Preference: Reputable Institution and Degree Attainment 

 

 

 Strength of Preferences. For each program preference, respondents who indicated their 

preference were asked a final series of questions related to the strength of that preference. Using 

SoGoSurvey’s advanced features, the questions pulled the actual response from previous respondents' 

preferences as part of the question. For example, respondents who had selected secondary as their 

preferred licensure level had been asked “How important was getting licensed at the [secondary level] in 
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your decision-making process to pursue a program?” To determine the overall strength of each element 

in the decision-making process, averages were created for each identified program element (see Table 

20). Not all respondents were given an option to select “no preference” for each item, therefore responses 

for “no preference” and “not important” were combined to create averages across all elements. Averages 

were determined by the number of respondents who selected no preference/not important (coded 1), 

preferred (coded 2), or essential (coded 3). 

 

Table 20  

Frequencies and Means for Strengths of Preferences 

Element Sub-Domain Not Imp Preferred Essential n M 

People Specialized Faculty 3 56 204 263 2.76 

Place Being able to Work 9 48 194 251 2.74 

People DOE Partnership 8 70 185 263 2.67 

Product Max Length 10 64 182 256 2.67 

People Faculty Teaching Exp 6 78 177 261 2.66 

Price Stipend 15 55 161 231 2.63 

Phy. Ev. Reputable Institution 9 81 173 263 2.62 

People Program Advisor 8 88 166 262 2.60 

People Classroom Mentor 15 80 169 264 2.58 

Product Grade Level 20 79 155 254 2.53 

Place Format 14 97 145 256 2.51 

Price Max Cost 16 80 132 228 2.51 

Phys. Ev. Degree vs Cert 18 60 110 188 2.49 

People Placement coordinator 28 81 154 263 2.48 

People Recruitment specialist 25 96 143 264 2.45 

People MUSE Mentor 25 98 138 261 2.43 

People Diverse Faculty 28 92 140 260 2.43 

Product Licensure Type 19 116 110 245 2.37 

Place Time of Coursework 39 92 119 250 2.32 

Product SPED Specialization 36 101 113 250 2.31 

Process Cohort Structure 29 123 88 240 2.25 

Product Time Commitment 60 78 118 256 2.23 

Note. Not Imp = not important 
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 Overall, the elements of people, place, and product were found as most essential. Respondents 

felt having specialized faculty (M = 2.76), being able to continue working while enrolled (M = 2.74), having 

DOE partnerships (M = 2.67), the maximum length of the program (M = 2.67), and having faculty with 

recent teaching experience (M = 2.66) were the most influential elements to decision-making towards 

pursuing a special education licensure program.  

 In addition, other highly essential elements included price and physical evidence. The next 

highest preferences were having stipends (M = 2.63), attending a reputable institution (M = 2.62), having 

program advisors (M = 2.6) and program mentors (M = 2.58), and which grade level they were pursuing 

licensure in (M = 2.53).  

 Finally, the least essential element was process, as respondents preferred doing a cohorted 

program, but it was not as essential to their decision-making process (M = 2.25). In addition, three other 

product domains were not as essential compared to other elements, including time commitment (M = 

2.23), special education specialization (M = 2.31), and type of licensure program (M = 2.37). In the 

element of place, when courses were offered was the least essential element on average by respondents 

(M = 2.32). 

 Subgroup Comparisons. Next, for each preference, a sub-analysis was conducted to determine 

if there were significant differences in characteristics across targeted subgroups. Due to multiple 

categorical variables for both the independent and dependent variables in analysis, Fisher’s exact test 

was used across most survey items. 

 Gender. Two statistically significant differences were found within the sub domain of product and 

two in the subdomain of people. For product, there were statistically significant associations between 

gender and program type (p = .02), as well as gender and grade level (p < .001). Using a cross table, 

findings suggest that males are more likely than females to prefer a program for SPED licensure only, 

whereas females are more likely than males to prefer a dual licensure program. Males are more likely 

than females to pursue teaching at the secondary level, whereas females are more likely than males to 

pursue teaching at the early childhood level (see Table 21).  
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Table 21  

Frequencies and Fisher’s Exact Test Results for Gender and Product (N = 266) 

Product Sub-Domains 

Female Male 

p 

n % n % 

Program Type     .02 

      Dual Licensure 150 71.43 30 53.57  

      SPED Licensure 51 24.29 19 33.93  

      GenEd Licensure 4 1.9 4 7.14  

      No Preference 5 2.38 3 5.36  

Grade Level     < .001 

      Early Childhood (PK-3) 66 31.28 4 7.14  

      Elementary (K-6) 75 35.55 20 35.71  

      Secondary (6-12) 41 19.43 23 41.07  

      Generalist (K-12) 23 10.9 6 10.71  

      No Preference 6 2.84 3 5.36  

 

  

In addition, there was a significant association between gender and strength of preference in time 

commitment (p = .002). Females felt that being able to pursue either a part-time program or full-time 

program was more essential (N = 103, 64%) to their decision-making process to pursue a program than 

males (N = 15, 37%). Lastly, for the element of people, significant associations were found between 

gender and the importance of having specialized faculty (p = .038) and having DOE partnerships (p = 

.042). In both cases, females were more likely to find each of the roles as more essential than males.  

Age. Significant differences were found between age and program preferences across four 

elements: (a) product, (b) price, (c) place, and (d) people (see Table 22). For product, younger students 

were more likely to prefer full-time programs, X2 (2, N = 270) = 6.94, p = .031, and preferred taking 

courses during the weekdays, X2 (3, N = 263) = 37.874, p < .001. Additional associations were found 

between age and program length (p = .017), program type (p = .01), and special education specialization 

(p = .048). In addition, older students felt program length was significantly more essential than younger 

students (p = .008). Finally, younger students were more likely to take three or more years to complete 

their licensure program, to prefer dual licensure, and to prefer a more generalist specialization. 
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Table 22  

Frequencies and Fisher’s Exact Test Results for Age and Product (N = 266) 

Product Sub-Domains 

<26 26+ 

p 

n % n % 

Time Commitment     .031 

      Part-Time 12 24.49 92 42.39  

      Full-Time 28 57.14 82 37.79  

      No Preference 9 18.37 43 19.81  

Program Length     .021 

      3 or more years 6 12.24 22 10.13  

      2 years 21 42.86 136 62.67  

      1 year or less 22 44.9 53 24.42  

      No Preference 0 0 6 2.76  

Program Type     .01 

      Dual Licensure 39 79.59 142 65.74  

      SPED Licensure 5 10.2 64 29.63  

      GenEd Licensure 3 6.12 5 2.31  

      No Preference 2 4.08 5 2.31  

Specialization     .048 

      Mild/Moderate 23 47.91 100 46.51  

      Severe/Autism 3 6.25 46 21.4  

      Generalist 16 33.33 48 22.32  

      No Preference 6 54.17 34 15.81  

 

  

For the element of price, both the maximum costs they were willing to pay (p < .001) and their 

stipend preference (p = .017) were significantly different between younger and older respondents. The 

largest subgroup within younger students said tuition costs were not a factor for them (N = 15, 37%), 
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whereas the largest subgroup of older students were more likely to prefer paying less than $10,000 for 

their program (N = 73, 38%). For the tuition stipends, almost all older students would choose to take the 

stipend (N = 187, 92%) compared to 78% of younger students (N = 37). Lastly, there was a statistical 

association between age and strength of their stipend preferences (p = .006), being valued as more 

essential by older students.  

For the element of place, there were three statistical differences between younger and older 

respondents (see Table 23). Older students were more likely than younger students to already be working 

in a DOE school, X2 (1, N = 216) = 5.35, p = .021. Younger students were more likely than older students 

to prefer courses on weekdays, X2 (3, N = 263) = 37.87, p < .001. In addition, none of the younger 

students preferred to take courses on the weekend. There was a statistical association between age and 

program format (p < .001). Younger students preferred a hybrid program (N = 20, 42%) or a face-to-face 

program (N = 19, 40%), whereas older students preferred a hybrid program (N = 131, 61%), or a fully 

online program (N = 61, 28%).  

 

Table 23 

Frequencies and Chi-Square Results for Age and Place (N = 263) 

Motivations 

<26 26+ 

X2 

n % n % 

Working in DOE 26 63.41 164 80 5.35* 

Program Formata     *** 

      Face-to-face 19 39.58 20 9.26  

      Online 8 16.67 61 28.24  

      Hybrid 20 41.67 131 60.64  

      No Preference 1 2.08 4 1.85  

Time of Course Offerings     37.87*** 

      Weekdays 26 54.17 34 15.81  

      Weeknights 20 41.67 112 52.09  

      Weekends 0 0 36 16.74  

      No Preference 2 4.17 33 15.34  

Note. Program Formata = Fisher’s exact test was used due to small frequency sizes.     

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001 
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Finally, there were two roles within the element of people that were statistically significant 

between younger and older students. Having diverse faculty was more essential for younger students (N 

= 35, 74%) than older students (N = 105, 50%; p = .01). Having classroom mentors was more essential 

for younger students (N = 37, 77%) than older students (N = 131, 61%; p = .043).  

Locale. Significant associations between locale and preferences were found across four program 

elements: (a) price, (b) place, (c) promotion, and (d) people (see Table 24). For product, each locale had 

a different preference of when courses were offered, X2 (6, n = 256) = 16.15, p = .013. Neighbor island 

respondents indicated they would have prefered to pay less than $10,000 for their program, X2 (6, n = 

224) = 14.29, p = .027, were more likely to have learned about the program through media ads, X2 (1, n = 

246) = 5.3454, p = .021, and were more likely to already be working in DOE schools, X2 (2, n = 240) = 

11.23, p = .004. For urban O‘ahu, having a classroom mentor was more important than for other locales 

,X2 (4, n = 255) = 10.51, p = .033. Lastly, Fisher’s exact test was used to determine that there was a 

statistically significant association between locale and stipend preference (p = .008). Respondents in rural 

O‘ahu areas found stipends as less essential than other locales (N = 38, 61%). 

 

 

Table 24 

Frequencies and Chi-Square Results for Locale 

Product Sub-Domains 

Urban Oahu Rural Oahu Neighbor Island 

X2 

n % n % n % 

Max Cost       14.29* 

      > $10,000 15 28.85 18 27.27 21 19.81  

     = $10,000 9 17.3 17 25.76 23 21.7  

     < $10,000 13 25 16 24.24 48 45.28  

      No Pref/Not a Factor 15 28.85 15 22.72 14 13.2  

Time of Course Offerings       16.15* 

      Weekdays 22 37.29 18 23.08 18 15.12  

      Weeknights 28 47.46 41 52.56 58 48.74  

      Weekends 5 8.47 8 10.26 23 19.33  

      No Preference 4 6.78 11 14.1 20 16.8  
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Referrer       11.73* 

      On Own 33 57.89 36 48.65 44 36.97  

      Referred 20 35.09 33 44.59 53 44.54  

      Media Ads 4 7.02 5 6.77 22 18.49  

Working in DOE 40 72.73 49 68.06 99 87.61 11.23** 

Classroom Mentor Essential 46 77.97 42 53.85 74 62.71 10.51* 

*p < .05. **p < .01 

 

 

Ethnicity. There were five statistically significant associations between ethnicity and program 

preferences. However, all associations were within the strength of their preference, rather than the type of 

preference itself. Differences in strength of preferences were found across four elements: (a) product, (b) 

place, (c) people, and (d) physical evidence. Table 25 shows the frequencies for choosing each element 

as essential by ethnicity. Statistically significant differences were found between ethnicity and program 

type (p = .048), program format (p = .036), placement coordinator (p = .018), faculty having recent 

teaching experience (p = .049), and whether respondents found attaining a degree as more essential than 

a certificate (p = .035).  

 

 

Table 25  

Frequencies and Fisher’s Exact Test Results for Ethnicity and Preferences as Essential (n = 154) 

Sub-domain 

White  Japanese  Native Hawaiian Filipino 

p 

n % n % n % n % 

Program Type 23 41.07 13 41.94 11 47.83 19 76 .048 

Format 32 51.61 25 78.13 10 40 16 66.67 .036 

Placement Coord. 33 51.56 20 62.5 10 37.03 19 79.17 .018 

Recent Teach. Exp 38 59.38 25 78.13 18 66.67 22 91.67 .049 

Degree Attainment 32 58.18 8 42.11 9 56.25 17 94.44 .035 

Note. Placement Coord. = placement coordinator, Recent Teach. Exp = recent teaching experience. 
*p < .05. **p < .01 
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Japanese respondents were more likely to feel that format type was essential to their decision-

making process (n = 25, 78%). Native Hawaiian respondents were less likely to feel that format type (n = 

10, 40%) and having a placement coordinator (n = 10, 37%) were essential. Filipino respondents were 

more likely to feel that program type (n = 19, 76%), placement coordinator (n = 19, 79%), faculty with 

recent teaching experience (n = 22, 92%), and obtaining a degree (n = 17, 94%) were more essential to 

their decision-making process. 

 Lastly, when the nine sub-domains of people were combined, the average across all respondents 

was 13.9. During sub-analysis of results, there was a statistically significant difference between ethnicity 

and importance of people, X2 (6, n = 147) = 20.176, p = 0.003. Japanese and Filipino respondents valued 

the element of people most, whereas Native Hawaiian respondents valued the element of people least 

(see Table 26). 

 

Table 26  

Frequencies and Fisher’s Exact Test Results for Ethnicity and Importance of People (n = 108) 

Imp. People 

White  Japanese  Native Hawaiian Filipino 

X2 

n % n % n % n % 

Low (9–12) 21 32.81 9 28.13 11 40.74 3 12.5 

20.18** Medium (13–15) 28 43.75 6 18.75 7 25.93 5 20.83 

High (16–18) 15 23.44 17 53.13 9 33.33 16 66.67 

**p < .01 

 

Enrollment Outcomes (RQ4) 

 As a final research question, categorical data analysis examined if characteristics, motivations, or 

program preferences had a statistical association with enrollment outcomes. Due to small frequencies 

within multiple categories across the enrollment funnel, sub-analysis was used to compare respondents 

who had enrolled (N = 204, 73.6%; coded 0) with respondents who had not enrolled (N = 73, 26.4%; 

coded 1). Individuals who declined admissions, were denied, withdrew, or had incomplete applications 

were combined into the category of not enrolled.  

 Characteristics. There was a statistically significant association between age and enrollment, X2 

(1, N = 276) = 5.11, p = 0.024. Older students made up 78% of enrolled students (N = 159), yet 90% of 

students who did not enroll (N = 64).  

 Motivations. The only motivations that were statistically significant by enrollment outcomes were 

in the sub-domain of values (see Table 27). Two significant differences were found within intrinsic values 

and two within social utility values. For intrinsic values, respondents were statistically more likely to have 
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enrolled if they felt teaching special education was a calling, X2 (1, N = 273) = 4.38, p = 0.038, and if they 

prefer working in small groups, X2 (1, N = 273) = 4.96, p = 0.026. For social utility values, respondents 

were statistically more likely to have enrolled if they wanted to help students with disabilities reach their 

full potential, X2 (1, N = 273) = 5.58, p = 0.018, and if they wanted to be an advocate for students with 

disabilities, X2 (1, N = 273) = 18.89, p < .001. In addition, when comparisons were made between 

respondents who had at least one motivation within a value subdomain, there was a significant difference 

in enrollment for respondents who had social utility motivations compared to those who did not, X2 (1, N = 

273) = 4.96, p = 0.019. 

 

Table 27 

Frequencies and Chi-Square Results for Enrollment and Values (N = 273) 

Values 

Enrolled Not Enrolled 

X2 

n % n % 

Calling 91 45.05 22 30.99 4.28* 

Enjoy Working in Small Groups 153 75.74 44 61.97 4.96* 

Help SWD Reach Potential 173 85.64 52 73.24 5.58* 

Be an Advocate for SWD 153 75.74 34 47.89 18.89*** 

Note. SWD = students with disabilities 
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001 
 
 

  Finally, there was a significant difference between the total number of total motivations and 

their likeliness to enroll, X2 (1, N = 273) = 8.58, p = 0.014. Respondents who selected a total of 1-5 

motivations were more prevalent to not enroll (35.2%) than enroll (19.3%). 

