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Recruitment and retention of high quality and diverse teachers is a continuous dilemma in 

the U.S. and beyond (Murnane & Steele, 2007; Ravitch, 2010). Research has suggested 

motivational theory may provide insights into how to better recruit, prepare, and retain effective 

teachers to address this challenge (Watt, Richardson, & Smith; 2017). This purpose of this 

quantitative, retrospective exploratory study was to examine the initial motivations of in-service 

Florida K-12 public school teachers to elect teaching as a career, as well as explore the extent to 

which certain teacher characteristics and teacher preparation program characteristics had a 

relationship to particular motivational factors.  

Survey research methods were grounded in an adapted Expectancy Value Theory model 

using a vetted framework—The FIT-Choice (Factors Influencing Teaching Choice) Scale and 

Survey—one of the landmark conceptual models measuring teacher motivations (Watt and 

Richardson, 2007). This study extends the literature as it is the first to use the FIT-Choice scale 

to assess in-service K-12 public school teachers’ motivations within the state of Florida, or a 

similar population. Input was sought from the entire K-12 public-school 2016-2017 teaching 

population of Florida (N=174,354), resulting in the largest data set yet recorded and analyzed 

using the FIT-Choice scale (n=8,420).  Findings suggest, on average, in-service public Florida 
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K-12 public school teachers believed teaching required a high level of expertise, was difficult, 

had low social status and low monetary compensation; yet, on average, participants reported that 

teaching had both personal career and societal value. Finally, results indicated the majority of the 

participants believed they had the capabilities to be a good teacher and were ultimately satisfied 

with their choice.  

This study also adds value to the literature as it reveals the extent to which specific 

teacher and teacher preparation program characteristics had a relationship with particular 

motivational factor scores. Results indicated that all ten independent variables (teacher and 

teacher program characteristics) had at least two statistically significant effects across all thirteen 

dependent variables (motivational factors). There were multiple statistically significant 

differences amongst genders and specific teacher program characteristics, but little variance with 

regard to race and ethnicity or between teachers who were categorized as either alternatively or 

traditionally certified.  While this study was largely exploratory, it provided baseline data about 

the motivations that influenced Florida K-12 public school teachers to choose a career in 

teaching, which might be leveraged to better recruit, prepare, support, and retain teachers in 

order to meet the diverse educational needs of Florida’s schools, students, and teachers. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

“If I had to judge how good a chef's technique is, I would probably ask him to do an omelette.” 

- Jacques Pépin 

 

“Teaching is not a lost art, but the regard for it is a lost tradition.”  

- Jacques Barzun 

 

In almost every cuisine around the world, one would be hard-pressed not to find an 

omelet recipe. There are many variations of this ubiquitous, beaten egg-based dish, from the 

American Southwest omelet, Chinese egg foo young, Italian frittata, Japanese tamagoyaki, 

country French, to the French “classic” omelette. While acknowledging the differences in origin, 

each dish usually shares a common element. In most versions, several eggs are beaten; the egg 

mixture is heated in a pan or dish; and salt, pepper, and/or select ingredients are added to taste. 

On the surface, from the perspective of someone unfamiliar with cooking, omelets may appear to 

be a cheap, simple, straightforward, and perhaps even an unimpressive dish. However, as anyone 

who is an avid practitioner or expert in l’art de cuisine knows, omelets are nothing of the sort 

(Bourdain, 2010). For years, Jacques Pépin continually declared cooking a good omelet is one of 

the hallmarks of determining a good chef, as indicated in the quote above. In the classic 

cookbook, Mastering the Art of French Cooking, Julia Child suggests an omelet is an “ideal 

quick meal [as it] takes less than half a minute to make” (Beck, Bertholle, & Child, 1964, p. 

123). However, she does include a caveat that “there is a trick to omelettes,” and over the 

proceeding twelve pages in her book, describes in great detail how to make a delicious dish that 

can, if executed properly, be made in less than one minute (Beck, Bertholle, & Child, 1964, p. 

123). As Anthony Bourdain, one of the world’s most influential and beloved chef, writer, and 

travel documentarian declared, “the way you make an omelet reveals your character” (2011, p. 

1). Making a good omelet is deceptively difficult, requiring a great deal of expertise, technique, 
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patience, experience, and dedication. One could easily say the same thing about being a good 

teacher.  

One might wonder how the desire to create a great omelet is connected to today’s 

educational dilemma of increasing and improving teacher quality, but after a closer examination 

the analogy might not appear so disparate. Many Americans love to eat omelets and even love 

lining up at a “create your own omelet” buffet line and selecting their favorite fillings. However, 

unless they possess a certain level of cooking expertise, there are many Americans who simply 

disregard, or are unaware of, the adept skills, techniques, expertise, and desire needed to create a 

great omelet. Similarly, because the quality of education in America has been a plague on every 

facet of society over the last three decades (Ravitch, 2010; Carter & Welner, 2013), many 

Americans love to discuss and critique what makes a great teacher, create a distinctive set of 

characteristics or standards that effective teachers should possess and outcomes teachers should 

produce, while simultaneously disregarding, or remaining naïve to the adept skills, techniques, 

expertise, and desire needed to become not just a teacher, but a great teacher.  

Study Rationale and Overview 

Most Americans want a high-quality public education system (Berry, 2013; National 

Research Council, 2010). However, controversy surrounds the decision about the best path to 

take to achieve this goal, the type of teachers who will implement these reforms, and the best 

way to prepare them for the challenging task at hand. Education reform has been debated across 

many spectrums of American society—in conversations about politics, economics, culture, 

national security, and even morality. The declining quality of American education has impacted 

so many aspects of society, especially over the last three decades: cultural enrichment, human 

capital, economic stability, disparities of wealth and poverty, global competitiveness, and even 

national security; subsequently both the public and private spheres have invested billions of 
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dollars in the quest to improve the quality of education in America’s schools (Ladson-Billings, 

2013; Ravitch, 2010). A myriad of variables all contribute to what makes students successful, but 

research repeatedly has suggested that effective teachers are one of the most critical resources 

needed to improve the quality of education, (Berry, 2013; Darling-Hammond, 2010, 2013; 

Ingersoll, 2007; Kozol, 1991; Kumashiro, 2010; Murnane & Steele, 2007; Ravitch, 2010). The 

knowledge, skills, dispositions, and characteristics teachers possess are often associated with 

student achievement, and teacher preparation routes and programs are often associated with both 

teacher attributes as well as students’ capabilities (Ayers, 1993; Berry, 2013; Darling-Hammond, 

2010, 2013; Ingersoll, 2007; Kozol, 1991; Kumashiro, 2010). Consequently, significant efforts 

and resources—from teacher education program, communities, private enterprise to the state and 

federal government—have been devoted to advance the “recruiting, developing, rewarding, and 

retaining effective teachers and principals, especially where they are needed most” (U.S. 

Department of Education, 2009, p. 2). Despite the myriad initiatives and investment, the efforts 

to increase both the quantity, quality and effectiveness of teachers have not resulted in the 

success desired (Darling-Hammond, 2010, 2013; NCATE, 2010; U.S. Department of Education, 

2009). 

One potential shortfall of prior efforts is that the motivational factors that influenced 

people to become teachers in the first place may not have been taken into consideration when 

developing such initiatives. In other areas of teacher education research, practicing teachers, as 

well as preservice teachers are being included in the research efforts to improve the state of 

teacher preparation and professional development (Dana & Yendol-Hoppey, 2008, 2009; 

Zeichner, 2013a). As Zeichner (2013a) posits, “respect for teacher knowledge and teacher voice 

can be brought about in different ways, but appears to be essential to a transformational teacher 
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research experience” (p. 318). One of the ways that teachers’ voices have been overlooked is 

through the lack of research on their motivations. Many researchers posit that motivational 

theory can provide critical insights as to how to better recruit, prepare, and retain effective 

teachers by examining their aspirations, beliefs, values, and experiences as they relate to their 

role (Akar, 2012; Butler, R., 2014; Fokkens-Bruinsma & Canrinus, 2012; Heinz, 2015; Kaplan, 

2014; Leech & Haug, 2015; Leech, Haug, & Bianco, 2015; Lin et al., 2012; Richardson & Watt, 

2007, 2016; Richardson, Karabenick, & Watt, 2014; Roth, 2014; Watt & Richardson, 2006, 

2012). As Heinz (2015) states,  

student teacher motivations offer an insight into the factors that attract individuals 

to teaching, which, in turn, may influence how long they may remain in their initial 

preparatory courses and the profession, and the nature and extent of their 

engagement with (or concentration on) their course, and their teaching roles and 

responsibilities. (p. 259) 

Until the last decade, there has been a limited amount of high-quality empirical research 

on both the use of, and potential for, motivational theory in teacher education (Butler, R., 2014; 

Heinz, 2015; Kaplan, 2014; Leech & Haug, 2015; Leech, Haug, & Bianco, 2015; Richardson & 

Watt, 2007, 2016; Richardson, Karabenick, & Watt, 2014; Roth, 2014; Watt & Richardson, 

2006, 2012). Dating as far back as the 1960s, researchers claimed there was a need to better 

understand the beliefs, values, knowledge, motivations, expectations, and experiences that 

teacher candidates bring to their roles as future educators and how that knowledge could affect 

teacher performance, teacher development, and even impact student performance (Brookhart & 

Freeman, 1992; Richardson, Karabenick, & Watt, 2014; Watt & Richardson, 2006; 2007; Watt, 

Richardson, & Smith, 2017; Watt et al., 2012). In a meta-study of teacher motivational research 

between 1960 and 1990, Brookhart and Freeman (1992) claimed there was “a clear need for 

research that generates descriptions of trends rather than static profiles of entering teacher 

candidates” to establish an evidence-based foundation from which to build (p. 54). Despite this 
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recognition of the necessity to better understand what motivates individuals to choose teaching 

as a career, many researchers claim there has not been consistency among design, theory, 

methods, measurement, or interpretation even since Brookhart and Freeman’s findings in 1992 

(Heinz, 2015; Richardson & Watt, 2007, 2016; Richardson, Karabenick, & Watt, 2014; Watt & 

Richardson, 2006, 2012; Watt, Richardson, & Smith, 2017).  

There has been a recent resurgence in higher quality motivational theory research in 

teacher education, thanks in part to one of the landmark conceptual and methodological models 

and scales by which to guide the measurement and analysis of the initial motivational factors to 

choose a career in teaching: Watt and Richardson’s (2007) FIT- (Factors Influencing Teaching) 

Choice Scale (Butler, R., 2014; Heinz, 2015; Kaplan, 2014; Leech & Haug, 2015; Leech, Haug, 

& Bianco, 2015; Leech, Haug, Ridgewell, & Ruben, 2018; Richardson & Watt, 2006, 2007, 

2016; Richardson, Karabenick, & Watt, 2014; Roth, 2014; Watt & Richardson, 2006, 2012; 

Watt, Richardson, & Smith, 2017). Richardson, Karabenick, and Watt (2014) argue that to 

“advance our understanding of what motivates and sustains healthy, committed, and effective 

teachers, it is first necessary to understand initial motivations to choose a career in teaching” (p. 

xiv). Without doing so, the ability to leverage the full power of motivational theory, and how it 

can impact both teacher and potential student success will be limited in both breadth and depth. 

Given the necessity to increase the quantity, quality, and diversity of the teaching 

population—locally, nationally and internationally—the knowledge base formed from the 

intersectionality of motivational theory and teacher education research needs to be strengthened. 

However, due to many of its unique attributes, the nature and application of motivational theory 

research in the United States is required to a different extent than many other countries, 

specifically as it relates to using the FIT-Choice Scale. Returning to the omelet analogy, the 
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array of ingredients and techniques required to create not just one type, but multiple versions of 

satisfying and delicious omelets is key. The ability to please the varied American palate with 

regard to both different tastes and cultures is what makes the difference between any chef and a 

great chef. Similarly, teachers are constantly trying to satisfy many varied needs, but the skills 

necessary to do so, and motivation required to undertake such a task are often not appreciated 

when considering what it takes to create, support, and retain not just any teacher, but a great 

teacher.  

As compared to other settings and populations, the American educational landscape is 

unique in that it has an ever increasingly diverse student population juxtaposed with an 

unchanging homogeneous teacher population. The addition of a plethora of opportunities beyond 

traditional, university-based programs to become a teacher, as well as the disparities in health, 

education, income, and human development shine a spotlight on the many variables at play with 

regard to educational quality and assessment (Feistritzer, 2005; National Research Council, 

2010; Social Science Research Council, 2014; U.S. Census Bureau, 2016). While it is important 

across the world “to attract more individuals from currently under-represented groups to teacher 

education,” it is of utmost importance within the U.S. “to know more about the career 

motivations of potential and actual initial teacher education applicants from different socio-

demographic backgrounds” (Heinz, 2015, p. 274). This wealth of information can ultimately be 

used to inform policy makers, teacher preparation programs, and other educational stakeholders 

as to how to better recruit, prepare, support, and retain effective teachers. 

Therefore, this purpose of this quantitative, retrospective exploratory study was to 

examine the initial motivations of in-service Florida K-12 public school teachers to elect 

teaching as a career, as well as explore the extent to which certain teacher characteristics and 
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teacher preparation program characteristics had a relationship to particular motivational factors. 

To date, there have only been a handful of studies within the United States to use the FIT-Choice 

model and scale, only three of which have included samples of in-service teachers: Leech and 

Haug (2015), Leech, Haug, and Nimer (2015), and Leech, Haug, Ridgewell, and Ruben (2018). 

Therefore, I sought to expand the FIT-Choice literature through a quantitative research study that 

was both exploratory and retrospective in nature. It was exploratory because there are not 

sufficient theories or literature on which to build the design, methods, or analysis specific to the 

context or sample population of my study—Florida K-12 public school teachers. Additionally, I 

examined correlational relationships among important constructs in teacher motivations, and I 

was neither attempting to control or manipulate the variables in this study or the participants’ 

experiences. My study was retroactive because I asked in-service Florida public K-12 teachers to 

reflect upon their past motivations for choosing a career in teaching.  

 Florida was a prime setting to conduct an exploratory, retrospective study because none 

of the previous FIT-Choice samples or settings have had the level of diversity that is represented 

in the state of Florida with regard to either teacher or teacher preparation characteristics. Due to 

similar characteristics between Florida and the United States, Florida could be viewed as a type 

of microcosm of the U.S. Some similarities between Florida and the U.S. at large were:  

1. The diversity in demographics and cultures (U.S. Census Bureau, 2016)  

2. Comparable health, education, and income, and human development indices (Social 

Science Research Council, 2014; UN Development Programme’s Human Development 

Report, 2017)  

3. The number and array of teacher preparation programs—U.S. 675 vs. FL 433 (NCES, 

2018; Jacobs, 2017)  

4. Florida is the 3rd most populous state in the nation (U.S. Census Bureau, 2016)  
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I not only measured motivations of in-service public K-12 Florida teachers, but also 

teachers who were certified through a Traditional Route to Certification (TRC) as well as an 

Alternative Route to Certification (ARC). However, any comparisons between the existing in-

service studies and my study should be made with restraint, as these previous studies were 

conducted in a Western state that is very homogeneous (with regard to both teacher and teacher 

program characteristics) and had sample sizes that were small (between 150 and 250 

participants). Currently Leech, Haug, and Nimer’s (2015) study is the only one which has 

reported to have included both in-service teachers who completed a university-based or 

traditional routes to certification, as well as alternative route to certification. However, just 1.7% 

of the sample (n=4) completed an ARC, but that percentage was reflective of the teaching 

population of that state. Approximately 30% of the teacher population in the U.S., as well as the 

teacher population in Florida, are alternatively certified (NCES, 2018; Jacobs, 2017). If one were 

to study only the motivations of preservice teachers enrolled in TRCs, then almost one-third of 

the teaching workforce would potentially be omitted from the literature base. Findings from my 

study, and future studies, could ultimately be used to inform policy makers, teacher preparation 

programs, and other educational stakeholders as to how to better recruit, prepare, support, and 

retain effective teachers within the state of Florida. 

With reference to the two introductory quotes of this chapter, the esteemed chef and 

restaurateur Jacques Pépin (1985), declared that the art of omelet making was often 

underestimated, and the esteemed educational historian and philosopher Jacques Barzun  

(1945) declared the art of teaching had been disregarded. While these quotes are cited frequently, 

the full context of Barzun’s quote is often omitted, and the latter half has a direct impact on the 

context of my study. The full version of Barzun’s (1945) quote is as follows: “Teaching is not a 
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lost art, but the regard for it is a lost tradition. Hence tomorrow’s problem will not be to get 

teachers, but to recognize the good ones and not discourage them before they have done their 

stint” (p. 12). Of the three claims that Barzun (1945) makes—1) teaching is not highly valued or 

regarded, 2) supplying enough teachers is not a problem, but 3) recognizing and encouraging 

teachers is a problem–I agree that the first and third claims are still accurate today, but I 

respectfully dispute the second. Supplying enough teachers is a problem currently faced by the 

U.S., as well as Florida, specifically as it relates to meeting the needs of an extremely 

heterogeneous student population with diverse needs.  

Myriad K-12 pathways, such as voucher programs, charter schools, alternative schools, 

for-profit schools, in-home-schools, and other non-public “school choice” options became 

increasingly popular during the 1980s and 1990s (Ravitch, 2010). The diverse places and spaces 

in which K-12 students are educated are mirrored by the aforementioned plethora of teacher 

preparation programs in the U.S. and Florida—675 and 433—respectively (FL Dept. of 

Education, 2015; Jacobs, 2017; U.S. Dept. of Education, 2015). During the last two decades, 

there seemed to be just as many “choices” for teacher certification within the U.S. as there were 

for alternatives to public education. Furthermore, when Jacques Barzun published his book in 

1945, many teachers and students in American public schools were more demographically and 

culturally homogeneous (and also still segregated) (Tyack, 1974). Additionally, the majority of 

the American K-12 public school teaching staff was, and continues to be, relatively 

homogeneous—comprising predominately of White, Middle-class, English-speaking, Protestant, 

heterosexual, able-bodied females—while the American K-12 public school student body 

continues to represent an increasingly diverse student population (NCES, 2018; Jacobs, 2017; 

Spring, 2016; U.S. Department of Education et al, 2016). Therefore, due to the demographic and 
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cultural dissonance that currently exists between teachers and students, there is a need for not 

only more teachers in the U.S., but a specific need for more high-quality, diversified, and 

inclusive teachers who can meet the ever-changing needs of American students (NCES, 2018). 

Nevertheless, Barzun’s (1945) first and third criticisms also need to be addressed, because while 

these are new dilemmas within the realm of teacher recruitment, there remains the challenge of 

appreciating, supporting, emboldening, and subsequently retaining the excellent teachers who are 

currently in the field.  

Almost seventy years later, at the 23rd Annual Benjamin E. Mays Lecture in Atlanta 

Georgia, Dr. Vanessa Siddle Walker (2011) echoed Barzun’s 1945 statement when she said, 

there are “pockets” of teachers and schools who have, and continue to address and eliminate 

many educational challenges in America, but they are too few and too often both unrecognized 

and unsupported. In order to retain and grow these “pockets” of excellence, it is necessary to 

keep teachers motivated and dedicated to continue the work they do. Similar to a novice chef 

who believes, like so many people, that the omelet is a simple and unsophisticated dish, our 

society does not truly seem to understand what the profession of teaching as a whole entails, 

what is required to prepare future teachers to support children more effectively, and that this is 

an important, vital, and complicated task. Understanding teachers’ initial motivations and 

aspirations for becoming teachers can provide insights into what supports, skills, structures, and 

resources are necessary to recruit, prepare, and retain effective teachers, especially given the high 

demands and requirements of the profession. 

Background 

The need for more and better teachers is a global issue, as highlighted in the Agenda for 

Sustainable Development set forth by the UN Summit in November 2015. Over 150 countries 

united to adopt this agenda as well as the corresponding 17 Sustainable Development Goals 
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(SDGs) with the ambition to “end poverty, protect the planet, and ensure prosperity for all” 

(United Nations General Assembly, 2015). Importantly, as related to the context of this study, 

the Agenda’s fourth goal is to “ensure inclusive and quality education for all and promote 

lifelong learning” (United Nations General Assembly, 2015). However, the estimated number of 

teachers required to reach this goal is daunting: According to the UNESCO Institute for Statistics 

(UIS) almost 69 million teachers must be recruited across the globe, to not only provide every 

child with primary and secondary education, but also recruit more qualified teachers (United 

Nations General Assembly, 2015). Over the last four decades in many areas around the world, 

there has been a steady decrease in the number and quality of people entering the profession, 

creating a teacher shortage (Lin et al., 2007; Murnane & Steele, 2007; NCES, 2014, United 

Nations General Assembly, 2015; Zeichner, 2003b). The U.S. is no exception, as exhibited by 

the No Child Left Behind mandates that resulted from the No-Child-Left Behind Act of 2001 and 

what would ultimately define and evaluate a “high-quality” teacher (Ravitch, 2010).  

Currently, there are over 3.6 million public K-12 school teachers in the United States who 

are charged with the daunting task of preparing the next generation of students to restore the 

economy of the United States to compete in the 21st Century global market, while typically 

working long hours with little financial compensation, low social status, and limited autonomy. 

Over the last two centuries, their roles and responsibilities in American society have ebbed and 

flowed from “guardians of American morality” (Mann, 1841) to rudimentary baby-sitters, social 

workers, career and vocational trainers, cultural reformers, warriors, to protectors of the global 

economy (Bailyn, 1960; Kaestle, 1983; Nash, 2005; Spring, 2014). As the positions of teachers 

evolved, so too has the professionalization of the career, especially regarding social status, 

gender roles, compensation, certification and education requirements, and collective goals of the 
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professorate, as well as gun safety (Spring, 2014; Darling-Hammond, 2010, 2013). The issue of 

school safety is of utmost importance in the current climate, as evidenced by the recent events 

occurring in Parkland, Florida. Given the extremely high risk and responsibility of taking on this 

challenge, and the unknown level of potential of reward outside of compensation, the critical 

question arises: Why teach?  

The reasons for the lack of high-quality teachers, and in many cases, the lack of teachers 

in general, are varied. The aging of the teaching force, the subsequent high number of retirees, 

and high attrition rates among all ages are large contributors (Boyd et al., 2011; Cochran-Smith 

& Zeichner, 2005; Darling-Hammond, 2010; OECD, 2011; Zeichner, 2003b). Moreover, the 

teaching profession is often perceived as having low social and occupational status, with little 

compensation for an often difficult and demanding job (Darling-Hammond & Bransford, 2005, 

Darling-Hammond et al., 2005; Ingersoll, 2007; Ladson-Billings, 2013), while also having 

complex and delayed hiring practices (Krasnoff, 2014; Levin & Quinn, 2003). The combination 

of all these factors suggests teaching may not be an attractive, rewarding, or sustainable career, 

as evidenced by the steady decline of people majoring in education: In 1971, of the 839,730 

Bachelor degrees awarded in the U.S., 21% were in education. That number has continued to 

decrease, with just 98,900 (5%) degrees awarded in 2014 (NCES, 2001; 2014). Compounding 

the dilemma of the lack of qualified teachers is the continuous problem with the recruitment, 

education, preparation, and retention of motivated, committed, high quality teachers in the U.S. 

(Darling-Hammond, 2010; Darling-Hammond, Wei, & Johnson, 2009; Ingersoll, 2007; Krasnoff, 

2014; Sinclair, 2008; Zeichner, 2003b). Ultimately, it will cost America alone more (in both 

human and financial capital) to ignore the teacher shortage (in quantity and quality) than it would 

to rectify the situation (Belfield & Levin, 2013; Ladson-Billings, 2013). 
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U.S. Efforts to Increase Teacher Quantity, Quality, and Diversity  

By the mid-1980s, the teaching profession was projected to experience a teacher shortage 

of over two-million teachers within the next two decades (Feistritzer, 2005; Johnson, Birkeland, 

& Peske, 2005).1 Teacher preparation programs at colleges and universities, which are now 

usually referred to as traditional routes to certification (TRCs), strived to not only increase the 

number of teachers, but also combat the negative stigma surrounding public education and 

teacher quality. While there were guidelines established through the No Child Left Behind Act, 

many education researchers took issue with those definitions, and proceeded to define high 

quality teachers with other attributes. These researchers defined a high-quality teacher as being 

certified and having excellent knowledge in subject matter, pedagogy, students’ culture, and 

types of abilities. Researchers also claimed exceptional teachers should have a deep 

understanding of the subject area content that they teach and should participate in professional 

development on a regular basis to stay up-to-date on the latest developments in the field. They 

continued to state that a high-quality teacher should then be able to take that content knowledge 

and determine the best way for students to learn; a great teacher needs to know how to teach just 

as much as he or she knows what to teach. The ability to make formative assessments, 

continuously differentiate instruction, practice appropriate culturally responsive teaching and 

support each child in reaching his or her highest potential is a complex process that never ends, 

and is a true sign of a high-quality teacher, according to these education researchers (Darling-

Hammond, 2010; Darling-Hammond, 2013; Hayes & Juárez, 2012; Siddle Walker, 2011). 

                                                 
1 It is now clear that many of those projections were based on misleading statistics, and the crisis never fully hit all 

areas of the U.S. (Darling-Hammond, 2000; Feistritzer, 2005; Johnson, Birkeland, & Peske, 2005).  
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Therefore, teacher preparation programs often made programmatic changes in order 

better prepare their teacher candidates to meet the needs of K-12 students before entering the 

workforce, while simultaneously addressing the increasing teacher shortage (Ingersoll, 1999; 

Kumashiro, 2010). In an effort to improve the quality of education, teacher education programs 

began to instill alterations such as extended clinical experiences with closely integrated 

coursework, core curriculum taught in context of practice, and creating strong relationships 

among school and university stakeholders (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Darling-Hammond, 2013; 

Darling-Hammond & Bransford, 2005; Ingersoll, 1999; NCATE, 2010).  

The Ebb and Flow of the Teaching Profession: An Historical Perspective  

However, education programs still endeavored to improve the quality and increase the 

quantity of teachers and these programs faced increasing scrutiny by both the public and private 

spheres. Historically, as education became more centralized and bureaucratic, teachers, 

especially female instructors, felt devalued. During the 1940s, schools were criticized for being 

“underfunded, overcrowded, and unprepared for the postwar economy and the atomic age. In the 

1950s, critics assailed the schools for their lack of academic rigor” (Ravitch, 2010, p. 285). 

Additionally, in the late 1950s and early 1960s, the Cold War and the Civil Rights movements 

created tensions both inside and outside the classroom regarding the Space Race, the fear of 

Communism, and the overall safety of the nation (Laats, 2010; Ravitch, 2010; Rudolph, 2002). 

Concurrently, many females either returned to, or joined the teaching profession during this time. 

Despite their enormous contribution to the economic health and stability of the nation during 

both World War I and especially World II, once American servicemen returned from overseas, 

women were forced to “readjust to the roles of housewives and mothers or to careers such as 

teachers, nurses, and secretaries” and antiquated gender norms resurfaced (Ryan & Terzian, 

2009, p. 77). This increased feminization of the profession only decreased the social status of the 
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profession (Ahwee et al., 2013; Apple, 2013; Brandmo & Nesje, 2017; Jackson, 2013; Nash, 

2005). 

Additionally, the 1960s and 1970s saw an even greater increase in federal involvement in 

public education2, especially with regard to the legislation put in place as part of President 

Johnson’s “War on Poverty” which began to blur the line of what was considered the 

responsibility of schools and teachers versus the responsibility of American citizens and 

government. The cognitive dissonance that filled American society transferred into the classroom 

and the “Culture Wars” of American education (Zimmerman, 2002). African Americans, 

immigrants, non-Protestants, and other minorities began to protest the oppression of their 

cultures and beliefs in public schools where their children were forced to assimilate to American 

middle-class White-Anglo Saxon-Protestant (WASP) values. Due to their low prestige and 

power during these “Culture Wars,” teachers’ voices were silenced in two ways. One, from 

educational stakeholders (ranging from parents to politicians) who usurped teachers’ influence 

on educational reform; and two, from the increasing use of textbooks, both of which began to 

dictate not only what was taught in classrooms, but also how to teach as well (Zimmerman, 

2002). As Cuban (1984) posits, “the line of descent in instruction between the 1930s and the 

1970s is zigzagged and broken” (p. 148). Moreover, due to an increase in global competition, a 

new wave of federal initiatives following the 1970s ignited even more federal involvement and 

oversight, beginning with the creation of the Federal Department of Education signed by 

President Jimmy Carter on October 17, 1979. The publication of A Nation at Risk in 1983, a 

report completed by the National Commission on Excellence in Education, contained sections 

                                                 
2 Examples include the Civil Rights Act (1964), the Voting Rights Act (1965), the creation of the Head Start 

Program (1965), and the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, (1965), and Education for All Handicapped 

Children Act (1975) 
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that exposed academic deficiencies of American public schools (National Commission on 

Excellence in Education, 1983). A Nation at Risk gained enormous publicity and prominence 

both inside and outside the field of education, and unfortunately, instead of looking outside the 

school walls to examine what social and systemic elements could be causing the academic 

discrepancies, the majority of Americans pointed their fingers at public schools and teachers. 

Public education in America continued to be crucified during the 1980s and 1990s, with teachers 

and their preparation programs bearing the brunt of the blame (Ravitch, 2010). 

An Alternative Approach 

Despite the resulting programmatic changes made in TRC programs, legislators and 

policy makers still felt the pressure to address both the number and quality of teachers (Imig & 

Imig, 2008) and during the 1980s, subsequently began to alter and enact regulations governing 

what made it more flexible with regard to how one could become certified to teach (Feistritzer, 

2005; Johnson, Birkeland, & Peske, 2005). One consequence of these changed regulations was 

the establishment of ARCs. These alternative routes were often referred to as “emergency” or 

“boot-camp” style programs typically with short (if any) training prior to becoming teacher of 

record, and these programs began to spread across the nation (Johnson, Birkeland, & Peske, 

2005; Murnane & Steele, 2007). ARCs gained popularity for a variety of reasons, not only 

because they provided a “fast track” approach to becoming a teacher, but also because many 

ARCs strived to eliminate some of the barriers (e.g. GPA, SAT, ACT scores, etc.) that many 

TRCs set in place in order to improve teacher quality (Johnson, Birkeland, & Peske, 2005; 

Murnane & Steele, 2007). Despite the continuous efforts of TRCs, they faced rising criticism 

from both the public and academic sphere, which also led to the increase in ARCs (Imig & Imig, 

2008; Kumashiro, 2010; Madigan, 2011). Critics of TRCs, such as Madigan (2011) proclaimed 

that TRCs act as gatekeepers and “made it practically impossible for individual with the 
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knowledge and motivation to teach to actually become teachers.” Additionally, many ARC 

pathways were more cost-efficient, and there was often more flexibility offered for prospective 

teacher candidates who were already working in other professions, which supported the effort of 

decreasing the teacher shortage in America while also increasing the diversity of teachers (Abell 

Foundation, 2001; NCES, 2018; Feistritzer, 1998; Feistritzer, 2001; Haberman, 2004; Johnson, 

Birkeland, & Peske, 2005; Murnane & Steele, 2007; U.S. Department of Education, 2002; U.S. 

Department of Education, 2013). Consequently, since 2005, “one-third of first-time public 

school teachers hired entered the profession through an alternative program other than a college 

campus-based teacher education program” (Feistritzer, 2011, p. ix). As of 2012, across 48 states 

and the District of Columbia, there were “675 entities offering alternative route programs” to 

American teachers (NCES, 2018). 

Because there is such a diversity of quality and quantity of preparation programs offered 

in the United States, many researchers have recently argued that defining critical features of what 

constitutes a “traditional” or “alternative” is both difficult and possibly unrealistic (Kumashiro, 

2011; Rosenberg & Sindelar, 2005; Sass, 2011; Zeichner & Conklin, 2005). Instead, categorizing 

or sorting the quality and quantity of teacher preparation based on years of experience, 

completion of certification pathway, degree status, amount of coursework, length of practice 

teaching, and amount of preparation has proven more useful and productive (Mason-Williams & 

Gagnon, 2016; Rosenberg and Sindelar, 2005). Moreover, as Hogan and Bullock (2012) posit, 

both TRC programs and ARC programs share a similar goal, to “adequately prepare” for the 

projected number of effective teachers needed to meet the needs of America’s students and 

schools (p. 4). To achieve this objective, both “institutions of higher education and [ARCs] will 

need to examine the motivations that affect an individual’s desire to teach in order to attract and 
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retain competent professionals” (Hogan & Bullock, 2012, p. 4). Therefore, in my study, not only 

were participants asked if they attended a TRC or ARC through a simple binary question, but 

they were also asked to provide additional information regarding the features of their program as 

described above to have a clearer understanding of what type of program features have had a 

relationship, if any, on teacher motivations. These findings could prove useful across a variety of 

teacher preparation programs.  

Improving Teacher Diversity and Quality in Florida 

The burning questions remain—how does one attract more, better-qualified and diverse 

teacher candidates, especially those who had not previously considered teaching as a career 

choice? How does one evaluate whether the goals and aspirations of what originally drew people 

to the field have changed, and how, if at all, these goals and aspirations have changed over time? 

In addition, to what extent do either the state of initial or current goals and aspirations affect 

teachers’ capabilities, stamina, well-being, productivity, and commitment to teaching? These 

questions have caused a variety of initiatives to be launched across the nation, but especially in 

Florida. For example, the Race to the Top Program has assisted many districts and their schools 

in increasing and improving their efforts to motivate more, better, and diverse people to choose 

teaching as a career. Other incentive and support programs available in Florida, especially ones 

aimed at recruiting minority teachers, are Florida Fund for Minority Teachers, Jacksonville 

Teacher Residency Program, the M.I.S.T.E.R (Mentoring Instructing Students Toward Effective 

Role Models), and the Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF) in Orange County Public Schools. These 

programs often form partnerships with universities and other local stakeholders to provide 

incentives and supports to attract underrepresented groups from the current teaching force to join 

the teaching profession, as well as provide a variety of resources, such as financial assistance, 

mentoring, and guaranteed job placement. Without these resources and support systems, many 
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Florida teacher candidates may have faced barriers that would have prohibited and discouraged 

them from entering the field.  

The Florida Department of Education has also put into place sweeping reforms to 

increase the teacher quality and diversity of the Florida K-12 students, specifically as evidenced 

through their updated statewide performance and assessment matrix of Florida teacher 

preparation programs. As noted in a report published in 2017,  

the intent [of these initiatives] is to measure how well the teacher preparation 

program prepares new teachers to work with a diverse population of students in a 

variety of settings in Florida schools, including economically disadvantaged 

students, students from major racial and ethnic groups, students with disabilities, 

and students with limited English proficiency. (Jacobs, 2017, p. 29) 

As of 2015, there were 433 teacher preparation programs in the state of Florida: “43 are offered 

by local school districts, 68 by the Florida College System, 189 by the State University System, 

and 139 by private colleges or universities” (Jacobs, 2017, p. 2)  

However, despite these many changes and incentives, more efforts are still needed to 

continue to diversify the teaching population and attract effective teachers that meet the specific 

needs of Florida’s students, schools, and school districts. One potential shortfall of the efforts 

detailed above is that the initial motivational factors that influenced people to become teachers 

may not have been taken into consideration when developing these initiatives and programs (as 

evidenced by any reference to the word motivation with the report). Even so, if teacher 

candidates’ motivations were considered, it is less likely that the developers and stakeholders 

were well informed with accurate knowledge grounded in theory or empirical research.  

Understanding Motivation 

Motivations drive people to do what they do in the way that they do it. Motivational 

theory is prevalent in the fields of psychology, sociology, business, medicine, career 

development, and education. Within education, motivational theory has mainly been used 
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regarding student motivations (Bransford, et al., 2005; Darling-Hammond, 2008; Darling-

Hammond & Bransford, 2005; Pajares, 1992; Shepard et al., 2005; Tomlinson & McTighe, 2006; 

Wiggins & McTighe, 2005). As Darling-Hammond (2008) notes, “an understanding of 

motivation is critical in teaching for understanding” as it offers insights into “what individual 

students believe about themselves and their abilities, what they care about, and what tasks are 

likely to give them enough success to encourage them to continue to work hard and learn” (p. 

335). Many educators often use Piaget’s Stages of Cognitive Development, Maslow’s Hierarchy 

of needs, Bloom’s (revised) taxonomy (Ormrod, 2012) or a combination of any of these theories 

to inform their practice, research, or policies. While motivation theories abound for student 

motivation, engagement, and learning, this is not the case for teachers’ motivations, and much 

more empirically-based research is needed with regard to potential and current teacher 

motivations (Heinz, 2015; Richardson, Karabenick, & Watt, 2014; Watt et al., 2012; Watt & 

Richardson, 2007; Watt, Richardson, & Smith; 2017).  

The Need for (More and Better) Motivational Theory in Teacher Education  

There has been prior research on who chooses the teaching profession and why (Balyer, 

& Özcan, 2014; Bruinsma & Jansen, 2010; Krečič & Grmek, 2005; Manuel & Hughes, 2006; 

Richardson & Watt, 2006, 2016; Salyer, 2003; Watt & Richardson, 2007, 2008). Many 

researchers advocate that teacher preparation program reform efforts need to focus on teacher 

motivations to better recruit, educate, and retain high-quality teachers (Butler, 2012; 2014; 

Heniz, 2015; Kaplan, 2014; Krasnoff, 2014; Leech & Haug, 2015; Leech, Haug, & Nimer, 2015; 

Roth, 2014; Sinclair, 2008; Urdan, 2014; Richardson, Karabenick, & Watt, 2014; Watt & 

Richardson, 2007; 2008, 2012; Yong, 1995). However, as mentioned previously, most of the 

literature from the late 20th century had not been conducted in a systematic way and portrayed a 

weak methodological, theoretical, and systematic structure (Heinz, 2015; Richardson, 
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Karabenick, & Watt, 2014; Watt et al., 2012). For example, research studies often used “single-

item indicators, raw frequency counts, and the ranking of themes…developed and implemented 

survey instruments without information regarding reliability or validity,” and frequently reported 

results without the inclusion of the actual survey instrument, which ultimately resulted in 

inconsistencies across studies (Watt et al., 2012, p. 792). Conceptually, much of the research 

exploring why people choose teaching as a career had previously broadly grouped motivations 

into three main categories: intrinsic, extrinsic, and altruistic (Heinz, 2015, p. 263; Watt & 

Richardson, 2014; Yong, 1995, p. 276). These vague categories limited the understanding, 

distinction, appreciation, as well as application of effective motivational theory in teacher 

education (Guzel, 2011; Watt et al., 2012; Watt & Richardson, 2014). For example, research 

exploring why people choose teaching as a career has indicated that one of the most common 

motivations to become a teacher is “working with children,” but working with children has been 

classified as both altruistic and intrinsic across several studies. In addition, many studies only 

focused on teacher burnout, retention, and self-efficacy, without regard to sociological contexts 

or underlying psychological elements. (Guzel, 2011; Heinz, 2015; OECD, 2005; Lortie, 1975; 

Kyriacou & Coulthard, 2000; Richardson & Watt, 2014, 2016; Watt et al., 2012; Yong, 1995). 

Consequently, the knowledge and definitions generated from these studies not only weakened 

the literature base, but it also crippled initiatives that based their efforts on the results and 

findings of these studies. 

To get to the heart of what factors motivate people to become teachers, many researchers 

claimed there was a need to “refocus attention on what the psychological and developmental 

sciences can offer to better understand the dimensions of teachers’ motivations and career 

development” (Richardson, Watt, & Karabenick, 2014, p. xiv). There are some current studies 
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that ground their research in motivational theory, and the four most established motivational 

theories are “self-efficacy,” (Bandura, 1994; Klassen, Durksen, & Tze, 2014; Durr, Chang & 

Carson, 2014), “achievement goal theory” (AGT) (Butler, 2012; 2014) “self-determination 

theory” (SDT) (Roth, 2014), and “expectancy value theory” (EVT) (Eccles et al.’s, 1983; Watt & 

Richardson, 2007, 2008, 2012, 2014; Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). Researchers advocate that these 

motivational theories, as well as others when used appropriately, can offer key insights into what 

factors attract the best teacher candidates, how to offer the best preparation and learning 

experiences, and how to help candidates maintain high motivation as they transfer to professional 

roles (National Research Council, p. 6).  

Factors Influencing Teacher Choice: The Development of the FIT-Choice Conceptual 

Model and Scale 

In 2006, Dr. Helen M. G. Watt and Dr. Paul W. Richardson of Monash University in 

Australia brought the use of motivational theory in teacher education to the forefront, specifically 

with their development of the Factors Influencing Teachers (FIT)-Choice conceptual model and 

scale, which measures teachers’ initial motivations for choosing teaching as a career (see Figure 

1-1). To improve upon the conceptual and theoretical gaps using motivational theory in teacher 

education research, Watt and Richardson endeavored to develop a unified and comprehensible 

theoretical model for studying teacher career motivations. They drew from several bodies of 

literature such as motivational theory, teacher education, teaching career choices, self-

perceptions and self-efficacy, as well as occupational-choice research. Watt and Richardson 

(2006; 2007) then situated those recurring themes within Wigfield and Eccles’s (2000) 

Expectancy-Value framework, “the most comprehensive motivational model for explaining 

academic and career choices” (Richardson & Watt, 2006, p. 31) to develop the FIT-Choice 

Conceptual model, and corresponding FIT-Choice Scale. Both will be explained at length in 
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Chapter 2, but the model contains three main progressive categories: 1) people’s social 

influences and prior teaching and learning experiences, which then affect 2) people’s values, 

perceptions, and beliefs, which leads to 3) people’s choice of teaching as a career. The 

complementarily designed FIT-Choice Scale contains 18 factors to assess the primary 

motivations of people to choose a career in teaching. 

  
Figure 1-1. FIT-Choice Conceptual Model. 

The synthesis of Watt & Richardson’s (2007) model and scale not only aligns with 

current literature in motivational theory in education research, but more importantly, it provides 

a clear, coherent, and cohesive framework and measurement tool. As a result, “probably the most 

significant development as regards empirical student teachers’ career motivations research in the 

last decade has been the design of the Factors Influencing Teaching Choice (FIT-Choice) scales 
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by Watt and Richardson” (Heinz, 2015, p. 272). In addition to Australia, the FIT-Choice 

framework has been widely used in a range of cultural settings and different samples, such as 

Austria, China, Croatia, Estonia, Germany, Indonesia, the Netherlands, Norway, the Republic of 

Ireland, Switzerland, and the United States. Many studies which have used the FIT-Choice Scale 

have reported similar high levels of construct validity and internal consistency when replicated 

and used in other schools, settings, or countries with preservice teachers (Akar, 2012; Berger & 

D'Ascoli, 2012; Brandmo & Nesje, 2017; Fokkens-Bruinsma & Canrinus, 2012; Gratatcós, 

López-Gómez, Nocito, and Sastre, 2017; Hennessy & Lynch, 2017; Heinz, Keane, & Foley, 

2017; Jugović et al., 2012; Kilinç et al., 2012; König & Rothland, 2012; Lin et al., 2012; 

Richardson & Watt, 2010, 2016; Watt & Richardson, 2007; Taimalu, Luik, & Täht, 2017; Watt 

et al., 2012; Yu & Bieger, 2013). The FIT-Choice Scale has been used in a limited number of 

research studies in the U.S. with regard to preservice teachers (Lin et al., 2012; Watt & 

Richardson, 2012; Watt et al., Yu & Bieger, 2013; Yu, 2011) in-service teachers (Leech & Haug, 

2015; Leech, Haug, & Nimer, 2015; Leech, Haug, Ridgewell, & Ruben, 2018), and high school 

students (Leech, Haug, & Bianco, 2015). These studies have found that the FIT-Choice Scale 

predicts high school students’, college students’ and in-service teachers’ motivations to become a 

teacher.  

These studies typically fall into three main categories: 1) measurement studies that focus 

on understanding the reliability, validity, and overall fit of the model to various data sets in 

specific populations, 2) comparison studies that examine the overall average motivational score 

and/or using comparisons between/among different groups of preservice teachers’ motivations, 

and 3) studies that focus on understanding teacher motivations by examining their 

“interrelationships with other key constructs” (Watt & Richardson, 2012, p. 189). Many of the 
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above studies align with the first category (Akar, 2012; Berger & D'Ascoli, 2012; Fokkens-

Bruinsma & Canrinus, 2012; Hennessy & Lynch, 2017; Kilinç et al., 2012; Leech & Haug, 2015; 

Leech, Haug & Bianco, 2015; Lin et al., 2012; Richardson & Watt, 2010, 2016; Watt et al., 

2012; Yu & Bieger, 2013). A few studies, including Jugović et al. (2012) and König & Rothland 

(2012), fall into the latter category where additional factors are incorporated into the FIT-Choice 

model for an expanded viewpoint of their sample. It is in this vein that my study aligns.  

Watt and Richardson’s (2007) FIT-Choice Scale not only brought about a resurgence of 

the quantity of motivational theory in teacher education, but more importantly, increased the 

quality of research, by developing a framework that was conceptually, methodologically, and 

psychometrically sound upon which to build and expand future studies. Many other researchers 

using the FIT-Choice Scale and/or participating in this teacher motivational theory “renaissance” 

coincide with what Watt and Richardson posit. These researchers concur that in order to develop 

a deeper understanding of how motivational theory can be used to increase the quality and 

quantity of teachers, it is imperative to examine and track teachers’ motivations to better 

understand and explain to what extent these motivations, beliefs, and influences change over 

time, as well as make comparisons across different settings and groups of teachers (Butler, R., 

2014; Heinz, 2015; Kaplan, 2014; Leech & Haug, 2015; Leech, Haug, & Bianco, 2015; 

Richardson & Watt, 2007; Richardson, Karabenick, & Watt, 2014; Roth, 2014; Watt & 

Richardson, 2006, 2012). Notwithstanding the resurgence of motivational theory in teacher 

education after Watt and Richardson’s FIT-Choice Scale, the use of their model requires further 

exploration across more and diverse samples, given the necessity to continue to increase the 

quantity, quality, and diversity of the teaching population—locally, nationally and 

internationally.  
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Purpose Statement 

The purpose of my quantitative, retrospective exploratory study was to use survey 

research methods using the FIT-Choice Scale to examine the initial motivations of in-service 

Florida K-12 public school teachers to elect teaching as a career, and to explore the extent to 

which specific teacher characteristics and teacher preparation program characteristics had a 

relationship to particular motivational factors. I endeavored to uncover what influences, beliefs, 

and values were, on average, most important to current Florida K-12 public school teachers in 

choosing a career in teaching, categorized into certain typologies (e.g. gender, race, certification) 

based on their personal characteristics and/or the teacher preparation program in which they 

participated. Resultantly, the following research questions guided my research study. 

Research Questions 

RQ 1. What were the motivations of Florida K-12 public school teachers to choose 

teaching as a career, as measured by the FIT-Choice Scale? 

RQ 2. To what extent do teacher characteristics (age, race/ethnicity, gender, native 

language, prior non-teaching work experience) and teacher program characteristics (route to 

certification, prior educational coursework, prior teaching experience, level of education, and 

length of teacher preparation program) have a relationship with each motivational factor score?  

Research Design 

To uncover what motivational factors, on average, contributed to Florida teachers 

electing teaching as a career, as well as investigate to what extent teacher characteristics and 

teacher program characteristics had a relationship to a particular motivational factor, I used 

survey research methods grounded in both expectancy-value theory and a vetted framework—the 

FIT-Choice Scale and Survey—a measurement tool that has repeatedly reported high validity 

and reliability of scores in a variety of contexts (Richardson, Karabenick, & Watt, 2014; Watt et 
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al., 2012; Watt, Richardson, & Smith, 2017). I also used consistent terminology found 

throughout the literature base; however, an exploratory, retrospective design was chosen because 

there was little empirically-based evidence on which to build this study in this specific context—

Florida K-12 public school teachers. The exploratory design examined correlations among 

various variables and constructs in order to provide thought leadership for future initiatives or 

strategies in teacher education, as well as field of education at large with regard as to how to best 

recruit, and ultimately prepare and retain teachers in the state of Florida (NSF, 2013, p. 9). These 

intentions aligned with the National Science Foundation’s ambitions for exploratory studies: 

“The project should provide a compelling case that the proposed research will generate important 

knowledge to inform the development, improvement, or evaluation of education programs, 

policies, or practices” (NSF, 2013, p. 9). I used this exploratory design to “measure the degree of 

association (or relationship) between two or more variables using the statistical procedure of 

correlational analysis” (Clark & Creswell, 2010, p.173); as such, I did not attempt to control or 

manipulate the variables in this study, or the participants’ experiences. My study also was 

retrospective because I asked participants to reflect upon their past motivations for choosing a 

career in teaching.  

To answer the first research question, descriptive statistics, specifically mean scores and 

standard deviations of participants’ responses to 58 Likert scale items (1-7), were used to 

measure scores and provided data to interpret Florida K-12 public school teachers’ motivations. 

To answer the second research question, inferential statistics, specifically simultaneous multiple 

regression, were used to estimate the association of the independent variables (teacher 

characteristics and teacher preparation program characteristics) on the dependent variables 
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(motivational factors). The data measured in these instruments were collected, cleaned, and 

coded as numbered data for analysis using statistical procedures (Creswell, 2014).  

Significance  

This study contributes to the existing literature by exploring the initial factors that 

motivated Florida teachers to elect teaching as a career using the FIT-Choice Scale. The 

motivational factors measured by this instrument produced scores that helped identify the extent 

to which different types of teacher characteristics and teacher preparation program characteristics 

have a relationship to Florida teacher motivations. As Watt and Richardson (2014) found, 

research generated using the same measurement tool in a variety of contexts both enriches and 

expands the ways in which comparisons can be drawn based not only on motivations, but also 

“in relation to [how] social and cultural pluralities can be identified and considered, especially in 

the formation of policies concerned with teacher recruitment” preparation, retention, and 

professional development (p. 9). Given the scope of this study, data reported could provide a 

baseline of information in an area where little empirical research has been reported. 

As aforementioned, there are only three studies to date that have used the FIT-Choice 

Scale with in-service teachers within the U.S., and both the population of interest (a Western 

state) and variables of interest differed from my study. Even though the nature of my study was 

exploratory, as opposed to experimental, my study still “generated important knowledge to 

inform the development, improvement, or evaluation of education programs, policies, or 

practices” (IES, 2013, p. 9). Using empirical evidence, sound design, measurement, and analysis, 

my study contributed to understanding how motivational theory, specifically with the FIT-

Choice Framework, could be used within teacher education research in the state of Florida. By 

using the FIT-Choice Scale within the state of Florida with current K-12 public school teachers, 

my study has the potential to extend the existing body of research on FIT-Choice Scale with 
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current teachers, particularly in the U.S., a subject only marginally explored in existing literature. 

My study sheds light on certain factors that were most important to Florida K-12 public school 

teachers who chose a career in teaching, as well as measured how teacher characteristics and/or 

teacher program characteristics had a relationship with certain motivational factor scores. It is in 

this manner that providing baseline data may provide education and teacher-education 

researchers, methodologists, policy makers, and other stakeholders a firmer basis on which to 

make informed recommendations and decisions to better recruit, and ultimately prepare, support, 

and retain teachers with unique and proportional characteristics to meet the diverse educational 

needs of Florida’s schools, students, and teachers. However, the unique attributes of my study 

were also a double-edged sword in that because my study is exploratory in nature, it is limited by 

this distinctiveness, thus requires the need for future research to replicate and expand my 

findings (which will be discussed later in Chapter 5). In addition, due to its uniqueness, any 

direct comparisons with prior studies should be made with caution. 

Limitations 

Due to the nature of the design, data collection instrument, and proposed sample 

population, my study presented a number of limitations. Given the design of this study, the 

sampling plan was a potential threat to the validity of my study and limit my ability to generalize 

my findings to the general Florida K-12 public school teacher population. Because I used a 

convenience sample—as opposed to a random sample—my sample may not have been 

representative of the population. However, one way to mitigate some of the threat was to 

compare my “sample demographic profile with that of the population (if such a profile exists) in 

order to show that a convenience sample is not grossly unrepresentative” (Kline, 2009, p. 68). 

The demographics of my sample were, indeed, similar in nature to the K-12 public school 

teacher population in Florida. Another potential external validity threat concerned the “setting” 
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of the study—Florida public K-12 schools. Although the teachers received a link to the survey 

electronically, they received it through their school email address and typically accessed it while 

they were at their place of employment. Additionally, the time of year I distributed the survey, 

May, could have affected the response rate, as it was the end of the academic school year. There 

was the potential that the participants would respond differently if they were to receive this 

survey in a different setting, timing, or manner (Kline, 2009).  

There was also a threat to validity of scores because the FIT-Choice survey was 

originally created as a paper and pencil survey, but due to the scope of this study and the 

proposed population of all active teachers in the state of Florida (~174,000), a slightly revised, 

electronic version of the survey was distributed. Another possible limitation of utilizing an online 

survey tool could be a lower response rate than an in person, paper and pencil instrument. In this 

situation, self-selection bias became a limitation, as with any online survey research (Sreejesh, 

Mohapatra, & Anusree, 2014). 

Other limitations and subsequent threats to the validity of my study, and the degree to 

which I could provide sound evidence to support the accurate interpretations I inferred from the 

motivational factor scores were due to self-selection and voluntary participation in my study 

(AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014). There could be a difference of responses between the type of 

people who agree to do surveys/experiments and the type of people who do not, and that all 

responses were honest and accurate. One other potential validity threat was that there were no 

external factors that unduly influenced the responses. 

Organization of the Dissertation 

This dissertation includes five chapters, in addition to references. Chapter 1 is the 

rationale for this study, providing the background and overview of the problem. It also includes a 

statement of the problem, what we currently know and do not know about the problem, a purpose 
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statement for the study, and the research questions driving this dissertation. Chapter 2 provides 

the conceptual model of the study, a literature review covering motivational theory, motivational 

theory in education, and a deeper description of the FIT-Choice framework. Chapter 3 describes 

the methods used in the study, the population and variables of interest, and the measurement tool 

used in this study, the FIT-Choice survey. Also included in Chapter 3 are the statistical and 

analytic procedures used, specifically descriptive statistics to compute mean scores from the 

participants’ responses and simultaneous multiple regression to estimate the relationship between 

teacher and teacher program characteristics and particular motivational factor scores. Chapter 4 

provides the results from the data analysis. Finally, Chapter 5 consists of a discussion of my 

findings relative to previous studies, and implications of the results for various audience. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The purpose of my quantitative, retrospective exploratory study was to use survey 

research methods using the FIT-Choice Scale to examine the initial motivations of in-service 

Florida K-12 public school teachers to elect teaching as a career, and to explore the extent to 

which specific teacher characteristics and teacher preparation program characteristics had a 

relationship to particular motivational factors. I endeavored to uncover what influences, beliefs, 

and values were, on average, most important to current Florida K-12 public school teachers in 

choosing a career in teaching, categorized into certain typologies (e.g. gender, race, certification) 

based on their personal characteristics and/or the teacher preparation program in which they 

participated. The review of the literature in this chapter discusses the need to use motivational 

theory to support these efforts, and the types of motivational theories that are currently used in 

education research. Evidence from the literature supported the use of the theoretical model for 

this study—Watt and Richardson’s FIT-Choice framework—and how it best aligned with the 

goal of measuring and interpreting the initial motivational factors for people to choose teaching 

as a career. 

Motivational Theory 

Motivations drive people to do what they do in the way that they do it. Motivational 

theory is prevalent in the fields of psychology, sociology, business, medicine, career 

development, and education. Many educators often use Piaget’s Stages of Cognitive 

Development, Maslow’s Hierarchy of needs, Bloom’s (revised) taxonomy (Ormrod, 2012) or a 

combination of any of these theories to inform their practice, research, or policies. There are 

several theories that comprise the greater subject of motivational theory, but the genesis for the 

motivational theory utilized in this study lies within the Expectancy Theory of motivation, 
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developed by Yale’s Victor Vroom in 1964. Expectancy Theory of motivation assumes people 

make conscious decisions when presented with choices, which will maximize their own pleasure 

and minimize their pain (Vroom, 1964). 

Motivational Theory in Education 

While motivational theory has been used widely in education, the focus has been 

predominantly on student motivations at the exclusion of teachers’ motivations (Bransford, et al., 

2005; Bransford, Darling-Hammond, & LePage, 2005; Darling-Hammond, 2008; Shepard et al., 

2005; Tomlinson & McTighe, 2006). While there has been systematic research, investment, and 

continued interest pertaining to motivation, engagement, and learning of students, this is not 

necessarily the case for teachers, even though teachers are life-long learners, too. Despite 

Brookhart and Freeman’s (1992) proclamation over a quarter-century ago that there was a 

necessity for teacher educators to know what characteristics, “knowledge, beliefs, motivations, 

and experiential backgrounds do [teacher candidates] bring to their roles as teachers” in order to 

know which attributes not only to evoke, but also to either reinforce or alter (p. 37), few 

advances had been made in the field since that time. As Marušić, Jugović, and Ivanec, (2017) 

note, “only recently, with changes in initial teacher education and challenges of recruiting quality 

candidates into the teaching profession, [has teacher motivation] attracted a more systemic 

interest” (p. 226). Moreover, that interest has been coupled with advancements in research made 

over the last ten years, that are more conceptually and methodologically sound, much of which 

has been guided by Watt and Richardson’s (2007) FIT-Choice framework (Butler, 2017; Heinz, 

2015; Marušić, Jugović, & Ivanec, 2017).  

Motivational Theory in Teacher Education 

One aspect of the efforts to recruit, prepare, and retain more and better quality teachers 

that requires further exploration is the use of motivational theory. To “attract high-quality 
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teachers (i.e., those who are well prepared, experienced, and accomplished) into K-12 

educational settings, research suggests that schools must match their recruitment and retention 

efforts to the characteristics and motivations of the teachers and teaching candidates they hope to 

attract” (Krasnoff, 2014, p. 12). This sentiment can be replicated into the teacher education 

sphere as well, as teacher preparation programs must also match their efforts to the motivations 

of prospective teachers (Heinz, 2015; Krasnoff, 2014; Leech, 2015; Richardson, Karabenick, and 

Watt, 2014; Sinclair, 2008; Watt & Richardson, 2007; 2012, 2016; Yong, 1995). As Heinz 

(2015) states,  

While academic proficiency, subject matter knowledge, and ‘technical’ teaching 

skills are important factors contributing to teacher effectiveness, quality education 

cannot be achieved without teachers who are motivated, enthusiastic, and truly 

committed to their students’ education and to the teaching profession. p. 259 

In this context, more evidence-based research is needed to determine and consistently 

measure the factors that motivate and influence people to elect teaching as a career, what goals 

and beliefs they value, and what backgrounds, dispositions, and characteristics they possess 

(Watt & Richardson, 2005, p. 488). The research and subsequent knowledge generated from the 

use of motivational theory in teacher education will be invaluable to practice, “because 

administrators need to understand how motivation and personality influence student decisions 

and behaviors” (Cupoli, 2016, p. 26). Moreover, one’s own professional identify can be shaped 

by motivations, specifically surrounding one’s perceptions of that profession and desire to pursue 

and maintain a career in that field. Recent studies over the last decade have connected the 

relationship between one’s personality and his/her motivations towards electing his or her career 

path (Marušić, Jugović, & Ivanec, 2017).  
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The Need for (More and Better) Motivational Theory in Teacher Education  

Until recently, motivational literature and teacher education literature have operated in 

isolation: “These literatures had developed independently of one another, and much of what we 

know about career choice across a range of careers had not influenced the research concerning 

teaching” (Richardson & Watt, 2014, p. 5). Most of the literature from the late 20th century on 

teacher motivations focused on teacher burnout, retention, and self-efficacy (Guzel, 2011; Watt 

et al., 2012; Watt & Richardson, 2014; Yong, 1995). While there are studies in teacher education 

literature that have explored why people have chosen to become teachers (Balyer, & Özcan, 

2014; Bruinsma & Jansen, 2010; Krečič & Grmek, 2005; Manuel & Hughes, 2006; Salyer, 2003; 

Yong, 1995), the majority of these studies are not born out of systematic research, and there are a 

“number of conceptual and methodological shortcomings” in the literature (Heinz, 2015, p. 272). 

This is for several reasons: 1) there has been inconsistent terminology in the literature, making it 

difficult to generalize or compare study findings, 2) until recently, there has been little use of 

motivational theory to guide these studies and 3) more longitudinal studies are needed to better 

understand initial motivations, and how they change over time (Watt et al., 2012; Watt & 

Richardson, 2007). 

Prior research studies used more rudimentary tools and techniques and failed to fully 

report the methods of the study, leading to inconsistencies and confusion in this field. (Watt et 

al., 2012). Again, combining all motivations into poorly defined, inconsistently used, and vague 

categories of intrinsic, extrinsic, and altruistic (Heinz, 2015; Watt & Richardson, 2014; Yong, 

1995) caused further confusion and inconsistencies across studies (Guzel, 2011; Watt et al., 

2012; Watt & Richardson, 2014). Furthermore, while it has long been reported that “working 

with children” is one of the most prevalent and global motivations to elect teaching as a career, 

the frequently interchanged classifications of this factor as altruistic and intrinsic has continued 
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to interfere with the growth and recognition of motivational theory amongst teachers, in essence 

blocking potentially beneficial initiatives before they could even begin. 

Over the last two decades, there has been an increase in empirically-based research that 

examines why students choose teaching as a career (Guzel, 2011; Watt et al., 2012; Watt & 

Richardson, 2014). The four theories listed below—self-efficacy, achievement goal theory 

(AGT), self-determination theory (SDT), and expectancy-goal theory (EVT) are the most 

prevalent. These frameworks are discussed in Richardson, Karabenick, and Watt’s (2014) edited 

volume, Teacher Motivation: Theory and Practice, as well as the 2017 expansion, Global 

Perspectives on Teacher Motivation by Watt, Richardson, and Smith, with over 60 authors 

contributing to the rapidly expanding research utilizing the FIT-Choice Scale. Over twenty 

authors came together to assert that teachers’ attitudes and beliefs concerning job satisfaction, 

professional collaborations, and relationships with students are all “buttressed by their 

motivations for teaching” (Richardson, Karabenick, & Watt, xxi). These authors present new 

research as to how teachers’ motivations can not only “advance our understanding of what 

motivates and sustains healthy, committed, and effective teachers” (Richardson, Karabenick, & 

Watt; 2014, p. xiv), but also offer a better understanding of teacher quality and career 

development, and how to support those goals in teacher education. 

Until the gaps that currently exist between understanding what motivates people to 

choose teaching as a career, how different factors motivate different people to the field, and 

which pathways are preferred by whom, are filled, recruitment efforts will continue to maintain 

the status quo. According to Lipcon (2008): “If teaching continues to attract only a narrow slice 

of graduates, the status of the profession will remain what it is today—below that of other 

professions that require a similar level of intellect, resolve, creativity, and preparation” (p. 541). 
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This shortfall is where motivational theory can have a significant impact on guiding educational 

stakeholders to seek the best candidates for their particular programs and/or if programmatic 

changes need to be made. However, the unique attributes of my study are also a double-edged 

sword in that because my study is exploratory in nature, it is limited by this distinctiveness, thus 

future research is required to replicate and expand my findings. In addition, due to its 

uniqueness, any direct comparisons with prior studies should be made with caution. 

The Four Most Established Motivational Theories 

Within motivational theory, there are many specific theories, and, to date, four of the 

most well established motivational theories used in teacher education research are “self-

efficacy,” (Bandura, 1994; Durr, Chang & Carson, 2014; Klassen, Durksen, & Tze, 2014), 

“achievement goal theory” (Butler, R., 2012; 2014) “self-determination theory” (Roth, 2014), 

and “expectancy value theory” (Eccles et al.’s, 1983; Watt & Richardson, 2007; 2012; Wigfield 

& Eccles, 2000). Researchers advocate that these motivational theories, as well as others when 

used appropriately, can offer key insights into what factors attract the best candidates, how to 

offer the best preparation and learning experiences, and how to best support candidates’ ability to 

maintain high motivation as they transfer to a professional role (National Research Council, p. 6) 

Self-Efficacy 

Self-efficacy, described as one’s perceived ability to complete a certain task, is one of the 

most heavily researched areas of teacher motivation (Urdan, 2014). Research on self-efficacy can 

give valuable insights into how teachers’ beliefs in their own ability to complete tasks and reach 

goals is encouraged, developed, fostered, and/or maintained. Teachers’ level of self-efficacy is 

directly linked to student success, and as Bandura (1994) suggests, “the task of creating learning 

environments conducive to development of cognitive skills rests heavily on the talents and self-

efficacy of teachers” (p. 79). Furthermore, teachers who have a higher sense of self-efficacy are 



 

59 

more likely to be able to motivate their own students and increase critical thinking skills, while 

teachers with lower levels of self-efficacy have a tendency to have a more custodial and punitive 

orientation (Bandura, 1994). 

Achievement Goal Theory 

Achievement goal theory (AGT) has been used to examine people’s purposes for 

engaging in action, the patterns of those actions, and the systems of meaning that frame those 

actions (Kaplan, 2014). AGT has been used frequently when studying K-12 student motivations 

and posits, “students’ perceptions, strategies, and outcomes depend importantly on what they 

want to achieve, and thus on their goals for schoolwork” (Butler, R., 2014, p. 21). AGT has 

recently been used to conceptualize and assess current teachers’ motivations regarding how they 

set their goals for achievement/success, and what action steps they take to reach their goals (Watt 

& Richardson, 2007). AGT can provide insights into how current teachers can develop coping 

strategies when faced with the challenges and difficulties of teaching. Furthermore, it provides 

“insights” into whether teachers positively engage in school activities outside the realm of their 

specific job tasks (Butler, R., 2014). 

Self-Determination Theory 

Self-Determination theory (SDT) “is founded on the assumption that the human 

psychological system is based in universal needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness” 

(Kaplan, 2014, p. 53). According to SDT, when people feel that their needs are satisfied, their 

subsequent actions feel more autonomous, adaptive, and oriented for personal growth—people 

feel they are in control of their actions and lives as opposed to external circumstances or acts of 

coercion. SDT has shed light on to how environments that support autonomy are likely to 

positively motivate teachers, which in turn can lead to positive outlooks on their roles and 
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responsibilities as teachers. Conversely, environments that lack or inhibit autonomy can 

negatively impact teachers’ motivations and subsequent actions (Roth, 2014).  