 Preferences. There were significant differences in enrollment outcomes across five elements: (a) 

product, (b) price, (c) place, (d) people, and (e) physical evidence. A Chi-square test was used to 

determine differences in enrollment by preferences in time commitment, maximum cost, and program 

format (see Table 28). Enrollment outcomes were significantly different by time commitment, X2 (2, N = 

268) = 7.72, p = .021. Respondents interested in part-time programs were more likely not to enroll. For 

price, there was a significant difference between enrollment and the maximum cost respondents 

preferred, X2 (3, N = 233) = 12.41, p = .006. Students looking for a program that costs less than $10,000 

were more likely not to enroll. For place, there was a significant association between enrollment and 

program format (p = .004). Respondents who preferred online programs were more likely not to enroll. 
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Table 28 

Frequencies and Chi-Square Results for Enrollment and Preferences (N = 273) 

Preferences 

Enrolled Not Enrolled 

X2 

n % n % 

Time Commitment     7.72* 

      Full-Time 91 45.5 20 29.41  

      Part-Time 69 34.5 36 52.9  

      No Preference 40 20 12 17.65  

Maximum Cost     12.41** 

      > $10,000 37 21.26 19 32.2  

      = $10,000 44 25.29 9 15.25  

      < $10,000 51 29.31 26 44.07  

      Cost Not a Factor/No Pref 42 24.14 5 8.47  

Program Formata     ** 

      Face-to-Face 31 15.67 9 13.24  

      Online 42 21.21 27 39.7  

      Hybrid 123 62.12 29 42.65  

      No Preference 2 1.01 3 4.41  

Note. Program Formata = Fisher’s exact test was used due to small frequency sizes.   

*p < .05. **p < .01 
  

 

 For the elements of people and price, respondents were compared by the strength of their 

preferences. Statistically significant differences were found between enrollment and four types of roles: 

(a) program advisor (p = .005), (b) specialized faculty (p = .046), (c) diverse faculty (p = .035), and (d) 

MUSE mentor (p = .005). In each case, respondents who enrolled found each of these role types as more 

essential than respondents who did not enroll. Furthermore, when the total preferences for people were 

combined, there was a significant difference between enrollment and people, X2 (3, N = 265) = 7.45, p = 

.024. 
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Chapter V: Discussion and Implications 

 This study served to conduct an initial exploration into understanding what type of person 

expresses interest in special education and why. In addition, findings from this study shed light into 

program preferences of prospective applicants to special education licensure programs. As a first step in 

this mixed-method design, I adapted the FIT-Choice Framework to include survey items specific to what 

was already known about motivations in special education, and then added it to a survey that included 

items related to personal demographic characteristics and program preferences. As a result, this study 

serves to provide special education teacher preparation programs with information needed to more 

effectively recruit and enroll students into pursuing teaching licensure programs in order to address the 

persistent teacher shortage in this field. 

Discussion: Special Education Teacher Pipeline in Hawai‘i 

 At UHM, the majority of special education applicants mirrored national data, representing a 

predominantly female student population. Applicants were almost all in-state (90%), with an almost even 

distribution between applicants living on O‘ahu and neighboring islands. With that being said, the needs 

of our interpretation of rural and remote populations are likely different from those of other states. There 

was a large underrepresentation of applicants who applied while living outside of Hawai‘i, therefore study 

findings were not able to explore differences between the local population and individuals who are 

interested in moving to Hawaii to pursue a teacher preparation program. Although, one positive aspect of 

UHM programs is that they are more likely to recruit local applicants from within the community, as half of 

the respondents were born and raised in the state, with an additional 10% who had moved to Hawaii prior 

to college.  

Based on study findings, UHM programs were recruiting higher proportions of Filipinos (9.6%) 

than what is currently represented within the HIDOE teacher workforce (7.8%). White and Native 

Hawaiian student proportions were equivalent and Japanese student proportions were about half (12%) 

of what is currently found within the local teacher workforce. Overall, the applicant student body was 

extremely diverse, with the largest percentage of respondents indicating that they were of mixed 

ethnicities (30%), followed by White, Japanese, Native Hawaiian, and FIlipino. However, there were very 

few applicants representing Other Pacific Islanders on the sample frame, indicating a need to more 

intentionally target individuals from this community and recruit them to pursue teacher preparation 

programs. Student ethnicity proportions are similar to state proportions, reflecting no ethnic majority. 

Findings confirm the need to expand ethnic reporting data at the federal level, as there are growing 

numbers of individuals identifying as multiple ethnicities, and broader categories such as “Asian and 

Pacific Islander” do not capture information on subgroups that is necessary to examine issues of 

educational equity in the context of varied ethnic groups in Hawai‘i. 

Study findings mirrored previous research suggesting that a majority of individuals interested in 

teaching special education are tending to be more representative of older, nontraditional students rather 

than younger, traditional-aged students under the age of 26. As IHE faculty, we need to understand 
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whether the designs of our programs and the supports we offer align with this growing nontraditional 

population, who are significantly more likely to be balancing full-time jobs and families while furthering 

their education. This is especially important considering age was the only identified characteristic 

impacting enrollment outcomes, with younger applicants as significantly more likely to enroll in a program 

than older applicants.  

 When comparing nontraditional students and ethnicity in this data set, although there was a 

significant association between ethnic groups and age, the differences did not align with previous 

literature. In this study, younger students had higher proportions of Japanese and Filipino students, 

whereas older students had higher proportions of White and Native Hawaiian students. Therefore, the 

ethnicity distribution was mixed regarding underrepresented and overrepresented groups across younger 

and older student populations.  

Motivations 

 Using the FIT-Choice Framework, I was able to use previous applicant essays to develop a new 

survey scale that includes specific motivations more commonly found in pursuing licensure in special 

education. As an initial attempt to explore the distributions of identified motivations across the targeted 

population, findings from this research study serve to give a broad overview of why individuals may or 

may not choose to pursue this profession.  

Socialization. Contrary to previous research that indicated socialization as one of the lowest 

rated motivations within teaching, findings from this study indicate socialization influences as highly 

motivational, especially within the domain of prior teaching and learning experiences. Over three-fourths 

of respondents had prior work or volunteer experience with disabilities, with a majority already working in 

schools. This suggests that experiences are more influential than personal connections and relationships, 

as about half of respondents had a teacher or individual with disabilities in their family. In fact, more 

respondents had a close non-family relationship with an individual with disability than having had a family 

member with a disability. Future studies can examine where and how these non-family relationships were 

established. Similar to previous research, there was a small percentage of applicants who were either a 

parent of a child with a disability or as having a disability themself. Overall, findings suggest individuals 

who have had the opportunity to work or volunteer with individuals with disabilities are most likely to 

become interested in teaching special education as a career.  

In addition, one notable finding was that less than a quarter of respondents had felt their family, 

friends, and colleagues were somewhat or not supportive of their interest in becoming a special education 

teacher. Given the general narrative around teaching special education, it was surprising that only a small 

sample had felt any discouragement towards pursuing the profession, especially when previous research 

had indicated strong social dissuasion for candidates who were enrolled in general education teacher 

preparation programs. From personal experiences in special education recruitment over the last seven 

years, I most often hear that potential applicants were being dissuaded from pursuing the profession by 

parents and current teachers in the field. For future research I would be interested in separating out this 
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survey question to determine if levels of support are different between friends, family, and colleagues. 

Self Perceptions. A majority of respondents felt they had the traits, skills, and experiences to 

become a special education teacher, yet they did not feel they had a lot of knowledge in the field. These 

findings support why it may be even more important for special education applicants to pursue 

comprehensive teacher training programs over alternative certification options using shorter program 

duration and less coursework. Future research may look to compare general education and special 

education self-perceptions to determine if general education teachers are more confident in their content 

knowledge for the field they are pursuing licensure in.  

Task Perceptions. Given the history of special education and how complex the role of a special 

education teacher has become, it was a relief to see that applicants were fully aware of how challenging 

teaching special education would be, but also understood that it would be just as rewarding, if not more. 

Rather than hiding or negating how difficult this profession is, a key recruitment tool would be to 

emphasize that the challenges exist, although the rewards make it all worthwhile. However, similar to 

previous research, respondents were much less likely to agree that teaching special education would 

provide a good income or is well-respected.  

Similar to complexities within how to best prepare special education teachers, the ambiguity of 

roles and lack of continued professional development opportunities may be contributing to a public 

perception that special education teachers are not well-respected or valued as professionals. In addition, 

having had teacher shortages in the field for so long may be negatively impacting the quality and 

experiences people have had within the field. Especially considering the high rates of attrition, the state 

may want to assess how role ambiguity and working conditions may be impacting how special education 

teachers are treated within the profession.  

 It was interesting to note that although about one-third of respondents felt neutral and one-third 

disagreed that teaching special education would provide a good income, a large majority of respondents 

who had been working full-time jobs said that the teaching salary would be more than what they had been 

making (67%). Teachers unions have been advocating for pay increases for special education teachers 

across many states and have been very vocal in sharing about the dismal living conditions teachers are 

generally in. This may be inadvertently hindering our ability to recruit more prospective teachers who 

continue to hear that teaching does not provide a good wage. In Hawai‘i, it is true that teachers make the 

least amount of money when adjusted for cost of living, however most industries in Hawai‘i are the same, 

as the costs of living continue to rise. Therefore, even individuals who could be making more money as a 

teacher may not consider the profession due to this strong public narrative regarding poor teacher 

salaries. Fortunately, in Hawai‘i it would be interesting to see if perceptions of the profession shift given 

the fortunate development of large salary differentials being implemented for special education teachers 

in the state.  

Values. Similar to previous research on motivations in teaching, findings found that respondents 

in special education were overall more motivated by social utility and intrinsic motivations. The most 
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common motivations across values were: (a) helping students with disabilities reach their full potential, (b) 

enjoying helping other in need, (c) enjoying working in small group or one-to-one, (d) wanting to advocate 

for students with disabilities, and (e) enjoying the rewards that come from helping individuals with 

disabilities. In addition, although personal utility was not as common, a total of 216 respondents had 

selected at least one personal utility motivation as influencing their decision to teach special education 

(79%).  

Findings supported that all motivations identified for special education through the framework 

analysis method were valid, with each possible item having at least 20% of respondents selecting it as a 

motivation. In addition to overall motivations, when asked to only select one as a primary motivation, a 

few notable differences were found. The most common primary motivations were: (a) social utility - 

helping students with disabilities to reach their full potential, (b) intrinsic - feeling that teaching special 

education was their calling, (c) intrinsic - enjoying helping others in need, and (d) personal utility - would 

be provided with tuition support. It was especially interesting that although identifying teaching special 

education as a calling was the least common intrinsic motivator across all respondents (41%), it was the 

most common primary motivation (13%) and it was found to have statistically impacted enrollment 

outcomes. Therefore, although special education may not be a calling for the majority, those who do feel 

a calling are significantly more motivated in pursuing the profession and enrolling in a teacher preparation 

program.  

Programs looking to increase enrollment may also look at how to appeal to three additional 

motivations that were found as statistically significant when compared to enrollment outcomes. 

Respondents who enjoyed working in small groups were more likely to enroll, therefore emphasizing 

smaller class sizes and the opportunity to work more closely with fewer students as a special education 

teacher may be a useful recruitment tool. In addition, tailoring marketing materials to appeal to social 

utility values, such as helping students with disabilities reach their potential and the ability to be an 

advocate may appeal to the types of people who are more likely to enroll in the program.  

One final finding regarding values was that the least common social utility value was in the desire 

to address social inequities, such as disproportionality by gender or ethnicity in special education (48%). 

In recent years, there have been many more campaigns to address inequities in education. However, 

most social justice narratives do not include disabilities as a topic of inequity. For example, in Hawai‘i, the 

teachers union selects one teacher a year for the “Pono Award”, which celebrates a teacher who has 

successfully advocated on social justice issues. In the criteria for the award, it identifies social justice 

issues as immigration reform, school-to-prison pipeline, equity in education, LGBTQ bias and issues, 

English-language learner advocacy, racial profiling, voter suppression and/or rights, and bullying (HSTA, 

2021). It makes me wonder why advocacy for students with disabilities is not specifically included as a 

social inequity and if this contributes to why fewer respondents identified this type of motivation within the 

framework. Another possible reason for individuals not associating disability within a social equity lens 

may be due to the fact that identification of students with disabilities are confidential, therefore there may 
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be a general lack of awareness within disproportionality concerns in this field.  

Fallback Career. I agree with Fray and Gore (2020) who acknowledged that “teaching as a 

fallback career should not be automatically associated with negative influences” (p. 156). My 

recommendation towards the use of the FIT-Choice Framework would be to change or modify the term 

“Fallback Career” towards identifying the individual’s onset of interest in teaching. Fallback career is 

subject to social desirability bias, as the term lends itself to a more negative perception of an interest in 

teaching. Onset, on the other hand, is a more nonsubjective attribute that may be able to better explain 

this construct within motivational research.  

In the end, one of the most evident findings that distinguished special education motivations from 

general education motivations would be in the domain of fallback career and onset. For this study 

population, respondents were more likely to have never thought they would become a teacher than those 

who have always wanted to become a teacher. In addition, almost half of all respondents indicated that 

teaching special education would be a second career.  

In previous literature, fallback career was most cited as the least common motivation amongst 

participants. However, in this study, findings showed a significant difference between when respondents 

became interested in teaching special education, with 66% of respondents not having been interested 

until after college, and an additional 26% who became interested during college. Related to declines in 

traditional program enrollment over time, there were only 15 respondents who expressed interest in 

becoming a special education teacher before college (5%). This lack of interest in teaching special 

education is starkly different within this same population for general teaching interest, which had 89 

individuals who identified as being interested in teaching prior to college (33%).  

Given that the primary influences for pursuing special education come from having work or 

volunteer experiences with individuals with disabilities, a possible solution for addressing the shortage 

could be investigating how to create more opportunities for individuals to gain experiences working with 

students with disabilities during their K-12 schooling. With advances in inclusion and inclusive practices, it 

would be interesting to see if more entering college students begin to express interest in a special 

education career in the near future.  

Preferences 

 The 7 Ps Service Marketing Mix provides a framework for identifying elements within program 

design and how these elements may support or hinder potential applicants from pursuing a teacher 

preparation program. Together, understanding what the targeted market wants, IHE can make more 

informed and strategic decisions related to programmatic changes and design. For program preferences, 

findings are more reflective of contextual considerations rather than general trends, therefore results are 

best used to inform how current UHM program offerings relate to its targeted market.  

Product. At the time of this study, all four licensure programs in special education were 2-year 

programs, therefore findings indicated that more than half of respondents were willing to complete a two-

year program (59%) with an additional 26% of respondents who were willing to take longer. Only 10% of 
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respondents were interested in a program that was one year or less. Findings for length may be limited, 

as an 18-month program option was not provided. For time commitment, responses were evenly split 

between part-time and full-time programs, with a rather large percentage of respondents who did not 

have a preference. This is interesting, given that time commitment was one of the variables that had a 

significant impact on enrollment, with applicants who preferred part-time programs as less likely to enroll.  

Given a majority of respondents were from the PBSPED program (66%), which is the only 

program that offered special education licensure only, it was surprising that only 26% of respondents 

preferred this type of licensure program. The majority of respondents were seeking dual licensure (68%), 

which suggests there may have been a large number of applicants to the PBSPED program who would 

have preferred to complete a dual-licensure option instead. Currently, there is no option to pursue dual 

licensure for elementary or early childhood at the graduate level, therefore perhaps offering this option 

within the MEDT program would be appealing to more applicants.  

Price. It is no surprise that an overwhelming majority of respondents preferred to take the HIDOE 

tuition stipend with the 3-year service commitment (86%), than those who would prefer to not take the 

funding in order to not have a service obligation (5%). In regards to the maximum costs of completing a 

program, comparisons are harder to make given that most applicants have access to various forms of 

financial aid and scholarships. However, 15% of respondents selected “not a factor for me” which made 

me reflect about the importance of conducting a cognitive interview, as the addition of this option on the 

survey item was in direct response to what one of the cognitive interviewees had said when completing 

that part of the survey.  

One recommendation for future research using this framework would be to move the element of 

total program credits from the element of product to the element of price. The rationale behind this 

change is that the number of credits in the program directly correlates to the cost, as IHE are confined to 

using standardized tuition costs based on undergraduate or graduate tuition credit rates. In addition, 

questions related to the salary potential of graduates were informative, as this information was then used 

within the motivation component of this survey research. Therefore, recommendations for future 

application of the 7 Ps service marketing mix would be to include survey questions regarding the 

maximum number of credits an applicant is willing to complete, as well as their perceptions on the salary 

tied to possible career outcomes.  

Place. For program format, about one-fourth of respondents had selected they preferred to 

complete an online program. However, at UHM we do not currently offer any fully-online teacher licensure 

programs. Related to this difference in preferences, analysis based on enrollment outcomes determined 

that there was a significant association between format and enrollment, with individuals who had 

preferred an online program as having a less likely chance of enrolling. Therefore, not having an online 

program option may be negatively impacting enrollment into special education teacher preparation 

programs.  

Another important finding was that being able to work while doing the program was the second 
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most essential item on average for respondents. Overall, findings suggest that logistical program features 

are likely the most essential elements of program design that impacts enrollment outcomes. For example, 

whether an applicant is able to complete the program, given the extent of their responsibilities, impacts 

their ability to enroll. IHE would benefit from designing programs that can best accommodate working 

professionals, especially those who do not want to have to come to campus for face-to-face coursework.  