Expectancy-Value Theory  

Expectancy-value theory (EVT) is a continuation of Vroom’s (1964) expectancy theory, 

and posits that people believe their performance will be followed by success or failure, and then 

place value on their chances of succeeding or failing. EVT “emphasizes the combination of 

people’s expectations for success in a task and perceived value for the task in their choice, effort 

investment, and persistence in the task” (Kaplan, 2014, p. 53). This motivational model lends 

itself for use with teacher candidates to measure their initial motivations for entering the field but 

can also be used over time to track the changes, if any, in teacher motivations. Eccles and 

Wigfield’s (Eccles et al., 1983; Wigfield & Eccles, 2000) EVT model is one of the most widely-

used for determining K-12 students’ motivations, especially with regard to math participation, 

and has more recently been applied to specific career choices, including teaching as a career. 

Eccles and Wigfield’s (Eccles et al., 1983; Wigfield & Eccles, 2000) EVT posits “individuals’ 

choices and behaviours [sic] are shaped by their expectancies and their values” (Watt & 

Richardson, 2008, p. 410). Their conceptual framework encompasses three higher order 

constructs: “a) expectancy/ability beliefs, b) subjective task value (i.e. attainment, intrinsic, and 

utility values), and c) perceived task difficulty,” and this framework guided the choice of 

constructs and subsequent factors in Watt & Richardson’s (2007) FIT-Choice model (p. 171).  

Why EVT? A Summary of Above Theories 

SDT, along with AGT and Self-Efficacy frameworks, can offer great insights into how 

motivations affect current teachers’ actions in practice, their interactions with students, the effort 

and time they devote to their role as a teacher, as well as their overall self-perception as to how 

they become confident and satisfied with their work. These theoretical frameworks can help 
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improve efforts to retain teachers once they are in the field, as well as support the development 

of teacher leaders within the field. As Watt and Richardson (2014) proclaim, “teacher 

motivations matter, because if teachers are not able to realize their motivations in particular 

school contacts, it is likely that professional satisfaction and fulfillment will deteriorate” (p. 194). 

However, these frameworks are limited when the initial motivations for entering into teaching 

are omitted, as they do not “scrutinize processes of professional development and professional 

identity development as scaffoldings for motivational development” (Roth, 2014, p. 47). The 

process of becoming a teacher begins prior to their experiences in a teacher preparation pathway, 

and there is a gap in the literature regarding the quality, consistency, and coherency of 

motivational research in teacher preparation program development and reform (Watt & 

Richardson, 2014). EVT aims to explore the initial motivations before completing a task, or, 

specifically in teacher education, the teacher candidates’ motivations for choosing teaching as a 

career. Therefore, EVT, or other frameworks that include components of EVT, would be the 

most appropriate theory to drive my research. One such framework is Watt and Richardson’s 

(2007) FIT-Choice framework, which expanded upon the EVT (Eccles et al., 1983; Wigfield & 

Eccles, 2000) framework as a basis for their model.  

Factors Influencing Teacher Choice: The Development of the FIT-Choice Conceptual 

Model and Scale 

Watt and Richardson (2007) aspired to improve upon the conceptual and theoretical gaps 

using motivational theory in teacher education research and endeavored to develop a “unified 

and comprehensible” model for studying the motivations of why teacher candidates chose a 

career in teaching. In reflecting back to what originally motivated them to create the FIT-Choice 

Scale, given the limitations of the field, Watt et al (2012) stated, “we need to investigate reasons 

for becoming a teacher is a scale that encompasses the array of motivations, which taps into the 
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underlying psychological processes that can be used to study different groups of people from 

different kinds of settings” (792). Therefore, Watt and Richardson (2007) drew upon recurring 

themes of several bodies of literature: teacher education, teaching career choices, self-

perceptions and ability beliefs, as well as broad career choice research to develop the FIT-Choice 

Theoretical Framework. 

In their initial study, Watt and Richardson (2006, 2007) conducted their research across 

two independent large-scale samples in Australia. The participants in this preliminary study were 

two cohorts of preservice teachers—one graduate and one undergraduate—at two different 

Universities in two Australian states in 2002 and 2003. They collected their data in two Phases: 

Phase 1 took place at the beginning of the academic year, and Phase 2 occurred at the end of the 

academic term. The surveys were administered in person via a paper and pencil format.  

Once the data were collected, Watt and Richardson (2007) first completed exploratory 

factor analysis (EFA), followed by confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Exploratory factor 

analysis is a more inductive approach, where one first analyzes items, estimates what the items 

are measuring, and then names/categorizes them in a way that matches theory or previous 

research. Confirmatory factor analysis is a more deductive approach, where one uses relevant 

theory and research to decide in advance what the factors or constructs are, how they will be 

“nested” or structured in the model and examines scores to interpret the accuracy of the 

predictions (Keith, 2015).  

Watt and Richardson (2007) completed EFA across motivation, belief, and decision 

items, on the full set of factors with the data from undergraduate cohort of University 1. Next, 

they completed the same procedure with the data collected from the graduate cohort of 

University 1. They staged their analysis in this way so as to avoid over-capitalizing on sample 
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characteristics. In other words, the EFA allowed the researchers to “examine the results and 

decide what the various scales are measuring” (Keith, 2015, p. 333). Next, they completed CFA 

across the combined cohorts at University 1 (N=488) on the full set of first-order factors 

established by the antecedent EFAs. Through this third analysis, they were able to establish both 

convergent and divergent construct validity across the set of motivational factors (whether the 

factors were similar enough to converge to form a factor or whether they diverged or differed 

enough to form separate factors) (Watt & Richardson, 2007). 

Watt and Richardson (2007) then used this information to conduct a nested CFA with the 

two combined cohorts (undergraduate and graduate) at University 2 (N=652), to determine which 

items could serve as indicators for respective first-order constructs (which particular items could 

measure a factor) while simultaneously determining which first-order constructs could be 

subsumed as indicators for higher-order constructs (which factors and their subsumed items 

could be converged into a higher-order factor). Stated plainly, the statistics generated from the 

CFA established whether or not the model adequately explained the data, as well as to what 

extent the predictions were accurate (Keith, 2015, p. 333). Scores indicated high construct 

validity, with factor loadings (LX or LY) ranging from .50 to .95 at the first-order level, and .52 

to .93 at the higher-order level. The scale also displayed acceptable internal consistency and 

reliability, with Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities ranging between .62 and .92. 

However, as previously mentioned in Chapter 1, Watt and Richardson’s goal in 

developing both the framework and subsequent scale was not simply self-serving; instead it was 

in hopes of developing “a comprehensible and coherent model to guide systematic investigation 

into the question of why people choose a teaching career” (Richardson & Watt, 2006, p. 31). 

Over the last decade, their research has expanded into the FIT-Choice project 
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(www.fitchoice.org), and the continuity of the use of their framework and instrument have 

helped to address some of the aforementioned limitations in the field. The synthesis of their 

model not only supports current literature in motivational theory in education research, but, and 

maybe more importantly, it provides a clearer, more coherent, and cohesive framework. As a 

result, “probably the most significant development as regards empirical student teachers’ career 

motivations research in the last decade has been the design of the Factors Influencing Teaching 

Choice (FIT-Choice) scales by Watt and Richardson” (Heinz, 2015, p. 272), and has been used 

in over a dozen studies internationally (the details of these studies will be discussed further after 

the description of the model). 

For clarity and coherence, Watt and Richardson (2007) renamed and restructured the 

three broad conceptual constructs represented in Eccles and Wigfield’s (Eccles et al., 1983; 

Wigfield & Eccles, 2000) EVT framework (as described above) to 1) task perception, 2) self-

perception (formally self), and 3) values, respectively, as well as included a fourth construct, 

fallback career. These four constructs represent the overarching category of proximal influences. 

Watt and Richardson (2007) further developed their model to include antecedent influences that 

preceded the proximal influences of the eventual outcome to choose teaching as a career.  

Listed below are the constructs and factors within Watt and Richardson’s (2007) FIT-

Choice conceptual model with both a narrative description and supporting evidence from the 

literature. The studies provided under each motivational factor are both FIT-Choice and non-

FIT-Choice studies. The non-FIT-Choice studies were selected based on the nation’s similar 

Human Development Index (HDI) score, indicating similar level of development. However, as 

noted earlier, there have been inconsistent uses of terminology in the literature, and there may be 

some overlap and/or discrepancies in how the factors are categorized. For example, in Watt and 
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Richardson’s (2007) model, social influences and task return are categorized separately, while in 

Yong’s (1995) study, these factors all fell within the extrinsic classification. Working with 

children has been identified as one of the central motivations for becoming a teacher (Balyer & 

Özcan, 2014; Kelly, 2017; Krečič & Grmek, 2005; Salyer, 2003; Yong, 1995), but it often has 

been categorized as both intrinsic and altruistic (Watt & Richardson, 2014, p. 3).  

Antecedent Socialization Influences 

Antecedent socialization influences are happenings in daily life that help guide the 

direction of a career path when the time comes to make a decision. Three such antecedent factors 

are social dissuasion, prior teaching and learning experiences, and social influences on a career 

decision. 

Social Dissuasion 

Historically, social dissuasion has profoundly shaped the field of teaching, especially 

regarding gender roles because teaching is often perceived as a job for women rather than men. 

As such, males might be discouraged from joining the field. In addition to their own beliefs, 

prospective teachers might be discouraged from becoming teachers by their family, friends, 

communities in which they live, and even the media (Hammerness et al., 2005, p. 367; Howard 

& Milner, 2014; Reynolds, 2016). Moreover, highly successful students are often dissuaded from 

teaching due to the adage that ‘those who can’t do, teach’ (Watt & Richardson, 2007).  

Teaching has often been viewed as a “feminized” profession, and as with other 

occupations stereotypically designated primarily for women (e.g. clerical work, nursing, social 

work, etc.), teachers are usually regarded with less prestige (Herbst, 1989; Ingersoll, 2007; Nash, 

2005; Tyack, 1974). As Ingersoll (2007) notes, “compared with the more prestigious traditional 

professions, teaching has been considered a less attractive and less desirable line of work. This 

has been especially true for males; the majority of teachers are female” (Ingersoll, 2007, p. 10). 
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Additionally, opportunities for advancement within the field for females are typically few and far 

between, as males continue to dominate the administrative roles. In light of this, it has been 

commonplace for peers and family members to attempt to dissuade individuals from pursuing 

teaching as a career choice. However, the FIT-Choice scores describing the level of social 

dissuasion were relatively low, with Yu and Bieger’s (2013) participants returning the highest 

mean score of 4.55 (2013). On the other end of the spectrum, the Swiss participants responded 

with the lowest overall perception of this factor of 2.52 (Berger & D'Ascoli, 2012). 

Prior Teaching and Learning Experiences 

 People’s attitudes, beliefs, and perceptions about teaching are largely constructed by 

their prior teaching or learning experiences (Hammerness et al., 2005; Howard & Milner, 2014; 

Reynolds, 2016). Many teachers had positive learning experiences as students and chose to 

become a teacher based on these experiences, or because they wish to emulate a favorite teacher, 

make an impact on a future generation, or aim to specifically aid an underrepresented group. 

Many underrepresented students may experience a level of disengagement in their 

learning experiences. While the teaching population demographics have remained similar over 

the past several decades, the diversity of students has risen, and many students may feel a 

disconnect between themselves and the dominant culture of their teachers. Students who are not 

part of the dominant culture may often have negative learning experiences in school, become 

disengaged (Gallagher, 1994; Tai, Liu, Maltese, & Fan, 2006) and could feel ostracized as 

“Others” (Hayes & Juárez, 2012; Ladson-Billings, 2005). “These negative educational 

experiences result in detrimental effects on students of color as a whole, but also play a role in 

their decision to avoid teaching as a career” (Miller & Endo, 2005, p.3). If people have negative 

experiences as students, they are unlikely to choose professions in school settings, unless other 

factors and values (e.g. monetary incentives, increase in social-status, self-efficacy, enhance 
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social equity) outweigh those past experiences. One such result is that students who feel 

disconnected from the curriculum often drop out of school, reducing the number of possible 

candidates who even go to college (Daughtry, 1989; Hrabowski & Sanders, 2015). Another issue 

is that because of the inequality of education, students of color are at a much greater risk of not 

meeting the high college entrance standards required for admission into many colleges and 

universities (Hrabowski & Sanders, 2015; Rettig & Khodavandi, 1998). This then reduces the 

number of possible candidates to enter college and to choose teaching as a career. In contrast to 

the first motivational factor within this section, prior teaching and learning experiences were 

reported to have a higher mean score than social influences in the FIT-Choice studies. The 

strongest reported relationship between prior teaching and learning experiences and a decision to 

choose teaching as a career was reported by three U.S.-based samples with preservice teachers. 

The studies conducted by Lin et al. (2012), Watt et al. (2012), and Yu and Bieger (2013) 

reported means of 5.73, 5.80, and 5.93, respectively, to display the highest means amongst the 

studies. On the other end of the scale, the Dutch participants provided the lowest mean score of 

3.83. 

Social Influences 

There are many factors impacting an individual’s perceptions, ambitions, and knowledge 

as he/she endeavors to elect a path to pursue a career. In addition to the internal factors at play, 

“many other factors within and outside the family have also been linked with career choices in 

teaching profession as well as other professions. . . they choose it under the influence of others 

such as their parents, teachers or peers” (Balyer, & Özcan, 2014, p. 104). Yong (1995) reported 

that the second most important extrinsic reason for choosing teaching as a career was the 

“influence of others. . . some were encouraged by their parents as either one or both were 

teachers, others were inspired by their previous teachers, and a few were forced by their parents 
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into teaching” (p. 276). In addition, because the majority of teachers are female, students may 

begin to connect to the idea that teaching is a female occupation, along with nursing, clerical 

work, and domestic service jobs (Apple, 2013). While it may not always be the case, some 

females may be encouraged more than males to become teachers. In examining the seventeen 

samples of quantitative FIT-Choice studies available, social influences produced relatively low 

mean scores, representing that the outside factors, as mentioned above, did not play heavily on 

their decision to pursue teaching as a career. 

Proximal Influences 

There are many influential factors that contribute to a person’s decision to become a 

teacher, but some are more proximal to a teacher’s views of himself/herself and his/her personal 

values. This second set of motivational factors guiding the choice to become a teacher examine 

factors closer, or more proximal, to the individuals, and also take into account cultural 

orientations and values (Heinz, 2015).  

Task Perceptions 

The first set of proximal influences described in Watt and Richardson’s (2007) model 

restructured task perceptions into two specific groups, or higher order constructs: task demand 

and task return. Task demand is measured by expertise and difficulty. Task return is measured by 

social status and salary. These constructs measure people’s beliefs and perceptions about the 

demands and rewards of teaching. Researchers have suggested people are extrinsically motivated 

to become teachers, and are driven by factors such as salary and work conditions (Kyriacou & 

Coulthard, 2000; Lai, Chan, Ko, & So, 2005). This tradeoff can carry considerable weight 

regarding their choice to enter the teaching profession. 
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Task demand 

Watt and Richardson (2007) developed the two higher-order components, task demand 

and task return, to determine the associated risks of choosing teaching as a career, or their “return 

on investment.” The items measuring these factors are organized in the second section of the 

survey, “Beliefs about Teaching.” Task demand contains two factors: expertise (e.g. “Do you 

think teaching requires high level of expert knowledge?”) and difficulty (e.g. “Do you think 

teachers have a heavy workload?”). Task return also contains two factors: salary (e.g. “Do you 

think teachers earn a good salary?”) and social status (e.g. “Do you think teaching is a well-

respected career?”). In Watt and Richardson’s (2007) framework, task demand refers to the 

perceived expertise and knowledge required (high or low) to teach, as well as the difficulty of 

performing the task. 

Expertise. The perceived level of expertise required to teach varies drastically across 

discipline and grade level, with a stereotypical hierarchy of the “hard science” held with more 

prestige, while the liberal arts and sciences with less. Additionally, teachers in higher education 

are typically perceived as requiring more expertise, followed by secondary, middle, and primary 

grade teachers. Moreover, the genesis of the discrepancy in what area is the most respected can 

be traced back to universities and colleges. There has always been a “considerable gap” between 

“educational” and “academic” faculty on campuses (Conant, 1963, p. 3). Compounding the 

problematic issues of perceived expertise required to teach effectively is the perceived ease of 

access into teacher education programs at universities, as well as the availability of numerous 

routes and pathways into education (Ingersoll, 2007, p. 10). Most prospective teachers from 

highly developed nations such as Switzerland, Germany, and the U.S. reported that teaching was 

a profession which required a vast amount of expertise with means (M) =5.86, 5.76, 5.55 (Berger 

& D'Ascoli, 2012; König & Rothland, 2012; Leech & Haug, 2015). The Chinese participants of 
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Lin et al.’s study responded contrarily, with a mean expertise motivational factor score of just 

2.77, a full three points lower than their Swiss counterparts (2012). 

Difficulty. While some believe that teachers’ responsibilities are relatively low and easy, 

others believe that teachers’ responsibilities are complex and demanding and these perceptions 

vary widely across the globe (Ingersoll, 2007; Lin, 2012; Watt & Richardson, 2007) For 

example, in the U.S., over the last two centuries, teachers’ roles and responsibilities in American 

society has ebbed and flowed from rudimentary baby-sitters, to “guardians of American 

morality,” cultural reformers, social workers, career and vocational trainers, “warriors,” and 

protectors of the global economy (Bailyn, 1960; Kaestle, 1983; Mann, 1841; Nash 2005; Spring, 

2014). As the roles and responsibilities of teachers evolved, so too did the professionalization of 

the occupation, especially regarding social status, gender roles, compensation, certification and 

education requirements, and collective goals of the professorate (Darling-Hammond 2010, 2015; 

Ingersoll, 2007; Spring, 2014). 

Many of the participants in in Yong’s (1995) teacher preparation study perceived 

teaching as a “challenging career” that was “difficult and demanding” and, in order to be 

successful, needed “patience and dedication” (p. 278). The results of Yong’s study are further 

supported by the results of many of the FIT-Choice scale studies that have taken place in the last 

decade. Eight samples of participants reported motivational factors mean scores over 6.0, and the 

top ten highest reported that views of difficulty and level of demand stemmed from only 

Australian or U.S. samples (Leech & Haug, 2015; Lin et al., 2012; Richardson & Watt, 2006, 

2010, 2016; Watt et al., 2012; Yu & Bieger, 2013). Once again, the Chinese sample reported 

much lower mean scores, with a mean of 3.41, representing that the Chinese preservice teachers 

studied did not view the teaching profession as a difficult career (Lin et al., 2012).  
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Task return 

Task return refers to the salary, social status, and other compensation for becoming a 

teacher. Currently, American teachers are charged with the daunting task of preparing the next 

generation of students to restore the economy of the United States to compete in the 21st Century 

global market, while typically working long hours with little monetary compensation, low social 

status, and limited autonomy. 

Social status. Teaching in the United States has traditionally been a profession of 

economically lower or middle classes (Balyer & Özcan, 2014; Banks, 1995; Durcharme & Agne, 

1989; Ladson-Billings, 2005; Sleeter, 2001; Villegas, 1993; Zeichner, 2003b). For decades, 

especially since the rise of alternative routes to certification, many have not consider teaching to 

be a “real” profession, as people have argued it is not necessary to have a background in 

education to become a successful teacher, as long he/she possessed exceptional subject 

knowledge (Kopp, 2010). Recently, the teaching profession in the United States has become 

more complex and demanding, yet by and large teachers are still not afforded high social status 

or salary, as discussed above, commensurate with education and experience. In some cases, 

teachers are often “regarded as little more than hired help” (Herbst, 1989, p. 3), and continually 

stripped of their autonomy, while simultaneously having more responsibility and accountability 

added to their jobs. Once again, the Chinese participants responded with a low mean for this 

motivational factor of 3.13 (Lin et al., 2012). This time however, U.S. current in-service teachers 

reflected the lowest overall mean score, returning a mere 3.09 average (Leech & Haug, 2015). 

Salary. Historically, U.S. teachers have typically received lower salaries compared to 

other professionals who attain similar levels of education (Carter, 1989; Lin, et al., 2012). Carter 

(1989) claims that up until the mid-1980s, the teaching profession was able generally able “to 

attract qualified teachers despite the low salaries offered because they made the use of the 
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services of educated white women and educated black men and women whose alternative 

employment opportunities were quite limited” (p. 59). She concludes her argument by surmising 

that the only way to continue to attract and retain well-qualified teachers was to increase teacher 

salaries (Carter, 1989, p. 60). 

However, in other countries, teachers’ compensation may be equal to, or even higher, 

than other professions. For example, in Singapore, in order to attract the most qualified 

candidates, teacher candidates are provided with monthly stipends while still in school, and 

starting salaries are adjusted based on other occupational starting salaries with comparable levels 

of education (OECD, 2011). In the U.S., there have been some national and state programs 

developed to provide more scholarships and forgivable loans in order to motivate more and 

better qualified people to elect teaching as a career (Darling-Hammond, 2010). In most 

developed countries, social status and salary are often correlated. However, in the FIT-Choice 

study comparing across multiple nations--Australia, U.S., Germany and Norway--German 

participants’ motivational scores bucked this trend (Watt & Richardson, 2012). In Watt and 

Richardson’s study, the German participants’ perceived level of salary was rated highest among 

these four countries (M = 4.4), with the U.S. average being over a full point lower (M = 3.0), 

while perceived social status among German participants was rated lowest among mean scores 

(M = 3.6) versus the U.S.’s highest rated mean score (M = 4.2) (2012). Similar results to the 

German ones were reported in the Swiss study (Berger & D'Ascoli, 2012). 

Self-Perceptions  

The second set of proximal influences was renamed from self to self-perceptions, and 

measured by self-perceptions of teaching ability. Many prospective teachers perceive they have a 

number of strengths they can bring to the classroom. Some teachers state that they are confident 

in their abilities due to their prior experiences with teaching or training and/or want to share their 
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love of a subject with others (Salyer, 2003). While some people became motivated to teach later 

in life, others felt an “innate inclination to become teachers. . .even at an early age while at 

school” (Yong, 1995, p. 277) and/or felt that they “always wanted to be a teacher” (Snyder et al., 

1995, p. 7). However, as mentioned earlier, there are discrepancies in the findings: Yong’s 

(1995) population was preservice teachers enrolled in year 1, 2, and 3 of a primary education 

program in Brunei Darussalam. Interestingly, in the four studies using the FIT-Choice survey to 

measure “self-perceptions of teaching ability,” the top four highest rated self-perceptions mean 

scores all occurred in the U.S. in each study (M-6.09, 6.06, 5.90, 5.83) (Leech & Haug, 2015; 

Lin et al., 2012; Watt et al., 2012; Yu & Bieger, 2013). This may be a result of a society’s 

across-the-board perceptions of themselves, as the United States has been shown to have above 

average levels of self-confidence. In fact, The Economist describes it as “the world's most self-

confident place” (Leaders, 2008). 

Values 

The third set of proximal influences was restructured from the broad theoretical construct 

of value into three value constructs: intrinsic career value, personal utility value, and social 

utility value. There are two higher-order constructs within proximal influences—personal utility 

value and social utility value—under which are several specific motivational factors. Seven 

factors are combined to create the two higher order factors measuring personal utility value and 

social utility value. Personal utility value is measured by job security, time for family, and job 

transferability. Social utility value is measured by shape future of children/adolescents, enhance 

social equity, make social contributions, and work with children/adolescents.  

Intrinsic career value 

One’s values can often provide a guiding path towards a fulfilling career. Many teachers 

may have chosen to enter the teaching profession based on the perception that the occupation 
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aligns with their personal values. Seventeen samples of the FIT-Choice scale being utilized 

found that the intrinsic value teachers place on their profession, due to the alignment with their 

personal beliefs, rated highly with the range of means from 5 to over 6. The outlier in this 

situation was preservice teachers in China, who rated their intrinsic value at just 4.1. Of interest, 

when high school students were tested in Leech and Haug’s 2015 study, their average perception 

of the intrinsic value of a teaching career scored an average of 2.7. 

Personal utility value 

Watt and Richardson (2007) developed the higher-order component personal utility 

value, or the reasons that relate to the extent one considers a task to be important or essential to 

reach personal goals, such as quality of life (p. 172). They termed these constructs as: job 

security (e.g. “Teaching will offer a steady career path”), time for family (e.g. “Teaching hours 

will fit the responsibilities of having a family”), and job transferability (e.g. “A teaching 

qualification is recognized everywhere”). 

Job security. For some prospective teachers, teaching may offer more job security than 

other professions, and job availability prospects are often a major motivational factor in choosing 

teaching as a career (Salyer, 2003). Yong (1995) also reported job security, regular income, and 

benefits motivated participants to elect teaching as a career (p. 227). Due to teacher shortages in 

many geographies as well as high teacher turnover (especially in hard-to-staff schools), teachers 

are usually in high demand (Kelly, 2018). 

Time for family. Some believe teaching is more conducive to their intended family 

lifestyle, especially if they have, or want to have, children of their own (Darling-Hammond & 

Cobb, 1996; Lortie, 1975). Others decided to choose teaching because they would get longer 

holiday and vacation time, and liked the perceived low time/daily hour commitment (Kyriacou & 

Coulthard, 2000, p. 123; Yong, 2015). However, teaching hours vary from country to country. 



 

75 

Among the OECD’s 34 member countries, the average number of hours worked per week by 

teachers is 38.3; however, Japanese teachers work an average of about 53.9 hours per week 

(OECD, 2018). Conversely, in Brunei Darussalam, the time commitment to teach is considered a 

benefit, as many teachers only work half a day, five days a week, for about 200 days out of the 

year (Yong, 1995, p. 277). Within the FIT-Choice surveys which recorded mean scores of time 

for family, there was a substantial range of means reaching up to 4.56-5.4 for several European 

studies of preservice teachers (Akar 2012; Hennessy & Lynch, 2017; Jugović et al., 2012; Kilinç 

et al. (2012). One item that stood out was that the only study on in-service teachers reported by 

far the lowest mean score as it related to time for family at M-2.82 (Leech & Haug, 2015). 

Job transferability. Finally, in the majority of the world, teaching is recognized 

everywhere as an established profession: “There are jobs for . . . teachers in just about every part 

of the country, in just about anywhere that you might want to live” (Cornell University, 2011). 

Even though certification requirements may vary from country to country (Ingersoll, 2007; Watt 

& Richardson, 2007) and state to state, there are a variety of routes available to obtain 

certification. In the United States, many states participate in reciprocity and accept teaching 

qualifications from other places (FLDOE, 2017). Therefore, this flexibility offers job security 

even for families who move frequently (e.g. military families) (Kelly, 2018). Accordingly, the 

U.S. returned some of the highest mean scores for job transferability with averages of 4.37, 4.1 

which were behind only a Turkish study which returned a mean of 5.11. Once again, in-service 

teachers tested within the U.S. returned the lowest mean of 3.08. 

Social utility value 

Watt and Richardson (2007) developed the higher-order factor, social utility value, as 

representing a strong desire to give back to society in meaningful ways (p. 173). The four factors 

within social utility are: make social contributions (e.g. “Teaching will allow me to provide a 
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service to society”), shape child and adolescent values (e.g. “Teaching will allow me to shape 

child and adolescent values”) enhance social equity (e.g. “Teaching will allow me to benefit the 

socially disadvantaged”), and work with children/adolescents (e.g. “I like working with children 

and adolescents”). 

Shape future of children/adolescents. As a teacher, “you open up new worlds to your 

students and provide them with a gateway to careers” especially in subjects that are in high 

demand, such as “the physical sciences, engineering, medicine and technology. You really do 

make a difference” (Cornell University, 2011). Some people choose teaching because they feel 

compelled to help shape the lives of future generations of students (Kelly, 2018; Kyriacou & 

Coulthard, 2000) and others feel they have the opportunity to benefit the socially disadvantaged. 

Once again, this motivational factor reported high mean scores across nearly all studies of 

teachers, ranging from M-4.56 to M-6.31 (Fokkens-Bruinsma & Canrinus, 2012; Yu & Bieger; 

2013). 

Enhance social equity. Manuel and Hughes (2006) reported that some preservice 

teachers wanted to become teachers so they could give back to their communities, as well as 

engage their future students in their desired subject areas. Balyer and Özcan’s (2014) study 

claimed similar results, and altruistic motivations dominated the justifications for becoming a 

teacher, especially for female participants. Krečič and Grmek (2005) also noted that there were 

many commonalities as to why students from different subject areas wanted to become teachers, 

and the most common were reasons linked to helping others and self-realization. Continuing the 

theme of high social utility value, enhancing social equity was also a strong motivational factor 

in participants electing to pursue teaching as a career. With mean scores ranging above 5.6 
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(Jugović et al., 2012; Yu & Bieger, 2013), enhancing social equity aligned with other factors 

within this group. 

Make social contributions. As shown in the literature, social utility value is similar to 

altruism (Watt & Richardson, 2012). Altruism is defined as behavior that is not beneficial or may 

even be harmful to oneself, but benefits others (Merriam-Webster https://www.merriam-

webster.com/dictionary/altruism). Salyer (2003) stated that some of the motivations and reasons 

for prospective teachers who choose an alternative route are altruistic in nature, which is similar 

to those cited by prospective teachers who choose a traditional route. Many people choose to 

become teachers because they believe they can help students succeed and make a contribution to 

society (Salyer, 2003). Making social contributions returned some of the highest means from top 

to bottom, including four studies reporting means over 6.0 (Akar, 2012; Kilinç et al., 2012; Lin 

et al., 2012; Yu & Bieger, 2013). Meanwhile, even the lower reported means (M-4.70, 4.73) 

were still reasonably high when compared to mean scores from other factors (Fokkens-Bruinsma 

& Canrinus, 2012; Watt et al., 2012). 

Work with children/adolescents. As previously stated, working with children and 

adolescents is assumed across the education landscape as perhaps the greatest motivational factor 

for entering the teaching profession (Balyer & Özcan, 2014; Kelly, 2017; Krečič & Grmek, 

2005; Salyer, 2003; Yong, 1995). The FIT-Choice studies within this body of literature further 

validate this viewpoint as the working with children/adolescents factor provided one of the 

highest overall set of means, with a range from 4.67 to 6.26 (Jugović et al. 2012; Lin et al., 2012; 

Yu & Bieger, 2013). 

While the studies listed above report social utility or altruistic motivations as dominant 

determinants for prospective teachers, other studies do not support such claims. For example, 
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Yong (1995) reported that altruistic factors, such as working with children, contributing to 

society/country, and imparting knowledge were the least prominent (p. 278). Salyer (2003) also 

stated that some of the motivations of prospective teachers are altruistic in nature, regardless of 

what type of certification or preparation pathway was chosen. 

Fallback Career 

As mentioned above, in addition to the three aforementioned constructs of  

task perceptions, self-perceptions, and values Watt and Richardson (2007) added fallback career 

as a proximal influence. Studies have suggested that some people who choose teaching as a 

career had not originally intended to do so, or were unsure of their professional capabilities. For 

these teachers, they may or may not have been accepted into their first-choice career, major, or 

university, and/or they were unsure as to what career they truly wanted. For example, Yong 

(1995) reported the main reason for preservice teachers to choose teaching was “no other 

choice,” and almost 15% entered as a last resort, typically because they were either restricted 

from entering another field or were unable to attain a higher level of education (p. 276). In the 

reported means scores in the FIT-Choice studies, the motivational factor of fallback career was 

one of the lowest rated motivations for entering the workforce across numerous studies (Akar, 

2012; Berger & D'Ascoli, 2012; Fokkens-Bruinsma & Canrinus, 2012; Hennessy & Lynch, 

2017; Jugović et al., 2012; Kilinç et al., 2012; König & Rothland, 2012; Leech & Haug, 2015; 

Lin et al., 2012; Richardson & Watt, 2010, 2016; Watt et al., 2012; Yu & Bieger, 2013). In other 

words, it appears that teaching was not a fallback career for the majority of participants in 

previous studies. 

Outcome: Choice of Teaching Career 

The final component of the FIT-Choice model is the outcome of choice of teaching 

career. Watt and Richardson (2007) created factors within their framework measuring the overall 
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satisfaction with the choice of a teaching career—career choice satisfaction. Manuel and Hughes 

(2006) reported the participants in their study were satisfied with teaching, as it met their goals 

of: “a quest for fulfillment and purpose; a desire to sustain an engagement with their chosen 

subject(s); and the opportunity to work with young people as part of the broader social project of 

education” (p. 10.) However, the participants in their study, as well as similar studies, were 

preservice teachers, and while these prospective teachers often reported they were highly 

satisfied with their decision, other studies have suggested that once they enter the field full-time, 

their satisfaction decreases. Between 2008 and 2012, job satisfaction among teachers declined 

from 62% of teachers reporting satisfaction, to only 39% (Markow, Macia, & Lee, 2013, p. 45). 

Amongst the FIT-Choice studies, the responses to career choice satisfaction with preservice or 

in-service teachers were positive overall. In a possibly concerning result, the U.S. high school 

students surveyed in Leech, Haug, and Bianco’s (2015) study responded much more negatively 

with a mean score of perceived satisfaction with a teaching career of just 2.93 (Leech, Haug, & 

Bianco, 2015). This negative outlook of teaching as a satisfying career choice for the next 

generation of working professionals does not bode well for the future of the teaching profession. 

In reviewing the FIT-Choice scale studies from around the globe, one takeaway was the 

juxtaposition between many Western nations and the samples reported from China. The constant 

low scores of the Chinese sample in regards to difficulty, required expertise, and social status 

have been attributed to the collectivist nature of Chinese society as a whole, and teacher 

preparations in particular (Lin et al., 2012). In contrast to the U.S., “Chinese teachers work in a 

centralized context where they must conform to defined standards in curricula, teaching, 

organization and assessment” (Lin et al., 2012, p. 231). Unsurprisingly, the Chinese participants 
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again returned the lowest career choice satisfaction mean score amongst preservice or in-service 

teachers with a mean of 4.54 (Lin et al., 2012).  

One additional item of which to be cognizant, especially when reviewing the responses of 

in-service teachers, is choice-supportive bias (Mather & Johnson, 2000). This bias is a 

psychological phenomenon in which individuals will look more favorably upon the option they 

selected. When exploring the in-service teachers, as researched by Leech and Haug (2015), 

regarding the more positive factors such as career choice satisfaction, level of ability involved, 

and level of expertise required in teaching, the mean scores continually appeared at the upper end 

of the spectrum. Similarly, when confronted with negative-sentiment factors such as salary, 

social status, and time for family, their scores then became lower than most of those of their 

preservice counterparts (Leech & Haug, 2015), which could be indicative that choice-supportive 

bias is taking place. 

The FIT-Choice Survey: Putting Theory to Use 

There have been over a dozen research studies encompassing seventeen samples using 

Watt and Richardson's FIT-Choice scale (Akar, 2012; Berger & D'Ascoli, 2012; Fokkens-

Bruinsma & Canrinus, 2012; Hennessy & Lynch, 2017; Jugović et al., 2012; Kilinç et al., 2012; 

König & Rothland, 2012; Leech & Haug, 2015; Lin et al., 2012; Richardson & Watt, 2010, 

2016; Watt & Richardson, 2007; Watt et al., 2012; Yu & Bieger, 2013). This framework has 

been widely used in a range of cultural settings and different samples, and results from the FIT-

Choice surveys have reported high validity and reliability scores with several surveys of 

preservice teachers in Australia. The FIT-Choice scale has also been used in other countries, 

such as China and the United States (Lin et al., 2012); Norway, Germany, Australia, and the 

United States (Watt et al., 2012); Switzerland (Berger & D’Ascoli, 2012); and the Netherlands 

(Fokkens-Bruinsma & Canrinus, 2012). The FIT-Choice scale has been used in research with 
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preservice teachers in the United States (Leech & Haug, 2015; Leech, Haug, & Bianco, 2015; 

Lin et al., 2012; Watt et al., 2012; Watt & Richardson, 2007, 2008; Yu, 2011), but on only one 

occasion with in-service teachers (Leech & Haug, 2015). 

These studies fall into two main categories: 1) studies that focus on understanding teacher 

motivations using “comparisons between different groups” of preservice teachers and 2) studies 

that focus on understanding teacher motivations by examining their “interrelationships with other 

key constructs” (Watt & Richardson, 2012, p. 189). The majority of the above studies align with 

the first category (Akar, 2012; Berger & D'Ascoli, 2012; Fokkens-Bruinsma & Canrinus, 2012; 

Hennessy & Lynch, 2017; Kilinç et al., 2012; Leech & Haug, 2015; Leech, Haug & Bianco, 

2015; Lin et al., 2012; Richardson & Watt, 2010; Watt et al., 2012; Yu & Bieger, 2013). A few 

studies, including Jugović et al., 2012 and König & Rothland, 2012, fall into the latter category 

where additional factors are incorporated into the FIT-Choice model for an expanded viewpoint 

of their particular sample. It is in this vein where my study will align. More specifically, this 

study will explore what initial factors motivated current Florida K-12 public school teachers to 

choose teaching as a career, and to what extent teacher characteristics and teacher program 

characteristics had a relationship with those motivational factors.  

Other Limitations of Motivation Theory Research in Education 

In addition to the aforementioned gaps in current teacher education research studies using 

motivational theory--lack of conceptual/theoretical model, inconsistencies of terminology--

(altruistic/intrinsic), etc., there are also noted limitations in the literature regarding how teacher 

characteristics and teacher preparation program characteristics are factored into teacher 

motivation research. Even among the most recent studies using motivational theory with strong 

methodologies, there are still gaps in the literature regarding what “motivates a broad cross-

section of people who have diverse experiences in work and life to want to become teachers, and 
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what sustains them once they become teachers” (Watt & Richardson, 2012, p. 185). There is still 

much knowledge to be gained from further studies using the FIT-Choice framework. As 

mentioned in Chapter 1, currently there are two streams of research that have developed from 

these FIT-Choice studies—comparing between different groups of preservice teachers and 

studies that compare the motivational factors with other key constructs. 

My study falls into the latter category, as the contextual nuances of Florida teachers and 

the preparation routes offered to them demand attention in a multifaceted manner. First, using a 

broad approach, I will provide a summarized representation of Florida teachers’ motivations to 

paint a macro level perspective. This representation can be useful and beneficial to both 

researchers and other educational stakeholders to better understand the overall picture of what 

motivates Florida teachers to become teachers. However, if I were to only treat teacher 

candidates as one homogeneous group and consolidate their scores when reporting findings 

and/or drawing conclusions, the unique attributes and variances among and between teachers 

would be lost. Therefore, I will also use a “pointillist” approach to parse unique attributes of 

teacher characteristics and teacher preparation program characteristics. This rendition honors the 

unique attributes of both the diversity of teachers’ backgrounds and diversity of the 433 teacher 

preparation programs in Florida (Milton, & Curva, 2016, p. 4).  

I seek to uncover any relationships between the eighteen motivations factors, outlined in 

detail above, and teacher characteristics including participants’ race/ethnicity, gender, 

socioeconomic status, age, marital status, number of children in a household, prior non-teaching 

work experience, and education degree(s). Further, I will establish the relationship, if any, 

between the motivational factor scores and the length and structure of the program, the delivery 

mode (online, face-to-face, or hybrid), hours required in the field, type of preparation courses, 
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and type of license earned. While these elements are not visible in the conceptual model for the 

instrument (and are sometimes assumed or omitted altogether), it is important that my study 

delineates the findings by teacher characteristics and teacher program preparation characteristics. 

This breadth and depth of information will help to better recruit the type of teachers that best fit 

the needs of students, schools, and school districts, and provide an insight into what might be the 

better pathway in which to recruit them.  

The History, Evolution, and Stagnation of the Teaching Profession 

The following section will explore the history of the teaching profession, the evolution of 

teacher preparation program characteristics, and the disconcerting stagnation of teacher 

characteristics and demographics within the American educational, social, and cultural landscape 

as they relate to the relationship between the dependent variables (motivational factors) and the 

independent variables (teacher program characteristics and teacher characteristics). Several 

motivational factors that influence people to choose teaching as a career, such as salary, social 

status, task difficulty, task expertise, social influences, social dissuasion, and fallback career are 

all deeply rooted in the history of the teaching profession. Additionally, how and why teacher 

preparation programs have changed in the U.S over the last century speaks to how the 

“alternative” landscape intersects with many of the independent variables regressed onto 

motivational factors in this study: prior non-teaching work experience, route to certification, 

prior educational coursework, length of teacher preparation program, prior teaching experience, 

and level of education. Finally, the disparities between student and teacher demographics, 

cultures, and characteristics have reached an inflection point; therefore, the significance of the 

independent variables of race/ethnicity, gender, native language, and age regarding teacher 

demographics characteristics will be further illuminated. 
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Historical Overview of Teachers and the Profession 

The history of the teaching field in America has been long, and rarely regarded highly as 

a respected and valued “profession.” During the early nineteenth century, many local citizens 

believed “teaching a common school was something any competently educated person could 

do;” (Kaestle, 1983, p. 156), especially those who taught in the lower K-12 grades. For example, 

elementary teachers were “regarded as little more than hired help” (Herbst, 1989, p. 3), who 

could transmit a very controlled and set curriculum in a very set and controlled manner. As a 

result, there were some people who showed no interest in raising the professional status of 

teachers. However, there was a collective movement after the 1840s to formalize teaching 

(Labaree, 2008, p. 291) Teaching institutions or “normal schools,” where students would be 

“acquainted with the science of teaching and the mode of governing a school with success” 

became more commonplace, and by the 1890s, normal schools and teaching institutions were 

awarding degrees in “Pedagogics” [sic] (Ogren, 2005, p. 13, 276). By the late nineteenth century, 

public high schools, parochial schools, and Catholic schools were offering “normal courses” to 

train high school students (mostly women) to become classroom teachers (Clifford, 1989, p. 

296).  

By the twentieth century, teacher preparation was not only occurring at a more basic level 

in secondary schools, but also expanding to universities. This shift would take teacher education 

programs and the field of education in a new direction, focusing on graduate and in-service 

teacher training (Labaree, 2008, pp. 293-297). Spearheading this movement were colleges such 

as Harvard, Teachers College at Columbia University, and the University of Chicago, where a 

more professional, efficient, and scientific niche was being carved out (Johnson, 1989). 

However, this came at a cost, as “professionalization everywhere meant the neglect and 

banishment of the classroom teacher” (Herbst, 1989, p. 182). While this sentiment was not 
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universal across the nation, these elite institutions deepened the wedge in the growing debate of 

the purpose of teacher education programs. Furthermore, as education became more centralized 

and bureaucratic, teachers, especially female instructors, felt devalued: “When [teachers] became 

better educated and learned a rhetoric of professionalism, they more and more objected to being 

functionaries” (Tyack, 1974, p. 182). Unfortunately, many of their objections would fall on deaf 

ears, as many public school teachers felt they lacked power and influence in society. As Herbst 

(1989) shrewdly notes, “like their students, teachers are to be seen in school, but they are not to 

raise their voices” (p. 3). Even more, due to the growing feminization of the profession combined 

with low salary, social status, and morale, many teachers do not want to take on the challenges of 

working with struggling students and/or students with whom shared very little social and cultural 

traits.  

After World War II, societal pressures and demands for American education compounded 

from local to state, to even the national level, and teachers and schools were caught in a 

crossfire: “In the 1940s, critics complained that the schools were underfunded, overcrowded, and 

unprepared for the postwar economy and the atomic age. In the 1950s, critics assailed the 

schools for their lack of academic rigor” (Ravitch, 2010, p. 285). Additionally, in the late 1950s 

and early 1960s, the Cold War created tensions both inside and outside the classroom regarding 

the “Space Race,” the fear of Communism, and the overall safety of the nation (Rudolph, 2002). 

In addition the Civil Rights movements caused some Americans to demand more liberation and 

diversity, while others demanded more constraint and unity. This “crisis” in education caused 

increased federal involvement, first during the 1950s and 1960s and later during the 1980s and 

1990s. Public education was crucified after the publication of A Nation at Risk (1983), with 

teachers bearing the brunt of the blame (Rudolph, 2002; Schneider, 2012). This negative image 
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in the public eye further devalued the teaching profession, as well as contributed to the struggle 

to retain high-quality teachers. In addition, the implementation of value-added modeling (VAM) 

scores and performance pay increased, which only held teachers more accountable for the 

success, or lack thereof, of students “bolstered the already negative perceptions of teachers and 

the education profession” (Imig, Wiseman, & Imig, 2011, p. 401).  

Teacher preparation programs strived to combat the negative stigma surrounding public 

education and better prepare their teacher candidates before entering the workforce (Cochran-

Smith et al., 2008; Darling-Hammond et al., 2005; Kumashiro, 2010; Levine, 2006). These 

traditional teacher education programs,” or what are now referred to as traditional routes to 

certification (TRCs), are comprised mainly of coursework and trainings offered through 

universities and state colleges (public or private). These programs typically take 2-3 years 

beyond an associate's or general education degree to complete, and usually end in a bachelor or 

master’s degree. The majority of these TRC programs are, or strive to be, accredited by national 

and regional boards (e.g. National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE), 

Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP)). Aside from program length and 

location, characteristics of TRCs often include extended clinical experiences with closely 

integrated coursework, core curriculum taught in context of practice, strong relationships among 

school and university stakeholders (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Darling-Hammond, 2013; 

Darling-Hammond & Bransford, 2005; NCATE, 2010). Darling Hammond (2008) proclaimed 

over fifteen years ago that “teacher education matters, and more teacher education is better than 

less,” and her proclamation rings true today for the majority of people concerned about the 

quality of education in the United States (p. 331). 
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Addressing Teacher Quantity and Quality: The Rise of Alternative Routes to Certification 

(ARCs) in the U.S. 

Despite the growing number colleges and universities that offered teacher education 

programs, by the mid-1980s, the teaching profession was projected to experience a teacher 

shortage of over two-million teachers within the next two decades (Feistritzer, 2005; Johnson, 

Birkeland, & Peske, 2005). In addition to the overall quantity of teachers, the more pressing 

concern was the lack of quality teachers. As mentioned previously, all of these schisms within 

and outside the profession created a “perfect storm” to increase the amount of external and 

private involvement in educational reform (Cohen, 1989). Legislators and policy makers felt the 

pressure to enact regulations, and as a result, a great deal of legislation governing teaching 

certification was altered and made more flexible as one way to address the teacher shortage in 

the U.S. One consequence of these new regulations was the establishment of alternative routes to 

certification, (ARCs), or “emergency” or “boot-camp” style programs, which typically offered 

short (if any) training and/or education prior to become teacher of record in order to quickly 

eliminate the teacher shortage (Friedrich, 2014; Murnane & Steele, 2007). While it is now clear 

that many of those projections were based on misleading statistics, and the crisis never fully hit 

all areas of the U.S., the change in the teacher education landscape had already made its 

permanent mark (Darling-Hammond, 2000; Feistritzer, 2005; Johnson, Birkeland, & Peske, 

2005).  

From their conception in the late 1980s and early 1990s, the interest in ARCs surged, in 

part after the creation of what is now known as the Teach for America Program (TFA) created by 

Wendy Kopp. In 1989, while she was an undergraduate student at Princeton University, Kopp 

proposed creating a specialized alternative teaching certification program to improve the poor 

quality of American education, especially for America’s most struggling students, for her senior 
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undergraduate thesis (Kopp, 2010). Her theory was that the best and brightest students from 

some of the most elite universities in America would make the best teachers. Kopp argued as 

long as these teacher candidates possessed a bachelor’s degree and exceptional subject 

knowledge, it was not necessarily imperative for them to have a formalized background in 

education to become successful teachers; a six-week preparatory course could provide all the 

pedagogical and theoretical knowledge that was needed to successfully teach (Kopp, 2010). This 

new perspective on alternative teaching certification flourished not only out of necessity, but also 

in popularity for a variety of reasons, and now there are hundreds of alternative certification 

programs and pathways, both in the United States and internationally (Blumenreich & Gupta, 

2015).  

In addition to providing a “fast track” approach to becoming a teacher, ARC programs 

often carry low financial burden, as well as offer more flexibility and opportunity for teacher 

candidates whose personal lives are not conducive to the traditional university-based setting, 

especially those who were already working in other professions (Johnson, Birkeland, & Peske, 

2005; Johnson & Kardos, 2008; Murnane & Steele, 2007). As a result, many ARC programs are 

catered to fit the needs of professionals in the midst of switching careers who will bring in real 

world experience. As the next generation of teachers will most likely include a higher number of 

mid-career candidates, more flexible teacher preparation program characteristics, especially 

distance education and use of technology can serve as an essential feature to recruit and train 

prospective teachers (Johnson & Kardos, 2008) 

In addition, they provide a way to diversify the population of teachers, particularly 

regarding demographics, traits, and values (Herbst, 1989; Murnane & Steele, 2007; Schneider, 

2012). Another factor that has led to the continued rise of ARCs was the criticism of, and 
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decrease in, popularity of TRCs programs. Many prospective students were both dissatisfied and 

impatient when faced with the traditional routes to certification through a university-based 

program due to the often long, expensive, and overly-theoretical teacher preparation options 

available through traditional university settings (Johnson, Birkeland, & Peske, 2005; Johnson & 

Kardos, 2008). There was also a growing concern that TRCs were not attracting a sufficient 

number of academically strong or diverse candidates. SAT scores and GPAs of students entering 

preservice teacher education were dropping, and the teaching force was remaining homogenous, 

while the student population diversified (Feistritzer, 2005; Feistritzer & Haar, 2010; Johnson, 

Birkeland, & Peske, 2005). However, rating standardized test scores as a benchmark for “student 

quality” is a complex issue at best. While TRCs set high standards for applicant criteria, these 

test score minimum qualifications also create barriers as to who can enter their programs, which 

has, and can continue to, slow the efforts of increasing the quality and diversity of teacher 

candidates. As a result, many ARC programs strive to eliminate some of the barriers (e.g. GPA, 

SAT/ACT scores, etc.) that TRCs have set in place to provide pathways for students to enter the 

field, one which otherwise would have been difficult to enter (Abell Foundation, 2001; 

Feistritzer, 1998; Feistritzer, 2001; Haberman, 2004; U.S. Department of Education, 2002; U.S. 

Department of Education, 2013).  

Proponents of TRCs have countered their critic’s arguments, proclaiming that they strive 

to increase diversity and lessen the teacher shortage while still maintaining the highest standards 

of teacher education quality (Darling-Hammond, 2010, Darling-Hammond, 2013; Darling-

Hammond & Bransford, 2005). Furthermore, many advocates of TRCs believe that alternative 

programs devalue both teacher education and the teaching profession (Kumashiro, 2010). ARCs 

may also increase the cost of recruiting, hiring, and training new teachers because of such high 
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teacher turnover, as many students leave after only a few years (Ingersoll, 1999; Laczko-Kerr & 

Berliner, 2002).  

Taken altogether, the literature examining teacher education pathways still provides 

conflicting data (Zeichner & Conklin, 2015). Humphrey and Wechsler (2007) examine the 

impact of alternatively certified teachers and their knowledge and skills, and suggest that due to 

the variation of alternative programs, it is difficult to generalize characteristics or effects. Shen 

(1997) also had similar results when investigating the effect of alternatively certified teachers on 

the teaching force and suggest that alternative programs have “mixed” results. Kumashiro (2010) 

claimed that there are strengths and weaknesses to both types of teacher preparation programs. 

According to Imig, Wiseman, and Imig (2011), the disparity in both the qualification and 

quantification of research on teacher effectiveness has led to “the lack of conclusive evidence 

regarding the connections between preparation programmes [sic] and teacher effectiveness” (p. 

401). Moreover, these authors also claim: “there is little evidence to suggest that there is any one 

right way to prepare teachers and this has invited extraordinary efforts to experiment with 

alternative models” (Imig, Wiseman, & Imig, 2011, p. 399). 

It’s Not Just “traditional” or “alternative” Anymore: The Evolution of Teacher 

Certification Pathways  

To date there are approximately 3.6 million public school K-12 teachers in the U.S., and 

since 2005, “one-third of first-time public school teachers hired . . . entered the profession 

through an alternative program other than a college campus-based teacher education program” 

(Feistritzer, 2011, p. ix). Forty-seven states and the District of Columbia offer over 100 

alternative routes to certification (ARCs) implemented in approximately 485 programs 

(Feistritzer, 2005, p. 1). There are now a multitude of features within ARC programs, and some 

do not display the stereotypical “traits” of their predecessors, as many do offer prior training in 
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the classroom and can take years to complete (Friedrich, 2014; Murnane & Steele, 2007). 

Furthermore, both the practical and theoretical notion that TRCs are “sites for teacher 

preparation” is complex at best. There are variations in length (e.g. 1, 3, 5 years), level of degree 

(e.g. undergraduate, graduate, specialist) and type of sponsoring institution (e.g. R1 university, 

community college, school district), which make it difficult to distinguish and evaluate from one 

program to another. There are also a multitude of TRC features—from mission statements, 

admission processes, curriculum, instructional strategies, structure, delivery mode, to teacher 

candidate population.  

Because there is such a diversity of quality and quantity of preparation programs offered 

in the United States, many researchers argue that defining critical features of what constitutes 

“traditional” or “alternative” is both difficult and possibly unrealistic. Rosenberg and Sindelar 

(2005) extensively examined the variances in ARCs, from “emergency” or fast-track programs to 

highly specialized programs, and their findings can also be applied to what is considered 

standard or TRCs: 

 

The term ARC has multiple meanings and applications . . .So variable have ARC 

programs become that treating them as a homogeneous class no longer seems 

reasonable. In fact, teacher preparation may best be represented as a continuum 

along which the point where alternative ends and standard begins is uncertain. (p. 

117-118) 

Instead, categorizing or “sorting” the quality and quantity of teacher preparation based on 

years of experience, completion of certification pathway, degree status, amount of coursework, 

length of practice teaching, and amount of preparation has proven more useful and productive 

(Mason-Williams & Gagnon, 2016; Rosenberg and Sindelar, 2005). As Hogan and Bullock 

(2012) summarize, both TRC programs and ARC programs share a similar goal, to “adequately 

prepare” for the projected number of effective teachers needed to meet the needs of America’s 
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students and schools (p. 4). In order to achieve this objective, both “institutions of higher 

education and ACPs will need to examine the motivations that affect an individual’s desire to 

teach in order to attract and retain competent professionals” (Hogan & Bullock, 2012, p. 4).  

While the proportion of teachers who choose to complete ARC programs is far greater in 

the U.S., the growing rise of ARC programs may cause the teacher preparation program 

landscape to shift on a global scale. The TFA “model” and other alternative “spin-offs” have 

since developed into a multi-million-dollar business and have emerged around the globe, 

including Australia, China, and Germany, which are also three of the countries that have also 

used the FIT-Choice scale to study teacher motivations. It is interesting to note that, to date, none 

of the studies using the FIT-Choice framework completed in Australia, China, or Germany 

examined the motivations of teachers who went through ARC programs. My study addressed this 

significant gap in the literature by including participants who went through both TRC and ARC 

programs, as well as asking them to describe the features of their preparation programs to better 

define the paths beyond the TRC and ARC labels in order to better measure and estimate which 

teacher program characteristics had a relationship with Florida K-12 public school teachers’ 

motivations to become a teacher. 

Teacher-Student Demographic Disparities in the U.S. 

To juxtapose diverse student populations with the current lack of diversity in instructional 

personnel shows an education landscape that has caused a “student-teacher diversity gap,” or 

“demographic gap” within the U.S. education system (Hrabowski & Sanders, 2015, p. 102). 

With the exception of gender, the majority of the U.S. teaching staff mirrors the majority of the 

traits and values of the hegemonic American dominant culture: predominantly White, Middle-

class, English-speaking, Protestant, heterosexual, while the student body percentage continues to 

represent more and more culturally diverse students (Spring, 2014, p. 152). As of 2014, 
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approximately 81.9% of the U.S. teacher population were white, and as of 2014, approximately 

51.4% of the U.S. student population were students of color (NCES, 2012, 2014). This gap 

historically has and will continue to pose many barriers and rifts within a learning environment, 

as the diverse body of students may often feel a disconnect between themselves and the -

dominant culture perpetuated by their teachers (Cochran-Smith & Dudley-Marling, 2013; 

Darling-Hammond, 2010; Delpit, 2006; Ladson-Billings, 1995; Spring, 2014).  

As today’s students become even more diverse and their learning needs change, this 

increasing heterogeneity strengthens the need to recruit, educate, and retain effective teachers 

who can meet, accept, and understand the needs, abilities, and values of these diverse students. 

Furthermore, this student diversity is not just limited to racial and ethnic backgrounds. Of the 

aforementioned 51.4% of students who are of color, according to the Children’s Defense Fund in 

their 2014 Statement of America’s Children, a full one-third of those students are classified as 

“poor,” currently live below the poverty line (p. 47). There is also an increasing diversity 

represented by current students regarding native language spoken, special needs and disabilities, 

along with numerous cultural background differences. It is well-documented that there is often a 

cultural disconnect between the majority of American teachers and their students, which can 

limit the quality of education provided to them (Carter & Welner, 2013; Hayes and Juárez, 2012; 

Ladson-Billings, 2009; Ladson-Billings, 2013; Ross, Bondy, Gallingane, & Hambacher, 2008; 

Siddle Walker, 1996, 2011; Ware, 2006). For example, Siddle Walker (2011) asked an audience 

at the 23rd Annual Benjamin E. Mays Lecture in Atlanta, Georgia, “If you can’t participate in 

the larger America . . . where will you learn to be a participant?” The answer, as the numerous 

aforementioned studies have shown, is that for many of America’s most minoritized and 
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marginalized students, they have not, and cannot, fully be participants in the public education 

system.  

Studies have suggested that one way to better address the needs of such diverse student 

populations is to have a more diverse teaching population, especially regarding race/ethnicity, 

gender, and language, as it often easier for students to form meaningful relationships with their 

teachers who share common lived experiences and cultural backgrounds (Hrabowski & Sanders, 

2015; Lipcon, 2008; Villegas & Davis, 2008). As a result, these students are more likely to have 

an increase in self-esteem, attendance, achievement, and overall learning experiences 

(Hrabowski & Sanders, 2015; Villegas & Davis, p. 2008). However, everyone’s lived experience 

differs, even if he or she shares cultural commonalities and backgrounds. Nevertheless, research 

does not support the “simplistic notion that only culturally diverse teachers can be effective in 

culturally diverse classrooms” (Hrabowski & Sanders, 2015, p.102), nor does research suggest 

that only culturally diverse students benefit from culturally diverse teachers. As Edwards (2017) 

states, “beyond higher expectations, student advocacy, and positive perceptions, research also 

shows that teachers of color contribute to a range of academic outcomes for all students 

including improved test scores, graduation rates, and post-secondary degree attainment (Dee, 

2004; Egalite, Kisida, & Winters, 2015; Klopfenstein, 2005). This body of research indicates that 

these academic gains hold for White students as well as students of color. The results of these 

studies support the call for increased efforts to recruit teachers of color and the potential that this 

effort has to generate important achievement gains for all students” (Edwards, 2017, p. 30-31).  

 However, the literature does emphasize the unique role that diverse teachers provide in 

improving more equitable learning experiences and outcomes for diverse learners. Importantly, 

“students and the public at large need to see that knowledge belongs to all people, and that is best 
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demonstrated through an economically and culturally diverse workforce” (Lipcon, 2008, p. 541). 

In order to provide a high-quality education, students must be exposed to a variety of learning 

experiences, people, and cultures. To achieve this goal, there is a need for a more diverse 

educational workforce. 

Paths to Becoming a Teacher in Florida 

If the goal is to use motivations to attract, prepare, and support the best teachers for 

Florida’s students, schools, and communities, it is important to examine the quality of the teacher 

preparation programs by which current Florida teachers were recruited and prepared. Over the 

last three years, “Florida has developed a system to support the continuous improvement of 

teacher preparation programs and hold them accountable for their own performance and the 

performance of the teachers” (FL Department of Education, 2017, p. 1). Currently, the state of 

Florida has four top nationally ranked teaching programs, according to the 2016 U.S. News and 

World Report. The University of Florida ranked #30, and Florida State University came in at 

#40, while the University of South Florida and the University of Central Florida tied at #83. 

Despite the quantity and quality of traditional programs offered in Florida, presently, there are 

also 433 ARCs offered in the state (Jacobs, 2017). While 47 other states in America also have 

some type of alternative certification pathway, Florida is unique in that it “has one of the highest 

growth rates in alternatively certified teachers and one of the most diverse set of alternative 

routes to certification” (Sass, 2011, p. 1). Florida currently recognizes three state-approved 

pathways, from 433 individual programs throughout the state, which grant teaching certification: 

Initial Teacher Preparation Programs (ITPs), Educator Preparation Institutes (EPIs), and 

Professional Development Certification Programs (PDCPs). 

 Initial Teacher Preparation (ITP) Programs. ITPs are the more traditional route to 

teaching certification. These programs, of which there are 373 throughout Florida, are 
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typically offered at degree-granting institutions, resulting in bachelor’s or master’s 

degrees. 

 Educator Preparation Institute (EPI). EPIs are an alternative route to certification offered 

through postsecondary institutions such as colleges and universities. These programs 

focus on certifying prospective teachers who already hold a bachelor’s degree in another 

field. There currently exist 23 EPI programs in Florida. 68 ITPs and EPIs stem from the 

Florida College System, 189 from State Universities, and 139 through private colleges or 

universities. 

 Professional Training Option (PTO) or Professional Development Certification Programs 

(PDCPs). PTOs and PDCPs are alternative routes to certification offered through 

individual school districts. These 43 programs throughout Florida offer teachers a 

temporary license while concurrently teaching and completing their certification 

program. According to the Florida Department of Education’s (FLDOE) website, “for 

most subjects requiring only a bachelor's degree major, a passing score on the appropriate 

Subject Area Examination will qualify you for a Temporary Certificate in that subject” 

(Jacobs, 2017). 

Moreover, despite the four nationally ranked Colleges of Education in Florida, and even 

though the University of Florida alone has several nationally ranked education programs, UF has 

remained in the top five recruiting universities for Teach for America, one of the largest 

alternative teaching programs in the United States. In fact, in 2012, UF was the second highest 

contributor to TFA candidates nationwide. The FLDOE awarded TFA funding to increase the 

number of teaching positions in Florida districts (O’Connor, 2012) 

However, in addition to the addition of new pathways available to become a certified 

teacher in Florida, many existing teacher preparation programs are continually examining and 

improving their current programs. Great efforts are being made to create the most effective 

teachers through the improvement of internships, relationships with professional development 

schools, university lab schools, and partnerships with private and public organizations.  
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Figure 2-1. FIT-Choice Conceptual Model 

 

Chapter Summary 

The literature review in this chapter explored the most current and relevant literature 

surrounding motivational theory as it related to electing a career in the teaching profession. It 

further explored the validated FIT-Choice scale, developed by Watt and Richardson (2007) to 

leverage a unified, consistent tool, on which to build a foundation of uniform terminology and 

methodologies. This chapter revealed the eighteen motivational factors within the FIT-Choice 

scale, and justified each of their inclusion in the scale, as well as their relevance to my study. 

Chapter 2 also touched on some of the limitations within this literature, which provided the 
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rationale for my study. In Chapter 3, I will provide the methodologies used in this study to 

design, measure, collect, and analyze the data generated from this study.  
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of my quantitative, retrospective exploratory study was to use survey 

research methods using the FIT-Choice Scale to explore the initial motivations of Florida public 

school teachers to elect teaching as a career, and to estimate the extent to which specific teacher 

characteristics and teacher preparation program characteristics had a relationship to particular 

motivational factors. I endeavored to uncover what influences, beliefs, and values were most 

important to Florida teachers in choosing a career in teaching, categorized into certain typologies 

(e.g. gender, race, certification) based on their personal characteristics and/or the teacher 

preparation program in which they participated. To achieve this goal, I used survey research 

methods grounded in both expectancy-value theory and a vetted framework—the FIT-Choice 

Scale—a measurement tool that has repeatedly reported high validity and reliability of scores in 

a variety of contexts (Richardson, Karabenick, & Watt, 2014; Watt et al., 2012; Watt, 

Richardson, & Smith, 2017).  

I used consistent terminology found throughout the literature base; however, an 

exploratory, retrospective design was chosen because there was little empirically-based evidence 

on which to build this study in this specific context—Florida K-12 public school teachers. The 

exploratory design examined correlations among various variables and constructs in order to 

provide thought leadership for future initiatives or strategies in teacher education, as well as field 

of education at large with regard as to how to best recruit, and ultimately prepare and retain 

teachers in the state of Florida (NSF, 2013, p. 9). These intentions aligned with the National 

Science Foundation’s ambitions for exploratory studies: “The project should provide a 

compelling case that the proposed research will generate important knowledge to inform the 

development, improvement, or evaluation of education programs, policies, or practices” (NSF, 
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2013, p. 9). I used this exploratory design to “measure the degree of association (or relationship) 

between two or more variables using the statistical procedure of correlational analysis” (Clark & 

Creswell, 2010, p.173); as such, I did not attempt to control or manipulate the variables in this 

study, or the participants’ experiences. My study also was retrospective because I asked 

participants to reflect upon their past motivations for choosing a career in teaching.  

The following research questions guided my research study.  

Research Questions 

RQ 1. What were the motivations of Florida K-12 public school teachers to choose 

teaching as a career, as measured by the FIT-Choice Scale? 

RQ 2. To what extent do teacher characteristics (age, race/ethnicity, gender, native 

language, prior non-teaching work experience) and teacher program characteristics route to 

certification, prior educational coursework, prior teaching experience, level of education, and 

length of teacher preparation program) have a relationship with each motivational factor score?  

Target Population  

The population of interest in this study was current 2016-2017 Florida public school 

teachers (N=173,396). These Florida teachers comprised an extremely heterogeneous population, 

with diverse demographics, characteristics and backgrounds, including various teacher 

preparation programs. These teachers taught in various subject areas, at different stages of their 

career, with different locations of their P-12 schooling in 67 counties.  

Theoretical Framework 

Watt and Richardson (2006; 2007) developed the FIT-Choice Scale to measure different 

factors related to teacher candidates’ motivations for choosing a teaching career. The FIT-Choice 

instrument was well-suited for my study, as it draws together recurring themes of several bodies 

of literature: motivational theory, education, teaching career choices, self-perceptions and self-
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efficacy, as well as broad career choice research. In creating the FIT-Choice conceptual model 

and scale, Watt and Richardson (2006; 2007) situated these recurring themes within Wigfield 

and Eccles’s (2000) Expectancy-Value framework, “the most comprehensive motivational model 

for explaining academic and career choices” (Richardson & Watt, 2006, p. 31).  