Promotion. The element of promotion is different from the rest of the elements, as it does not 

reflect a feature of the program itself. Rather, promotion is the strategy of taking what is known about the 

targeted market and sharing information about the rest of the elements so that more individuals are 

interested in pursuing the program. Therefore, applicant preferences were not assessed for promotion 

outside of indicating how they had learned about the program. Findings were consistent with previous 

program data that showed most prospective students learn about the program through seeking out 

information on our website or via word-of-mouth.  

People. There were a couple of different findings most notable within the element of people. First, 

it was surprising that of all the roles provided, respondents found having access to specialized faculty as 

most essential. Based on this finding, programs would benefit from highlighting their faculty on the 

program website and materials. Strategies such as including notable achievements, research areas, and 

experiences related to the coursework they teach may influence more applicants into pursuing the 

program.  

The role of MUSE mentors continue to produce interesting results, as this role was least essential 

across the total respondents (53%), yet came out as significantly associated with enrollment outcomes. 

Those who had enrolled were more likely to find MUSE mentors essential. This corresponds to my 

previous pilot study, where graduates had indicated that the MUSE mentors were the highest rated type 

of program support. Combined with findings from this study, I believe that MUSE mentors are not 

perceived as valuable by potential applicants, however once they enroll in the program they begin to 

understand how valuable and important MUSE mentors are to their success.  

This dilemma relates back to the original foundation of why the service marketing mix is different 

from the original 4 P’s framework; the perspectives of prospective students will be different from enrolled 

students, as they have to base their decision to pursue a program on the face-value of what the program 

offers. The challenge of promotion is to determine how to convey key features of program design that 

have not yet been experienced. This is why programs using appealing product-based incentives (e.g. 

shorter durations) have an advantage in recruitment. Therefore, using findings from this study, I believe 

finding a way to convey the value of less tangible features, such as the MUSE mentors, may be a 

strategy for increasing enrollment into more comprehensive programs. This could be done through the 

use of videos of current students or alumni who share about their experiences and how these elements 

have impacted them, along with sharing feedback or quotes that convey the enrolled student perspective.  

Physical Evidence. One unexpected finding was the importance of institutional reputation within 

respondent preferences, as well as, this element as having a statistical association with enrollment 
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outcomes. This finding is comforting, given increased competition with abbreviated program options 

offered by non-IHE organizations. With a majority of respondents indicating institutional reputation as 

essential, IHE would benefit from developing promotional materials that highlight evidence of quality, 

accreditation, and institutional achievements as a recruitment strategy.  

Process. The concept of the cohorted model and program structure was initially placed under the 

element of “product” during the initial adaptation of the 7 P’s to teacher preparation programs. However, 

during this study, it began to make more sense that the cohorted model primarily serves to streamline the 

processes related to completing the program. Having a cohorted program allows for the ability to 

streamline coursework and provide more seamless transitions for candidates each semester while 

navigating the program. Therefore, the recommendation is to move cohort, under the domain of program 

structure, into the element of process. 

Similar to the role of MUSE mentors, the structure of a program and how it impacts a potential 

student’s experience is difficult to convey prior to enrolling in the program. Therefore, it was not a surprise 

when the subdomain of program structure was found as one of the least essential components in regards 

to applicant preferences. Although a majority of respondents did prefer a cohorted program over a self-

paced one (68%), a majority of respondents did not feel that this preference would strongly impact their 

decision to enroll. However, the element of process is an often overlooked element in recruitment and 

design. IHE would benefit from showcasing the benefits of how their program processes contribute to the 

success of their students. For example, graduation rates, including on-time graduation rates, could be 

used in connection with a cohorted model to demonstrate the value and importance of offering a program 

with this type of structure.  

Program Fit and Enrollment. The assumption was that applicants whose preferences did not 

align with the program they were applying to would be less likely to enroll. However, initial analysis using 

findings from this study did not support that hypothesis (p = .19). In reflection, one primary limitation to 

this study was the fact that the inclusion criteria using the enrollment funnel did not include prospective 

students who had inquired about the program, but never started an application. It may be more likely that 

those who never started an application may have been impacted more by not having a program that fits 

their preferences. Future research should include opportunities to survey prospective students across the 

entire enrollment funnel, including individuals who never started an application to a program.  

Implications: Addressing Inequities 

 Combined, finding across motivations, preferences, and enrollment outcomes can help to inform 

a more intentional and effective recruitment strategy for addressing the special education teacher 

shortage, as well as intentionally recruiting disproportionate groups into the profession.  

Recruiting Males 

 There is a need to recruit more males into the special education teaching profession, especially at 

the younger grade levels, as males are significantly more likely to be teaching at the secondary level. The 

two significant differences in motivations between males and females were that males were more likely to 
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self-identify as having a disability, and more likely to pursue teaching special education to fulfill a high 

area of need. These two findings may work together as an innovative approach to addressing 

recruitment. 

Previous research has advocated to encourage more males into teaching at the elementary level 

in order to counter the over-identification of young boys qualifying for special education services. Given 

males are more motivated to fulfill a high area of need and can better relate to the identification of having 

a disability, one recruitment strategy would be to create messaging and marketing that specifically 

identifies these inequities. Campaign materials could specifically target males into pursuing becoming 

elementary special education teachers, stating they are needed so they can advocate and support young 

boys as a way to address this disproportionality and create better awareness of this need.  

Differences in program preferences were minimal, with most findings related to female 

preferences as being more essential in the areas of time commitment and people. The only finding that 

could support more males into pursuing a special education teacher preparation program is that while a 

majority still prefer a dual-licensure program, males are more likely than females to prefer a special 

education licensure program only. This means it would be valuable to share both program options with 

male prospective students.  

Recruiting Traditional and Nontraditional Students 

One of the most consistent findings across motivations and preferences was that the element of 

age was the most statistically significant variable across all identified characteristics. This emphasizes the 

importance of better understanding younger, traditional students, as well as older, nontraditional students 

so that IHE can design different programs to meet the needs of each population. In addition, most 

statistical differences were identified at the strongest level of significance (p < .001), supporting earlier 

research findings that advocate for moving away from trying to determine whether ARC programs or 

traditional programs are superior, and instead focusing on providing a variety of different program options 

to meet the different needs of each targeted population. Program elements are not automatically tied to 

certain outcomes; a longer program does not automatically make it better than a shorter program, just as 

a face-to-face program does not automatically make it better than an online program. The real solution 

comes in the intentional design within each element based on what is truly needed to prepare someone 

for entering the profession. The goal would be to create the most effective, yet efficient program that fits 

the needs of its targeted population. 

Traditional Students. Declines in traditional program enrollment have been identified as one of 

the primary causes of the teacher shortage, therefore understanding how to better recruit younger 

students into special education teacher preparation programs is needed as part of the teacher shortage 

solution. Primary finding across both motivations and program preferences was a significant relationship 

between younger students and variables related to diversity and social utility. Additional motivational 

findings included younger students as more likely to feel that teaching special education would be more 

rewarding than challenging, however, are less confident in their skills, abilities, and knowledge needed to 
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be a good special education teacher. 

Thus, the recommendation would be to use a social justice lens across marketing materials for 

recruiting younger students into traditional licensure programs. Materials should create messaging around 

the rewards of becoming an advocate for students with disabilities and being able to reverse social and 

cultural stigma as a special education teacher. In addition, materials could emphasize the diverse faculty 

involved in the program and the role of the classroom mentors who would be supporting them in 

developing their skills and knowledge in the field.  

Finally, younger students were significantly more likely to consider a teaching career before 

college, however, they did not consider teaching special education until college. Additional findings 

suggested that individuals who had the opportunity to work or have volunteer experiences with individuals 

with disabilities were more likely to become interested in teaching special education as a career. 

Therefore, one strategy for expanding the traditional student pipeline would be to embed more 

opportunities for students during their K-12 schooling to gain experiences with individuals with disabilities. 

Outside of general inclusive practices, schools should build in meaningful experiences for students to 

interact positively with their peers who have disabilities, or in working and teaching younger students with 

disabilities so they can experience the rewards that come with this type of profession. 

Nontraditional Students. Age, including anyone over the age of 26, was statistically associated 

with factors commonly identified from the literature as indicative of nontraditional students. Older students 

were significantly more likely to be working a full-time job, have a spouse, and have a child or children at 

the time they applied to the program (Hanover, 2018; Kasworm, 2003). These additional responsibilities 

impact both motivations and preferences related to pursuing a special education preparation program.  

The reality is that nontraditional students are more likely to be focused on factors related to 

personal utility. The need for tuition support and their ability to return to school while working and 

balancing other responsibilities make the recruitment strategy for this targeted population very different 

from ones targeting younger traditional students. Recruitment materials would be more effective if they 

focused on program product, price, and place. Essentially, the goal of promotion to this targeted market 

would be to best convey how the program can be completed within the constraints of their other 

responsibilities. 

IHE faculty should consider how to best support individuals who are working full-time, including 

those already in school settings. The U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education 

Programs is currently advocating for more residency-style program options for nontraditional students. 

Residency models, where candidates are being paid and complete both their fieldwork and coursework 

within the school setting would be one way to appeal to this particular student population. This model may 

be especially appealing for individuals who are seeking a career change and not yet hired into a school 

prior to applying to the program. Having a residency model that provides a full-time, more intensive 

training option using shorter program durations may be a better fit than providing a part-time option that is 

spread out over time, as candidates have to balance program needs outside of their employment needs. 
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Otherwise, findings from this research indicated that 28% of applicants were looking for a fully online 

program and analysis on enrollment outcomes indicated these applicants as significantly less likely to 

enroll. Therefore, IHE may want to consider how to design a program that best fits this target population, 

rather than trying to fit it into current structures and models already existing within more traditional types 

of program designs.  

One final finding that supports recruitment of nontraditional students comes from the domain of 

self-perceptions, where older students were statistically more likely to strongly agree that they had the 

characteristics, skills, and experiences to become a good special education teacher. However, the one 

area of self perception that was significantly different was in the area of special education content 

knowledge. When considering ARC programs better support nontraditional student populations, the 

history of how ARC programs are designed conflict with these research findings; ARC programs began as 

an option for individuals who were looking for a quicker entry into the classroom, as they already had 

content knowledge expertise and therefore only needed pedagogical knowledge and experience. 

However, findings from this study affirm previous research that claims special education candidates as 

needing content knowledge on top of the other teacher preparation areas, making it harder to prepare 

quality teachers using shorter program duration and less coursework.   

Unfortunately, as ARC programs have become more and more popular, there are fewer 

nontraditional prospective students willing to complete longer and more robust training programs. This is 

especially conflicting for special education teacher preparation, given that almost all respondents did not 

express interest in teaching until after college. The population most likely to pursue special education 

licensure are older, nontraditional students who inevitably are looking for the shortest and cheapest 

program option that will get them into the classroom. Given how complex special education roles and 

responsibilities are, the continuing challenge is determining how to balance the needs of this 

nontraditional student population with the need to provide the content knowledge, skills, and experiences 

to support these students in being successful long-term.   

Recruiting in Rural and Remote Locales 

 Overall, motivations and preferences were less influential when considering how to recruit more 

individuals from rural and remote communities. Most differences were found among respondents living in 

urban O‘ahu, such as more likely to have had a family member who was a special education teacher or 

have been motivated by the opportunity to support their own children. Significant motivational dIfferences 

within more rural parts of O’ahu were not found, yet neighbor island respondents were more likely to have 

received more support from their family, friends, and colleagues in pursuing teaching special education, 

as well as more likely to agree that teaching would provide a good income.  

 For program preferences, the primary element, which was significantly different, was the element 

of place, as urban O‘ahu respondents were more likely to prefer weekday classes, whereas rural O’ahu 

respondents were more likely to prefer classes on weeknights, and neighbor island respondents more 

likely to prefer courses on weekends. However, none of the findings from this study particularly lead to 
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recommendations on how to better recruit students from these areas. Further research is needed in this 

area. 

 However, one notable finding was that the element of promotion was only statistically significant 

within the variables of locale, as neighbor island respondents were significantly more likely to have been 

referred by media ads. This finding can be better explained with additional context. Radio and newspaper 

ads were more expensive on O‘ahu, and since department funds for recruitment were limited, almost all 

media advertising for programs was conducted on neighboring islands. Therefore, this finding suggests 

that media ads may be worth the investment, as a larger proportion of neighbor island applicants had 

indicated that they first learned about the program through these advertisements. 

Recruiting Underrepresented Ethnic Groups 

The first implication of this sub-analysis is that, within underrepresented ethnic groups, they may 

be more different than similar in their motivations and preferences. This was learned when my initial 

analysis had sub-grouped Native Hawaiian and Filipino respondents together, while also combining White 

and Japanese respondents to represent differences between underrepresented and overrepresented 

groups. Initial findings were limited, and when I had begun to analyze the cross tables of data, I realized 

that many differences were being hidden by the fact that each ethnic group was independently different 

across many variables. Therefore, I separated the respondents by each ethnic group and ran the analysis 

again, which helped to identify more meaningful differences. As a result, similar to the need to move away 

from overly broad categories of ethnicity at the federal and state levels, when considering how 

motivations and preferences impact different ethnic groups, the recommendation would be to study this 

phenomenon for each group independently when possible. 

Similar to previous literature and Hawaii workforce data, there was a significant difference 

between ethnic groups when identifying if they had a family member who was a teacher. Not surprising, 

Japanese respondents were the most likely to have had a teacher in the family (75%), followed by White 

respondents (58%), Filipino respondents (42%) and then Native Hawaiian respondents (39%). Given the 

disproportionate representation of certain ethnic groups in teaching, recruitment strategies should 

intentionally look at how to include visual representation of underrepresented groups within campaign and 

marketing materials. Using this strategy, students from underrepresented ethnic groups may begin to see 

themselves more in the profession.  

As a result of the varied differences across each ethnic group, the recommendation would be to 

create multiple campaigns for recruitment, with each campaign specifically targeting a different group, 

including the use of different messaging narratives and highlighting different programmatic elements. 

Native Hawaiian. Unfortunately, significant differences unique to Native Hawaiians were 

extremely limited within this research study. However, the one significant finding was in the area of 

teaching interest onset, with almost half of all Native Hawaiian respondents as having first developed an 

interest in teaching during college, rather than afterward. This suggests that recruitment efforts may be 

best served by targeting Native Hawaiians at the IHE, and providing information on the various teacher 
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preparation programs available. At UHM, there was a recent initiative to develop a streamlined bachelor 

to master’s pathway to teaching. Future recommendations would be to consider how to offer a similar 

pathway to teaching special education.  

Filipino. The most significant differences related to ethnicity were most often specific to Filipino 

respondents. For motivations, Filipino respondents were more likely to be motivated by personal utility, 

given that teaching special education would provide them with more job opportunities. In addition, they 

were less intrinsically motivated to feel that teaching special education was a calling. Similarly, Filipino 

respondents were significantly more likely to choose special education as a fallback career, with a 

majority saying if offered both teaching positions, they would choose to teach general education. One 

final motivational difference was that Filipino respondents were more likely to have developed an initial 

interest in teaching before college. 

In regards to program preferences, Filipino respondents were significantly more likely to prefer 

dual certification. In addition, the element of people was significant, with Filipino respondents feeling that 

placement coordinators and faculty having recent teaching experience as more essential. Finally, for 

individuals who already had a bachelor’s degree, the desire to get a graduate degree rather than a 

certificate was significantly higher for Filipino respondents compared to other ethnic groups.  

When combined, a recruitment campaign targeting Filipinos would be most effective by 

highlighting the dual certification program options. The messaging regarding dual certification should 

highlight that adding a special education license would provide more job opportunities, however 

graduates would have the option to teach general education if offered. In addition, the use of video 

profiles should include current candidates who can highlight the rewards of teaching special education 

and current faculty who can share about their recent teaching experience in the field.  

Limitations 

 The targeted population for this study were 957 individuals who had started an application to a 

special education teacher preparation program between 2015–2022. Most research in teacher 

preparation was conducted using convenience sampling, often using more homogenous groups, such as 

currently enrolled students or graduates from teacher preparation programs. This study served to expand 

the study population to include individuals earlier on the enrollment management funnel, as an attempt to 

explore perspectives and insights from individuals who had not successfully enrolled in a program. 

However, having a more diverse targeted population increased risks across the Total Survey Error 

framework. Limitations within this study are organized using the four primary sources of error within 

survey research.   

Coverage Error  

Due to convenience sampling, only applicants to special education licensure programs at the 

University of Hawai‘i at Mānoa were included in this study. Generalizability of the findings would not 

include the perspective of individuals who were interested in becoming a special education teacher, but 

had not yet attempted to apply, as well as individuals who may have applied to other institutions or 
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programs. Also, some applicants may have started an application to the University of Hawai‘i system, but 

withdrew before starting an application to the College of Education, which causes coverage error as they 

would not have been identified or included on the sample frame.  

Although attempts were made to ensure that each potential respondent had a probability greater 

than zero of being included in the study, coverage error was still present. Generalizations to the broader 

population should take into account that the findings of this study are based on a sample with 

underrepresentation from younger, traditional-aged students, applicants from outside of the state, as well 

as those who were either denied to the program or had an incomplete application. 

The underrepresentation of younger, traditional-aged students was likely caused by a larger 

proportion of undergraduate ESEE applicants having had ineligible email addresses. A large majority of 

ESEE applicants had already been full-time students at the time they applied to the program in their 

sophomore year. As a result, most ESEE applicants had only listed their institutional email address 

(hawaii.edu) on their application. Students who are not currently enrolled or have since graduated have 

likely lost access to their institutional email accounts unless they had opted-in to keep it. Even candidates 

who still had access to their UH email accounts may not be checking it very often. As a result, of the 141 

email addresses that were marked as undeliverable, 107 were from university email accounts (76%). 

Furthermore, although ESEE candidates made up 22% of the total sample frame, they made up 45% of 

the individuals who were unable to receive the survey request from having undeliverable email 

addresses. This poses a severe limitation to generalization of the results for findings related to age and 

nontraditional students, as ESEE students were the most representative subgroup within this population 

yet were largely underrepresented.  

 In addition, the inclusion of applicants across a span of six years attributed to coverage error, as 

responses were more likely to be received from more recent applicants. Based on response rates, there 

was an overrepresentation of more recent applicants for Fall 2020 and Fall 2019, an even distribution of 

respondents from Fall 2018, and an underrepresentation of applicants from Fall 2015 to Fall 2017. This 

suggests that research using previous applicants may be more accurate when limiting its scope to within 

the most recent three years.   

Measurement Error 

As an exploratory study, there are multiple possible sources of measurement error that may have 

impacted the quality and accuracy of research findings. Although a systematic qualitative analysis was 

conducted using the Framework Analysis Method, the scope of this study’s research methods did not 

include validation of the survey instrument. In addition, the limited number of cognitive interviews 

conducted, especially not including individuals across the various ethnic groups, may have limited the 

ability to detect and understand more sources of measurement error. In addition, I did not include an 

inter-rater reliability test for the development of the motivation section of the survey instrument. My goals 

for future research would be to take findings from this initial exploration into special education motivations 

and edit the identified survey items. Then I would follow up with a validation study that included another 
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form of evidence, such as from confirmatory factor analysis.  

Related to coverage error, this research study identified individuals across the enrollment funnel 

over a span of six years. Given this study’s focus was on motivations and preferences at the time of 

application, findings may not be accurate, as it is likely that individuals’ perspectives have changed, 

especially for respondents who had applied many years ago. Perspectives may be more indicative of 

current motivations and preferences, especially as students who had successfully enrolled were able to 

experience the program and its various elements, which may likely have influenced their perceptions of 

importance. The possibility of subject-expectancy effect, or social desirability bias, may have impacted 

enrolled students to have a greater sense of belonging to the program and thereby would want it to be 

viewed favorably by outsiders. 

Overall, survey completion rates were high, with a small percentage of respondents who started 

the application but did not finish. Of the 281 respondents who opened the survey request, 262 completed 

the entire survey (93%), with 15 who partially completed the survey (5%), and 4 who left their survey 

blank (1%). Respondents who dropped off during the survey were dispersed throughout the survey 

questions (range = 1–3). The three questions with the highest drop off, having lost three respondents 

each, were when the survey asked respondents about their socialization characteristics, to choose which 

motivation was their primary motivation, and then the very last page that asked them to indicate the 

strength of each of their preferences. However, overall, there was very little drop-off and no question had 

noticeably higher drop-off rates than other questions. One contributing factor was the use of “prefer not to 

answer” as an option across all survey items. This response option was utilized across the entire 

instrument by almost every respondent at different times throughout the survey, which provided a 

consistent and effective way for respondents to avoid questions that may have been uncomfortable to 

answer or increased cognitive load. The effectiveness of this response option was most evident within the 

motivation section addressing prior teaching and learning experiences, as there were noticeably more 

respondents who preferred not to answer questions asking if they were spiritual/religious or if they 

identified as having a disability.  

Finally, the last question on the survey asked respondents to indicate their current status in 

relation to pursuing licensure in special education. This question was used to determine if current 

enrollment status correlated with the enrollment status that was known at the end of the application cycle. 

Although respondents may have since applied to another program or have had their status change, the 

assumption is that respondents who had enrolled in the UHM program would have selected that they 

already applied/enrolled/graduated from a teacher licensure program, whereas those who had not 

enrolled (i.e., declined, denied, withdrew, incomplete) would have been more likely to have selected that 

they were still interested, or no longer interested in pursuing becoming a teacher. Chi-squared test using 

respondents’ UHM status with their final status shared as the final question on the survey instrument was 

significant, X2 (2, N = 260) = 117.5, p < .001. Overall, I believe the design of the survey instrument helped 

to reduce measurement error, in the sense that 93% of respondents were able to successfully complete 
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the full survey, suggesting cognitive load and fatigue were not sources of error for a majority of 

respondents.  

Nonresponse Error 

According to AAPOR outcome rates, this survey research analysis had a 73.8% contact rate, with 

a 43.5% cooperation rate, 33.9% response rate, and 39.8% refusal rate. This indicates that the rate of 

nonresponders was higher than responders, leading to possible nonresponse error. Perceived 

organizational support and social exchange theory provides a means to explain this nonresponse error, 

as response rates were highest from applicants who had more positive relationships with the institution 

(i.e., enrolled, admitted but declined admission). There was an overrepresentation of applicants who had 

enrolled in the programs, and an almost equal proportion of applicants who had declined admissions or 

had withdrawn their application. Considering that these types of applicants had self-selected not to 

attend, their relationship with the institution was not as likely to have been tarnished. Conversely, active 

nonrespondents were primarily from individuals who had incomplete applications (n = 7, 64%), had been 

denied (n = 2, 18%), or had enrolled but were since dismissed from the program (n = 2, 18%).  

Using a multi-modal format option for participating in this research study suggests that a web-

based survey instrument may have been most appropriate, as no respondents opted-in to the phone or 

mail-based survey option. However, overall form submissions were low (N = 6), with one respondent 

utilizing it to opt-out of the study, four respondents choosing to update their contact information, and one 

respondent asking to learn more about the study. It is still possible that many of the nonresponders may 

have preferred an alternative survey format, yet not motivated enough to actively seek out their preferred 

option.  

The nonresponse management plan for this research study increased response rates across all 

five phases of the dissemination process. A total of 126 completed response submissions (45%) had 

been received using the original survey request. This suggests that implementing a differentiated and 

phased approach to nonresponse can be effective. However, one phase did not appear to be more 

effective than others, as the number of new respondents at each phase ranged from 40-65, with a slight 

decrease in new responses at each phase. In addition, there were no substantial differences across 

phases in the number of incomplete respondents or individuals opting-out from the study.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

 Being an explorative study, there are a number of ideas and suggestions for future research that 

can help to build up a more collective understanding on how to address our teacher shortage dilemma. 

First, I would be interested in using this data set to conduct a few follow-up studies. I would be interested 

in conducting an instrument validation study, to seek reliability and consistency in the use of the FIT-

Choice Framework for studying motivations in special education, as well as the adaptation of the 7 Ps 

Service Marketing mix towards studying teacher preparation program preferences.  

In addition, I would be interested in testing the interactions between identified variables, such as 

determining if certain variables moderate differences between certain characteristics and subgroups. For 
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example, I am interested to know if individuals who had experience with students with disabilities during 

their K-12 schooling would be significantly more likely to have developed an onset in teaching special 

education before college. I’d also be interested in seeing how multiple characteristics may produce 

interaction effects, such as the difference between urban applicants who are under the age of 26 and 

neighbor island applicants who are under the age of 26. These interaction effects would be especially 

important when analyzing impacts on enrollment outcomes, especially across each part of the funnel. As 

part of this follow-up research, I would be interested in adding a few new variables for analysis, such as 

comparisons between: (a) undergraduate students and graduate students, (b) dual licensure applicants 

and single licensure applicants, and (c) adding socialization and onset as characteristics for analysis 

across motivations and preferences.  

Once validation of the survey instrument and expansion of the exploratory analysis was 

completed, I would want to replicate this study in two ways. First, I would want to give this study to all the 

prospective students on my Hubspot CRM database who had never started an application to one of the 

programs. This could shed better insight on whether certain types of motivations or preferences are more 

likely to impact an individual’s decision to even start an application to a program. In addition, I would want 

to replicate this study every 3 years, given that response rates are proportional within this period of time 

and the additional studies could shed better insight on long-term trends. I am particularly interested in 

knowing if the pay differentials in special education will have an impact on future task perceptions within 

this profession. In addition, since this study began, the Department of Special Education developed a new 

licensure program option at the undergraduate level for special education licensure only in either 

secondary mild/moderate or K-12 severe/autism. Therefore, a follow-up study could include further insight 

into program preferences and enrollment outcomes. 

Another area for future research would be to conduct more qualitative analysis of characteristics 

that had limited findings through this quantitative approach. A deeper dive into the motivations and 

preferences of individuals living in more rural areas, as well as focusing on the perspectives of Native 

Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islanders may help to identify critical variables that could help with recruitment 

of these needed populations. 

 In addition, I recommend that state-level reporting systems use distinguishable and consistent 

ethnic categories for identifying the workforce population in comparison to the student population so that 

future research can conduct more effective comparisons. The need for better ethnicity data sources can 

help to understand and address issues of inequity and disproportionality within our educational system.   

Finally, I would be interested in expanding this research in two different areas. First, I would like 

to look at how motivations and teacher preparation design impacts special education teacher retention. In 

addition, I would be interested in adapting the motivation component so that both motivations and 

preferences can be studied across all prospective teacher candidates in the College of Education at 

UHM.  
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Final Thoughts: Bucket Analogy 

 Altogether, this study served as an initial attempt to merge foundational frameworks and theories 

within education and the field of business to inform recruitment strategies needed to address the 

longstanding teacher shortage. However, I would like to end this discussion with an analogy that 

represents the broader problem. There is little point investing in recruitment if investments in retention are 

not included. If we visualize the teacher shortage as the filling of a leaky bucket, there are three key 

variables involved: (a) the tap, which represents the new teacher pipeline and recruitment efforts; (b) the 

bucket, which represents the role of teacher preparation and entry into the teacher workforce, and (c) the 

hole, which represents teacher attrition (see Figure 48).  

 

Figure 48  

The Leaky Bucket Analogy 

 

 

 This study proposes findings to help recruit more individuals into pursuing the special education 

profession, which could be understood as the ability to open the tap, to allow more water to enter the 

bucket. The bucket itself represents how these individuals are trained and the conversion rates across 

each stage of the enrollment funnel. Understanding preferences can help IHE redesign the bucket to best 

support its targeted population and widen the capacity of the bucket while preventing cracks from forming 

at each stage of the enrollment funnel (e.g., application completion conversion rate, admission conversion 

rate, graduation conversion rate). However, the most critical piece of this process comes from the hole in 

the bucket, which represents all the individuals who either choose not to enter the profession after 

obtaining licensure or who enter but leave the profession prematurely. Unless efforts are made to repair 

the hole, the widening of the tap and the bucket would be a waste of resources. In addition, the 

proliferation of alternative routes that use tactics to rush individuals through the bucket without the proper 
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preparation and skills can be thought of as widening the hole, which perpetuates the problem.  

In the end, a productive solution to the teacher shortage involves a comprehensive and 

collaborative approach across all stakeholders that would lead to a steady flow of water into a large and 

sturdy bucket. Once the bucket is filled, the supply and demand needs of the teacher workforce would 

have been met. The goal from that point forward would be to continue supporting a steady stream of new 

water into the bucket to replace the small amount of water that invariably “leaks” as teachers leave the 

workforce due to retirement and other factors. Keeping the bucket full, with enough water to meet 

demands, would be indicative that a strong and high-quality teacher workforce can be maintained without 

great attrition at any step of the process. Together, recruitment and retention efforts could work in tandem 

to successfully address the special education teacher shortage long-term. 

  



173 

References 

 

Adams, M. J., & Umbach, P. D. (2012). Nonresponse and online student evaluations of teaching: 

Understanding the influence of salience, fatigue, and academic environments. Research in 

Higher Education, 53(5), 576–591. 

Ahram, R., Fergus, E., & Noguera, P. (2011). Addressing racial/ethnic disproportionality in special 

education: Case studies of suburban school districts. Teachers College Record, 113(10), 

2233–2266. 

Alexander, C., Wyatt-Smith, C., & Du Plessis, A. (2020). The role of motivations and perceptions on 

the retention of inservice teachers. Teaching and Teacher Education, 96, 103186. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2020.103186 

Allen, M. B. (2005). Eight questions on teacher recruitment and retention: What does the research 

say? Education Commission of the States.  

American Association for Public Opinion Research [AAPOR]. (2016). Standard Definitions: Final 

Dispositions of Case Codes and Outcome Rates for Surveys. AAPOR 9th ed., Ann Arbor, 

Michigan. https://www.aapor.org/AAPOR_Main/media/publications/Standard-

Definitions20169theditionfinal.pdf 

Andrews, L., Miller, N., Evans, S., & Smith, S. D. (2003). An internship model to recruit, train, and 

retain special educators for culturally diverse urban classrooms: A program description. 

Teacher Education and Special Education, 26(1), 74–78. 

Aragon, S. (2016). Teacher Shortages: What we know. Teacher Shortage Series. Education 

Commission of the States, May, 1–12. 

http://login.ezproxy1.lib.asu.edu/login?url=https://search.proquest.com/docview/1826540784?a

ccountid=4485 

Artiles, A. J., Kozleski, E. B., Trent, S. C., Osher, D., & Ortiz, A. (2010). Justifying and explaining 

disproportionality, 1968–2008: A critique of underlying views of culture. Exceptional Children, 

76(3), 279–299. 

Audrain, R. L., Weinberg A. E., Bennett, A., O’Reilly, J. O., & Basile, C. G. (2022). Ambitious and 

sustainable post-pandemic workplace design for teachers: A portrait of the Arizona teacher 

workforce. In. F. M. Reimers (Ed.), Primary and secondary education during Covid-19: 

Disruptions to educational opportunity during a pandemic. (1st Ed, pp. 353–381). 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-81500-4_14 

Bargerhuff, M. E., Dunne, J. D., & Renick, P. R. (2007). Giving teachers a chance: Taking special 

education teacher preparation programs to rural communities. Rural Special Education 

Quarterly, 26(1), 3–12. https://doi.org/10.1177/875687050702600102 

Barnes, G., Crowe, E., & Schaefer, B. (2007). The cost of teacher turnover in five school districts: A 

pilot study. National Commission on Teaching and America's Future. 

https://www.aapor.org/AAPOR_Main/media/publications/Standard-Definitions20169theditionfinal.pdf
https://www.aapor.org/AAPOR_Main/media/publications/Standard-Definitions20169theditionfinal.pdf
http://login.ezproxy1.lib.asu.edu/login?url=https://search.proquest.com/docview/1826540784?accountid=4485
http://login.ezproxy1.lib.asu.edu/login?url=https://search.proquest.com/docview/1826540784?accountid=4485
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-81500-4_14
https://doi.org/10.1177/875687050702600102


174 

Baumhardt, A., Craft, W., & Robinson, S. (2021, July 28). Texas company fuels rise of for-profit 

teacher training programs. American Public Media Reports. 

https://www.apmreports.org/story/2021/07/28/texas-teachers-of-tomorrow-fuels-rise-of-

forprofit-training-programs 

Benjamin, T. (2008). Will they stay? Factors that promote the retention of novice special education 

teachers on Hawaii’s neighbor islands [Unpublished doctoral dissertation]. University of Hawai‘i 

at Mānoa. 

Berry, A. B., Petrin, R. A., Gravelle, M. L., & Farmer, T. W. (2011). Issues in special education 

teacher recruitment, retention, and professional development: Considerations in supporting 

rural teachers. Rural Special Education Quarterly, 30(4), 3–11. 

Bettini, E., Cheyney, K., Wang, J., & Leko, C. (2014). Job design: An administrator’s guide to 

supporting and retaining special educators. Intervention in School and Clinic, 50(4). 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1053451214532346 

Billingsley, B. S. (2004). Special education teacher retention and attrition: A critical analysis of the 

research literature. The Journal of Special Education, 38(1), 39–55. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/00224669040380010401 

Billingsley, B. S., Bettini, E. A., & Williams, T. O. (2019). Teacher racial/ethnic diversity: Distribution 

of special and general educators of color across schools. Remedial and Special Education, 

40(4), 199–212. https://doi.org/10.1177/0741932517733047 

Blanton, L. P., Boveda, M., Munoz, L. R., & Pugach, M. C. (2017). The affordances and constraints 

of special education initial teacher licensure policy for teacher preparation. Teacher Education 

and Special Education, 40(1), 77–91. https://doi.org/10.1177/0888406416665449 

Blaschke, L. M. (2012). Heutagogy and lifelong learning: A review of heutagogical practice and self 

determined learning. International Review of Research in Open and Distance Learning, 13(1), 

56–71. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2004.09.015 

Boe, E. E. (2006). Long-term trends in the national demand, supply, and shortage of special 

education teachers. The Journal of Special Education, 40(3), 138–150. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/00224669060400030201 

Boe, E. E., deBettencourt, L. U., Dewey, J., Rosenberg, M., Sindelar, P., & Leko, C. (2013). 