As previously mentioned in Chapters 1 and 2, Richardson and Watt’s (2006) goal in 

developing both the FIT-Choice framework and subsequent scale was to develop “a 

comprehensible and coherent model to guide systematic investigation into the question of why 

people choose a teaching career” (p. 31). Over the last decade, their research has expanded into 

the FIT-Choice Project (www.fitchoice.org), and the continuity of the use of their framework and 

instrument have helped to address some of the aforementioned limitations in the field. Scores 

indicated high construct validity, with factor loadings ranging from .50 to .95 at the first-order 

level, and .52 to .93 at the higher-order level. The sample also displayed acceptable internal 

consistency and reliability, with Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities ranging between .62 and .92. 

Typically accepted factor loadings are above .03 (Kline, 2009). 

This framework has been widely used in a range of cultural settings and different 

samples, and many studies which have used the FIT-Choice Scale have reported similar high 

levels of construct validity and internal consistency when replicated and used in other schools, 

settings, or countries with preservice teachers. In addition to Australia, the FIT-Choice Scale has 

been used in Austria, China, Croatia, Estonia, Germany, Indonesia, the Netherlands, Norway, the 

Republic of Ireland, Switzerland, and the United States (Akar, 2012; Berger & D'Ascoli, 2012; 

Brandmo & Nesje, 2017; Fokkens-Bruinsma & Canrinus, 2012; Gratatcós, López-Gómez, 

Nocito, and Sastre, 2017; Hennessy & Lynch, 2017; Heinz, Keane, & Foley, 2017; Jugović et al., 

2012; Kilinç et al., 2012; König & Rothland, 2012; Lin et al., 2012; Richardson & Watt, 2010; 

http://www.fitchoice.org/


 

102 

Watt & Richardson, 2007; Taimalu, Luik, & Täht, 2017; Watt et al., 2012; Yu & Bieger, 2013). 

Most FIT-Choice studies conducted within the U.S. have used samples with preservice teachers, 

with the exception of three; it has been used twice with samples of in-service (current teachers) 

in the U.S with teachers in a Western state (Leech & Haug, 2015; Leech, Haug, Ridgewell, & 

Ruben, 2018), and once with students in two urban high schools in a Western state (Leech, Haug, 

& Bianco, 2015). These studies have found that the FIT-Choice Scale predicts high school 

students, college students’ and in-service teachers’ motivations to become a teacher.  

However, to date, measuring teachers’ motivations for choosing a career using the FIT-

Choice Scale had not been used in this population (current K-12 Florida public school teachers) 

or a similar population from which to compare. Thus, this study extends the literature by 

utilizing the FIT-Choice Scale with in-service teachers elsewhere in the United States, in the 

state of Florida, and by asking new questions from the scale data, specifically related to unique 

attributes of teacher and teacher preparation program characteristics, (e.g. related to gender, race, 

native language, alternative certification, etc.). 

The contextual nuances of Florida teachers and the preparation routes offered to them 

demand attention in a multifaceted manner, and my research methods appropriated reflected 

these characteristics. First, using a broad approach, I provided a summarized representation of 

Florida teachers’ motivations to paint a macro level perspective in Chapter 1. This representation 

could be useful and beneficial to both researchers and other educational stakeholders to better 

understand the overall picture of what motivates Florida teachers to become teachers. However, 

if I were to only treat teacher candidates as one homogeneous group and consolidate their scores 

when reporting findings and/or drawing conclusions, the unique attributes and variances among 

and between teachers would be lost. Therefore, I also used a “pointillist” approach to parse 
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unique attributes of teacher characteristics and teacher preparation program characteristics. This 

rendition honors the unique attributes of both the diversity of teachers’ backgrounds and 

diversity of the 473 teacher preparation programs in Florida (Milton & Curva, 2016, p. 4). While 

these elements are not visible in the conceptual model for the instrument (and are sometimes 

assumed or omitted altogether), it is important that my study delineates the findings by teacher 

characteristics and teacher program preparation characteristics. This breadth and depth of 

information will help to better recruit, prepare, support, and retain the type of teachers that best 

fit the needs of Florida students, schools, and school districts. 

Method 

I used survey research methods to collect data from current Florida K-12 public school 

teachers who taught during the 2016-2017 school year regarding the motivational factors that 

had influenced them in choosing teaching as a career. A public information request was 

submitted via email to the Florida Department of Education (FLDOE) PERA Office (Bureau of 

PK-20 Education Reporting and Accessibility) to access the 2016-2017 Florida teacher database, 

which contained the email addresses I used to contact participants. An electronic survey was 

distributed to all 173,396 current public school Florida teachers in May and June of 2017 to their 

school email addresses via a link in Qualtrics.  

The first section of the survey included questions from Watt and Richardson’s (2007) 

FIT-Choice Scale, which focused on participants’ 1) influences to become a teacher, 2) beliefs 

about teaching, and 3) decision to become a teacher. Additional items measuring teacher 

characteristics and teacher preparation program characteristics were also included on the survey. 

These items were extracted from 1) the National Teacher and Principal Survey (NTPS), the 

largest sample survey of America’s elementary and secondary schools, 2) the 

background/demographic sections of Watt and Richardson’s (2007) survey and 3) questions 
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created by Leech and Haug (2015), who used the FIT-Choice survey in the United States with in-

service teachers. The survey contained a total of 152 items.  

As this study was retrospective in nature, participants (current Florida public school 

teachers) were asked to think back to when they first made the choice to become a teacher, 

before they received any formal preparation. To help reinforce and situate the participants’ 

mindset and subsequent responses about the past for the first 58 items (questions), the survey 

provided the following prompt: “Please remember to think back to your initial motivations when 

you first chose teaching as a career.”  

Data Collection  

Data were collected through participants self-reporting their motivations for electing 

teaching as a career choice, specifically the factors that influenced their decision (e.g. their self-

perceptions of teaching ability, the ability to shape the future of children/adolescents, enhance 

social equity, etc.); their beliefs about teaching (e.g. expertise, difficulty, social status); and their 

ultimate decision to become a teacher (e.g. experiences of social dissuasion along with 

satisfaction with the choice of a teaching career). Participants also self-reported their 

demographics, characteristics, and teacher preparation program characteristics.  

Watt and Richardson’s (2007) original FIT-Choice survey was distributed via paper and 

pencil, but I adapted the survey to be distributed electronically to teachers’ school email 

addresses via a link in Qualtrics Insight Platform, an electronic data capture tool. There were 

several advantages to distributing the survey electronically as opposed to in person using paper. 

Using Qualtrics allowed me to distribute the survey more efficiently, timely, and to more 

participants in a short amount of time. I was also able to create personal links for each 

participant, as well as track participation. Additionally, there was the benefit of a rapid 

turnaround in data collection (Babbie, 2012; Creswell, 2014, p. 157). The possible disadvantages 
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of utilizing an online survey tool could be a lower response rate than an in person, paper and 

pencil instrument. Through Qualtrics, data were collected, organized, managed, and secure, as 

data were hosted at a university’s secure data management system.  

I sent the initial email to participants on May 5th, prior to when teachers dismissed for the 

summer break. The survey was sent to their school-assigned email account, to be completed at 

their convenience. Two follow up emails were sent every two weeks after the initial survey as a 

reminder to complete the survey in an appropriate timeframe until the middle of June. This 

timeline was based on previous studies and survey design method literature (Dillman et al., 2009; 

Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2014). Dillman, Smyth, and Christian (2014) suggest considering 

what thought processes might motivate survey participants’ responses, as teacher response rate is 

typically low. A personalized message was included (Appendix F) for two main reasons: 1) to 

clearly explain the study and participation and 2) and personalization has been shown to increase 

response rates (Dillman et al., 2009). I also offered participants an incentive to complete the 

survey, as incentives have been shown as another way to improve survey response rates 

(Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2014). I communicated to the participants in both the survey 

overview and email requests for participation that every 25th respondent up to the first 5 (125th) 

who provided his or her information was provided a gift card.  

In completing my study, I adhered to the American Educational Research Association 

Ethical Standards and the University of Florida’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) guidelines. 

Regarding consent to participate in my study, all participants were required to view and accept 

the informed consent form provided on page one of the survey via the Qualtrics link before they 

could proceed and access the rest of the survey. Other than pregnant women, the participants in 

this study were not projected to be considered of special needs or of vulnerable populations, and 
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there were no foreseen risks for study participation. Participants were informed that participation 

was completely voluntary and all responses and individual respondents’ names would remain 

anonymous. Data were, and will continue to be stored appropriately in a secure manner for three 

years, as per the ethical standards for human subjects in research as set forth in the American 

Psychological Association Ethical Principles of Psychologists and Code of Conduct.  

Survey Responses 

I received 10,039 total responses from the 2016-2017 Florida K-12 public school teacher 

population of 174,396, or a response rate of 5.6%. All scores from participants who responded to 

at least three of the 58 Likert scale items were included in the analysis, as three survey items 

could measure the majority of the motivational factors. Of the 10,039 original responses, 8,420 

met this criterion and were chosen for analysis. For some factors, the full information was 

available. When missingness existed for a factor, I used pairwise deletion in SPSS, which is a 

method that is best used to account for data that is missing at random (MAR), and computes 

“each covariance on the basis of all cases with nonmissing values for that particular pair of 

variables” in order to maximize as much as the data set as possible (Marsh, 1998, p. 23). If data 

were missing for a particular case, a respondent’s non-response was “not used to calculate the 

correlations with this variable, but the case [was] used to calculate other correlations” for which 

the respondent provided an answer (Keith, 2015, p. 526). Of the 8,420 responses used in 

analysis, missingness was below 8%. Maximum Likelihood Robust (MLR) estimator was also 

used to analyze my model by using Mplus 7 (Muthén & Muthén, 2005-2012) so that all available 

data from the 8,420 responses could be used in this study. 
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Participant Demographics  

The participants in my study were represented across 65 of the 67 Florida counties and 

districts (excluding Washington and Monroe counties). Participants reported their own teacher 

characteristics, demographics, and teacher program characteristics, as summarized in Table 3-1 

below, as well as outlined in detail in Appendix D. Of the 8,420 respondents, 79.8% identified 

their gender as female, 18.5% identified as male, 1.5% preferred not to answer, while 0.2% self-

identified as “other.” I added the last two categories of gender identity due to my social justice 

and equity stance as a researcher, and to date, no other researcher using the FIT-Choice survey 

has collected and/or reported such data. Ages of respondents ranged from seventeen to eighty-

four, and the mean age was calculated at forty-seven years of age. Sixty-four (64%) of 

respondents reported they identified their race/ethnicity as White, which may have included 

some of the Hispanic or Latino respondents, as the response rate reporting Hispanic was 12.9%. 

Over 8% of participants identified as Black, and 1% identified as Asian, Hawaiian, or Other 

Pacific-Islander; American-Indian or Alaska-Native; or Other, which combined for over 12%. 

Finally, 15% claimed Multiple races/ethnicities. Native language was self-reported in this study, 

showing a vast majority, at over 90% of respondents, reporting English as a first language. 

Spanish was the second highest reported spoken native language, at seven (7%), and finally 

French or Creole, Multiple languages, or some other language all reported around one (1%). 

Education information was also collected in this study, indicating that the population was 

split almost evenly 53%-47%, between holding a Bachelor’s or Graduate degree, respectively. 

During their degree completion, 60% reported they had taken education coursework, and 40% 

had no education coursework in their collegiate studies. Respondents reported teacher 

preparation programs of both Alternative 27% and Traditional 73%. Duration of these programs 
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ranged from just one week up to a claimed 30+ years. A six-year preparation program was the 

longest period reported by respondents. 

Finally, work experience data were recorded covering respondents’ past teaching-specific 

work experience, and non-teaching work experience. Seventy-one percent (71%) of respondents 

claimed they had prior teaching experience before electing teaching as a career, while 29% 

reported none. Seventy-three percent (73%) of respondents claimed they had prior non-teaching 

working experience before electing teaching as a career, while 27% reported none. The range of 

this non-teaching work experience varied greatly from just a few months up to sixty years, with 

an average non-teaching work experience span of over ten years. Please see Table 3-1 below for 

further information.  

Table 3-1. Demographics of Participants 

Age Gender Native Language Race 

Range 

17-84 

years Male 18.5% English 90.1% White           64.0% 

Mean 47 years Female 79.8% Spanish 7.1% Hispanic       0.3% 

  Other 0.2% Multiple 1.0% Black            8.4% 

  

Prefer not 

to answer 1.5% 

French or 

Creole 0.5% Asian            0.8% 

    Other 1.4% Multiple 14.4% 

      Other 12.2% 

 

Education 

Route to Certification Degree Level Coursework 

Length of Teacher 

Preparation Program 

Prior to Teaching 

Alternativ

e 27% Bachelor’s 53% 

Prior 

Education 

Coursework 60% Range 

1-1768 

weeks 

Traditional 73% Graduate 47% 

No Prior 

Education 

Coursework 40% Mean 112 weeks 
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Table 3-1. Continued. 

Age Gender Native Language Race  

Work Experience 

Prior Teaching 

Experience 71% 

Have Prior 

Non-Teaching 

Experience 73% Range .25-60 years 

No Prior 

Teaching 

Experience 29% 

No Non-

Teaching 

Experience 27% Mean 10.6 years 

 

Variables and Scales 

The FIT-Choice (Factors Influencing Teaching Choice) scale (Watt & Richardson, 2007) 

is based on a conceptual model that contains three main sub-scales, motivations for teaching (12 

factors), perceptions about the profession (4 factors), reasons to become a teacher (2 factors). 

The FIT- Choice Scale contains four higher-order factors and seven first-order factors. The first 

section of the survey was based on the original survey items from Watt and Richardson’s (2007) 

scale with one open-ended prompt, The main reason why you chose to become a teacher was…, 

and 58 radio response questions regarding their 1) influences to become a teacher, 2) beliefs 

about teaching, and 3) decision to become a teacher. Regarding the items related to the 

influences to become a teacher, respondents were asked to indicate their strength of agreement 

on a Likert-scale from 1 (not at all important) to 7 (extremely important). In the section of 

questions related to beliefs about teaching, as well as decision to become a teacher, respondents 

were asked to indicate their strength of agreement on a Likert-scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 

(extremely) as to how much these factors influenced their choice of teaching as a career.  

Dependent Variables: Motivational Factors 

There were thirteen dependent variables examined in this study: self-perceptions of 

teaching ability, intrinsic career value, fallback career, prior teaching and learning experiences, 

social influences, personal utility value, social utility value, expertise, difficulty, social status, 
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salary, social dissuasion, and satisfaction with choice. Each variable is described below in more 

detail. 

Influential factors 

The first section of the FIT-Choice Scale is Influential Factors (Watt & Richardson, 

2006), which assesses the influential factors affecting respondents' choice of a career in teaching. 

This section contains 38 total items or questions. There are 5 first-order factors and 2 higher-

order factors in this section. The five first-order factors are self-perceptions of teaching ability 

(e.g. “I have the qualities of a good teacher”); intrinsic career value (e.g. “I have always wanted 

to be a teacher”); fallback career (e.g. “I was not accepted into my first-choice career”); prior 

teaching and learning experiences (e.g. “I have had positive learning experiences”); and social 

influences (e.g. “My family thinks I should become a teacher”). All 5 first-order factors are each 

measured with 3 items.  

The first higher-order factor is personal utility value, which contains 3 sub-factors: job 

security, time for family, and job transferability. Job security is measured by 3 items (e.g. 

“Teaching will offer a steady career path”); time for family (“Teaching hours will fit the 

responsibilities of having a family”) is measured by 5 items, and job transferability (e.g. “A 

teaching qualification is recognized everywhere”) is measured by 3 items. As such, the personal 

utility value factor is measured by 11 items.  

The second higher-order factor is social utility value, which contains 4 first-order factors: 

shape future of children/adolescents (e.g. “Teaching will allow me to shape child and adolescent 

values”), enhance social equity (e.g. “Teaching will allow me to benefit the social 

disadvantaged”), make social contribution (e.g. “Teaching will allow me to provide a service to 

society”), and work with children/adolescents (e.g. “I like working with children and 

adolescents”). All 4 sub-factors are each measured by 3 items; 12 items total. 
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Beliefs about teaching 

The second section of the FIT-Choice Scale is Beliefs about Teaching. It has 2 higher-

order factors, task demand and task return, which each contains 2 first-order factors. Task 

demand comprises expertise (e.g. “Do you think teaching requires high level of expert 

knowledge?”) and difficulty/high demand, (e.g. “Do you think teachers have a heavy 

workload?”) with 3 items each. Task return consists of social status measured by 6 items (e.g. 

“Do you think teachers are perceived as professionals?” and “Do you think teaching is a well-

respected career?”). Salary is measured by 2 items (e.g. “Do you think teachers earn a good 

salary?”). There are 14 total items included in the “Beliefs about Teaching” section. However, 

for the purposes of data analysis, there was not good model fit for the 2 higher order factors (See 

Table 3-2). Therefore, the 4 subsumed factors were analyzed separately as first order factors.  

Your decision to become a teacher 

The third section of the FIT-Choice Scale is Your Decision to Become a Teacher. It has 2 

factors, social dissuasion (e.g. “Did others tell you teaching was not a good career choice?”), 

measured by 3 items, and satisfaction with choice (“How satisfied are you with your choice of 

becoming a teacher?”), measured by 3 items This section assesses experiences of social 

dissuasion along with satisfaction with the choice of a teaching career. While this section 

contains 6 items in the survey, only 5 items were used in analysis, as one item was omitted from 

satisfaction with choice due to poor model fit. 

Independent Variables: Teacher Characteristics and Teacher Preparation Program 

Characteristics 

The following items were included not just for demographic purposes, but some 

specifically to address the gap in the literature and the justification for Research Question 2, 

regarding the need for more studies examining these variables of interest in conjunction with the 
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FIT-Choice Scale and other research on the motivations for choosing teaching as a career (Heinz, 

2015; Leech, 2015). When teacher candidates and/or their teacher preparation programs are 

treated as homogeneous groups and amalgamated together, it makes it difficult to draw accurate 

comparisons/conclusions among studies. When the nuances of these variables are ignored, or ill-

defined, the ability to explain phenomena is limited. Furthermore, research that grounds itself on 

this “unsteady” foundational knowledge is weaker and more likely to draw false conclusions. 

The independent variables measuring teacher demographics, background characteristics, 

and teacher preparation program characteristics were adapted from the National Teacher and 

Principal Survey (NTPS) regarding teachers’ age, race/ethnicity, socio-economic status, gender, 

location of their P-12 schooling (e.g., urban, rural), prior work experience in education, 

certification routes, and teacher program characteristics. The teacher preparation program 

structures addressed in the survey contained the number of hours of field experience required, 

type of preparation courses, and type of license earned. Additionally, I included some 

demographic/background items from Watt and Richardson’s (2007) and Leech and Haug’s 

(2015) studies in the survey (the complete survey is provided in Appendix F).  

The ten (10) independent variables analyzed were: 

1. Race/Ethnicity (white, black, other) 

2. Gender (female, male, other)             

3. Native Language (English, Spanish, other) 

4. Age       

5. Prior Non-Teaching Work Experience (Y/N)  

6. Route to Certification: Alternative or Traditional  (Y/N) 

7. Prior Educational Coursework (Y/N)      

8. Length of Program (in weeks)      

9. Prior Teaching Experience (Y/N)    

10. Level of Education, Graduate (Y/N)      

 



 

113 

Teacher characteristics 

Based on important nuances and diversity of public Florida public K-12 teachers, I asked 

participants to provide additional information regarding the personal and demographic 

information in order to have a clearer understanding of, and ability to measure, how participants 

identified themselves. The following section items focused on the characteristics of the teachers 

who participated in this study 

Age. Data regarding age were measured by one item on a continuous scale by recording 

day, month, and year.  

Race and ethnicity. Data regarding race and ethnicity were measured by two items 

placing participants into 6 major categories of race and ethnicity. 

Native language. Data regarding native language was measured by one item, text entry 

of the respondent’s native language. 

Gender. Data regarding gender were measured by one item with four choices: male, 

female, and other, and prefer not to answer. “Other” will also offer an open-ended text entry, 

which was intentionally added by the researcher.  

Prior work experience. Data regarding prior work experience were collected from 

participants who indicated that they had previously pursued another career or had prior work 

experience before becoming a teacher were asked to list details of that career.  

Teacher preparation program characteristics items 

Based on important nuances of teacher preparation pathways discussed in the aforementioned 

literature, as well as the quantity and diversity of teacher preparation pathways offered in 

Florida, I chose to not provide participants with only the single option to select a binary “yes/no” 

option indicating if they completed an ARC in the teacher and teacher program characteristics 

section of the survey. Instead, I asked participants to provide additional information regarding 
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the features of their program as described above in order to have a clearer understanding of, and 

ability to measure, what type of program features that probed into these specific teacher program 

characteristics. The following section items focused on the characteristics of the teacher 

preparation programs participants completed.  

 Route to Certification: Alternative or Traditional, (Y/N). Data regarding teaching 

certification were measured by one item with a yes or no response. “Did you enter 

teaching through an alternative route to certification program? An alternative route to 

certification program is a program that was designed to expedite the transition of 

nonteachers to a teaching career, for example, a state, district, or university alternative 

route to certification program.  

 Prior Educational Coursework (Y/N). Data regarding prior coursework in Education were 

measured by one item with a yes or no response. “Before your first year of teaching, did 

you take any undergraduate or graduate education courses?”  

 Length of Program (in weeks). Data regarding length of teacher preparation program 

were measured by one item in a drop down/text entry response. “What was the duration 

of your teacher preparation program PRIOR to you becoming a teacher of record? Please 

report duration in the box provided.” 

 Prior Teaching Experience (Y/N). Data regarding having prior experience teaching were 

measured by one item with a yes or no response. “Did you have any student teaching 

(sometimes calls practice teaching or an internship) prior to becoming teacher of record?” 

 Level of Education, Graduate (Y/N). Data regarding level of education and whether a 

graduate degree was earned were measured by one item with a yes or no response. “Do 

you have a master’s or other graduate-level degree? If you have more than one, 

information about additional degrees will be asked later.” 

Validity and Reliability 

In order to support my claims that my study maintained high standards for rigor in the 

design, measurement, and analysis for my study, I provided evidence of the validity of my study 

to maintain that the results of my study were both reliable and allowed for valid inferences 

(Kline, 2009). I endeavored to minimize the threats to validity in my study in order to enhance 

the degree to which I could generalize my findings to the larger population (Florida K-12 public 

school teachers) as well as the degree to which the inferences and interpretations I drew from the 
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data within my study were accurate. To sustain high external validity, my design was created to 

be such that the results would hold true over variations in persons, treatments, settings, 

outcomes, and measures (Kline, 2009). High external validity of a research design increases the 

likelihood that one could accurately generalize findings to a population; however, given the 

design of this study, both population and sample validity were a potential threat to the external 

validity of my study.  

However, there were some poetential threats to the validity of my study. Because I chose 

to use a “convenience sample,” as opposed to a randomized sample, my sample was not 

necessarily representative of the population (Kline, 2009, p.68). However, one way I mitigated 

some of the threat to validity was to compare my “sample demographic profile with that of the 

population (if such a profile exists) in order to show that a convenience sample is not grossly 

unrepresentative” (Kline, 2009, p. 68) (i.e. comparing the demographics of my sample to the 

demographics of the larger population—current Florida public school teachers as a whole). The 

demographics of my sample were, indeed, similar in nature to the teacher population in 

Florida. Another potential external validity threat concerned the “setting” of the study—Florida 

K-12 public schools. Although the teachers received a link to the survey electronically, they 

received it through their school email address and most likely accessed it while they were at their 

place of employment. Additionally, the time of year I distributed the survey, May, could have 

affected the response rate, as it was the end of the academic school year. There was the potential 

that the participants would respond differently if they were to receive this survey in a different 

setting, timing, or manner (Kline, 2009). Other threats to the validity of my study, and the degree 

which I could provide sound evidence to support the accurate interpretations I inferred from the 

motivational factor scores were due to self-selection and voluntary participation in my study 
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(AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014). There could be a difference of responses between the type of 

people who agree to do surveys/experiments and the type of people who do not, and that all 

responses were honest and accurate. One other potential validity threat was that there were no 

external factors that unduly influenced the responses. 

In order to enhance content validity, I used predetermined items from the National 

Teacher and Principal Survey (NTPS) and questions from Watt and Richardson’s (2007) and 

Leech and Haug’s (2015) previous studies to measure teacher characteristic and teacher program 

characteristic variables. As “important validity evidence can be obtained from an analysis of the 

relationship between the content of a test and the construct it is intended to measure” I also 

sought feedback about the content of my survey from current teachers (AERA, APA, & NCME, 

2014, p. 14). Because the questionnaire had not been used in past research studies with either 

preservice or current Florida teachers, a select group of ten current teachers from various areas in 

Florida, and one in Georgia, were asked to volunteer to provide informal feedback on the 

questionnaire prior to distribution to the whole population. These volunteers responded to a list 

of questions I provided to assess appropriateness of the questionnaire wording, visual design and 

layout, as well as question order. These teachers also provided feedback with regard to the time it 

took to complete the survey, the level of difficulty, and overall content coherence. Examples of 

specific questions/prompts were 1) Do you think the gift card would incentivize you? 2) How 

long did it take you to complete the survey 3) Were there any confusing questions? 4) Any other 

feedback. Some examples were confusion and difficulty when reporting the specifics regarding 

certification and subject area, duration of teacher preparedness, questions or information that 

seemed redundant, and typos within the survey. In addition to constructive feedback, general 

positive comments were also provided, such as “sounds like your research is spot on with what 
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needs to be looked at in this career.” These teachers’ feedback led to minor changes in the 

wording and order of a small number of items in the teacher demographics and teacher program 

characteristics sections to provide further enhance content validity. 

Construct Validity and Reliability 

I also endeavored to provide evidence for sound construct validity of data produced by 

the FIT-Choice Scale, the adequacy of the model in explaining the data, and the correct 

measurement of the variables in this study. I chose factor analysis—specifically confirmatory 

factor analysis, (CFA)—as a way to measure and provide evidence for the construct validity of 

validity and reliability of my test scores. The majority of the CFA analyses were completed using 

Mplus software version 7 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2012). Factor analysis is often used to 

provide evidence for the internal validity of tests, surveys, or other instruments, particularly 

convergent and divergent validity because it helps answer questions about the constructs 

measured by a set of items. In general, factor analysis “is a reduction technique, a method of 

reducing many measures into fewer measures” (Keith, 2015, p. 332). In other words, items that 

correlate highly with each other (determined by their weights or scales) are placed or nested on 

one factor, while items that correlate at a low level with each other are placed or nested on 

different factors. As Keith (2015) notes, items that measure the same thing “converge” to form a 

factor, while items that measure different constructs “diverge” to form a separate factor (p. 333). 

I assessed the reliability of my data to estimate the consistency of measurement, and I used the 

most common type of measure for internal consistency reliability, Cronbach’s coefficient alpha, 

which “indicates the consistency of a multiple-item scale,” (Leech, Barrett, & Morgan, 2015, p. 

53), as well as omega coefficients. The data produced by this model displayed acceptable 

internal consistency and reliability, with Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities ranging between 0.614 
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and 0.948, and omega coefficients ranging between 0.655 and 0.949 (see Table 3-2 for full 

results). 

Table 3-2. The FIT-Choice Scale: factors, items and Cronbach’s Alpha and Omega coefficients  

Higher-

order 

factor  

First-order factor  Sample item  Omega  

coefficient   

Cronbach’s 

alpha 

Number 

of Items 

Influential Factors 

 Self-perceptions of 

teaching ability  

I have the qualities of a 

good teacher  

.795    .790 3 

 

 

 

 

 

Personal 

utility 

value  

 

Intrinsic career 

value 

Fallback career 

 

I have always wanted to 

be a teacher 

I was not accepted into 

my first-choice career 

 

.694 

 

.655 

 

 

.846 

 

.686 

 

.614 

 

 

.754 

 

3 

 

3 

 

 

11 

 Time for family  Teaching hours will fit the 

responsibilities of having 

a family  

.734 .831 5 

 Job transferability 

 

Job security 

A teaching qualification is 

recognized everywhere 

Teaching will offer a 

steady career path 

.703 

 

.738 

.679 

 

.824 

3 

 

3 

Social 

utility 

value  

 

Shape future of 

children/adolescents  

 

Teaching will allow me to 

shape child and adolescent 

values  

.904 

.877 

 

.907 

.883 

12  

3 

 

 

 Enhance social 

equity  

Teaching will allow me to 

benefit the social 

disadvantaged  

.848 .897 3 

 Make social 

contribution  

Teaching will allow me to 

provide a service to 

society  

.835 .872  3 

 Work with 

children/adolescents  

I like working with 

children and adolescents  

.832 .900 3 

  Prior teaching and 

learning 

experiences  

I have had positive 

learning experiences  

.889 .876 3 

  Social influences  My family thinks I should 

become a teacher  

.821 .821 3 
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Table 3-2. Continued.   

2. Beliefs about teaching    

 Expertise  Do you think teaching 

requires high level of 

expert knowledge?  

.842 .838 3 

  Difficulty  Do you think teachers 

have a heavy workload?  

.833 .829 3 

 Social status Do you believe teaching is 

a well-respected career?  

.896 .894 6 

 Salary  Do you think teachers 

earn a good salary?  

.872 .870 2 

3. Your decision to become a teacher    

  Social Dissuasion Were you encouraged to 

pursue careers other than 

teaching? 

.759 .739 3 

 *Satisfaction with 

choice 

How happy are you with 

your decision to become a 

teacher? 

.949 .948 3 

*Due to poor model fit, one item was removed from satisfaction with choice (Q67) to establish a 

higher model fit within the CFA model. 

 

 CFA was also used to provide evidence of validity with regard to whether the measured 

constructs/factors from my sample were consistent and whether or not the measured variables 

(first- and higher-order factors) accurately represented the number of constructs measured. While 

there is not a way to determine if the model is “correct,” there are ways to establish which 

models should “be given more credence” and are better at providing “feedback concerning the 

adequacy of the model in explaining the data,” such as the correlations between latent variables 

(Keith, 2015, p. 333; 387). Assumptions of CFA were assessed, and I embraced the threshold 

that acceptable standardized factor loadings should be higher than .30, as scores higher than the 

0.3 usually indicate factor loadings have high construct validity (Keith, 2015). Additionally, my 

factor loadings were similar to the factor loadings in Watt and Richardson’s (2007) original 

model, which ranged from .50 to .95 at the first-order level, and .52 to .93 at the higher-order 

level. However, I determined that there was one item that did not fit well and was below the 0.3 

cutoff; therefore that item, Question 67 (Q67; 0.227), was removed from the analysis of 

satisfaction with choice. Additionally, I only had two higher-order factors in my analysis model, 
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social utility value and personal utility value, as opposed to the having four higher-order factors 

in the original model by Watt and Richardson. Appendices A, B, and C provide more detailed 

information and evidence for the validity and reliability of scores as measured by the FIT-Choice 

in this study. Appendix A contains the visual representations/diagrams of the CFA model, 

Appendix B displays the output of the correlation matrices, and Appendix C provides the output 

of multicollinearity tests, histograms, p-plots, and scatterplot diagrams.   

I also reported more specific model fit information about the models as Kline (2015) 

recommends: the Chi-squared test (difference between expected and observed covariance 

matrices), the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), the comparative fit index 

(CFI) (examining the discrepancy between the data and the hypothesized model, residual 

correlations), and the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). In this study, there was 

good model fit to the data for the majority of the items and factors (see Table 3-3 for full results). 

Table 3-3.  Goodness-of-fit statistics for measurement invariance model across alternatively and 

traditionally certified group 
Factors χ²* df CFI TLI RMSEA BIC AIC 

Ability 2993.123 3 1.00 
 

0.05 73913.186 73849.875 

Intrinsic 3197.900 3 1.00 1.00 0.00 87803.047 87739.704 

Fallback 1032.040 3 1.00 1.00 0.00 92099.890 92036.553 

Personal Utility 29493.473 5 0.923 0.896 0.00 355564.476 355311.103 

Social Utility 38069.295 66 0.952 0.937 0.00 298987.615 298706.233 

Prior Teaching & 

Learning 

4533.444 3 1.00 1.00 0.00 80534.452 80471.213 

Social Influences 4729.456 3 1.00 1.00 0.00 99195.595 99132.256 

Expertise 4517.923 3 1.00 1.00 0.00 81681.673 81618.894 

Difficulty 4586.604 3 1.00 1.00 0.00 90896.540 90833.614 

Social Status 15355.222 15 0.959 0.932 0.00 169894.183 169768.330 

**Salary 

Social Dissuasion 3523.436 3 1.00 1.00 0.00 97101.204 97038.489 

**Satisfaction        

*All χ² are statistically significant at p < .001.  

**Salary and Satisfaction with career choice were not included as they contain only two items.  
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Data Analysis 

Data collected via Qualtrics were converted into a CSV file for data analysis. Once data 

were successfully collected, the data were cleaned and coded as numbered data for analysis using 

statistical procedures appropriately (e.g. converting letters or words into numbers, such as male, 

female, other, coded into 0, 1, 2,) (Creswell, 2014). Incomplete or missing data was appropriate 

handled (pairwise deletion). While the majority of the analyses were completed in IBM 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 25, the cleaning and coding of data 

required the additional use of R Statistical software.  