Variability in demand for special education teachers: Indicators, explanations, and impacts. 

Exceptionality, 21(2), 103–125. 

Booms, B.H. & Bitner, M.J. (1981). Marketing strategies and organization structures for service 

firms. In Marketing of Services, J. Donnelly and W.R. George (eds.), American Marketing 

Association. 

Bremer, C. L. (2012). Why special education? Exploring the influence of motivation on choosing 

special education as a career. In Regent University (Issue September). American University. 

http://proxyau.wrlc.org/login?url=http://search.proquest.com/docview/1240980531?accountid=

https://www.apmreports.org/story/2021/07/28/texas-teachers-of-tomorrow-fuels-rise-of-forprofit-training-programs
https://www.apmreports.org/story/2021/07/28/texas-teachers-of-tomorrow-fuels-rise-of-forprofit-training-programs
https://doi.org/10.1177/1053451214532346
https://doi.org/10.1177/00224669040380010401
https://doi.org/10.1177/0741932517733047
https://doi.org/10.1177/0888406416665449
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2004.09.015
https://doi.org/10.1177/00224669060400030201
http://proxyau.wrlc.org/login?url=http://search.proquest.com/docview/1240980531?accountid=8285%5Cnhttp://vg5ly4ql7e.search.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info:ofi/enc:UTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/ProQuest+Dissertations+%26+Theses+Full+Text&rft


175 

8285%5Cnhttp://vg5ly4ql7e.search.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-

2004&ctx_enc=info:ofi/enc:UTF-

8&rfr_id=info:sid/ProQuest+Dissertations+%26+Theses+Full+Text&rft 

Brownell, M. T., Bishop, A. M., & Sindelar, P. T. (2018). Republication of “NCLB and the demand for 

highly qualified teachers: Challenges and solutions for rural schools”. Rural Special Education 

Quarterly, 37(1), 4–11. 

Brownell, M. T., Sindelar, P. T., Kiely, M. T., & Danielson, L. C. (2010). Special education teacher 

quality and preparation: Exposing foundations, constructing a new model. Exceptional 

Children, 76(3), 357–377. 

Burbank, M. D., Bates, A. J., & Schrum, L. (2009). Expanding teacher preparation pathways for 

paraprofessionals: A recruiting seminar series. Teacher Education Quarterly, 36(2), 199–216. 

Burstein, N., Kretschmer, D., Smith, C., & Gudoski, P. (1999). Redesigning teacher education as a 

shared responsibility of schools and universities. Journal of Teacher Education, 50(2), 106–

118. 

Cardichon, J., Darling-Hammond, L., Yang, M., Scott, C., Shields, P. M., & Burns, D. (2020). 

Inequitable opportunity to learn: Student access to certified and experienced teachers. 

Learning Policy Institute. 

Carver-Thomas, D. (2017). Diversifying the field: Barriers to recruiting and retaining teachers of 

color and how to overcome them. Equity Assistance Center Region II, Intercultural 

Development Research Association, April, 1–34. 

http://login.ezproxy1.lib.asu.edu/login?url=https://search.proquest.com/docview/2101387302?a

ccountid=4485 

Carver-Thomas, D., & Darling-Hammond, L. (2019). The trouble with teacher turnover: How teacher 

attrition affects students and schools. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 27, 36. 

https://doi.org/10.14507/epaa.27.3699 

Carver-Thomas, D., Leung, M., & Burns, D. (2021). California teachers and COVID-19: How the 

pandemic is impacting the teacher workforce. Learning Policy Institute. 

Cegelka, P. A., & Alvarado, J. L. (2000). A best practices model for preparation of rural special 

education teachers. Rural Special Education Quarterly, 19(3/4), 15. 

http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=a9h&AN=5420876&site=ehost-

live&scope=site 

Chamberlin-Kim, J., Tarnay, J., & Wells, J. C. (2019). Alternative teacher preparation programs: 

Examination through a marketing lens. Rural Special Education Quarterly, 38(3), 137–150. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/8756870519860737 

Chifeng Dai, Sindelar, P. T., Denslow, D., Dewey, J., & Rosenberg, M. S. (2007). Economic analysis 

and the design of alternative-route teacher education programs. Journal of Teacher Education, 

58(5), 422–439. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487107306395 

http://proxyau.wrlc.org/login?url=http://search.proquest.com/docview/1240980531?accountid=8285%5Cnhttp://vg5ly4ql7e.search.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info:ofi/enc:UTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/ProQuest+Dissertations+%26+Theses+Full+Text&rft
http://proxyau.wrlc.org/login?url=http://search.proquest.com/docview/1240980531?accountid=8285%5Cnhttp://vg5ly4ql7e.search.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info:ofi/enc:UTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/ProQuest+Dissertations+%26+Theses+Full+Text&rft
http://proxyau.wrlc.org/login?url=http://search.proquest.com/docview/1240980531?accountid=8285%5Cnhttp://vg5ly4ql7e.search.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info:ofi/enc:UTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/ProQuest+Dissertations+%26+Theses+Full+Text&rft
http://login.ezproxy1.lib.asu.edu/login?url=https://search.proquest.com/docview/2101387302?accountid=4485
http://login.ezproxy1.lib.asu.edu/login?url=https://search.proquest.com/docview/2101387302?accountid=4485
https://doi.org/10.14507/epaa.27.3699
http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=a9h&AN=5420876&site=ehost-live&scope=site
http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=a9h&AN=5420876&site=ehost-live&scope=site
https://doi.org/10.1177/8756870519860737
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487107306395


176 

Chorpita, B. F., & Donkervoet, C. (2005). Implementation of the Felix Consent Decree in Hawai‘i: 

The impact of policy and practice development efforts on service delivery. In Handbook of 

mental health services for children, adolescents, and families (pp. 317–331). 

Christian, S., & Sullivan, A. (2011). Disproportionality in special education identification and 

placement of English language learners. Exceptional Children, 77(3), 317–334. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/001440291107700304 

Civil Rights Data Collection [CRDC]. (2018). IDEA enrollment. State and National Estimations. 

Retrieved from https://ocrdata.ed.gov/estimations/2017-2018 

Civil Rights Data Collection [CRDC]. (2022). Hawaii Department of Education: LEA Characteristics 

and Membership. Retrieved from https://ocrdata.ed.gov/profile/9/district/29005/summary 

Civil Rights Data Collection [CRDC]. (2022). Hawaii Department of Education: Students with 

Disabilities served under IDEA. Retrieved from 

https://ocrdata.ed.gov/profile/9/district/29005/studentswithdisabilitiesidea 

Connelly, V. J., & Rosenberg, M. S. (2009). Special education teaching as a profession: Lessons 

learned from occupations that have achieved full professional standing. Teacher Education 

and Special Education, 32(3), 201–214. 

Cowan, J., Goldhaber, D., Hayes, K., & Theobald, R. (2016). Missing elements in the discussion of 

teacher shortages. Educational Researcher, 45(8), 460–462. 

https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X16679145 

Creswell, J. W. (2003). A framework for design. Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and 

mixed methods approaches, 9–11. 

Creswell, J. W., Plano Clark, V. L., Gutmann, M. L., & Hanson, W. E. (2003). An expanded typology 

for classifying mixed methods research into designs. A. Tashakkori y C. Teddlie, Handbook of 

Mixed Methods in Social and Behavioral Research, 209–240. 

Creswell, J. W., & Plano Clark, V. L. (2007). Choosing a mixed methods design. In Designing and 

Conducting Mixed Methods Research (2nd ed., pp. 58–89). Sage publications. 

Cross, F. (2017). Teacher shortage areas nationwide listing: 1990-1991 through 2016-2017. United 

States Department of Education, 1–184. 

Darling-Hammond, L. (2000). Teacher quality and student achievement: A review of state policy 

evidence. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 8(1). http://epaa.asu.edu/epaa/v8n1 

Darling-Hammond, L. (2017). Teacher education around the world: What can we learn from 

international practice? European Journal of Teacher Education, 40(3), 291–309. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02619768.2017.1315399 

Darling-Hammond, L., & Berry, B. (2006). Highly qualified teachers for all. Educational Leadership, 

64(3), 14. 

Darling-Hammond, L., & Podolsky, A. (2019). Breaking the cycle of teacher shortages: What kind of 

policies can make a difference? Education Policy Analysis Archives, 27, 34. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/001440291107700304
https://ocrdata.ed.gov/estimations/2017-2018
https://ocrdata.ed.gov/profile/9/district/29005/summary
https://ocrdata.ed.gov/profile/9/district/29005/studentswithdisabilitiesidea
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X16679145
http://epaa.asu.edu/epaa/v8n1
https://doi.org/10.1080/02619768.2017.1315399


177 

Dennis, M. J. (1998). A practical guide to enrollment and retention management in higher education. 

Greenwood Publishing Group. 

Dewey, J., Sindelar, P. T., Bettini, E., Boe, E. E., Rosenberg, M. S., & Leko, C. (2017). Explaining 

the decline in special education teacher employment from 2005 to 2012. Exceptional Children, 

83(3), 315–329. 

Dillman, D. A., Smyth, J. D., & Christian, L. M. (2014). Internet, phone, mail, and mixed-mode 

surveys: The tailored design method. John Wiley & Sons. 

EducationDynamics. (2022). Marketing and Enrollment Management Benchmarks 2022. 

Enache, I.-C. (2011). Marketing higher education using the 7 Ps framework. Bulletin of the 

Transilvania University of Brasov. Series V: Economic Sciences, 4(1), 23–30. 

http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=bth&AN=66180380&lang=fr&site=eho

st-live 

Esposito, M. C., & Lal, S. (2005). Responding to special education teacher shortages in diverse 

urban settings: An accelerated alternative credential program. Teacher Education and Special 

Education, 28(2), 100–103. 

Feng, L., & Sass, T. R. (2018). The impact of incentives to recruit and retain teachers in “hard‐to‐

staff” subjects. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 37(1), 112–135. 

Fenwick, L. (2021). The history, current use, and impact of entrance and licensure examinations cut 

scores on the teacher-of-color pipeline: A structural racism analysis. https://aacte.org/wp-

content/uploads/2021/10/CREA-v4.pdf 

Fish, W.W. , Stephens, T. L. (2010). Special education: A career of choice. Remedial and Special 

Education, 17(1), 400–407. 

Ford, D. Y. (2012). Culturally different students in special education: Looking backward to move 

forward. Council for Exceptional Children, 78(4), 391–405. 

Fray, L., & Gore, J. (2018). Why people choose teaching: A scoping review of empirical studies, 

2007–2016. Teaching and Teacher Education, 75, 153–163. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2018.06.009 

Gajic, J. (2012). Importance of marketing mix in higher education institutions. Singidunum Journal of 

Applied Sciences, 9(1), 29–41. 

Gale, N. K., Heath, G., Cameron, E., Rashid, S., & Redwood, S. (2013). Using the framework 

method for the analysis of qualitative data in multi-disciplinary health research. BMC Medical 

Research Methodology, 13(1), 1. https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2288-13-117 

Garcia, E., & Weiss, E. (2019). The teacher shortage is real, large and growing, and worse than we 

thought. The first report in "The Perfect Storm in the Teacher Labor Market" Series. Economic 

Policy Institute. 

Garcia, E., & Weiss, E. (2020). Examining the factors that play a role in the teacher shortage crisis. 

Key findings from "The Perfect Storm in the Teacher Labor Market" Series. Economic Policy 

http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=bth&AN=66180380&lang=fr&site=ehost-live
http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=bth&AN=66180380&lang=fr&site=ehost-live
https://aacte.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/CREA-v4.pdf
https://aacte.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/CREA-v4.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2018.06.009
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2288-13-117


178 

Institute. 

Geiger, W. L., Mickelson, A., McKeown, D., Barton, J., Kleinhammer-Tramill, J., & Steinbrecher, T. 

(2014). Patterns of licensure for special education teachers. Handbook of Research on Special 

Education Teacher Preparation, 30–46. 

Goldhaber, D., Theobald, R., & Tien, C.(2015). The theoretical and empirical arguments for 

diversifying the teacher workforce: A review of the evidence. The Center for Education Data & 

Research, University of Washington Bothell. Available at: 

http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.1062.3453&rep=rep1&type=pdf. 

Green, G., & Ballard, G. H. (2011). No substitute for experience: Transforming teacher preparation 

with experiential and adult learning practices. SRATE Journal, 20(1), 12–20. 

http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=eric&AN=EJ948702&site=ehost-live 

Grissmer, D. W., & Kirby, S. N. (1992). Patterns of attrition among Indiana teachers. Santa Monica, 

CA: Rand Corporation, 1965–1987. 

Guarino, C. M., Santibanez, L., & Daley, G. A. (2006). Teacher recruitment and retention: A review 

of the recent empirical literature. Review of Educational Research, 76(2), 173–208. 

https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543076002173 

Hanover. (2018). Strategies for attracting and supporting nontraditional students. (Issue January). 

Hanson, W. E., Creswell, J. W., Clark, V. L. P., Petska, K. S., & Creswell, J. D. (2005). Mixed 

methods research designs in counseling psychology. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 52(2), 

224. 

Harrison, G. (Chapter in development). What to survey: Defining and operationalizing the content. 

Hawai‘i Department of Education [HIDOE]. ( 2011–2021). Employment Report. 

https://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/VisionForSuccess/SchoolDataAndReports/reportfinder/Pa

ges/home.aspx?fr2=Report&fx=true#k=Employment%20Report%20%20DocumentType%3AR

eport%20 

Hawai‘i Department of Education [HIDOE]. (2019). IDEA Part B Data Tables 2019–2020. Retrieved 

from https://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/Reports/2019-20_IDEAPartB.zip 

Hawai‘i Department of Education [HIDOE]. (2019). 29th Annual Report: 2018 Hawai‘i Department of 

Education Data Book. 1–26. 

https://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/Reports/2018HIDOEDatabook.pdf 

Hawai‘i Department of Education [HIDOE]. (2020). Homes for superheroes. 

https://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/ConnectWithUs/Organization/Offices/TalentManagement/

Pages/Homes-for-Heroes.aspx 

Hawai‘i Department of Education [HIDOE]. (2020). Strategic Plan Dynamic Report: Teacher 

Retention. 

https://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/VisionForSuccess/AdvancingEducation/StrategicPlan/Pag

es/SPDR-2tr.aspx 

http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.1062.3453&rep=rep1&type=pdf
http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=eric&AN=EJ948702&site=ehost-live
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543076002173
https://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/VisionForSuccess/SchoolDataAndReports/reportfinder/Pages/home.aspx?fr2=Report&fx=true#k=Employment%20Report%20%20DocumentType%3AReport%20
https://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/VisionForSuccess/SchoolDataAndReports/reportfinder/Pages/home.aspx?fr2=Report&fx=true#k=Employment%20Report%20%20DocumentType%3AReport%20
https://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/VisionForSuccess/SchoolDataAndReports/reportfinder/Pages/home.aspx?fr2=Report&fx=true#k=Employment%20Report%20%20DocumentType%3AReport%20
https://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/Reports/2019-20_IDEAPartB.zip
https://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/Reports/2018HIDOEDatabook.pdf
https://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/ConnectWithUs/Organization/Offices/TalentManagement/Pages/Homes-for-Heroes.aspx
https://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/ConnectWithUs/Organization/Offices/TalentManagement/Pages/Homes-for-Heroes.aspx
https://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/VisionForSuccess/AdvancingEducation/StrategicPlan/Pages/SPDR-2tr.aspx
https://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/VisionForSuccess/AdvancingEducation/StrategicPlan/Pages/SPDR-2tr.aspx


179 

Hawai‘i Department of Education [HIDOE]. (2020). Strategic Plan Dynamic Report: Teacher 

Positions Filled. 

https://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/VisionForSuccess/AdvancingEducation/StrategicPlan/Pag

es/SPDR-2tr.aspx 

Hawai‘i Department of Education [HIDOE]. (2022). Media Kit. Retrieved March 19, 2022 from 

https://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/ConnectWithUs/MediaRoom/MediaKit/Pages/home.aspx 

Hawai‘i P-20 Partnerships for Education (2019). Education to Workforce Report. 

http://hawaiidxp.org/files/Rpt_Education_to_Workforce-EDU_2019-12.pdf 

Hawai‘i Scholars for Education and Social Justice [HSESJ]. (2020). Increased teacher 

compensation can lead to more equitable education in Hawai’i. 1–16. 

Hawai‘i State Auditor. (2001). Follow-Up and Management Audit of the Felix Consent Decree and 

the Legislature of the State of (Issue 01). 

Hawai‘i State Teachers Association [HSTA]. (2019). Ending Hawai‘i’s Teacher Shortage. Report 

Hawai‘i State Teachers Association [HSTA]. (2020, November 18). SPED shortage differentials help 

decrease vacancies by 66%. https://www.hsta.org/News/Recent-Stories/sped-shortage-

differentials-help-decrease-vacancies-by-66 

Heck, R. H. (2006). Conceptualizing and conducting meaningful research studies in education. The 

Sage Handbook for Research in Education: Engaging ideas and Enriching Inquiry, 373–392. 

Hirsch, E., Koppich, J. E., & Knapp, M. S. (2001). Revisiting what states are doing to improve the 

quality of teaching : An update on patterns and trends. Educational Research, 2001(February), 

1–45. 

Hobart, L. (2001). Attracting and retaining teachers in rural areas. Paper presented at the Annual 

Meeting of the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education (53rd, Dallas, TX, 

March 1–4, 2001) 

Hollo, A., Floyd, K. K., & Brigandi, C. B. (2019). Endorsement by exam: Policy and practice in rural 

special education. Rural Special Education Quarterly, 38(3), 177–184. 

Hosp, J. L., & Reschly, D. J. (2004). Disproportionate representation of minority students in special 

education: Academic, demographic, and economic predictors. Council for Exceptional 

Children, 70(2), 185–199. https://doi.org/10.1177/001440290407000204 

Hossler, D., & Bontrager, B. (2014). Handbook of strategic enrollment management. John Wiley & 

Sons. 

Howard, M. D., Noonan, M. J., & Mcdougall, D. (2014). Cultural experiences of special education 

teachers from the Continental United States with students in Hawaii. [Unpublished 

dissertation]. University of Hawai‘i at Mānoa. 

Hudson, P. (2012). How can schools support beginning teachers? A call for timely induction and 

mentoring for effective teaching. Australian Journal of Teacher Education, 37(7), 71–84. 

Hughes, G. (2012). Teacher retention: Teacher characteristics, school characteristics, 

https://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/VisionForSuccess/AdvancingEducation/StrategicPlan/Pages/SPDR-2tr.aspx
https://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/VisionForSuccess/AdvancingEducation/StrategicPlan/Pages/SPDR-2tr.aspx
https://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/ConnectWithUs/MediaRoom/MediaKit/Pages/home.aspx
http://hawaiidxp.org/files/Rpt_Education_to_Workforce-EDU_2019-12.pdf
https://www.hsta.org/News/Recent-Stories/sped-shortage-differentials-help-decrease-vacancies-by-66
https://www.hsta.org/News/Recent-Stories/sped-shortage-differentials-help-decrease-vacancies-by-66
https://doi.org/10.1177/001440290407000204


180 

organizational characteristics, and teacher efficacy. The Journal of Educational Research 

(Washington, D.C.), 105(4), 245–255. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2011.584922 

Ingersoll, R. M. (2001). Teacher turnover and teacher shortages: An organizational analysis. 

American Educational Research Journal, 38(3), 499–534. 

Ingersoll, R. M., May, H., & Collins, G. (2019) Recruitment, employment, retention and the minority 

teacher shortage. Education Policy Analysis Archives, 27 (37) 

Ingersoll, R., & Strong, M. (2012). What the research tells us about the impact of induction and 

mentoring programs for beginning teachers. Yearbook of the National Society for the Study of 

Education, 111(2), 466–490. 

Ivy, J. (2008). A new higher education marketing mix: The 7Ps for MBA marketing. International 

Journal of Educational Management, 22(4), 288–299. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/09513540810875635 

Jenson, M. C., Churchill, L., & Davis, T. (2000). Finding and keeping the best: A rural regional 

partnership for recruiting and retaining teachers for children with high-incidence disabilities. 

Final performance report December, 1, 1998. 

Johnson, E. S., Humphrey, M. J., & Allred, K. W. (2009). Online learning and mentors: Addressing 

the shortage of rural special educators through technology and collaboration. Rural Special 

Education Quarterly, 28(2), 17–22.  

Jordan, L., Spooner, F., Calhoun, M., Beattie, J., Algozzine, B., & Galloway, T. (1999). Life beyond 

the large city: A distance education program in learning disabilities at the University of North 

Carolina-Charlotte. Rural Special Education Quarterly, 18(3/4), 44–57. 

Kasworm, C. E. (2003). Setting the stage: Adults in higher education. New directions for student 

services, 2003(102), 3–10. 

King, J. B., Mcintosh, A., & Bell-Ellwanger, J. (2016). The state of racial diversity in the educator 

workforce. http://www2.ed.gov/rschstat/eval/highered/racial-diversity/state-racial-diversity-

workforce.pdf. 

Knapczyk, D., Chapman, C., Rodes, P., & Chung, H. (2001). Teacher preparation in rural 

communities through distance education. Teacher Education and Special Education, 24(4), 

402–407. 

http://ezproxy.library.yorku.ca/login?url=http://search.proquest.com/docview/62275710?accoun

tid=15182%5Cnhttp://sfx.scholarsportal.info/york?url_ver=Z39.88-

2004&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&genre=article&sid=ProQ:ProQ%3Aericshell&atitl

e=Teache 

Knowles, M. S. (1968). Andragogy, not pedagogy. Adult leadership, 16(10), 350-352. 

Krachenberg, A. R. (1972). Bringing the concept of marketing to higher education. The Journal of 

Higher Education, 43(5), 369–380. https://www.jstor.org/stable/1980714 

Kunichoff, Y. (2019, August 8). Illinois says goodbye to the basic skills test, long a barrier for teacher 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2011.584922
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513540810875635
http://www2.ed.gov/rschstat/eval/highered/racial-diversity/state-racial-diversity-workforce.pdf
http://www2.ed.gov/rschstat/eval/highered/racial-diversity/state-racial-diversity-workforce.pdf
http://ezproxy.library.yorku.ca/login?url=http://search.proquest.com/docview/62275710?accountid=15182%5Cnhttp://sfx.scholarsportal.info/york?url_ver=Z39.88-2004&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&genre=article&sid=ProQ:ProQ%3Aericshell&atitle=Teache
http://ezproxy.library.yorku.ca/login?url=http://search.proquest.com/docview/62275710?accountid=15182%5Cnhttp://sfx.scholarsportal.info/york?url_ver=Z39.88-2004&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&genre=article&sid=ProQ:ProQ%3Aericshell&atitle=Teache
http://ezproxy.library.yorku.ca/login?url=http://search.proquest.com/docview/62275710?accountid=15182%5Cnhttp://sfx.scholarsportal.info/york?url_ver=Z39.88-2004&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&genre=article&sid=ProQ:ProQ%3Aericshell&atitle=Teache
http://ezproxy.library.yorku.ca/login?url=http://search.proquest.com/docview/62275710?accountid=15182%5Cnhttp://sfx.scholarsportal.info/york?url_ver=Z39.88-2004&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&genre=article&sid=ProQ:ProQ%3Aericshell&atitle=Teache
https://www.jstor.org/stable/1980714


181 

candidates of color. Chalkbeat, 1–5. https://chicago.chalkbeat.org/2019/8/8/21108588/illinois-

says-goodbye-to-the-basic-skills-test-long-a-barrier-for-teacher-candidates-of-color 

Landrum, J. (2018). An Examination of Marketing Factors that Influence Nontraditional College 

Student Enrollment Decisions [Doctoral Dissertation]. Purdue University. 

Larwood, L. (2005). A promising practice: Low incidence teacher education in rural and remote 

California. Rural Special Education Quarterly, 24(3), 25–29. 

Lee, S. (2022, January 12). Is the Hawaii legislature ready to give teachers a raise? Honolulu Civil 

Beat, 1–7. https://www.civilbeat.org/2022/01/is-the-hawaii-legislature-ready-to-give-teachers-a-

raise/#comments 

Lemke, J., & Harrison, S. (2000). Changing paradigms: A new teacher education model for rural 

Hawaii. Rural Special Education Quarterly, 19(3-4), 44–49. 

Lindo, E. J. (2020). Committed to advancing cultural competence and culturally sustaining 

pedagogy. TEACHING Exceptional Children, 53(1), 10–11. 

Magda, A. J., Capranos, D., & Aslanian, C. B. (2020). Online college students 2020: Comprehensive 

data on demands and preferences. Louisville, KY: Wiley Education Services 

Mamlin, N., & Diliberto, J. A. (2020). There’s no Place like home: Finding teachers in your backyard. 

Rural Special Education Quarterly, 39(2), 104–112. 

Marks, S. U., Matson, A., & Barraza, L. (2005). The impact of siblings with disabilities on their 

brothers and sisters pursuing a career in special education. Research and Practice for Persons 

with Severe Disabilities, 30(4), 205–218. 

Mason-Williams, L. (2015). Unequal opportunities: A profile of the distribution of special education 

teachers. Exceptional Children, 81(2). https://doi.org/10.1177/0014402914551737 

Mason-Williams, Loretta, Bettini, E., Peyton, D., Harvey, A., Rosenberg, M., & Sindelar, P. T. 

(2020). Rethinking shortages in special education: Making good on the promise of an equal 

opportunity for students with disabilities. Teacher Education and Special Education, 43(1), 45–

62. https://doi.org/10.1177/0888406419880352 

McCarthy, E. J. (1965). The Concept of the Marketing Mix. 

McLaren, E., & Rutland, J. H. (2013). Preparing early childhood special educators in Appalachian 

Kentucky. Rural Special Education Quarterly, 32(1), 47–55. 

McLeskey, J., Tyler, N. C., & Saunders Flippin, S. (2004). The supply of and demand for special 

education teachers: A review of research regarding the chronic shortage of special education 

teachers. The Journal of Special Education, 38(1), 5–21. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/00224669040380010201 

McLeskey, James, & Billingsley, B. S. (2008). How does the quality and stability of the teaching 

force influence the research-to-practice gap? Remedial and Special Education, 29(5), 293–

305. https://doi.org/10.1177/0741932507312010 

Merriam, S. B. (2001). Andragogy and self-directed learning: Pillars of adult learning theory. New 

https://chicago.chalkbeat.org/2019/8/8/21108588/illinois-says-goodbye-to-the-basic-skills-test-long-a-barrier-for-teacher-candidates-of-color
https://chicago.chalkbeat.org/2019/8/8/21108588/illinois-says-goodbye-to-the-basic-skills-test-long-a-barrier-for-teacher-candidates-of-color
https://www.civilbeat.org/2022/01/is-the-hawaii-legislature-ready-to-give-teachers-a-raise/#comments
https://www.civilbeat.org/2022/01/is-the-hawaii-legislature-ready-to-give-teachers-a-raise/#comments
https://doi.org/10.1177/0014402914551737
https://doi.org/10.1177/0888406419880352
https://doi.org/10.1177/00224669040380010201
https://doi.org/10.1177/0741932507312010


182 

Directions for Adult and Continuing Education, 2001(89), 3. 

Mezirow, J. (1997). Transformative learning: Theory to practice. New Directions for Adult and 

Continuing Education, 1997(74), 5–12 

Mihas, P. (2019). Learn to use an exploratory sequential mixed method design for instrument 

development. SAGE Publications, Limited. 

Mills, G. E., & Gay, L. R. (2019). Educational research: Competencies for analysis and applications. 

Pearson. One Lake Street, Upper Saddle River, New Jersey 07458 

Morgan, P. L., Farkas, G., Hillemeier, M. M., Mattison, R., Maczuga, S., Li, H., & Cook, M. (2015). 

Minorities are disproportionately underrepresented in special education: Longitudinal evidence 

across five disability conditions. Educational Researcher, 44(5), 278–292. 

Murphy, P., DeArmond, M., & Guin, K. (2003). A national crisis or localized problems? Getting 

perspective on the scope and scale of the teacher shortage. Education Policy Analysis 

Archives, 11, 1–18. 

National Education Association [NEA]. (2019). NEA reviews of the research on best practices in 

education. Retrieved on December 16, 2019 from https://www.nea.org/tools/16578.htm 

Noel-Levitz White Paper—Retooling the enrollment funnel: Strategies and metrics for a new era. 

2009. Retrieved from 

https://www.noellevitz.com/documents/shared/Papers_and_Research/2009/RetoolingTheEnrol

lmentFunnel0109.pdf 

Nguyen, T. D. (2020). Examining the teacher labor market in different rural contexts: Variations by 

urbanicity and rural states. AERA Open, 6(4), 2332858420966336. 

Peyton, D. J., Acosta K., Harvey, A., Pua, D. J.,  Sindelar, P. T.,  Mason Williams, L., Dewey, J., 

Fisher, T. L., & Crews, E. (2021). Special education teacher shortage: Differences between 

high and low shortage states. Teacher Education and Special Education, 44(1), 5–23. 

Podolsky, A., Kini, T., Darling-Hammond, L., & Bishop, J. (2019). Strategies for attracting and 

retaining educators: What does the evidence say? Education Policy Analysis Archives, 

27(June), 1–47. https://doi.org/10.14507/epaa.27.3722 

Podolsky, A., Kini, T., & Darling-Hammond, L. (2019).  Does teaching experience increase teacher 

effectiveness? A review of US research. Journal of Professional Capital and Community, 4(4), 

286–308. 

Ponte, E. (2012). ‘Wow, this is where I’m supposed to be!’ Rethinking gender construction in teacher 

recruitment. Asia-Pacific Journal of Teacher Education, 40(1), 43–53. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1359866x.2011.643765 

Prince, C. (2002). Higher pay in hard-to-staff schools: The case for financial incentives. Scarecrow 

Press. 

Putney, L. L. (2009). Key Issue: Recruiting Special Education Teachers. 

http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED543671.pdf 

https://www.nea.org/tools/16578.htm
https://www.noellevitz.com/documents/shared/Papers_and_Research/2009/RetoolingTheEnrollmentFunnel0109.pdf
https://www.noellevitz.com/documents/shared/Papers_and_Research/2009/RetoolingTheEnrollmentFunnel0109.pdf
https://doi.org/10.14507/epaa.27.3722
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359866x.2011.643765
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED543671.pdf


183 

Radhakrishna, R. B. (2007). Tips for developing and testing questionnaires/instruments. Journal of 

Extension, 45(1), 1TOT2. 

Rafiq, M., & Ahmed, P. K. (1995). Using the 7ps as a generic marketing mix: An exploratory survey 

of UK and European marketing academics. Marketing Intelligence & Planning, 13(9), 4–15. 

Reed, R. (2007). A case study of six special educators who relocated to Hawai’i [Unpublished 

Dissertation]. University of Hawai‘i at Mānoa. 

http://proxyau.wrlc.org/login?url=http://search.proquest.com/docview/304850116?accountid=8

285%5Cnhttp://vg5ly4ql7e.search.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-

2004&ctx_enc=info:ofi/enc:UTF-

8&rfr_id=info:sid/ProQuest+Dissertations+%26+Theses+Full+Text&rft_ 

Rice, C. J., & Goessling, D. P. (2005). Recruiting and retaining male special education teachers. 

Remedial and Special Education, 26(6), 347–356. 

Richardson, P. W., & Watt, H. M. G. (2006). Who chooses teaching and why? Profiling 

characteristics and motivations across three Australian universities. Asia-Pacific Journal of 

Teacher Education, 34(1), 27–56. https://doi.org/10.1080/13598660500480290 

Richardson, P. W., & Watt, H. M. G. (2014). Why people choose teaching as a career: An 

expectancy-value approach to understanding teacher motivation. In Teacher Motivation. 

Theory and Practice (pp. 3–19). Routledge. 

Ritchie, J. and Spencer, L. (1994). Qualitative data analysis for applied policy research. In Bryman, 

A. and Burgess, R., Eds., Anal. Qual. Data, Routledge, London, 173–194. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203413081_chapter_9 

Ronfeldt, M., Loeb, S., & Wyckoff, J. (2013). How teacher turnover harms student achievement. 

American Educational Research Journal, 50(1), 4–36. 

Rock, M. L., Spooner, F., Nagro, S., Vasquez, E., Dunn, C., Leko, M., Luckner, J., Bausch, M., 

Donehower, C., & Jones, J. L. (2016). 21st century change drivers: Considerations from 

constructing transformative models of special education teacher development. Teacher 

Education and Special Education, 39(2), 98–120. 

Rooks-Ellis, D. L. (2017). The scholars project: Maine’s distance education model for preparing 

early childhood special educators to work with young children with disabilities. Rural Special 

Education Quarterly, 36(2), 84–91. 