Exploratory data analysis (EDA) and tests for normality were completed (Kline, 2009; 

Leech, Barrett, & Morgan, 2015, p. 25). I set the confidence level (α) = 0.05 to apply to my 

statistical analysis. Using tests such as box plots and frequency polygons, and examining the 

means standard deviations, ranges, and outliers determined if the variables were approximately 

normally distributed and revealed features of the dataset (e.g. symmetry, skew, central tendency, 

variability, etc.); possible errors in the data (e.g. missing values); and determined if I needed to 

transform the data set. I clarified that the assumptions for my inferential statistic models were 

met (e.g. homogeneity of variance, normality, linearity, independence of observations).  

Research Question 1: Descriptive Statistics 

After the initial preliminary analyses were completed, to answer the first research 

question, descriptive statistics were used to measure, analyze, and interpret the motivational 

factor variable scores to the 58 Likert scale items (on a scale of 1-7) for each participant on the 

survey. I measured the total overall mean scores and standard deviations to examine Florida K-

12 public school teachers’ motivations for choosing teaching as a career, their perceptions of the 

profession, and their satisfaction with career choice. I also displayed summaries of data visually 
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in tables or diagrams (e.g. bar graphs, box plots, histograms, etc.) to construct visual meaning 

from the descriptive data.  

Research Question 2: Multiple Regression Models 

Although I was not testing a hypothesis in this study, I aimed to “measure the degree of 

association (or relationship) between two or more variables using the statistical procedure of 

correlational analysis” (Clark & Creswell, 2010, p.173). Therefore, in order to answer the second 

research question, inferential statistics—specifically simultaneous multiple regression—were 

used to estimate the association of the independent variables (teacher characteristics and teacher 

preparation program characteristics) on the dependent variables (motivational factors). I 

analyzed data from the multiple regression models to estimate if these variables were, and to 

what extent, related (Keith, 2015, p. 539). In the context of this study, the assumption was that 

these IVs of interest (e.g. race, gender, age, type of preparation route) did not have a relationship 

on the DVs (motivational factors), and the scores from my analysis provided evidence as to what 

extent this assumption was met. Additionally, these inferential statistical data addressed the 

directional semi-partial correlations between teacher characteristics and teacher program 

characteristics (IVs) on each motivational factor score (DVs).  

There are several key assumptions to MR, and as Keith (2015) posits, if these 

assumptions are violated, especially linearity, then “the estimates we get from the regression— 

R2, the regression coefficients, standard errors, tests of statistical significance—may be biased” 

(p. 188). In concordance with Keith’s (2015) guidelines, underlying assumptions of multiple 

regression are listed below (p. 188): 

 

 

1. The dependent variable is a linear function of the independent variables 
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2. Each person (or other observation) should be drawn independently from the population. This 

assumption means that the errors for each person are independent from those of others. 

3. The variance of the errors is not a function of any of the independent variables. The 

dispersion of values around the regression line should remain fairly constant for all values of 

X. This assumption is referred to as homoscedasticity. 

4. The errors are normally distributed. 

I conducted exploratory data analysis (EDA) to provide evidence that assumptions 1-4 

were met. For example, multicollinearity was not violated, as my tolerance values were low 

(close to 1), and my VIF values were less than 7, and these values were within the acceptable 

range (Leech, Barrett, & Morgan, 2015). Results from these tests and other tests are reported in 

the figures at the end of the Chapter. Then, I proceeded with statistical analysis using 

simultaneous MR. 

While there are many types of MR methods, simultaneous multiple regression was the 

best choice for my study because there were neither existing theories within the FIT-Choice 

literature on which to base which factors should be included, nor evidence to support how these 

variables were related within this specific context. Other types of regression, such as sequential, 

hierarchical, or block, would be more appropriate if I (or other researchers) had preconceived 

notions regarding what variables to include, in what order, and what outcomes to expect (Leech, 

Barrett, and Morgan, 2015 p. 109-110). The number of researchers who are using FIT-Choice 

Scale is rapidly increasing, and simultaneously more complex methods are being used in this 

research to further deepen and expand the use, reliability, and validity of this scale. However, 

except for one instance, Brandmo and Nesje’s (2017) study in Norway, multiple regression had 

not been previously been used in FIT-Choice studies, and their model varied drastically from 

mine.  
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When conducting MR, more than one IV is specified in the model, therefore there are 

multiple slopes, or partial slopes, for multiple independent variables. Additionally, there is still 

only one intercept (the predicted y associated with all Xs equal 0) (Keith, 2015; Leech, Barrett, & 

Morgan, 2015). In MR analysis, the variance in the DV has been removed, or taken out by more 

than one IV, so the slopes, or partial slopes, are usually smaller than bivariate correlations. Thus, 

the standardized slopes are similar to semi-partial correlations (although not equal); therefore, I 

used standardized Beta (𝛽) in order to control for the variance of other the variables. 

Additionally, when using MR, the predicted rate of change is one-unit change in Y given a one-

unit change in X, controlling for the effect of other variable(s) (Keith, 2015; Leech, Barrett, & 

Morgan, 2015). 

Additionally, MR analysis allowed me to measure multiple independent variables (IVs) 

on a particular dependent variable (DV) (Keith, 2015; Leech, Barrett, & Morgan, 2015). Given 

my large data set, with both continuous and categorical variables, MR was an appropriate 

analysis model because the aim of this non-experimental design was to study the “associations 

between [these] variables of interest with no distinction between presumed causes and effects” 

(Kline, 2009, p. 42). As aforementioned, one of the advantages of using MR, is its ability to 

explain how multiple variables predicted or had a relationship with other variables, as well as 

estimate the variation within the variables themselves. As Keith (2015) notes: “In the language 

of MR, we can regress a dependent variable on multiple independent variables” (p. 18). By using 

MR, I was able to explain not just one possible influence or prediction of a motivational factor 

(e.g. what influence does age have on the motivational factor of job security?), but also explain 

how other variables, as well as variation within the variables themselves, could explain the 

prediction of the motivational factor scores for both continuous and categorical variables (Keith, 
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2015). In other words, I was able to regress motivation, or more specifically scores on 

motivational factors, on gender, age, race, degree, etc. all at the same time. Finally, because 

when one uses MR there is an implication that there is a model in place, my MR models helped 

appropriately guide the analyses using the FIT-Choice model (Keith, 2015). 

When first choosing the model, I ran a pilot test in the summer of 2017 using a data set of 

3,500 respondents. I tested a variety of independent variables (~20) and recorded their 

association with the dependent variables (motivational factors). Interactions were also tested with 

this data, and I chose variables based on the existing education literature. After finalizing the 

data set of 8,420 results, many of the variables were omitted due to not having a statistically 

significant relationship with the motivational factors scores. For example, age when first began 

teaching was one of the variables removed. This variable was included to try to capture the 

possible extent to which the characteristic of people who entered teaching later in their lives, 

perhaps as career-switchers, had a relationship with motivational factor scores. This process was 

repeated until I pared the independent variables down to the final 10 as seen in the current 

models.  

Thirteen (13) multiple regression models were used to estimate the prediction that (10) 

teacher and teacher preparation program characteristics had on a particular motivation factor, the 

outcome variable in this regression analysis. The ten (10) predictor variables were: 

1. Race/Ethnicity (white, black, other) 

2. Gender (female, male, other)             

3. Native Language (English, Spanish, other) 

4. Age       

5. Prior Non-Teaching Work Experience (Y/N)  

6. Route to Certification: Alternative or Traditional  (Y/N) 

7. Prior Educational Coursework (Y/N)      

8. Length of Program (in weeks)      

9. Prior Teaching Experience (Y/N)    

10. Level of Education, Graduate (Y/N)     
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Because prior research found all of these influences significant to explain the motivation to 

become a teacher (Hogan & Bullock, 2012; Richardson, Watt, & Karabenick, 2014; Spring, 

2014), all of the predictor variables were entered simultaneously into the regression model.  

The general equation model was as follows:   

𝑦𝑖 = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝑋𝑎𝑔𝑒 + 𝛽2𝑋𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒_𝑓𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒 + 𝛽3𝑋𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠_𝑓𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒 + 𝛽4𝑋𝑠𝑝𝑎𝑛𝑖𝑠ℎ_𝑒𝑛𝑔𝑙𝑖𝑠ℎ

+ 𝛽5𝑋𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠_𝑒𝑛𝑔𝑙𝑖𝑠ℎ + 𝛽6𝑋𝑏𝑙𝑎𝑐𝑘_𝑤ℎ𝑖𝑡𝑒 + 𝛽7𝑋𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠_𝑤ℎ𝑖𝑡𝑒

+ 𝛽8𝑋𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑘 𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒 𝑖𝑛 𝑛𝑜𝑛−𝑡𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑗𝑜𝑏 + 𝛽9𝑋𝑎𝑙𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑛𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒

+ 𝛽10𝑋𝑝𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑟 𝑒𝑑 𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒 + 𝛽11𝑋𝑝𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑟 𝑡𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒

+ 𝛽12𝑋𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑑𝑢𝑎𝑡𝑒 𝑑𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑒 + 𝛽13𝑋𝑒𝑛𝑔𝑡ℎ 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑚_𝑤𝑒𝑒𝑘𝑠 + 𝜀𝑖 

 

(3-1) 

The description of the MR model notation is as follows: 

 y: the dependent variable in the MR model (motivational factors) 

𝛽1 (“Beta-one”): estimated slope in the MR model for age; the standardized regression 

coefficient 

𝛽2 (“Beta-two”): estimated slope in the MR model for gender (comparing males to 

females); the standardized regression coefficient 

𝛽3 (“Beta-three”): estimated slope in the MR model for gender (comparing others to 

females); the standardized regression coefficient 

𝛽4 (“Beta-four”): estimated slope in the MR model for native language (Spanish to 

English); the standardized regression coefficient 

𝛽5 (“Beta-five”): estimated slope in the MR model for native language (Others to 

English); the standardized regression coefficient 

𝛽6 (“Beta-six”): estimated slope in the MR model for race/ethnicity (Black to White); the 

standardized regression coefficient 

𝛽7 (“Beta-seven”): estimated slope in the MR model for race/ethnicity (Others to White); 

the standardized regression coefficient 

𝛽8 (“Beta-eight”): estimated slope in the MR model for having or not having work 

experience in a non-teaching job; the standardized regression coefficient 

𝛽9 (“Beta-nine”): estimated slope in the MR model for route to certification (Alternative 

to Traditional); the standardized regression coefficient 

𝛽10 (“Beta-ten”): estimated slope in the MR model for having or not having prior 

education coursework; the standardized regression coefficient 
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𝛽11 (“Beta-eleven”): estimated slope in the MR model for the amount of prior teaching 

experience; the standardized regression coefficient 

𝛽12 (“Beta-twelve”): estimated slope in the MR model for holding a graduate degree or 

not; the standardized regression coefficient 

𝛽13 (“Beta-thirteen”): estimated slope in the MR model for the number of weeks of 

teacher preparation program; the standardized regression coefficient 

 

𝑋𝑎𝑔𝑒 Age of the teacher is an independent variable in the first MR model  

𝑋𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒_𝑓𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒 Gender is an independent variable in the second MR model, comparing 

teachers who identified as male to teachers who identified as female 

𝑋𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠_𝑓𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒 Gender is an independent variable in the third MR model, comparing 

teachers who identified as “other” or preferred not to answer to teachers who identified as female 

𝑋𝑠𝑝𝑎𝑛𝑖𝑠ℎ_𝑒𝑛𝑔𝑙𝑖𝑠ℎ Native language is an independent variable in the fourth MR model, 

comparing teachers who identified their native language as Spanish to teachers who identified 

their native language as English  

𝑋𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠_𝑒𝑛𝑔𝑙𝑖𝑠ℎ Native language is an independent variable in the fifth MR model, 

comparing teachers who identified their native language as a language other than English to 

teachers who identified their native language as English  

𝑋𝑏𝑙𝑎𝑐𝑘_𝑤ℎ𝑖𝑡𝑒 Race/ethnicity is an independent variable in the sixth MR model, comparing 

teachers who identified their race/ethnicity as black to teachers who identified their race as white 

𝑋𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠_𝑤ℎ𝑖𝑡𝑒 Native language is an independent variable in the seventh MR model, 

comparing teachers who identified their race/ethnicity as neither black nor white to teachers who 

identified their race as white 

𝑋𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑘 𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒 𝑖𝑛 𝑛𝑜𝑛−𝑡𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑗𝑜𝑏 Native language is an independent variable in the 

eighth MR model, comparing teachers who had or did not have non-teaching work experience 

𝑋𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑡𝑒 𝑡𝑜 𝑐𝑒𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑓𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 Native language is an independent variable in the ninth MR model, 

comparing teachers who had an Alternative or Traditional Route to Certification  

𝑋𝑝𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑟 𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑎𝑙 𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒 Native language is an independent variable in the tenth MR 

model, comparing teachers having or not having prior education coursework 

𝑋𝑝𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑟 𝑡𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒 Native language is an independent variable in the eleventh MR 

model, comparing teachers having or not having prior teaching experience 
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𝑋𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑑𝑢𝑎𝑡𝑒 𝑑𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑒 Native language is an independent variable in the fourth MR model, 

comparing teachers having or not having a graduate degree 

𝑋𝑙𝑒𝑛𝑔𝑡ℎ 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑚 𝑤𝑒𝑒𝑘𝑠 Native language is an independent variable in the fourth MR 

model, comparing teachers based on the number of weeks in their teaching preparation program 
 

ei (sample) prediction error (or residual error) 

 

Chapter Summary 

My quantitative, retrospective exploratory study sought to explore the motivational 

factors scores of current Florida teachers for their reasons to choose teaching as a career. 

Additionally, teacher characteristics and teacher program characteristics were included and 

examined to estimate to what extent, if any, these variables were related to motivational factor 

scores. Watt and Richardson’s (2007) FIT-Choice Scale and survey were used to guide the 

design, measurement, and data analysis. A CFA was conducted to check if the FIT-Choice model 

would appropriate to use in the present sample (i.e. if the FIT-Choice Scale yields reliable and 

valid scores in the U.S. state of Florida context with in-service teachers). The results of the CFA 

indicated the standardized factor loadings for one item (Q67, 0.227) did not measure the 

satisfaction with choice motivational factor well and was removed from analysis. I provided 

strong evidence of validity for the inferences drawn from my data, as well as strong evidence for 

the reliability of my scores. I identified and defined variables to be measured (DVs—

motivational factors; IVs—teacher characteristics and teacher program characteristics). Analytic 

procedures were chosen based on the appropriateness and alignment with the data and research 

questions, and both descriptive and inferential statistics, specifically simultaneous MR, were 

used to analyze and describe the data.  
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

Using the FIT-Choice Conceptual model and instrument, this study explored the initial 

motivational factors that influenced Florida K-12 public school teachers to choose a career in 

teaching and also measure the relationship, if any, between teacher characteristics and teacher 

preparation program characteristics on the motivational factor scores. This design mechanism 

examined correlational rather than causational relationships among various factors and constructs 

in order to shed light as to what certain factors were most important to particular Florida K-12 

public school teachers, categorized by their teacher characteristics and/or teacher program 

characteristics, as it relates to their choice of a career in teaching. The research questions that 

guided this study were:  

RQ 1. What were the motivations of Florida K-12 public school teachers to choose 

teaching as a career, as measured by the FIT-Choice Scale? 

RQ 2. To what extent do teacher characteristics (age, race/ethnicity, gender, native 

language, prior non-teaching work experience) and teacher program characteristics route to 

certification, prior educational coursework, prior teaching experience, level of education, and 

length of teacher preparation program) have a relationship with each motivational factor score? 

RQ 1: Motivations to Become a Teacher 

This study’s first research question identified the motivations of Florida teachers to 

choose teaching, as measured by the FIT-Choice Scale. As discussed in Chapter 3, Confirmatory 

Factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted to measure the construct validity and reliability of each 

sub-construct and the total survey, as well as test the internal structure of the scale. Due to the 

model fit, of the eighteen original motivational factor scores, thirteen were used in the analysis. 

Two of the thirteen were higher-order factors, or measured by sub-factors (personal utility value 
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and social utility value) and eleven were first-order factors, measured by individual items on the 

survey (self-perceptions of teaching ability, intrinsic career value, fallback career, prior teaching 

and learning experiences, social influences, expertise, difficulty, social status, salary, social 

dissuasion, and satisfaction with choice). Results of the instrument were reported through 

descriptive statistics, which were measured with 58 items on a Likert-scale from 1 (not at all 

important) to 7 (extremely important). Mean scores and standard deviations are reported in Table 

4-1. 

Table 4-1. Descriptive Statistics: Mean Scores and Standard Deviations  

Motivational Factors M  SD 

Influences to Become a Teacher 

Self-perceptions of Teaching Ability 

Intrinsic Career Value 

Fallback Career 

Personal Utility Value 

Social Utility Value 

Prior Teaching and Learning Experiences 

Social Influences 

Beliefs About Teaching 

Expertise 

Difficulty 

Social Status 

Salary 

Decision to Become a Teacher 

Social Dissuasion 

Satisfaction with Choice  

 

6.00 

5.54 

1.95 

3.62 

5.82 

5.66 

3.13 

 

5.21 

5.06 

3.75 

2.34 

 

4.15 

5.73 

 

1.07 

1.30 

1.19 

1.35 

1.24 

1.48 

1.81 

 

1.46 

1.69 

1.52 

1.45 

 

1.74 

1.45 

 

Mean scores of participants ranged from the lowest, for fallback career, M = 1.95 (SD = 

1.17) to highest, for self-perceptions of teaching ability M = 6.00 (SD = 1.07). The results 

indicate participants’ three highest motivational factors for choosing a career in teaching were 

self-perceptions of teaching ability M = 6.00 (SD = 1.07); social utility value M = 5.82 (SD = 

1.24); and prior teaching and learning experiences M = 5.66 (SD = 1.48). These higher mean 

scores suggest that participants were more likely to be motivated to become a teacher because: 1) 

they thought they had the qualities and capabilities of a good teacher, 2) they wanted to work 
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with children and give back to society, and 3) they had positive prior teaching and learning 

experiences before choosing to become a teacher.  

The three lowest motivational factors were fallback career M = 1.95 (SD = 1.19); salary 

M = 2.34 (SD =1.45); and social influences M = 3.13 (SD = 1.81). These lower mean scores 

suggest that participants were less likely to be motivated to become a teacher because: 1) they 

were unsure or did not get into their first-career choice, 2) they thought teachers earned a good 

salary, and 3) they had family and/or friends who thought they should become a teacher.  

RQ 2: Multiple Regression Results 

Using simultaneous multiple regression, the second research question addressed the 

correlation between teacher characteristics and teacher program characteristics on each 

motivational factor score. In my study, thirteen (13) multiple regression models (Tables 2-14) 

were used to estimate the prediction that ten (10) teacher and teacher preparation program 

characteristics had on a particular motivation factor, the outcome variable in this regression 

analysis. The ten (10) predictor variables were: 

1. Race/Ethnicity (white, black, other) 

2. Gender (female, male, other) 

3. Native Language (English, Spanish, other) 

4. Age 

5. Prior Non-Teaching Work Experience (Y/N)  

6. Route to Certification: Alternative (Y/N) 

7. Prior Educational Coursework (Y/N) 

8. Length of Program (in weeks) 

9. Prior Teaching Experience (Y/N) 

10. Graduate Degree (Y/N) 

 

Because prior research found all of these influences significant to explain the motivation 

to become a teacher (Hogan & Bullock, 2012; Richardson, Watt, & Karabenick, 2014; Spring, 

2014), all of the predictor variables were entered simultaneously into the regression model.  
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The general equation model is as follows:  

 

𝑦𝑖 = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝑋𝑎𝑔𝑒 + 𝛽2𝑋𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒_𝑓𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒 + 𝛽3𝑋𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠_𝑓𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒 + 𝛽4𝑋𝑠𝑝𝑎𝑛𝑖𝑠ℎ_𝑒𝑛𝑔𝑙𝑖𝑠ℎ

+ 𝛽5𝑋𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠_𝑒𝑛𝑔𝑙𝑖𝑠ℎ + 𝛽6𝑋𝑏𝑙𝑎𝑐𝑘_𝑤ℎ𝑖𝑡𝑒 + 𝛽7𝑋𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠_𝑤ℎ𝑖𝑡𝑒

+ 𝛽8𝑋𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑘 𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒 𝑖𝑛 𝑛𝑜𝑛−𝑡𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑗𝑜𝑏 + 𝛽9𝑋𝑎𝑙𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑛𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒

+ 𝛽10𝑋𝑝𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑟 𝑒𝑑 𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒 + 𝛽11𝑋𝑝𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑟 𝑡𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒

+ 𝛽12𝑋𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑑𝑢𝑎𝑡𝑒 𝑑𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑒 + 𝛽13𝑋𝑒𝑛𝑔𝑡ℎ 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑚_𝑤𝑒𝑒𝑘𝑠 + 𝜀𝑖 

 

(4-1) 

 

The description of the MR model notation is as follows: 

 y: the dependent variable in the MR model (motivational factors) 

 

𝛽1 (“Beta-one”): estimated slope in the MR model for age; the standardized regression 

coefficient 

𝛽2 (“Beta-two”): estimated slope in the MR model for gender (comparing males to 

females); the standardized regression coefficient 

𝛽3 (“Beta-three”): estimated slope in the MR model for gender (comparing others to 

females); the standardized regression coefficient 

𝛽4 (“Beta-four”): estimated slope in the MR model for native language (Spanish to 

English); the standardized regression coefficient 

𝛽5 (“Beta-five”): estimated slope in the MR model for native language (Others to 

English); the standardized regression coefficient 

𝛽6 (“Beta-six”): estimated slope in the MR model for race/ethnicity (Black to White); the 

standardized regression coefficient 

𝛽7 (“Beta-seven”): estimated slope in the MR model for race/ethnicity (Others to White); 

the standardized regression coefficient 

𝛽8 (“Beta-eight”): estimated slope in the MR model for having or not having work 

experience in a non-teaching job; the standardized regression coefficient 

𝛽9 (“Beta-nine”): estimated slope in the MR model for route to certification (Alternative 

to Traditional); the standardized regression coefficient 

𝛽10 (“Beta-ten”): estimated slope in the MR model for having or not having prior 

education coursework; the standardized regression coefficient 

𝛽11 (“Beta-eleven”): estimated slope in the MR model for the amount of prior teaching 

experience; the standardized regression coefficient 
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𝛽12 (“Beta-twelve”): estimated slope in the MR model for holding a graduate degree or 

not; the standardized regression coefficient 

𝛽13 (“Beta-thirteen”): estimated slope in the MR model for the number of weeks of 

teacher preparation program; the standardized regression coefficient 

 

𝑋𝑎𝑔𝑒 Age of the teacher is an independent variable in the first MR model  

𝑋𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒_𝑓𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒 Gender is an independent variable in the second MR model, comparing 

teachers who identified as male to teachers who identified as female 

𝑋𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠_𝑓𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒 Gender is an independent variable in the third MR model, comparing 

teachers who identified as “other” or preferred not to answer to teachers who identified as female 

𝑋𝑠𝑝𝑎𝑛𝑖𝑠ℎ_𝑒𝑛𝑔𝑙𝑖𝑠ℎ Native language is an independent variable in the fourth MR model, 

comparing teachers who identified their native language as Spanish to teachers who identified 

their native language as English  

𝑋𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠_𝑒𝑛𝑔𝑙𝑖𝑠ℎ Native language is an independent variable in the fifth MR model, 

comparing teachers who identified their native language as a language other than English to 

teachers who identified their native language as English  

𝑋𝑏𝑙𝑎𝑐𝑘_𝑤ℎ𝑖𝑡𝑒 Race/ethnicity is an independent variable in the sixth MR model, comparing 

teachers who identified their race/ethnicity as black to teachers who identified their race as white 

𝑋𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠_𝑤ℎ𝑖𝑡𝑒 Native language is an independent variable in the seventh MR model, 

comparing teachers who identified their race/ethnicity as neither black or white to teachers who 

identified their race as white 

𝑋𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑘 𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒 𝑖𝑛 𝑛𝑜𝑛−𝑡𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑗𝑜𝑏 Native language is an independent variable in the 

eighth MR model, comparing teachers who had or did not have non-teaching work experience 

𝑋𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑡𝑒 𝑡𝑜 𝑐𝑒𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑓𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 Native language is an independent variable in the ninth MR model, 

comparing teachers who had an Alternative or Traditional Route to Certification  

𝑋𝑝𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑟 𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑎𝑙 𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑒 Native language is an independent variable in the tenth MR 

model, comparing teachers having or not having prior education coursework 

𝑋𝑝𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑟 𝑡𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒 Native language is an independent variable in the eleventh MR 

model, comparing teachers having or not having prior teaching experience 

𝑋𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑑𝑢𝑎𝑡𝑒 𝑑𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑒 Native language is an independent variable in the fourth MR model, 

comparing teachers having or not having a graduate degree 
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𝑋𝑙𝑒𝑛𝑔𝑡ℎ 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑚 𝑤𝑒𝑒𝑘𝑠 Native language is an independent variable in the fourth MR 

model, comparing teachers based on the number of weeks in their teaching preparation program 
 

ei (sample) prediction error (or residual error) 

 

To improve readability because of the numerous predictor variables (ten) and outcomes 

(thirteen motivation factor scores), I reported only significant findings in the tables and text 

embedded in the narrative of this chapter, but full regression results of all predictor variables 

were reported at the end of the chapter. Full regression results are in Appendix E. Additionally, 

to serve as a preview to the thirteen regression model results, I created two charts to provide a 

quick snapshot of the independent variables regarding both the type, as well as the extent (higher 

or lower motivational factor score) of the variables that were shown to have a statistically 

significant association with the dependent variables (motivational factors). Figure 4-1 reports not 

only when an independent variable (teacher or teacher preparation characteristic) had a 

statistically significant association with a particular motivational factor, but this chart also 

indicates by name what specific group of participants, on average, were more likely to be 

motivated to become a teacher due to a particular motivational factor.  

Figure 4-2 complements Figure 4-1 by providing the nature and direction of the slope 

(positive or negative). While all independent variables had a significant relationship with at least 

one of the dependent variables, the regression models did not explain much of the variance, with 

R2 values ranging from 0.08 to 0.44, which speaks to the rich diversity and complexity of the 

data set. The section below Figure 4-2 will go into much great detail as to how and why.  
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Figure 4-1. Variables and levels associated with higher motivational scores. 
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Figure 4-2. The positive and negative slopes of variables that had a statistically significant relationships 
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Influential Factors 

The first area of focus on the FIT-Choice Scale related to Influential Factors, (Section B 

in Watt & Richardson, 2006), which assessed the influential factors affecting respondents' choice 

of a career in teaching. This section contained 38 total items. Within the section, there were 5 

first-order factors and 2 higher-order factors in this section.  

The five first-order factors were self-perceptions of teaching ability (e.g. “I have the 

qualities of a good teacher”); intrinsic career value (e.g. “I have always wanted to be a teacher”); 

fallback career (e.g. “I was not accepted into my first-choice career”); prior teaching and learning 

experiences (e.g. “I have had positive learning experiences”); and social influences (e.g. “My 

family thinks I should become a teacher”). All 5 first-order factors were each measured with 3 

items for a total of 15 items.  

The first higher-order factor was personal utility value, which contained 3 sub-factors: 

job security (e.g. “Teaching will offer a steady career path”); time for family (“Teaching hours 

will fit the responsibilities of having a family”) and job transferability (e.g. “A teaching 

qualification is recognized everywhere”). The second higher-order factor was social utility value, 

which contained 4 first-order factors: shape the future of children/adolescents (e.g. “Teaching 

will allow me to shape child and adolescent values”), enhance social equity (e.g. “Teaching will 

allow me to benefit the socially disadvantaged”), make social contribution (e.g. “Teaching will 

allow me to provide a service to society”), and work with children/adolescents (e.g. “I like 

working with children and adolescents”).  

 All eleven first-order factors, as well as the two higher-order factors had separate 

regression models and results, thirteen total, which are reported below, in order.  
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Self-perceptions of teaching ability (Model 1) 

Table 4-2. Regression Analysis: Statistically Significant Predictors of Self-perceptions of 

Teaching Ability 

Factors β Sig. 

Male_Female -.061 .000 

Others_Female -.036 .025 

R2 = .008 (F (13, 4,006) = 2.562, p < .002) 

 

A multiple linear regression was calculated to predict self-perceptions of teaching ability, 

based on ten teacher and teacher preparation program characteristics (Model 1). Results of the 

regression analysis showed the overall model explained .08% (R2 = .013) of the variance of self-

perceptions of teaching ability among the respondents (F (13, 4,006) = 2.562, p < .002). Self-

perceptions of teaching ability is a motivational factor that measures the extent to which 

participants chose to become a teacher because they believed they had the qualities of a good 

teacher and/or they had good teaching skills and abilities (Richardson & Watt, 2006, p. 34).  

As presented in Table 4-2, only one independent variable, gender, was a significant 

predictor of self-perceptions of teaching ability, controlling for other factors (full results 

displayed in Appendix E). The multiple regression analysis showed that teachers who identified 

as female had higher intrinsic career value motivational factor scores than teachers who 

identified as male, as interpreted by the negative standardized regression coefficient (β) score -

.061, and a statistically significant p value equal to zero. (This interpretation will be notated 

throughout the rest of the chapter as (β = -.094, p < .001). The two comparisons in the multiple 

regression analysis showed that females had higher self-perceptions of teaching ability 

motivational factor scores compared to both teachers who identified as male (β = -.061, p =.000) 

and for teachers who identified their gender as other/chose not to respond (β = -.036, p = .025). 

Due to the negative coefficients, the results suggest that for teachers who identified as female, 

their self-perception of teaching ability was a higher motivational factor in their decision to 



 

139 

become a teacher than it was for teachers who identified as male and others/preferred not to 

respond. 

Intrinsic career value (Model 2) 

Table 4-3. Regression Analysis: Statistically Significant Predictors of Intrinsic Career Value 

Factors β Sig. 

Male_Female -.094 .000 

Others_Female 

Non Teaching Work Experience (Y/N) 

Type of Certification: Alternative (Y/N)  

Prior Teaching Experience (Y/N) 

Graduate Degree (Y/N) 

Length of Program Prior to Teaching (in weeks) 

-.033 

.069 

.086 

-.038 

-.048 

.066 

 

.037 

.000 

.000 

.041 

.003 

.000 

(R2= .044, F (13, 4,000) = 14.183, p < .001) 

 

A multiple linear regression was fit to the data to predict intrinsic career value, based on 

ten teacher and teacher preparation program characteristics (Model 2). Results of the regression 

analysis showed the overall model explained 4.4% (R2= .044) of the variance of intrinsic career 

value among the respondents (F (13, 4,000) = 14.183, p < .001), controlling for other factors. 

Intrinsic career value is a motivational factor that measures the extent to which participants were 

influenced to become a teacher because they liked, had been interested in, or wanted to become a 

teacher before they chose teaching as their career (Richardson & Watt, 2006, p. 34). As 

presented in Table 4-3, six of the ten independent variables were statistically significant 

predictors of intrinsic career value (gender, non-teaching work experience, type of certification, 

prior teaching experience, level of education, length of program prior to teaching), controlling 

for other factors (full results displayed in Appendix E).  

Gender was a statistically significant predictor for intrinsic career value, controlling for 

other factors. The multiple regression analysis showed that teachers who identified as female had 

lower intrinsic career value motivational factor scores than teachers who identified as male, as 
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interpreted by the negative standardized regression coefficient (β) score -.094, and a statistically 

significant p value equal to zero. (This interpretation will be notated throughout the rest of the 

chapter as (β = -.094, p < .001). Additionally, teachers who identified their gender as 

other/preferred not to answer (β = -.033, p = .037) also had, on average, lower intrinsic career 

motivational scores. Due to the negative coefficients, the results suggest that for teachers who 

identify as female, intrinsic career value was a higher motivational factor in their decision to 

become a teacher than it was for teachers who identified males, as well as other/prefer not to 

answer.  

Prior non-teaching work experience. Prior non-teaching work experience was a 

statistically significant predictor of intrinsic career value, controlling for other variables. The 

multiple regression analysis showed that teachers who had prior career experience in a non-

teaching field had higher scores than those teachers with no non-teaching experience (β = .069, p 

< .001), controlling for other factors. Due to the positive coefficient, the results suggest that for 

teachers who had had prior non-teaching work experience before they chose to become a teacher, 

intrinsic career value was a lower motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher than it 

was for teachers who had less non-teaching related work experience prior to becoming a teacher.  

Certification. Certification was a statistically significant predictor for intrinsic career 

value, controlling for other factors. The multiple regression analysis showed that teachers who 

completed an alternative route to certification (ARC) had higher scores than those teachers who 

did not complete an alternative route (β = .086. p < .001), controlling for other factors. Due to the 

positive coefficient, the results indicate that for teachers who completed an ARC, intrinsic career 

value was a higher motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher than it was for 

teachers who completed a traditional route to certification (TRC).  
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Prior teaching experience. Prior teaching experience also was a statistically significant 

predictor of intrinsic career value, controlling for other variables. The multiple regression 

analysis showed that teachers who had prior teaching experience before becoming a teacher of 

record had lower scores than those teachers no prior teaching experience (β = -.038, p = .041). 

Due to the negative coefficient, the results suggest that for teachers who had prior teaching 

experience before becoming a teacher, intrinsic career value was a lower motivational factor in 

their decision to become a teacher than it was for teachers who did not have prior teaching 

experience prior to becoming a teacher.  

Education degree. Education degree was a statistically significant predictor for intrinsic 

career value, controlling for other variables. Teachers who had completed a master’s or other 

graduate degree tended to have lower intrinsic career value motivational factor scores than 

teachers who had completed a graduate degree (β = -.048, p = .003). Due to the negative 

coefficient, the results suggest that for teachers who did have a graduate degree, intrinsic career 

value was a lower motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher than it was for 

teachers who did not have a graduate degree.  

Length of program. Length of program prior to teaching also was a statistically 

significant predictor of intrinsic career value, controlling for other variables. The multiple 

regression analysis showed that teachers who had more weeks of teacher program preparation 

prior to teaching had higher scores than those teachers with less teacher program preparation (β = 

.066, p < .001). Due to the positive coefficient, the results suggest that for teachers who had 

longer length of teacher preparation program in weeks, intrinsic career value was a higher 

motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher than it was for teachers who had shorter 

length of teacher preparation time in weeks. 
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In summary, regarding the influence of intrinsic career value, these results indicate that 

the groups of people who were more influenced by this factor when choosing teaching as a 

career were: participants who identified as female, or alternatively certified, or who did not have 

a graduate degree, or did not have prior teaching experiences (as compared to their comparison 

groups). In addition, those teachers who had prior non-teaching work experience or who had 

long length of teacher preparation before becoming a teacher were also more influenced by the 

idea of teaching offering intrinsic career value, as compared to each comparison group. 

Fallback career (Model 3)  

Table 4-4. Regression Analysis: Statistically Significant Predictors of Fallback Career 

Factors β Sig. 

Age 

Male_Female 

-.044 

.085 

.007 

.000 

Others_Female 

Black_White 

Others_White 

Certification: Alternative (Y/N)  

Prior Teaching Experience (Y/N) 

Graduate Degree (Y/N) 

Length of Program Prior to Teaching (in weeks) 

.031 

.032 

.057 

-.082 

.052 

.035 

-.046 

.050 

.043 

.001 

.000 

.006 

.027 

.004 

 (R2 = .041, F (13, 4,010) = 13.044, p < .001) 

 

A multiple linear regression was fit to the data to predict fallback career, based on ten 

teacher and teacher preparation program characteristics (Model 3). Results of the regression 

analysis showed the overall model explained 4.1% (R2 = .041) of the variance of fallback career 

among the respondents (F (13, 4,010) = 13.044, p < .001), controlling for other factors. Fallback 

career is a motivational factor that measures the extent to which participants chose to become 

teachers because they were unsure of the career they wanted, were not accepted into their first 

career choice, or because they chose teaching as a last resort career (Richardson & Watt, 2006, p. 

34). As presented in Table 4-4, seven of the ten independent variables were statistically 

significant predictors of intrinsic career value (age, gender, race/ethnicity, type of certification, 
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prior teaching experience, level of education, length of program prior to teaching), controlling 

for other factors (full results displayed in Appendix E).  

Age. Age was a statistically significant predictor of fallback career, controlling for other 

factors. The multiple regression analysis showed that teachers who were older tended to have 

lower fallback career motivational factor scores than teachers who were younger (β = -.044, p 

=.007). Due to the negative coefficient, the results suggest that for teachers who were older, 

teaching as a fallback career was a lower motivational factor in their decision to become a 

teacher than it was for younger teachers.  

Gender. Gender was a statistically significant predictor of fallback career, controlling for 

other factors. The multiple regression analysis showed that teachers who identified as female had 

lower fallback career motivational factor scores than teachers who identified their gender as male 

(β = .085, p < .000), as well as other/prefer not to answer (β = .031, p = .050). Due to the positive 

coefficients, the results suggest that for teachers who identify as female, teaching as a fallback 

was a lower motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher than it was for teachers 

who identified as male, as well as other/prefer not to answer.  

Race/ethnicity. Race/ethnicity was a statistically significant predictor of fallback career. 

The multiple regression analysis showed that teachers who identified as white had lower fallback 

career motivational factor scores than teachers who identified as black (β = .032, p = .043), as 

well as others, or teachers who identified their race as neither white nor black (β = .057, p = 

.001). Due to the positive coefficients, the results suggest that for teachers who identified as 

white, teaching as a fallback was a lower motivational factor in their decision to become a 

teacher than it was for teachers who identified themselves as black, as well as other 

ethnicity/race.  
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Certification. Certification was a statistically significant predictor for fallback career, 

controlling for other variables. Teachers who completed an ARC tended to have lower fallback 

career motivational factor scores than teachers who did not complete an ARC (β = -.082, p < 

.001). Due to the negative coefficient, the results indicate that for ARC teachers, teaching as a 

fallback career was a lower motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher than it was 

for TRC teachers.  

Prior teaching experience. Prior teaching experience also was a statistically significant 

predictor of fallback career, controlling for other variables. The multiple regression analysis 

showed that teachers who had prior teaching experience before becoming a teacher of record had 

higher scores than those teachers with no prior teaching experience (β = .052, p = .006). Due to 

the positive coefficient, the results indicate that for teachers who had had prior teaching work 

experience, fallback career was a higher motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher 

than it was for teachers who did not have prior teaching experience before becoming a teacher.  

Degree level. Degree level was a statistically significant predictor for fallback career, 

controlling for other variables. Teachers who completed a master’s or other graduate degree 

tended to have higher fallback career motivational factor scores than teachers who had not 

completed a graduate degree (β = .035, p = .027). Due to the positive coefficient, the results 

suggest that for teachers with a master’s or other graduate degree, teaching as a fallback career 

was a higher motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher than it was for teachers 

without any type of graduate degree.  

Length of program. Length of program prior to teaching also was a statistically 

significant predictor of fallback career, controlling for other variables. The multiple regression 

analysis showed that teachers who had more teacher program preparation in weeks had lower 
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scores than those teachers with less teacher program preparation (β = -.046, p = .004). Due to the 

negative coefficient, the results suggest that for teachers who had longer length of teacher 

preparation program in weeks, teaching as a fallback career was a lower motivational factor in 

their decision to become a teacher than it was for teachers who had shorter length of teacher 

preparation time in weeks.  

In summary, regarding the perceptions of teaching as a fallback career, these results 

indicate that the groups of people who were more influenced by this factor when choosing 

teaching as a career were: participants who did not identify as female, or did not identify as 

white, or did not complete an ARC (as compared to their comparison groups). In addition, those 

teachers who were younger, or who had prior education coursework, or who had a graduate 

degree, or who had shorter length of teacher preparation before becoming a teacher were also 

more influenced by the idea of teaching as a fallback career, as compared to each comparison 

group. 

Personal utility value (Model 4) 

Table 4-5. Regression Analysis: Statistically Significant Predictors of Personal Utility Value 

Factors β Sig. 

Age -.058 .000 

Prior Teaching Experience (Y/N) .074 .000 

(R2 = .013 F (13, 3,947) = 3.853, p < .001) 

 

A multiple linear regression was fit to the data to predict personal utility value, based on 

ten teacher and teacher preparation program characteristics (Model 4). Results of the regression 

analysis showed the overall model explained 1.3% (R2 = .013) of the variance of personal utility 

value among the respondents (F (13, 3,947) = 3.853, p < .001), controlling for other factors. 

Personal utility value is a higher order factor that measures the extent to which time for family, 

job security, and job transferability influenced teachers’ decision to become a teacher (Watt & 
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Richardson, 2007, p. 172). As presented in Table 4-5, two of the ten independent variables were 

statistically significant predictors of personal utility value, age and prior teaching experience 

(full results displayed in Appendix E).  

Age. Age was a statistically significant predictor of personal utility value, controlling for 

other factors. The multiple regression analysis showed that teachers who were older tended to 

have lower personal utility value motivational factor scores than teachers who were younger (β = 

-.058, p =.000). Due to the negative coefficient, the results suggest that for teachers who were 

older, personal utility value was a lower motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher 

than it was for younger teachers.  

Prior teaching experience. Prior teaching experience also was a statistically significant 

predictor of personal utility value, controlling for other variables. The multiple regression 

analysis showed that teachers who had prior teaching experience before becoming a teacher of 

record had higher scores than those teachers with no prior teaching experience (β = .074, p < 

.001). Due to the positive coefficient, the results suggest that for teachers who had had prior 

teaching work experience, personal utility value was a higher motivational factor in their 

decision to become a teacher than it was for teachers who did not have prior teaching experience 

before becoming a teacher. 

Regarding the perceptions of personal utility value before making their choice to pursue 

teaching as a career, these results indicate that the groups of people who were more influenced 

by this factor when choosing teaching as a career were those with prior teaching experience or 

those teachers who were younger, as compared to each comparison group. 
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Social utility value (Model 5)  

Table 4-6. Regression Analysis: Statistically Significant Predictors of Social Utility Value 

Factors β Sig. 

Age 

Male_Female 

-.058 

-.040 

.000 

.012 

Others_Female 

Spanish_English 

Others_White 

-.046 

.039 

.081 

.004 

.027 

.000 

(R2= .020 F (13, 3,961) = 6.155, p < .001). 

 

A multiple linear regression was fit to the data to predict social utility value, based on ten 

teacher and teacher preparation program characteristics (Model 5). Results of the regression 

analysis showed the overall model explained 2% (R2 = .020) of the variance of intrinsic career 

value among the respondents (F (13, 3,961) = 6.155, p < .001), controlling for other factors. 

Social utility value is a higher order factor that measures perceptions of teaching careers to shape 

the future of children, enhance social equity, make a social contribution, and serve society by 

working with children (Watt & Richardson, 2007, p. 173). As presented in Table 4-6, four of the 

ten independent variables were statistically significant predictors of social utility value (age, 

gender, native language, race/ethnicity), controlling for other factors (full results displayed in 

Appendix E).  

Age. Age was a statistically significant predictor of social utility value, controlling for 

other factors. The multiple regression analysis showed that teachers who were older tended to 

have lower social utility value motivational factor scores than teachers who were younger (β = -

.058, p =.000). Due to the negative coefficient, the results suggest that for teachers who were 

older, social utility value was a lower motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher 

than it was for younger teachers.  

Gender. Gender was also a statistically significant predictor of social utility value, 

controlling for other factors. The two comparisons in the multiple regression analysis showed 
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that teachers who identified as female had higher social utility value motivational factor scores 

than teachers who identified as male (β = -.040, p =.012), as well as teachers who identified as 

other/prefer not to answer (β = -.046, p = .004). Due to the negative coefficients, the results 

suggest that for females, their social utility value was a higher motivational factor in their 

decision to become a teacher than it was for teachers who identified as their gender as male and 

other/prefer not to answer.  

Native language. Native language was a statistically significant predictor of social utility 

value, but only when comparing teachers who were native English speakers or native Spanish 

speakers, controlling for other factors. The multiple regression analysis showed that native 

English speakers had lower social utility value motivational factor scores than native Spanish 

speakers (β = .039, p = .027), but not for teachers whose native language was neither English nor 

Spanish (β = .015, p = .349). Due to the positive coefficient, the results indicate that for native 

English speakers, social utility value was a lower motivational factor in their decision to become 

a teacher than it was for native Spanish speakers.  

Race/ethnicity. Race/ethnicity was a statistically significant predictor of social utility 

value, but only when comparing teachers who identified as white to teachers who identified their 

race/ethnicity as other/prefer not to answer, controlling for other factors. The multiple regression 

analysis showed that teachers who identified as white had lower fallback career motivational 

factor scores than teachers who identified as other/preferred not to answer (β = .081, p < .001), 

but not for teachers who identified as black (β = .013, p = .418). Due to the positive coefficient, 

the results suggest that for teachers who identified as white, social utility value was a lower 

motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher than it was for teachers who identified 

as other/prefer not to answer.  
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Regarding the perceptions of social utility value before making their choice to pursue 

teaching as a career, these results indicate that the groups of people who were more influenced 

by this factor when choosing teaching as a career were: participants who identified as female, 

spoke Spanish as a first language, or did not identify as white or black (as compared to their 

comparison groups). In addition, those teachers who were younger were also more influenced by 

social utility value, as compared to each comparison group. 

Prior teaching and learning experience (Model 6)  

Table 4-7. Regression Analysis: Prior Teaching and Learning Experiences  

Factors β Sig. 

Age 

Others_Female 

-.048 

-.044 

.003 

.006 

Prior Non Teaching Work Experience (Y/N)  

Prior Education Coursework (Y/N)  

.039 

-.039 

.017 

.017 

(R2 = .010 F (13, 4,000) = 3.141, p < .001) 

 

A multiple linear regression was fit to the data to predict prior teaching and learning 

experiences, based on ten teacher and teacher preparation program characteristics (Model 6). 

Results of the regression analysis showed the overall model explained 1% (R2 = .010) of the 

variance of prior teaching and learning among the respondents (F (13, 4,000) = 3.141, p < .001), 

controlling for other factors. The motivational factor prior teaching and learning experiences 

relates to the positive teaching and learning experiences participants had before becoming a 

teacher, such as having inspirational teachers, good role models, and/or other positive learning 

experiences (Watt & Richardson, 2007, p. 174). As presented in Table 4-7, four of the ten 

independent variables were statistically significant predictors of prior teaching and learning 

experiences (age, gender, prior not teaching work experience, and prior education coursework), 

controlling for other factors (full results displayed in Appendix E).  
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Age. Age was a statistically significant predictor of prior teaching and learning 

experiences, controlling for other factors. The multiple regression analysis showed that teachers 

who were older tended to have lower prior teaching and learning experiences motivational factor 

scores than teachers who were younger (β = -.048, p =.003). Due to the negative coefficient, the 

results suggest that for teachers who were older having positive prior teaching and learning 

experiences was a lower motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher than it was for 

younger teachers.  

Gender. Gender was a statistically significant predictor of prior teaching and learning 

experiences, only when comparing females to others, not females to males, controlling for other 

factors. The multiple regression analysis showed that teachers who identified as female had 

higher prior teaching and learning motivational factor scores than teachers who identified their 

gender as other/prefer not to answer (β = -.044, p = .006) but not males (β = .011, p = .506). Due 

to the negative coefficients, the results suggest that for teachers who identified as female, having 

prior positive teaching and learning experiences was a higher motivational factor in their 

decision to become a teacher than it was for teachers who identified as other/prefer not to 

answer.  

Prior non-teaching work experience. Prior non-teaching work experience also was a 

statistically significant predictor of prior teaching and learning experiences, controlling for other 

variables. The multiple regression analysis showed that teachers who had prior career experience 

in a non-teaching field had higher prior teaching and learning scores than those teachers with no 

non-teaching experience before becoming a teacher (β = .039, p = .017). Due to the positive 

coefficient, the results suggest that for teachers who had had prior non-teaching work experience, 

prior positive teaching and learning experiences were a higher motivational factor in their 
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decision to become a teacher than it was for teachers who did not have non-teaching experiences 

before becoming a teacher.  

Prior education coursework. Prior education coursework also was a statistically 

significant predictor of prior teaching and learning experiences, controlling for other variables. 

The multiple regression analysis showed that teachers who had prior education coursework 

before becoming teachers had lower prior teaching and learning motivational factor scores than 

those teachers who did not have prior education coursework (β = -.039, p = .017). Due to the 

negative coefficient, the results suggest that for teachers who had had prior educational 

coursework, prior positive experiences with teaching and learning was a lower motivational 

factor in their decision to become a teacher than it was for teachers who did not have educational 

coursework prior to becoming a teacher.  

Regarding the influence of positive prior teaching and learning experiences before 

making their choice to pursue teaching as a career, these results indicate that the groups of 

people who were more influenced by this factor when choosing teaching as a career were: 

participants who were younger, or identified their gender as female (but only when compared to 

“other/prefer not to answer”). In addition, participants who had prior non-teaching work 

experience, or did not have prior education coursework were also more influenced by positive 

prior teaching and learning experiences, as compared to each comparison group. 

Social Influence (Model 7)  

Table 4-8. Regression Analysis: Statistically Significant Predictors of Social Influences 

Factors β Sig. 

Age 

Males_Female 

-.044 

.033 

.007 

.040 

Prior Teaching Experience (Y/N) 

Graduate Degree (Y/N) 

.054 

-.045 

.004 

.005 

(R2 = .012 F (13, 4,003) = 3.847, p < .001) 
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A multiple linear regression was fit to the data to predict social influences, based on ten 

teacher and teacher preparation program characteristics (Model 7). Results of the regression 

analysis showed the overall model explained 1.2% (R2 = .012) of the variance of social 

influences among the respondents (F (13, 4,003) = 3.847, p < .001), controlling for other factors. 

The motivational factor social influences measures the influences that participants had from 

family members and friends encouraging them to become a teacher (Watt & Richardson, 2007, 

p. 174). As presented in Table 4-8, four of the ten independent variables were statistically 

significant predictors of social influences (age, gender, prior teaching experience, and level of 

education), controlling for other factors (full results displayed in Appendix E).  

Age. Age was a statistically significant predictor of social influences, controlling for 

other factors. The multiple regression analysis showed that teachers who were older tended to 

have lower social influences motivational factor scores than teachers who were younger (β = -

.044, p =.007). Due to the negative coefficient, the results suggest that for teachers who were 

older, social influences were a lower motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher 

than it was for younger teachers. 

Gender. Gender was a statistically significant predictor of social influences, only when 

comparing females to males, not females to others, and controlling for other factors. The 

multiple regression analysis showed that females had lower social influences motivational factor 

scores than males (β = 0.33, p = .040), but not for teachers who identified their gender as 

other/prefer not to answer (β = -.021, p = .182). Due to the positive coefficients, the results 

suggest that for teachers who identified as female, social influences was a lower motivational 

factor in their decision to become a teacher than it was for teachers who identified as male.  
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Prior teaching experience. Prior teaching experience was a statistically significant 

predictor of social influences, controlling for other variables. The multiple regression analysis 

showed that teachers who had prior teaching experience before becoming a teacher of record had 

lower social influences scores than those teachers with no prior teaching experience (β = .054, p 

= .004). Due to the positive coefficient, the results suggest that for teachers who had had prior 

teaching experience before becoming a teacher, social influences was a lower motivational factor 

in their decision to become a teacher than it was for teachers who did not have prior teaching 

experience before becoming a teacher.  

Degree level. Degree level was a statistically significant predictor for social influences, 

controlling for other variables. Teachers who completed a master’s or other graduate degree 

tended to have lower social influences motivational factor scores than teachers who had not 

completed a graduate degree (β = -.045, p = .005). Due to the negative coefficient, the results 

suggest that for teachers with a master’s or other graduate degree, social influences was a lower 

motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher than it was for teachers without any 

type of graduate degree. 

Regarding the perceptions of social influences before making their choice to pursue 

teaching as a career, these results indicate that the groups of people who were more influenced 

by this factor when choosing teaching as a career were: participants who were male, or had prior 

teaching work experience, or who did not hold a graduate degree (as compared to their 

comparison groups). In addition, those teachers who were younger were also more influenced by 

social influences, as compared to each comparison group. 

Beliefs About Teaching 

The second section of the FIT-Choice Scale is Beliefs about Teaching. It contains 4 first-

order factors. Expertise (e.g. “Do you think teaching requires high level of expert knowledge?”) 
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and difficulty/high demand, (e.g. “Do you think teachers have a heavy workload?”) are measured 

with 3 items each. Social status is measured by 6 items (e.g. “Do you think teachers are 

perceived as professionals?” and “Do you think teaching is a well-respected career?”) and Salary 

is measured by 2 items (e.g. “Do you think teachers earn a good salary?”). There are 14 total 

items included in the “Beliefs about Teaching” section.  

Expertise (Model 8)  

Table 4-9. Regression Analysis: Statistically Significant Predictors of Expertise 

Factors β Sig. 

Male_Female 

Spanish_English 

.038 

.044 

.018 

.014 

Others_English 

Graduate Degree (Y/N)   

.038 

.043 

.019 

.009 

(R2 = .010 F (13, 3,993) = 3.052, p < .001) 

 

A multiple linear regression was fit to the data to predict expertise, based on ten teacher 

and teacher preparation program characteristics (Model 8). Results of the regression analysis 

showed the overall model explained 1% (R2 = .010) of the variance of expertise among the 

respondents (F (13, 3,993) = 3.052, p < .001). The motivational factor expertise measures 

participants’ beliefs that teaching requires a high level of expert, technical, and specialized 

knowledge (Watt & Richardson, 2007, p. 174). As presented in Table 4-9, three of the ten 

independent variables were statistically significant predictors of expertise (gender, native 

language, level of education), controlling for other factors (full results displayed in Appendix E). 

Gender. Gender was a statistically significant predictor of expertise as a motivational 

factor when comparing females to males, but not females to others, and controlling for other 

factors. The multiple regression analysis showed that teachers who identified as female had 

lower expertise motivational factor scores than teachers who identified as male (β = 0.38, p = 

.018), but not teachers who identified their gender as other/prefer to answer (β = 0.01, p = .950). 
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Due to the positive coefficients, the results suggest that for teachers who identified as female, 

expertise was a lower motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher than it was for 

teachers who identified as male.  

Native language. Native language was a statistically significant predictor of expertise, 

controlling for other factors. The two comparisons in the multiple regression analysis showed 

that native English speakers had lower expertise motivational factor scores than both native 

Spanish speakers (β = .044, p = .014), as well as native speakers of other languages (β = .038, p 

= .019). Due to the positive coefficients, the results suggest that for native English speakers, 

expertise was a lower motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher than it was for 

native speakers of all other languages.  

Degree level. Degree level was another statistically significant predictor for expertise, 

controlling for other variables. Teachers who completed a master’s or other graduate degree 

tended to have higher expertise motivational factor scores than teachers who had not completed a 

graduate degree (β = .043, p = .009). Due to the positive coefficient, the results suggest that for 

teachers with a master’s or other graduate degree, expertise was a higher motivational factor in 

their decision to become a teacher than it was for teachers without any type of graduate degree. 

Regarding the perceptions of that teaching requires a high level of expertise before 

making their choice to pursue teaching as a career, these results indicate that the groups of 

people who were more influenced by this factor when choosing teaching as a career were: 

participants who identified as either male or other/prefer not to answer; or participants whose 

native language was Spanish or other non-English language, who held a graduate degree (as 

compared to their comparison groups).  
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Difficulty (Model 9)  

Table 4-10. Regression Analysis: Statistically Significant Predictors of Difficulty 

Factors β Sig. 

Age 

Others_White 

-.114 

.053 

.000 

.003 

(R2= .022 F (13, 3,996) = 6.886, p < .001) 
 

A multiple linear regression fit to the data to predict difficulty, based on ten teacher and 

teacher preparation program characteristics (Model 9). Results of the regression analysis showed 

the overall model explained 2.2% (R2 = .022) of the variance of difficulty among the respondents 

(F (13, 3,996) = 6.886, p < .001). The motivational factor difficulty measures participants’ 

beliefs that teaching requires hard work or is taxing (Watt & Richardson, 2007, p. 174). As 

presented in Table 4-10, two of the ten independent variables were statistically significant 

predictors of difficulty (age, race/ethnicity), controlling for other factors (full results displayed in 

Appendix E).  

Age. Age was a statistically significant predictor of difficulty, controlling for other 

factors. The multiple regression analysis showed that teachers who were older tended to have 

lower difficulty motivational factor scores than teachers who were younger (β = -.114, p =.000). 

Due to the negative coefficient, the results suggest that for teachers who were older, difficulty 

was a lower motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher than it was for younger 

teachers.  

Race/ethnicity. Race/ethnicity was a statistically significant predictor of difficulty, but 

only when comparing whites to others, not whites to blacks, and controlling for other factors. 

The multiple regression analysis showed that teachers who identified as white had lower 

difficulty motivational factor scores than teachers who identified as others (β = .053, p = .003), 

but not for teachers who identified as black (β = .017, p = .274). Due to the positive coefficients, 

the results suggest that for teachers who identified as white, difficulty was a lower motivational 
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factor in their decision to become a teacher than it was for teachers who identified themselves as 

neither white nor black.  

Regarding the perceptions of the difficulty of teaching before making their choice to 

pursue teaching as a career, these results indicate that the groups of people who were more 

influenced by this factor when choosing teaching as a career were: participants who identified as 

black or other/prefer not to answer (as compared to their comparison groups). In addition, those 

teachers who were younger were also more influenced by the difficulty of teaching as a career, 

as compared to each comparison group. 

Social Status (Model 10)  

Table 4-11. Regression Analysis: Statistically Significant Predictors of Social Status 

Factors β Sig. 

Prior Education Coursework (Y/N) .052 .001 

Prior Teaching Experience (Y/N) 

Graduate Degree (Y/N) 

.040 

-.034 

.035 

.035 

(R2= .007 F (13, 3,972) = 2.099, p < .012) 
 

A multiple linear regression was fit to the data to predict social status, based on ten 

teacher and teacher preparation program characteristics (Model 10). Results of the regression 

analysis showed the overall model explained 0.7% (R2 = .007) of the variance of social status 

among the respondents (F (13, 3,972) = 2.099, p < .012). The motivational factor social status 

measures participants’ belief that teachers are perceived as professionals and are valued in 

society (Watt & Richardson, 2007, p. 174). As presented in Table 4-11, three of the ten 

independent variables were statistically significant predictors of social status (prior education 

coursework, prior teaching experience, level of education), controlling for other factors (full 

results displayed in Appendix E).  

Prior education coursework. Prior education coursework was a statistically significant 

predictor of social status, controlling for other variables. The multiple regression analysis 
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showed that teachers who had prior education coursework had higher scores than those teachers 

with no prior education coursework (β = .052, p = .001). Due to the positive coefficient, the 

results suggest that for teachers who had had prior educational coursework, social status was a 

higher motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher than it was for teachers who did 

not have educational coursework prior to becoming a teacher. 

Prior teaching experience. Prior teaching experience also was a statistically significant 

predictor of social status, controlling for other variables. The multiple regression analysis 

showed that teachers who had prior teaching experience before becoming a teacher of record had 

higher scores than those teachers with no prior teaching experience (β = .040, p = .035). Due to 

the positive coefficient, the results suggest that for teachers who had had prior teaching work 

experience, social status was a higher motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher 

than it was for teachers who did not have prior teaching experience prior to becoming a teacher.  

Degree level. Degree level was a statistically significant predictor for social status, 

controlling for other variables. Teachers who completed a master’s or other graduate degree 

tended to have lower social status motivational factor scores than teachers who had not 

completed a graduate degree (β = -.034, p = .035). Due to the negative coefficient, the results 

suggest that for teachers with a master’s or other graduate degree, social status was a lower 

motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher than it was for teachers without any 

type of graduate degree. 

Regarding the perceptions of social status before making their choice to pursue teaching 

as a career, these results indicate that the groups of people who were more influenced by this 

factor when choosing teaching as a career were: participants who had teaching work experience, 
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prior education coursework, or did not have a graduate degree (as compared to their comparison 

groups). 

Salary (Model 11)  

Table 4-12. Regression Analysis: Statistically Significant Predictors of Salary 

Factors β Sig. 

Age .076 .000 

Prior Teaching Experience (Y/N) 

Length of Program Prior to Teaching (Y/N)     

.045 

-.032 

.017 

.050 

(R2= .013 F (13, 4,011) = 3.958, p < .001) 

 

A multiple linear regression was fit to the data to predict salary, based on ten teacher and 

teacher preparation program characteristics (Model 11). Results of the regression analysis 

showed the overall model explained 1.3% (R2 = .013) of the variance of salary among the 

respondents (F (13, 4,011) = 3.958, p < .001). The motivational factor salary measures 

participants’ beliefs that teaching is a well-paid profession (Watt & Richardson, 2007, p. 174). 

As presented in Table 4-12, three of the ten independent variables were statistically significant 

predictors of salary (age, prior teaching experience, length of program prior to teaching), 

controlling for other factors (full results displayed in Appendix E).  

Age. Age was a statistically significant predictor of salary, controlling for other factors. 

The multiple regression analysis showed that teachers who were older tended to have higher 

salary motivational factor scores than teachers who were younger (β = .076, p =.000). Due to the 

positive coefficient, the results suggest that for teachers who were older, salary was a higher 

motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher than it was for younger teachers.  

Prior teaching experience. Prior teaching experience also was a statistically significant 

predictor of salary, controlling for other variables. The multiple regression analysis showed that 

teachers who had prior teaching experience before becoming a teacher of record had higher 

scores than those teachers with no prior teaching experience (β = .045, p = .017). Due to the 
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positive coefficient, the results suggest that for teachers who had had prior teaching work 

experience, salary was a higher motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher than it 

was for teachers who did not have prior teaching experience prior to becoming a teacher.  

Length of program. Length of program prior to teaching also was a statistically 

significant predictor of salary. The multiple regression analysis showed that teachers who had 

more teacher program preparation in weeks had lower salary motivational factor scores than 

those teachers with less teacher program preparation in weeks (β = -.032, p = .050). Due to the 

negative coefficient, the results suggest that for teachers who had longer length of teacher 

preparation program in weeks, salary was a lower motivational factor in their decision to become 

a teacher than it was for teachers who had shorter length of teacher preparation time in weeks.  

Regarding the perceptions of salary before making their choice to pursue teaching as a 

career, these results indicate that the groups of people who were more influenced by this factor 

when choosing teaching as a career were those who had prior teaching experience, or those 

teachers who were older, or had shorter length of teacher preparation before becoming a teacher 

were also more influenced by salary, as compared to each comparison group. 

Decision to Become a Teacher 

The third section of the FIT-Choice Scale is Your Decision to Become a Teacher. It has 2 

first-order factors, social dissuasion (e.g. “Did others tell you teaching was not a good career 

choice?”), measured by 3 items and satisfaction with choice (“How satisfied are you with your 

choice of becoming a teacher?”), measured by 2 items each.3 This section assesses experiences 

of social dissuasion along with satisfaction with the choice of a teaching career. 

                                                 
3 As noted in Chapter 3, question Q67 was omitted from the survey due to poor model fit. 
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Social Dissuasion (Model 12)  

 

Table 4-13. Regression Analysis: Statistically Significant Predictors of Social Dissuasion 

Factors β Sig. 

Age -.178 .000 

Male_Female 

Spainsh_English 

Others_White 

Work Experience Non Teach (Y/N)  

Certification: Alternative (Y/N)  

Prior Education Coursework (Y/N) 

Graduate Degree (Y/N) 

Length of Program Prior to Teaching (in weeks) 

.058 

.048 

.077 

-.080 

-.055 

-.052 

.050 

-.034 

.000 

.006 

.000 

.000 

.003 

.001 

.002 

.030 

(R2 = .059 F (13, 4,000) = 19.216, p < .001) 

 

A multiple linear regression was fit to the data to predict social dissuasion, based on ten 

teacher and teacher preparation program characteristics (Model 12). Results of the regression 

analysis showed the overall model explained 5.9% (R2 = .059) of the variance of social 

dissuasion among the respondents (F (13, 4,000) = 19.216, p < .001). The motivational factor 

social dissuasion measures the influence that others had on participants discouraging them from 

choosing teaching as a career (Watt & Richardson, 2007, p. 174). As presented in Table 4-13, 

nine of the ten independent variables were statistically significant predictors of social dissuasion 

(age, gender, native language, race/ethnicity, prior non-teaching work experience, route to 

certification, prior education coursework, level of education, length of program prior to 

teaching), controlling for other factors. The independent variable that was not statistically 

significant was prior teaching experience (β = -010, p =.582) (full results displayed in Appendix 

E).  

Age. Age was a statistically significant predictor of social dissuasion, controlling for 

other factors. The multiple regression analysis showed that teachers who were older tended to 

have lower social dissuasion factor scores than teachers who were younger (β = -.178, p =.000). 
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Due to the negative coefficient, the results suggest that for teachers who were older, social 

dissuasion was a lower motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher than it was for 

younger teachers. 

Gender. Gender was a statistically significant predictor of social dissuasion for females 

and males, but not for females and others, and controlling for other factors. The comparison in 

the multiple regression analysis showed that teachers who identified as female had lower social 

dissuasion motivational factor scores than teachers who identified as male (β = .058, p =.000), 

but not others (β = -.004, p =.797). Due to the positive coefficient, the results suggest that for 

teachers who identified as female, social dissuasion was a lower motivational factor in their 

decision to become a teacher than it was for teachers who identified as male.  

Native language. Native language was a statistically significant predictor of social 

dissuasion for English compared to Spanish, controlling for other factors. The multiple 

regression analysis showed that native English speakers had lower social dissuasion factor scores 

than native Spanish speakers (β = .048, p = .006). Due to the positive coefficients, the results 

suggest that for native English speakers, social dissuasion was a lower motivational factor in 

their decision to become a teacher than it was for native Spanish speakers.  

Race/ethnicity. Race/ethnicity was a statistically significant predictor of social 

dissuasion, but only when comparing whites to others, not whites to blacks, and controlling for 

other factors. The multiple regression analysis showed that teachers who identified as white had 

lower social dissuasion motivational factor scores than teachers who identified as others (β = 

.077, p < .001), but not for teachers who identified as black (β = .002, p = .895). Due to the 

positive coefficients, the results suggest that for teachers who identified as white, social 
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dissuasion was a lower motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher than it was for 

teachers who identified themselves as neither white nor black.  

Prior non-teaching work experience. Prior non-teaching work experience also was a 

statistically significant predictor of social dissuasion as a motivating factor, controlling for other 

variables. The multiple regression analysis showed that teachers who had prior career experience 

in a non-teaching field had lower social dissuasion motivational factor scores than those teachers 

with no non-teaching experience (β = -.080, p =.000). Due to the negative coefficient, the results 

suggest that for teachers who had had prior non-teaching work experience, social dissuasion was 

a lower motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher than it was for teachers who had 

no non-teaching experience prior to becoming a teacher.  