Rosenberg, M. S., Boyer, L. K., Sindelar, P. T., & Misra, S. K. (2007). Alternative route programs for 

certification in special education: Program infrastructure, instructional delivery, and participant 

characteristics. Exceptional Children, 73(2), 224–241. 

Rosenberg, M. S., & Sindelar, P. T. (2005). The proliferation of alternative routes to certification in 

special education: A critical review of the literature. The Journal of Special Education, 39(2), 

117–127. https://doi.org/10.1177/00224669050390020201 

Ruth, K. J. (2021). Moreland University Program Elimination Letter (p. 1). 

http://proxyau.wrlc.org/login?url=http://search.proquest.com/docview/304850116?accountid=8285%5Cnhttp://vg5ly4ql7e.search.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info:ofi/enc:UTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/ProQuest+Dissertations+%26+Theses+Full+Text&rft_
http://proxyau.wrlc.org/login?url=http://search.proquest.com/docview/304850116?accountid=8285%5Cnhttp://vg5ly4ql7e.search.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info:ofi/enc:UTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/ProQuest+Dissertations+%26+Theses+Full+Text&rft_
http://proxyau.wrlc.org/login?url=http://search.proquest.com/docview/304850116?accountid=8285%5Cnhttp://vg5ly4ql7e.search.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info:ofi/enc:UTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/ProQuest+Dissertations+%26+Theses+Full+Text&rft_
http://proxyau.wrlc.org/login?url=http://search.proquest.com/docview/304850116?accountid=8285%5Cnhttp://vg5ly4ql7e.search.serialssolutions.com/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info:ofi/enc:UTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/ProQuest+Dissertations+%26+Theses+Full+Text&rft_
https://doi.org/10.1080/13598660500480290
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203413081_chapter_9
https://doi.org/10.1177/00224669050390020201


184 

http://hawaiiteacherstandardsboard.org/content/wp-content/uploads/Moreland-Program-

Elimination-Letter-from-Dr.-Ruth.pdf 

Salend, S. J., Whittaker, C. R., Duhaney, L. M. G., & Smith, R. M. (2003). Diversifying teacher 

education programs to recruit and graduate culturally and linguistically diverse teachers. 

Teacher Education and Special Education, 26(4), 315–327. 

Schaeffer, B. (2019). 2019 SAT scores: Gaps between demographic groups grows larger. The 

National Center for Fair and Open Testing, 2–3. https://www.fairtest.org/2019-sat-scores-gaps-

between-demographic-groups-gr 

Schaffhauser, B. D. (2019, October 19). ROI on Professional Development Can Pay Off for 

Decades. 29–30. https://thejournal.com/articles/2019/10/29/roi-on-professional-development-

can-pay-off-for-decades.aspx 

Scott, L. A. (2017). Experience of black male special education teachers: Are alternative licensure 

programs the desired route for recruitment and preparation? Education and Urban Society, 

001312451771997. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013124517719971 

Scott, L. R. A., & Alexander, Q. (2017). Strategies for recruiting and retaining black male special 

education teachers. Remedial and Special Education, 40(4), 236–247. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0741932517732636 

Shepherd, K. G., Fowler, S., McCormick, J., Wilson, C. L., & Morgan, D. (2016). The search for role 

clarity: Challenges and implications for special education teacher preparation. Teacher 

Education and Special Education, 39(2), 83–97. 

Shulman, L. S. (2001). The Carnegie classification of institutions of higher education. Menlo Park: 

Carnegie Publication. 

Sindelar, P. T., Pua, D. J., Fisher, T., Peyton, D. J., Brownell, M. T., & Mason-Williams, L. (2018). 

The demand for special education teachers in rural schools revisited: An update on progress. 

Rural Special Education Quarterly, 37(1), 12–20. 

Sindelar, P. T., Wasburn-Moses, L., Thomas, R. A., & Leko, C. D. (2014). The policy and economic 

contexts of teacher education. Handbook of Research on Special Education Teacher 

Preparation, 3–17. 

Snell, M. B., Martin, K., & Orelove, F. P. (1997). Meeting the demands for specialized teachers of 

students with severe disabilities. Teacher Education and Special Education, 20(3), 221–233. 

Snyder, C. (2012). Finding the “royal road” to learning to teach: Listening to novice teacher voices in 

order to improve the effectiveness of teacher education. Teacher Education Quarterly, 39(4), 

33–53. 

Spitzmüller, C., Glenn, D. M., Barr, C. D., Rogelberg, S. G., & Daniel, P. (2006). “If you treat me 

right, I reciprocate”: Examining the role of exchange in organizational survey response. Journal 

of Organizational Behavior, 27(1), 19–35. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.363 

Srivastava, A., & Thomson, S. B. (2009). Framework analysis: A qualitative methodology for applied 

http://hawaiiteacherstandardsboard.org/content/wp-content/uploads/Moreland-Program-Elimination-Letter-from-Dr.-Ruth.pdf
http://hawaiiteacherstandardsboard.org/content/wp-content/uploads/Moreland-Program-Elimination-Letter-from-Dr.-Ruth.pdf
https://www.fairtest.org/2019-sat-scores-gaps-between-demographic-groups-gr
https://www.fairtest.org/2019-sat-scores-gaps-between-demographic-groups-gr
https://thejournal.com/articles/2019/10/29/roi-on-professional-development-can-pay-off-for-decades.aspx
https://thejournal.com/articles/2019/10/29/roi-on-professional-development-can-pay-off-for-decades.aspx
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013124517719971
https://doi.org/10.1177/0741932517732636
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.363


185 

policy research. Journal of Administration & Governance, 4(2), 72–79. 

State of Hawai‘i Department of Education (2007). Highly qualified teacher equity plan, 1-34. 

https://www2.ed.gov/programs/teacherqual/hqtplans/hiep.doc 

Steinberg, J., Brenneman, M., Lin, P., Carlson, J., Bridgeman, B., & Golub-Smith, M. (2014). A 

comparison of achievement gaps and test-taker characteristics on Praxis I ® Tests. ETS 

Research Report Series, 2014(2), 1–20. https://doi.org/10.1002/ets2.12033 

Sullivan, A. L., Kulkarni, T., & Chhuon, V. (2020). Making visible the invisible: Multistudy 

investigation of disproportionate special education identification of US Asian American and 

Pacific Islander students. Exceptional Children, 86(4), 449–467. 

Sundeen, T. H. & Wienke, W. D. (2009). A model for recruiting and preparing new rural special 

educators: Mining an untapped potential. Rural Special Education Quarterly, 28(1), 3–10. 

Sutcher, L., Darling-Hammond, L., & Carver-Thomas, D. (2016). A coming crisis in teaching? 

Teacher supply, demand, and shortages in the U.S. (Issue September). 

https://learningpolicyinstitute.org/product/coming-crisis-teaching 

Sutcher, L., Darling-Hammond, L., & Carver-Thomas, D. (2019). Understanding teacher shortages: 

An analysis of teacher supply and demand in the United States. Education Policy Analysis 

Archives, 27, 35. https://doi.org/10.14507/epaa.27.3696 

Tashakkori, A., & Teddlie, C. (Eds.). (2010). Sage handbook of mixed methods in social & 

behavioral research. SAGE Publications. 

Teacher Education Coordinating Committee ([TECC] 2018). 5-Year Strategic Plan. 

https://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/DOE%20Forms/OTM/TECC5YRSP.pdf 

Thornton, B., Peltier, G., & Medina, R. (2007). Reducing the special education teacher shortage. 

The Clearing House: A Journal of Educational Strategies, Issues and Ideas, 80(5), 233–238. 

https://doi.org/10.3200/TCHS.80.5.233-238 

Torres, J., Santos, J., Peck, N. L., & Cortes, L. (2004). Minority teacher recruitment, development, 

and retention. In The Education Alliance at Brown University. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315854373 

Tyler, N. C., Cantou-Clarke, C. D., Easterling, J., & Klepper, T. (2003). Recruitment and retention 

and special education teacher preparation in rural areas: Diversity, federal funding, and 

technical assistance considerations. Rural Special Education Quarterly, 22(3), 3–11. 

http://search.proquest.com/docview/227202289?accountid=12117%5Cnhttp://linksource.ebsco

.com/linking.aspx?sid=ProQ%3Anahs&fmt=journal&genre=unknown&issn=87568705&volume

=22&issue=3&date=2003-07-

01&spage=3&title=Rural+Special+Education+Quarterly&atitle=Recru 

USAspending. (2018). Department of Education. Retrieved on March, 2019 from 

https://ocrdata.ed.gov/profile/9/district/29005/studentswithdisabilitiesidea 

United States Bureau of Labor Statistics, Department of Labor. (2019). Labor force statistics from 

https://www2.ed.gov/programs/teacherqual/hqtplans/hiep.doc
https://doi.org/10.1002/ets2.12033
https://learningpolicyinstitute.org/product/coming-crisis-teaching
https://doi.org/10.14507/epaa.27.3696
https://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/DOE%20Forms/OTM/TECC5YRSP.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3200/TCHS.80.5.233-238
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315854373
http://search.proquest.com/docview/227202289?accountid=12117%5Cnhttp://linksource.ebsco.com/linking.aspx?sid=ProQ%3Anahs&fmt=journal&genre=unknown&issn=87568705&volume=22&issue=3&date=2003-07-01&spage=3&title=Rural+Special+Education+Quarterly&atitle=Recru
http://search.proquest.com/docview/227202289?accountid=12117%5Cnhttp://linksource.ebsco.com/linking.aspx?sid=ProQ%3Anahs&fmt=journal&genre=unknown&issn=87568705&volume=22&issue=3&date=2003-07-01&spage=3&title=Rural+Special+Education+Quarterly&atitle=Recru
http://search.proquest.com/docview/227202289?accountid=12117%5Cnhttp://linksource.ebsco.com/linking.aspx?sid=ProQ%3Anahs&fmt=journal&genre=unknown&issn=87568705&volume=22&issue=3&date=2003-07-01&spage=3&title=Rural+Special+Education+Quarterly&atitle=Recru
http://search.proquest.com/docview/227202289?accountid=12117%5Cnhttp://linksource.ebsco.com/linking.aspx?sid=ProQ%3Anahs&fmt=journal&genre=unknown&issn=87568705&volume=22&issue=3&date=2003-07-01&spage=3&title=Rural+Special+Education+Quarterly&atitle=Recru
https://ocrdata.ed.gov/profile/9/district/29005/studentswithdisabilitiesidea


186 

the current population survey. https://www.bls.gov/cps/cpsaat11.htm 

United States Census Bureau. (2020). Population demographic for Hawaii 2020, 2019. 

https://suburbanstats.org/population/how-many-people-live-in-hawaii 

United States Department of Agriculture Economic Research Service [USDA ERS]. (2020). Hawaii 

State Data. Retrieved on March 19, 2022 from 

https://data.ers.usda.gov/reports.aspx?StateFIPS=15&StateName=Hawaii&ID=17854 

United States Department of Education [USDOE]. (2018). Improving Basic Programs Operated by 

Local Educational Agencies (Title I, Part A). 

https://www2.ed.gov/programs/titleiparta/index.html 

United States Department of the Interior [US DOI]. (2022). Standards for maintaining, collecting, and 

presenting federal data on race and ethnicity. Office of Civil Rights. Retrieved from 

https://www.doi.gov/pmb/eeo/directives/race-data. 

Valle-Riestra, D. M., Shealey, M. W., & Cramer, E. D. (2011). Recruiting and retaining culturally 

diverse special educators. Interdisciplinary Journal of Teaching and Learning, 1(2), 68–88. 

Van Vliet, V. (2011). Service marketing mix (7P’s). Toolshero. Retrieved from 

https://www.toolshero.com/marketing/service-marketing-mix-7ps/ 

Wasburn-Moses, L., & Rosenberg, M. S. (2008). Alternative route special education teacher 

preparation programs guidelines. Teacher Education and Special Education, 31(4), 257–267. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0888406408330647 

Watt, H.M.G. & Richardson, P.W. (2007). Motivational factors influencing teaching as a career 

choice: Development and validation of the FIT-Choice Scale. Journal of Experimental 

Education, 75(3), 167–202. 

Watt, H.M.G, Richardson, P. W., Klusmann, U., Kunter, M., Beyer, B., Trautwein, U., & Baumert, J. 

(2012). Motivations for choosing teaching as a career: An international comparison using the 

FIT-Choice scale. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2012.03.003 

White, R. (2004). The recruitment of paraeducators into the special education profession: A review 

of progress, select evaluation outcomes, and new initiatives. Remedial and Special Education, 

25(4), 214–218. 

Wigfield, A., & Eccles, J. S. (2000). Expectancy–value theory of achievement motivation. 

Contemporary Educational Psychology, 25(1), 68–81. 

Willis, G. B. (2006). Cognitive interviewing: A tool for improving questionnaire design. Quality of Life 

Research, 15(3), 571–573. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11136-005-5263-8 

Willis, G. B. (2015). Analysis for the cognitive interview in questionnaire design. Oxford University 

Press. 

Willis, G. B. (2011). Cognitive Interviewing: A “how to” guide. Reducing Survey Error through 

Research on the Cognitive and Decision Process in Surveys, 49–75. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118037003.ch5 

https://www.bls.gov/cps/cpsaat11.htm
https://suburbanstats.org/population/how-many-people-live-in-hawaii
https://data.ers.usda.gov/reports.aspx?StateFIPS=15&StateName=Hawaii&ID=17854
https://www2.ed.gov/programs/titleiparta/index.html
https://www.toolshero.com/marketing/service-marketing-mix-7ps/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0888406408330647
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2012.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11136-005-5263-8
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118037003.ch5


187 

Yuen, S. (2013, October 6). Which ethnic group makes the most money? Hawai‘i Business 

Magazine. https://www.hawaiibusiness.com/which-ethnic-group-makes-the-most-money/ 

Zascavage, V., Schroeder-Steward, J., Armstrong, P., Marrs-Butler, K., Winterman, K., & 

Zascavage, M. L. (2008). Considerations for the strategic recruitment of special educators. 

Teacher Education Quarterly, 35(4), 207–221. 

Zeichner, K., & Peña-Sandoval, C. (2015). Venture philanthropy and teacher education policy in the 

U.S.: The role of the new schools venture fund. Teachers College Record, 117(5), 1–44.

https://doi.org/10.1177/016146811511700508 

https://www.hawaiibusiness.com/which-ethnic-group-makes-the-most-money/
https://doi.org/10.1177/016146811511700508






















http://www.nagap.org/nagap-graduate-student-enrollment-management-research-grant
http://www.nagap.org/nagap-graduate-student-enrollment-management-research-grant
https://nagap.org/events/2020-graduate-enrollment-management-summit
https://nagap.org/events/2020-graduate-enrollment-management-summit
http://nagap.org/annual-conference
http://nagap.org/annual-conference








































http://bit.ly/someonespecialconsentform
https://someonespecialforstudents.com/research-project/


 

Part I: Getting to Know You
This section will go over basic characteristics to help us understand the types of people who are most interested in this
career. All information will be kept confidential and will only be reported in summary form. 

 10. At the time you were applying to the teacher preparation program, besides student responsibilities, which of these
additional responsibilities applied to you? (Check all that apply)

I worked a part-time job.

I worked a full-time job.

I had a spouse.

I had a child/children.

None of the above.

Prefer not to answer.

11. Ethnicity* (Choose one)
If you identify as more than one ethnicity, please select the first option: "Mixed Ethnicity (2 or more)" and then you will be
directed to select all ethnicity options that apply to you.  (Select one option)

Tip: *Categories shown represent those used on Hawaii DOE student ethnicity data reports

Mixed Ethnicity (2 or more)

American Indian or Alaska Native

Asian Indian

Black or African American

Chinese

Filipino

Guamanian or Chamarro

Native Hawaiian

Japanese

Korean

Mexican

Portuguese

Puerto Rican

Samoan or Tongan

Vietnamese

White or Caucasian

Other

Prefer not to answer

 

 

 

 



 12. Mixed Ethnicity (Select all)

NOTE : Answer the below question only if answer to Q#11 is Mixed Ethnicity (2 or more) OR Other

American Indian or Alaska Native

Asian Indian

Black or African American

Chinese

Filipino

Guamanian or Chamarro

Hawaiian or Part Hawaiian

Japanese

Korean

Mexican

Portuguese

Puerto Rican

Samoan or Tongan

Vietnamese

White or Caucasian

Prefer not to answer

  Other (Please specify)  ______________

13. How long have you lived in Hawaii? (Select one option)

Since birth

Since elementary school

Since middle school

Since high school

Since college

After college

I have never lived in Hawaii

I grew up in Hawaii but do not currently live in Hawaii

Prefer not to answer

 

 

 



14. Which of the following applied to you at the time you were applying to the program? 

  (a) I have had family member(s) who are teachers.

  (b) I have had family member(s) who are special
education teachers.

  (c) I have had family member(s) who have a
disability.

  (d) I have had close non-family relationships with
individuals with disabilities.

  (e) I have had a child with a disability.

  (f) I have been identified as having a disability.

  (g) I have had previous experiences with
individuals with disabilities when I was in
school (K-12).

  (h) I have had previous work or volunteer
experiences with individuals with disabilities
prior to applying to the program.

  (i) I was already working at a school at the time I
was applying to the program.

  (j) I consider myself spiritual/religious.

  (k) Growing up I had always wanted to become a
teacher.

  (l) Growing up I had never thought I would
become a teacher.

  (m) Teaching would be a second career for me.

 

   Yes   No   Prefer not to answer 
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Part II: Interest in Teaching Special Education
This section will ask questions to help understand motivations and how or why people develop an interest in the special
education teaching career.

15. When did you first consider becoming a teacher (in general)? (Select one option)

As long as I can remember

During elementary school

During middle school

During high school

During college

After college

Prefer not to answer

16. When did you first consider becoming a special education teacher? (Select one option)

As long as I can remember

During elementary school

During middle school

During high school

During college

After college

Prefer not to answer

17. Overall, my family, friends, and/or colleagues were... (Select one option)

supportive of my interest in becoming a special education teacher.

somewhat supportive of my interest in becoming a special education teacher.

not supportive of my interest in becoming a special education teacher.

Prefer not to answer.

 

 

 

 

 



18. At the time you were applying, how strongly would you have agreed or disagreed with these statements?

  (a) I felt I had the traits and characteristics to
make a good special education teacher.

  (b) I felt teaching special education would be well
suited to my skills and abilities.

  (c) I felt my previous experiences prepared me for
becoming a good special education teacher.

  (d) I felt I already had a lot of knowledge in the
field of special education and individuals with
disabilities.

  (e) I felt being a special education teacher would
be challenging work.

  (f) I felt being a special education teacher would
be rewarding work.

  (g) I felt teaching special education would provide
a good income.

  (h) I felt I would be well-respected as a special
education teacher.

  (i) Overall, I had positive experiences in school (K-
12).

  (j) I have had good teachers as role models.

19. If offered both types of positions, which would have been your first choice? (Select one option)

General Education position

Special Education position

Prefer not to answer

 

  Strongly AgreeAgreeNeutralDisagreeStrongly Disagree Prefer not to answer

 

 



 20. Which of these statements, if any, would you say had influenced your personal motivation(s) to pursue licensure in
special education? (Select all that apply)

I felt like teaching special education was my calling.

I enjoy working in small groups or one-to-one with students.

I enjoy helping others in need.

I enjoy a challenge.

I enjoy the rewards that come with helping individuals with disabilities.

Pursuing special education licensure would provide me with more job opportunities after graduation.

Pursuing special education licensure would provide me with tuition support.

Becoming a special education teacher would allow me to learn how to support my own children.

Because of the need, I knew special education would help me get my foot in the door.

The specialized skills and knowledge in special education would make me an asset to my community.

I want to help address social inequities (e.g. disproportionality in special education by gender or ethnicity).

I want to reverse social or cultural stigmas around disabilities.

I want to help students with disabilities reach their full potential.

I want to give back to my community by fulfilling a high area of need.

I want to be an advocate for students with disabilities.
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21. Of all the reasons you selected, which one would you say is the most influential in your interest to pursue a special
education licensure program? (Select one option)

I felt like teaching special education was my calling.

I enjoy working in small groups or one-to-one with students.

I enjoy helping others in need.

I enjoy a challenge.

I enjoy the rewards that come with helping individuals with disabilities.

Pursuing special education licensure would provide me with more job opportunities after graduation.

Pursuing special education licensure would provide me with tuition support.

Becoming a special education teacher would allow me to learn how to support my own children.

Because of the need, I knew special education would help me get my foot in the door.

The specialized skills and knowledge in special education would make me an asset to my community.

I want to help address social inequities (e.g. disproportionality in special education by gender or ethnicity).

I want to reverse social or cultural stigmas around disabilities.

I want to help students with disabilities reach their full potential.

I want to give back to my community by fulfilling a high area of need.

I want to be an advocate for students with disabilities.

 

Part III: Teacher Preparation Program Preferences

This final section of the survey helps determine which features of teacher preparation programs you would have
preferred at the time you were applying. In other words, if we could have designed a program to fit your exact
preferences, what would it have looked like? 

22. How did you first learn about our program? (Select one option)

I sought out information on my own.

Someone referred me to the program.

I learned about the program through media or advertisements.

None of the above.

Prefer not to answer.

23. Would you have preferred a part-time program or full-time program? (Select one option)

part-time

full-time

no preference

 

 

 

 

 



24. The current starting salary for teachers in Hawaii is $49,000-$53,000 per year.
How did this relate to your salary at the time you were applying? (Select one option)

Tip: This salary estimate does not include the current bonus differentials being given for special education and geographically
hard-to-fill schools.

NOTE : Answer the below question only if answer to Q#10 is I worked a part-time job. OR I worked a full-time job.

more than what I was making at the time

about the same of what I was making at the time

less than what I was making at the time

prefer not to answer

25. Was your part-time or full-time job working in a school? (Select one option)

NOTE : Answer the below question only if answer to Q#24 is more than what I was making at the time OR about the same of
what I was making at the time OR less than what I was making at the time OR prefer not to answer

No

Yes - Substitute

Yes - Emergency Hire Teacher

Yes - Teacher

Yes - Part Time Teacher

Yes - Paraprofessional Tutor/Skills Trainer

Yes - Educational Assistant

Yes - Other

Prefer not to answer

26. What is the maximum length of time you would have been willing to give to complete your ideal teacher preparation
program? (Select one option)

< 1 year

1 year

2 years

3 years

4 years

4+ years

No preference

27. Which type of licensure program would you have preferred pursuing? (Select one option)

special education licensure only

general education licensure only

dual licensure in general and special education

no preference

 

 

 

 

 



28. Which grade level would you have preferred getting licensure in? (Select one option)

early childhood (PreK-3)

elementary (K-6)

secondary (6-12)

general licensure (K-12)

No preference

29. Which special education licensure specialization would you have preferred? (Select one option)

mild to moderate disabilities

severe disabilities and autism

special education (generalized)

no preference

30. Which program format would you have preferred?

Hybrid = mix of online and face-to-face opportunities (Select one option)

online coursework

face-to-face coursework

hybrid coursework

no preference

31. Which program structure would you have preferred?

Cohorted = Candidates complete program as a group, classes are sequenced and offered together
Self-Paced = Candidates select courses each semester until requirements are filled (Select one option)

cohorted

self-paced

no preference

32. When would you have preferred to take courses? (Select one option)

weekdays

weeknights

weekends

no preference

 

 

 

 

 

 



33. What would have been the maximum amount you would have been willing to pay to complete your ideal teacher
preparation program? (Select one option)

$0

$1,000

$5,000

$10,000

$20,000

$30,000

$50,000

Tuition costs were not a factor for me because I knew I had financial support (e.g. scholarships, grants, parents, college-
fund).

No preference

Prefer not to answer

34. The Hawaii DOE has been funding tuition stipends in return for a service commitment to teach special education in Hawaii
public schools.
What would you have preferred? (Select one option)

Stipend (tuition) funding in return for a service commitment to teach

No funding with no commitment

No preference

Prefer not to answer

35. How important to you were the following?

  (a) Having someone to assist with program
information and applications

  (b) Having someone to assist with securing a field
placement in a school.

  (c) Having someone to provide advising
throughout the program.

  (d) Having faculty who are highly specialized in
their field.

  (e) Having faculty who are recently experienced in
classroom teaching.

  (f) Having faculty from diverse cultural and ethnic
backgrounds.

  (g) Having a mentor in the classroom for field
experience and student teaching.

  (h) Having a mentor outside of the classroom to
help with balancing various demands and
providing emotional support.

  (i) Having a program that has a close partnership
with Hawaii DOE schools.

  (j) Attending a reputable institution.

 

 

 

  Not Important Preferred Essential Prefer not to answer
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This final section is looking at the strength of your preferences in your decision to pursue a licensure program. In other
words, which of those preferences were most important to you when choosing a licensure program?

Not important - you could have easily gone with the other options presented if needed
Preferred - you have a preference, but it wouldn't have stopped you from applying or enrolling
Essential - you needed this as part of the program otherwise you would not have enrolled

You must click on either not important, preferred, or essential for each question, otherwise your response will show up
blank. 

36. How important was having a [check your answer to question number 23 ] program in your decision-making process to
pursue a program? (Select one option)

NOTE : Answer the below question only if answer to Q#23 is part-time OR full-time

1 2 3

Not
Important Preferred Essential

37. How important would it have been to be able to work while pursuing a teacher preparation program? (Select one option)

1 2 3

Not
Important Preferred Essential

38. How important was it to you to be able to finish the program in [check your answer to question number 26 ]? (Select one
option)

NOTE : Answer the below question only if answer to Q#26 is < 1 year OR 1 year OR 2 years OR 3 years OR 4 years OR 4+ years

1 2 3

Not
Important Preferred Essential

39. How important was it to be able to earn a degree while pursuing a teaching license? (Select one option)

Tip: Some licensure programs are certificates, which do not lead to a degree. Would you be okay pursuing a certificate program,
or was it important that you earned a degree if you were going to pursue a teacher preparation program?

NOTE : Answer the below question only if answer to Q#3 is PBSPED OR MEDT

1 2 3

Not
Important Preferred Essential

40. How important was obtaining [check your answer to question number 27 ] in your decision-making process to pursue a
program? (Select one option)

NOTE : Answer the below question only if answer to Q#27 is special education licensure only OR general education licensure only
OR dual licensure in general and special education

1 2 3

Not
Important Preferred Essential

 



41. How important was getting licensed at the  [check your answer to question number 28 ] level in your decision-making
process to pursue a program? (Select one option)

NOTE : Answer the below question only if answer to Q#28 is early childhood (PreK-3) OR elementary (K-6) OR secondary (6-12) OR
general licensure (K-12)

1 2 3

Not
Important Preferred Essential

42. How important was specializing in [check your answer to question number 29 ] in your decision-making process to pursue
a program? (Select one option)

NOTE : Answer the below question only if answer to Q#29 is mild to moderate disabilities OR severe disabilities and autism OR
special education (generalized)

1 2 3

Not
Important Preferred Essential

43. How important was doing a(n) [check your answer to question number 30 ] program in your decision-making process to
pursue a program? (Select one option)

NOTE : Answer the below question only if answer to Q#30 is online coursework OR face-to-face coursework OR hybrid coursework

1 2 3

Not
Important Preferred Essential

44. How important was having a [check your answer to question number 31 ] program in your decision-making process to
pursue a program? (Select one option)

NOTE : Answer the below question only if answer to Q#31 is cohorted OR self-paced

1 2 3

Not
Important Preferred Essential

45. How important was being able to take courses on [check your answer to question number 32 ] in your decision-making
process to pursue a program? (Select one option)

NOTE : Answer the below question only if answer to Q#32 is weekdays OR weeknights OR weekends

1 2 3

Not
Important Preferred Essential

 



46. How important were tuition costs being less than [check your answer to question number 33 ]  in your decision-making
process to pursue a program? (Select one option)

NOTE : Answer the below question only if answer to Q#33 is $0 OR $1,000 OR $5,000 OR $10,000 OR $20,000 OR $30,000 OR
$50,000 OR Tuition costs were not a factor for me because I knew I had financial support (e.g. scholarships, grants, parents,
college-fund). OR No preference

1 2 3

Not
Important Preferred Essential

47. How important would having the DOE tuition stipend be in pursuing a special education teacher preparation program?
(Select one option)

NOTE : Answer the below question only if answer to Q#34 is Stipend (tuition) funding in return for a service commitment to teach

1 2 3

Not
Important Preferred Essential

48. Last question! What is your current status* in regards to pursuing licensure?

*Your program/interest does not have to be affiliated with UH Manoa. This is in reference to your overall status.  (Select one option)

I have already applied/enrolled/graduated from a teacher licensure program.

I am still interested in becoming licensed but have not yet applied/enrolled in a program.

I am no longer interested in pursuing becoming a teacher.

Prefer not to answer
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Aloha!	My	name	is	Janet	Kim	and	you	are	invited	to	take	part	in	a	research	study.	I	am	a	
graduate	student	at	the	University	of	Hawai'i	at	Mānoa	in	the	Department	of	Special	
Education.	As	part	of	the	requirements	for	earning	my	graduate	degree,	I	am	doing	a	
research	project.		

What	am	I	being	asked	to	do?		
If	you	participate	in	this	project,	you	will	be	asked	to	fill	out	an	electronic	survey.	If	you	
prefer	to	complete	a	mail-based	version	or	respond	over	the	phone,	you	may	opt-in	to	an	
alternative	format	at	http://someonespecialforstudents.com/research-project	

Taking	part	in	this	study	is	your	choice.		
Your	participation	in	this	project	is	completely	voluntary.	You	may	stop	participating	at	any	
time.	If	you	stop	being	in	the	study,	there	will	be	no	penalty	or	loss	to	you.	If	you	would	like	
to	opt-out	of	participating	in	this	project,	please	complete	the	form	on	the	project	website:	
http://someonespecialforstudents.com/research-project	

Why	is	this	study	being	done?	
The	purpose	of	this	project	is	to	better	understand	who	demonstrates	interest	in	a	special	
education	teacher	career	and	why.	In	addition,	this	survey	gathers	information	related	to	
your	personal	program	preferences	to	determine	if	program	design	impacts	enrollment	
outcomes.	Together,	this	information	will	inform	recruitment	and	programmatic	decision-
making,	so	we	can	better	address	the	special	education	teacher	shortage	in	Hawai‘i.	I	am	
asking	you	to	participate	because	you	started	an	application	to	one	of	our	special	education	
teacher	licensure	programs	at	the	University	of	Hawai‘i	at	Mānoa	between	2015	and	2020.	

What	will	happen	if	I	decide	to	take	part	in	this	study?	
The	survey	will	consist	of	about	a	series	of	multiple-choice	questions,	which	should	take	
about	15	minutes	to	complete.	The	survey	questions	will	include	questions	like,	“When	did	
you	first	become	interested	in	teaching”	and	“Would	you	prefer	to	complete	a	part-time	or	
full-time	program?	How	important	is	this	preference	in	your	decision-making	process	to	
pursue	a	program?		

What	are	the	risks	and	benefits	of	taking	part	in	this	study?	
I	believe	there	is	little	risk	to	you	for	participating	in	this	research	project.	If	you	become	
stressed	or	uncomfortable	during	the	survey	you	can	skip	the	question,	select	“prefer	not	to	
answer”,	or	take	a	break.	You	can	also	stop	taking	the	survey	or	you	can	withdraw	from	the	
project	altogether.		

There	will	be	no	direct	benefit	to	you	for	participating	in	this	survey.	The	results	of	this	
project	may	help	improve	recruitment	of	more	special	education	teachers,	leading	to	better	
outcomes	for	students	with	disabilities	in	Hawai‘i.			
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Confidentiality	and	Privacy:		
All	survey	responses	will	remain	confidential.	I	will	keep	all	study	data	secure	in	a	locked	
filing	cabinet	in	a	locked	office/encrypted	on	a	password	protected	computer.	Only	my	
University	of	Hawai'i	advisor	and	I	will	have	access	to	the	information.	Other	agencies	that	
have	legal	permission	have	the	right	to	review	research	records.	The	University	of	Hawai'i	
Human	Studies	Program	has	the	right	to	review	research	records	for	this	study.	

Compensation:	
You	will	not	be	compensated	for	your	participation	in	this	research	study.	

Future Research Studies: 
Even	after	removing	identifiers,	the	data	from	this	study	will	not	be	used	or	distributed	for	
future	research	studies.		However,	research	finding	summaries	may	be	shared	with	faculty	
to	inform	future	program	planning.	

Questions:	If	you	have	any	questions	about	this	study,	please	call	or	email	me	at	
808.726.0054	&	janetmc@hawaii.edu.	You	may	also	contact	my	faculty	advisors,	Dr.	Cecily	
Ornelles,	at	808.956.4460	&	cecily@hawaii.edu	and	Jon	Yoshioka	at	808.956.7989	&	
jonyoshi@hawaii.edu.	You	may	contact	the	UH	Human	Studies	Program	at		808.956.5007	
or	uhirb@hawaii.edu	to	discuss	problems,	concerns	and	questions,	obtain	information,	or	
offer	input	with	an	informed	individual	who	is	unaffiliated	with	the	specific	research	
protocol.	Please	visit	http://go.hawaii.edu/jRd	for	more	information	on	your	rights	as	a	
research	participant.	

To	Access	the	Survey:	To	access	the	survey	directly,	please	go	to:	
bit.ly/someonespeciallikeyou.	Responding	to	the	first	question	in	the	survey	indicates	your	
consent	to	participate	in	this	study.		

Please	print	or	save	a	copy	of	this	page	for	your	reference.	

Mahalo!	
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