Certification. Certification was a statistically significant predictor for social dissuasion, 

controlling for other variables. Teachers who completed an alternative route to certification 

tended to have lower social dissuasion motivational factor scores than teachers who did not 

complete an ARC (β = -.055, p = .003). Due to the negative coefficient, the results suggest social 

dissuasion was a lower motivational factor for ARC teachers in their decision to become a 

teacher than it was for TRC teachers.  

Prior education coursework. Prior education coursework also was a statistically 

significant predictor of social dissuasion, controlling for other variables. The multiple regression 

analysis showed that teachers who had prior education coursework had lower social dissuasion 

scores than those teachers with no prior education coursework (β = -.052, p = .001). Due to the 

negative coefficient, the results suggest that for teachers who had had prior educational 

coursework, social dissuasion was a lower motivational factor in their decision to become a 
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teacher than it was for teachers who did not have educational coursework prior to becoming a 

teacher.  

Degree level. Degree level was a statistically significant predictor for social dissuasion, 

controlling for other variables. Teachers who completed a master’s or other graduate degree 

tended to have higher social dissuasion motivational factor scores than teachers who had not 

completed a graduate degree (β = .050, p = .002). Due to the positive coefficient, the results 

suggest that for teachers with a master’s or other graduate degree, social dissuasion was a higher 

motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher than it was for teachers without any 

type of graduate degree.  

Length of program. Length of program prior to teaching also was a statistically 

significant predictor of social dissuasion, controlling for other factors. The multiple regression 

analysis showed that teachers who had more teacher program preparation in weeks had lower 

social dissuasion scores than those teachers with less teacher program preparation in weeks (β = -

.034, p = .030). Due to the negative coefficient, the results suggest that for teachers who had 

longer length of teacher preparation program in weeks before becoming a teacher, social 

dissuasion was a lower motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher than it was for 

teachers who had shorter length of teacher preparation time in weeks.  

Regarding the influence of social dissuasion before making their choice to pursue 

teaching as a career, these results indicate that the groups of people who were more influenced 

by this factor when choosing teaching as a career were: participants who identified their gender 

as male, spoke Spanish as their native language, did not identify as white or black, had no non-

teaching work experience, no prior education coursework, or who were traditionally certified (as 

compared to their comparison groups). In addition, those teachers who were younger, or had 
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shorter length of teacher preparation before becoming a teacher were also more influenced by 

social dissuasion, as compared to each comparison group. 

Satisfaction with Choice (Model 13)  

Table 4-14. Regression Analysis: Statistically Significant Predictors of Satisfaction with Choice 

Factors β Sig. 

Age .135 .000 

Others_Female 

Non Teaching Work Experience (Y/N)  

-.032 

.035 

.046 

.033 

(R2 = .021 F (13, 3,998) = 6.439, p < .001) 

 

A multiple linear regression was fit to the data to predict satisfaction with choice, based 

on ten teacher and teacher preparation program characteristics (Model 13). Results of the 

regression analysis showed the overall model explained 2.1% (R2 = .021) of the variance of 

satisfaction with choice among the respondents (F (13, 3.998) = 6.439, p < .001). The 

motivational factor satisfaction with choice measures teachers’ satisfaction with their decision to 

pursue teaching as a career (Watt & Richardson, 2007, p. 174). As presented in Table 4-14, three 

of the ten independent variables were statistically significant predictors of satisfaction with 

choice (age, gender, prior non-teaching work experience), controlling for other factors (full 

results displayed in Appendix E).  

Age. Age was a statistically significant predictor of satisfaction with choice, controlling 

for other factors. The multiple regression analysis showed that teachers who were older tended to 

have higher satisfaction with choice motivational factor scores than teachers who were younger 

(β = .135, p =.000). Due to the positive coefficient, the results suggest that for teachers who were 

older, their satisfaction with choice was a higher motivational factor in their decision to become 

a teacher than it was for younger teachers.  

Gender. Gender was a statistically significant predictor of satisfaction with choice, but 

only when comparing females to others, not females to males, and controlling for other factors. 
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The comparison in the multiple regression analysis showed that teachers who identified females 

had higher satisfaction with choice motivational factor scores than teachers who identified as 

other/preferred not to answer (β = -.032, p =.046), but not for males (β = -.024, p =.136). Due to 

the negative coefficient, the results suggest that satisfaction with choice was a higher 

motivational factor for teachers who identified as female than for teachers who identified as 

other.  

Prior non-teaching work experience. Prior non-teaching work experience also was a 

statistically significant predictor of satisfaction with choice, controlling for other variables. The 

multiple regression analysis showed that teachers who had prior career experience in a non-

teaching field had higher satisfaction with choice scores than those teachers with no non-

teaching experience (β = .035, p =.033). Due to the positive coefficient, the results suggest that 

for teachers who had had prior non-teaching work experience, satisfaction with choice was a 

higher motivational factor in their decision to become a teacher than it was for teachers who had 

no non-teaching experience prior to becoming a teacher. 

Regarding the perceptions of satisfaction of choice with teaching as a career, these results 

indicate that the groups of people who were more influenced by this factor when choosing 

teaching as a career were: teachers who identified their gender as female (when compared to 

teachers who identified as “other/prefer not to answer”), and people with prior work experience 

in a non-teaching capacity. In addition, those teachers who were younger were also more 

influenced by being satisfied with their teaching career choice, as compared to each comparison 

group. 

Chapter Summary  

This chapter provided the results to the two research questions that guided my study: 1) 

What were the motivations of Florida teachers to choose teaching, as measured by the FIT-
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Choice Scale? and 2) To what extent do teacher characteristics (age, race/ethnicity, gender, 

native language, prior non-teaching work experience) and teacher program characteristics route 

to certification, prior educational coursework, prior teaching experience, level of education, and 

length of teacher preparation program) have a relationship on each motivational factor score? To 

answer the first research question, descriptive statistics—measures of central tendency and 

variability—were used to measure and report scores. Mean scores and standard deviations were 

used to interpret the overall average score of each of the thirteen motivational factors for all 

participants. To answer the second research question, inferential statistics, specifically 

simultaneous multiple regression, were used to explain the prediction of the independent 

variables (teacher characteristics and teacher preparation program characteristics) on the 

dependent variables (motivational factors). This analysis shed light as to which factors were 

more likely to be associated with teachers’ choice to elect a career in teaching. In general, there 

were many independent variables (teacher and teacher program characteristics) that had 

statistically significant relationships with teachers’ motivations to become a teacher. The extent 

to which variables displayed statistical significance ranged from two to nine statistically 

significant relationships with a particular motivational factor. In the next chapter, I discussed 

these findings in connection to the literature and provide implications for future research. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

The purpose of my quantitative exploratory study was to use a vetted framework (the 

FIT-Choice Conceptual model) and subsequent scale to explore the initial motivations of Florida 

public school teachers to elect teaching as a career, as well as estimate the extent to which 

teacher characteristics and teacher preparation program characteristics had a relationship with 

particular motivational factors. I endeavored to uncover what influences, beliefs, and values were 

most important to Florida teachers in choosing a career in teaching, categorized into certain 

typologies (e.g. gender, race, type of certification) based on their personal characteristics and/or 

the teacher preparation program in which they participated. This chapter begins with a discussion 

of the results related to my two research questions, and then progresses to provide implications 

for future research. The two research questions that guided my study were: 

RQ 1. What were the motivations of Florida K-12 public school teachers to choose 

teaching as a career, as measured by the FIT-Choice scale? 

RQ 2. To what extent do teacher characteristics (age, race/ethnicity, gender, native 

language, prior non-teaching work experience) and teacher program characteristics (route to 

certification, prior educational coursework, prior teaching experience, level of education, and 

length of teacher preparation program) have a relationship with each motivational factor score?  

Discussion 

There have been more than two-dozen research studies encompassing over twenty 

samples using Watt and Richardson's FIT-Choice scale (Akar, 2012; Berger & D'Ascoli, 2012; 

Fokkens-Bruinsma & Canrinus, 2012; Hennessy & Lynch, 2017; Jugović et al., 2012; Kilinç et 

al., 2012; König & Rothland, 2012; Leech & Haug, 2015; Leech, Haug, & Bianco, 2015; Leech, 

Haug, & Nimer, 2015; Leech, Haug, Ridgewell, & Ruben, 2018; Lin et al., 2012; Richardson & 
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Watt, 2010; Watt et al., 2012; Watt & Richardson, 2007; Watt, Richardson, & Smith, 2017; Yu 

& Bieger, 2013). This framework has been widely used in a range of cultural settings and 

different samples, and results from the FIT-Choice surveys have reported high validity and 

reliability scores examining the motivations of preservice teachers in multiple countries and 

settings, such as Australia, Austria, China, Croatia, Estonia, Germany, Indonesia, the 

Netherlands, Norway, the Republic of Ireland, Switzerland, and the United States (Akar, 2012; 

Berger & D'Ascoli, 2012; Brandmo & Nesje, 2017; Fokkens-Bruinsma & Canrinus, 2012; 

Gratatcós, López-Gómez, Nocito, and Sastre, 2017; Hennessy & Lynch, 2017; Heinz, Keane, & 

Foley, 2017; Jugović et al., 2012; Kilinç et al., 2012; König & Rothland, 2012; Lin et al., 2012; 

Richardson & Watt, 2010; Watt & Richardson, 2007; Taimalu, Luik, & Täht, 2017; Watt et al., 

2012; Yu & Bieger, 2013). However, the FIT-Choice scale has only been used with in-service 

teachers within the U.S. in two different sample populations, specifically in a Western state in 

the United States (Leech & Haug, 2015; Leech, Haug, & Nimer, 2015; Leech, Haug, Ridgewell, 

& Ruben, 2018). 

The current FIT-Choice studies typically fall into three main categories: 1) studies that 

focus on understanding the reliability, validity, and overall fit of the model 2) studies that 

examine the overall average motivational score and/or use “comparisons between different 

groups” of preservice teachers’ motivations and 3) studies that focus on understanding teacher 

motivations by examining their “interrelationships with other key constructs” (Watt & 

Richardson, 2012, p. 189). The majority of the above studies align with the first category (Akar, 

2012; Berger & D'Ascoli, 2012; Fokkens-Bruinsma & Canrinus, 2012; Hennessy & Lynch, 

2017; Kilinç et al., 2012; Leech & Haug, 2015; Leech, Haug & Bianco, 2015; Lin et al., 2012; 

Richardson & Watt, 2010; Watt et al., 2012; Yu & Bieger, 2013). A few studies, including 



 

170 

Jugović et al. (2012) and König & Rothland (2012), fall into the latter category where additional 

factors are incorporated into the FIT-Choice model for an expanded viewpoint of their particular 

sample. It is in this vein that my study aligns.  

My study was both exploratory and retrospective in nature. It was exploratory because 

there was little empirically-based evidence on which to build this particular study in this specific 

context, and I examined correlational relationships among important constructs in teacher 

motivations to form the basis for future research. Therefore, the inferences drawn are limited to 

the particular context of my study and current Florida K-12 public school teachers; as such, 

findings should not be generalized to other populations or samples. Furthermore, comparing my 

results to other FIT-Choice studies or other studies examining teacher motivations should be 

made with caution, as there are numerous ways that my study differs conceptually and 

methodologically. 

Conceptually, while I used Watt and Richardson’s framework and scale as a guide for my 

design and theoretical framework, my study is unique in several ways. I not only measured 

motivations of in-service teachers in the U.S., specifically in Florida, but my sample also 

contained a substantial number of teachers who were certified through alternative teacher 

certification programs, as opposed to more traditional routes. To date, almost all of the samples 

within the FIT-Choice literature omit teachers who have been alternatively certified. Of the three 

existing studies that examined the motivations of in-service teachers, the two sample populations 

within those studies were from a very homogeneous Western state (Leech & Haug, 2015; Leech, 

Haug, & Nimer, 2015; Leech, Haug, Ridgewell, & Ruben, 2018). Neither those studies, nor any 

other previous FIT-Choice studies have had sample populations that reflected the level of 

diversity that is represented in the state of Florida. Furthermore, all previous FIT-Choice studies 
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have had relatively small sample sizes, ranging from less than 100 to just over 2,000. Rather than 

focusing on specific sets of teachers across a small population, I sought input from the entire 

public-school teaching populations of Florida, resulting in the largest data set yet recorded using 

the FIT-Choice scale (n=8,420). Currently Leech, Haug, and Nimer’s (2015) study contains the 

only sample within the FIT-Choice literature that has included both in-service teachers who 

completed a university-based, or traditional route to certification (TRC), as well as an alternative 

route to certification (ARC). However, there were a very low percentage of participants in 

Leech, Haug, and Nimer’s (2015) sample who had completed an ARC (1.7%; n = 4). That being 

said, only a very small percentage of teachers within that larger state teacher population were 

alternatively certified; therefore, their data set was somewhat reflective of the larger teacher 

population demographics of that state. Conversely, almost a third of Florida teachers have been 

certified through one of the 433 Florida-based ARC programs (Jacobs, 2017), and 27% of the 

respondents in my sample were alternatively certified.  

Methodologically, while I did employ survey research methods, the majority of the 

studies have been measurement studies, critically examining the validity and reliability of the 

FIT-Choice scale and its appropriateness to be used across different samples. Although it was 

necessary to establish the appropriateness of using the FIT-Choice framework and scale within 

my sample through CFA and other measurement analyses, inferences regarding the internal 

structure and validity of the FIT-Choice with current teachers in Florida or the U.S. should also 

be made with caution. My study does provide some evidence related to the factor structure by 

which I measured and interpreted the motivational factors of Florida teachers to choose a career 

in teaching. However, it would be necessary for me conduct further research in order to provide 

stronger evidence as to the extent to which the factor structure is similar, or different, to the 
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underlying latent constructs represented by the factors. Therefore, this study is largely 

exploratory but has implications for future research studies, which will be discussed toward the 

latter part of this chapter. 

Discussion of the Findings 

In the sections below, I will be addressing each Research Question in turn. Findings 

related to Research Question 1 shed light on certain motivational factors that were, on average, 

most important to Florida public school K-12 teachers within my sample to choose a career in 

teaching. Findings related to Research Question 2 indicate to what extent certain teacher 

characteristics and/or teacher program characteristics had a relationship with certain motivational 

factors. 

Findings Related to RQ1 

To answer Research Question 1, descriptive statistics were used to measure, analyze, and 

interpret the motivational factor variable scores to the 58 Likert scale items (from 1, not at all 

important to 7, extremely) for each participant on the survey. I measured the total overall mean 

scores and standard deviations to examine Florida K-12 public school teachers’ motivations for 

choosing teaching as a career, their perceptions of the profession, and their satisfaction with 

career choice. Results are displayed below in Table 5-1. 

Table 5-1. Descriptive Statistics: Mean Scores and Standard Deviations  
Motivational Factors M  SD 

Influences to Become a Teacher 
Self-perceptions of Teaching Ability 
Intrinsic Career Value 
Fallback Career 
Personal Utility Value 
Social Utility Value 
Prior Teaching and Learning Experiences 

Social Influences 
Beliefs About Teaching 
Expertise 

Difficulty 

 

6.00 

5.54 
1.95 
3.62 

5.82 
5.66 
3.13 
 

5.21 

5.06 

 

1.07 

1.30 
1.19 
1.35 
1.24 

1.48 
1.81 
 

1.46 

1.69 
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Table 5-1. Continued  
Motivational Factors M  SD 

Social Status 

Salary 

Decision to Become a Teacher 

Social Dissuasion 

Satisfaction with Choice  

3.75 

2.34 

 

4.15 

5.73 

1.52 

1.45 

 

1.74 

1.45 

 

As noted in Chapter 4, mean scores of participants ranged from the lowest, for fallback career, M 

= 1.95 (SD = 1.17) to highest, for self-perceptions of teaching ability M = 6.00 (SD = 1.07). The 

results indicate participants’ three highest motivational factors for choosing a career in teaching 

were self-perceptions of teaching ability M = 6.00, (SD = 1.07); social utility value M = 5.82 

(SD = 1.24); and prior teaching and learning experiences M = 5.66 (SD = 1.48). These higher 

mean scores suggest that participants were more likely to be motivated to become a teacher 

because: 1) they thought they had the qualities and capabilities of a good teacher, 2) they wanted 

to work with children and give back to society, and 3) they had positive prior teaching and 

learning experiences before choosing to become a teacher.  

The three lowest motivational factors were fallback career M = 1.95 (SD = 1.19); salary 

M = 2.34 (SD = 1.45); and social influences M = 3.13 (SD = 1.81). These lower mean scores 

suggest that participants were less likely to be motivated to become a teacher because: 1) they 

were unsure or did not get into their first-career choice, 2) they thought teachers earned a good 

salary, and 3) they had family and/or friends who thought they should become a teacher.  

Comparative studies: Motivational scores for in-service teachers in the U.S. As 

mentioned previously, there has been very limited research conducted on in-service teachers 

within the U.S. Therefore, the closest studies to which to compare my study are to Leech and 

Haug (2015) and Leech, Haug, Ridgewell, and Ruben (in press). However, these comparisons 

should be made with restraint, as they were both conducted in a Western state that is very 
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homogeneous, had sample sizes that were small (between 150 and 250 participants), and had 

different scopes, purposes, methods, and analyses. Leech and Haug (2015) examined the 

motivations of in-service teachers across seven school districts in a Western state, and findings 

from that data set were reported in two different publications. Leech and Haug (2015) first 

examined the construct validity and reliability of the FIT-Choice scale and compared their results 

of the in-service U.S. teachers to that of the preservice U.S. teachers in Lin et al’s (2012) study. 

Leech and Haug (2015) discovered the questions fit the factors differently than previous studies 

with preservice teachers. This finding led the authors to believe that the in-service teachers and 

preservice teachers were from different populations and viewed their motivation to teach in 

different ways. 

The second research study completed by Leech, Haug, Ridgewell, & Ruben (in press) 

also examined the motivations of teachers within that same Western state. However, they 

collected and analyzed data from three school districts that had reported high conflict between 

teachers and their reflective school boards, one from a district with a history of long-term, high 

conflict and two districts with short-term, medium conflict districts. The participants in that 

study had low motivational scores with regard to job security, social status, and salary, but higher 

scores when it came to difficulty and expertise. Not surprisingly, Leech, Haug, Ridgewell, & 

Ruben (in press) reported that the longer the turmoil and instability in the district continued, the 

lower the motivation scores tended to be for these teachers regarding the positive aspects of their 

profession. The mean scores and standard deviations across these two studies and my study are 

provided in Table 5-2 below.  
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Table 5-2. Mean Scores and Standard Deviations of In-Service Teachers within the 

U.S. 

 

Leech & Haug 

(2015) 

Leech, Haug, Ridgewell 

& Ruben (2018) 

Ridgewell 

(2018) 

Motivational Factors M SD M SD M SD 

Influences to Become a 

Teacher       
Self-Perceptions of 

Teaching Ability 6.06 0.89 5.97 1.03 6.00 1.07 

Intrinsic Career Value 5.88 1.05 5.70 1.22 5.54 1.31 

Fallback Career 1.63 0.84 1.51 0.82 1.95 1.19 

Job Security* 4.27 1.44 4.10 1.33 4.39 1.71 

Time for Family* 2.82 1.30 2.53 1.09 3.35 1.64 

Job Transferability* 3.08 1.42 2.78 1.33 3.15 1.59 

Personal Utility Value     3.62 1.35 

Shape Future of Children 

and Adults** 5.83 1.05 5.73 1.21 6.05 1.25 

Enhance Social Equity** 5.12 1.53 4.77 1.59 5.15 1.76 

Make Social Contribution** 5.95 1.07 5.97 1.11 6.05 1.26 

Work with Children and 

Adolescents** 5.81 1.22 5.44 1.34 6.05 1.26 

Social Utility Value     5.82 1.25 

Prior Teaching and 

Learning Experiences 5.37 1.46 4.97 1.22 5.66 1.49 

Social Influences 3.07 1.73 2.72 1.45 3.13 1.82 

Beliefs About Teaching       
Expertise 5.55 1.63 5.90 0.90 5.21 1.46 

Difficulty 6.03 1.70 6.66 0.45 5.06 1.70 

Social Status 3.09 1.40 2.97 1.00 3.75 1.52 

Salary 2.45 1.42 2.35 1.15 2.34 1.45 

Decision to Become a 

Teacher       
Social Dissuasion 3.30 1.67 3.89 1.72 4.15 1.75 

Satisfaction with Choice 5.42 1.79 5.76 1.06 5.73 1.46 
*Motivation factors were collapsed into Personal Utility Value 

*Motivation factors were collapsed into Social Utility Value 

 

When examining the results of my study against these two other in-service studies, many of the 

results were very similar. However, there were a few noticeable differences. For example, the 
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motivational factor score for time for family was higher in my study (M-3.35, SD = 1.64), than it 

was in the two other in-service teacher studies (M = 2.82/1.30; SD = 2.53/1.09, respectively); 

however, given the factor structure within the scale I used to measure motivational factor scores, 

I collapsed time for family into the higher-order factor, personal utility value (M = 3.62; SD = 

1.35). The motivational factor scores for social status were higher in my study (M = 3.75; SD = 

1.52 vs M = 3.09, SD = 1.40; M = 2.97, SD = 1.00, respectively). The motivational factor scores 

for difficulty were an entire point lower in my study (M = 5.06, SD = 1.70 vs M = 6.03, SD = 

1.70; M = 6.66, SD = 0.45, respectively). While the nuances in scores of demographics and 

teacher characteristics in my study will be discussed with regard to Research Question 2 below, 

overall, the motivational factor scores indicated that the majority of in-service teachers across all 

three samples believed teaching required a high level of expertise, was difficult, had low social 

status, low pay, and yet scores indicated participants felt teaching had both personal career value 

and societal value. Finally, the majority of the in-service teachers believed they very much had 

the capabilities to be a good teacher and were ultimately satisfied with their choice.  

My study brings additional value to the field in that it is only the third study of its kind 

measuring in-service U.S teachers’ motivations using the FIT-Choice scale, sampling a 

population previously unexplored. By studying a previously uncharted territory with the FIT-

Choice Scale, my study has the potential to contribute to the ever-growing international 

investigation of motivational theory in teacher education. However, the unique attributes of my 

study are also a double-edged sword in that because my study is exploratory in nature, it is 

limited by this distinctiveness, thus requires the need for future research to replicate and expand 

my findings. In addition, due to its uniqueness, any direct comparisons with prior studies should 

be made with caution. 
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Findings Related to RQ2 

In addition to contributing to the literature by sampling a new subset of educators 

previously unexplored, I also wanted to examine “interrelationships with other key constructs” 

(Watt & Richardson, 2012, p. 189). Simply stated, I sought to better understand what influences, 

beliefs, and values were most important to Florida K-12 public school teachers in choosing a 

career in teaching, categorized into certain typologies (e.g. gender, race, type of certification) 

based on their personal characteristics and/or the teacher preparation program in which they 

participated as measured in tandem with the FIT-Choice Scale. In order to achieve this goal, (i.e. 

answer the second research question), I used simultaneous multiple regression to estimate which 

of these independent variables had a relationship with particular motivational factor scores. 

Results indicate that all ten independent variables (teacher and teacher program characteristics) 

had at least two statistically significant relationships across all thirteen dependent variables 

(motivational factors), indicating there are myriad elements at play related to the motivations of 

Florida K-12 public school teachers to elect a career in teaching. The table below provides a list 

of the motivational factors and the number of times there was a statistically significant 

relationship with each motivational factor score.  

  



 

178 

Motivational Factor Number of Times There was a 

Statistically Significant Relationship 

Fallback Career 9 

Social Dissuasion 9 

Intrinsic Career 7 

Social Utility Value 5 

Prior T & L Experience  4 

Social Influences 4 

Expertise 4 

Difficulty: 3 

Social Status  3 

Salary 3 

Satisfaction with Choice 3 

Personal Utility Value 2 

Teaching Ability 2 

 

Figure 5-1. Motivational Factors and the corresponding number of statistically significant 

relationship with each motivational factor score: 

While my first research question assesses the extent to which the FIT-Choice scale can 

appropriately estimate the initial motivations of Florida public school teachers to elect teaching 

as a career, the second research question assesses whether and to what extent specific groups 

may differ in how they feel about each topic. As Leech, Haug, & Bianco (2105) note, “it is 

important to distinguish the difference between, on one hand, having a similar factor structure 

and, on the other, holding the same beliefs about or attitudes toward each factor” (p. 20). Within 

my data set, there was much variability among the different motivational factors; however the 

variance was small. While all independent variables had a significant relationship with at least 

one of the dependent variables, the regression models did not explain much of the variance, with 

R2 values ranging from 0.08% to 0.44%, which speaks to the rich diversity and complexity of the 

data set. Below are the most substantive results in my data set with regard to how teacher and 

teacher program characteristics had a statistically significant relationship with the thirteen 

motivational factors used in my analysis. 
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Teacher characteristics 

As Dewey (1998) first proclaimed in 1938, “perhaps the greatest of all pedagogical 

fallacies is the notion that a person learns only the particular thing [he/she] is studying at the 

time” (p. 49). American public school children come away from school learning lessons about 

power, gender, class, race, inequalities, and cultural values that are not always explicitly stated in 

a school’s curriculum or mission; nevertheless these implicit lessons still shape people’s beliefs, 

values, motivations, and aspirations (Apple, 2013; Ahwee, et al.; 2103; Carter & Welner, 2013; 

Eisner, 1994; Hinchey; 2010; Spring, 2014). People are lifelong learners, and the walls of the 

schoolhouse are permeable to external societal factors. The section below discusses the extent to 

which Florida K-12 public school teachers’ personal characteristics had a statistically significant 

relationship with particular motivational factor scores. This information garnered by the FIT-

Choice scale sheds light on an area that has had limited exploration or examination as one delves 

into the reasons why these in-service teachers elected teaching as a career in the first place. Of 

the ten independent variables analyzed, five related to teacher characteristics and demographics: 

age, gender, race/ethnicity, native language, and prior non-teaching work experience. Of these, 

two substantive findings related to gender and race/ethnicity and their relationship with the 

thirteen motivational factor scores are further explored below. 

Gender 

One interesting finding of my study was that gender had a statistically significant 

relationship with participants’ motivations to teach. While comparisons should be made with 

caution, unlike many previous studies using the FIT-Choice scales, in which males and females 

tended to be more, or less, motivated by similar factors (Watt, Richardson, & Smith, 2017) the 

results in my study suggest genders differed in both the number of and extent to which factors 

were more likely to motivate them to become a teacher. My study indicated not only were there 



 

180 

many statistical differences in the mean scores between genders, there were also noticeable 

differences in the direction of the relationship of the observed variables; in other words, there 

were distinct differences regarding what motivational factors had a greater influence on females’, 

males’, and others’ decisions to choose teaching as a career. For three motivational factors—self-

perceptions of teaching ability, intrinsic career value, and social utility value—females, on 

average, were likely to have higher scores than males and others (indicating they were motivated 

by that factor), while males tended to have higher scores than females (but not necessarily 

others) for the following four factors: fallback career, social influences, expertise, and social 

dissuasion. In one instance regarding fallback career, participants who identified as “other/prefer 

not to answer” had statistically significant higher scores than females. While not necessarily 

generalizable, this finding aligns with previous research as to how gender is an important part of 

an individual’s identity, and subsequently affects one’s values, beliefs, and world perspectives 

(Ahwee et al., 2013; Apple, 2013; Brandmo & Nesje, 2017; Jackson, 2013; Nash, 2005).  

Given that, it was not unanticipated to find significant differences of the motivational 

factor scores among genders for fallback career. Researchers have suggested that students 

quickly learn about gender roles in school, even if distinctions regarding gender roles may not 

appear on the official curriculum (Apple, 2013; Ahwee et al. 2013; Spring, 2014). For example, 

because the majority of teachers are female, students may be more likely to connect to the idea 

that teaching is a female occupation, along with nursing, clerical work, and domestic service jobs 

(Apple, 2013; Ahwee, et al.; 2103; Nash, 2005; Spring, 2014). Conversely, females are less 

likely to be encouraged join or exposed to the fields of science, engineering, math, and 

technology (King, Pringle, Cordero, & Ridgewell, in press; Terzian, 2006). Students may never 

be explicitly instructed to believe this, but students have observed who are most often recruited 
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for these positions (through pamphlets, the media, or job fairs, etc.) and who actually fills the 

openings. Students could also notice that males dominate the powerful or administrative 

positions, and with specific regard to education, could observe that males tend to teach in 

secondary and higher-education institutions. Thus, students are being taught what to think about 

gender, specifically as it relates to teaching, through what is modeled before them. 

Because teaching is often considered a feminized field with low prestige, the perception 

of the field’s professionalism has decreased (Ahwee et al., 2013; Apple, 2013). As Wood (2007) 

notes: there is a pressing need to “elevate the value of teacher experience and knowledge, 

particularly given the hubris of some educational researchers and policy-makers and the 

gendered nature of the teaching profession in a larger society that dismisses women’s 

experiences and the knowledge borne of it” (p. 729). Unfortunately, the negative stigma that 

teaching is something that “any completed educated person could do,” (Kaestle, 1983, p. 156) 

still has lingered in the minds of many Americans. Additionally, Apple (2013) examined how the 

profession of teaching has shifted from intellectual to more mechanical work, and people who 

possess power in education (e.g. male administrators) do not always value the knowledge, skills, 

and dispositions necessary to be an effective teacher. 

Differences in gender between males (18.5%) and females (79.8%). Findings from my 

study indicate that males, on average, may believe the opposite: they do believe that teaching 

requires a high level of specialized and technical knowledge, as indicated by the higher scores of 

males in expertise. With regard to the high scores of social influences and social dissuasion, 

findings indicate males, on average, were more likely to be influenced in their decision by how 

their friends, family and peers either supported or discouraged them to become teachers than 

their female counterparts. It is also important to note that when compared to females, males had, 
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on average, statistically significant higher motivational scores in social dissuasion. Therefore, 

males might be more hesitant to become a teacher, which is further supported by their indication 

that teaching was a fallback career through their statistically significantly higher scores for that 

variable. If males were more likely to believe teaching requires a high level of expertise, is 

difficult (as did all participants, M = 5.06; SD = 1.70), has low compensation, and also are 

dissuaded against teaching, it seems plausible that there would be a statistically significant 

difference as it relates to teaching being a fallback career. 

Females, on the other hand, not surprisingly had higher motivational scores for intrinsic 

career value and self-perceptions of teaching ability than those who identified as male. On 

average, females may have believed they would be good teachers. Mann (1841) stated over 175 

years ago “That females are incomparably better teachers for young children than males, cannot 

admit of a doubt. Their manners are more mild and gentle, and hence more in consonance with 

the tenderness of childhood” (p.45). Whether or not females were better suited than males to 

become teachers, the stereotype prevailed, and subsequently the notion that if females were 

capable, they should be willing to become teachers. 

In my study, on average, those who identified as female were more likely to choose 

teaching as a career than people who identified as either males or others for the following 

reasons: the influence of their positive self-perceived teaching ability, their interest for and long-

term desire to become a teacher, the ability to work with children, to decrease social inequities, 

and to give back to society. On average, people who identified as female were more likely than 

people who identified as other/preferred not to answer to be influenced to become a teacher due 

to positive prior teaching and learning experiences. However, there was not a statistically 
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significant different relationship between females and males for prior teaching and learning 

experiences, suggesting that their average scores were more similar in nature.  

Societal norms dictate that females’ social sphere of influence is more geared toward the 

“private sphere” of the home and domestic values (Nash, 2005). While females in their roles as 

teachers had an impact on “the power of an education to create moral, intelligent, and unified 

citizenry” (Nash, 2005, p. 23), former and current patriarchal societal norms limit the value 

women hold socially, politically, and economically. As a result, this stigma “reinforces the 

gender imbalance through girls’ and women’s perceptions regarding the culture of those careers” 

(Watt, Richardson & Devos, 2012, p. 189). Given that, it is not surprising that females would 

have higher scores with regard to social utility value because females are often viewed 

stereotypically as people who are supposed to work with children, give back to society, and 

impact the future of children. In addition, Mann (1841) stated over 175 years ago “that females 

are incomparably better teachers for young children than males” which reflects the stereotype 

that females have better embedded teaching abilities. The school walls are permeable to society’s 

influence, and “are places that validate, reinforce, and socialize children into the many values of 

the larger society…[and are] designed to push students to conform to an idea of who they 

‘should’ and ‘should not’ be” (Hollins, 2011, p. 107). Therefore, it is not surprising that, on 

average, many females felt they had the capabilities to become a teacher and therefore made the 

decision that they should be a teacher from an early age due to societal norms (hence the higher 

motivational scores).  

Differences in gender between people who identified as other/preferred not to answer 

1.7% and females (79.8%). While fallback career scores were low across my sample, people 

who identified as other or chose not to identify their gender had statistically significant higher 
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scores for this factor than females. Given the dark history of how the LGTBQ teacher 

community has been treated in Florida (Graves, 2014), as well as the historical and present 

conservative political climate in Florida, it is not surprising that people who identify as other 

might have been hesitant to become a teacher and thus viewed teaching as a fallback career. As 

Schneider and Dimito (2010) note: 

In addition to all the usual considerations [regarding career choices], LGBT people 

must assess whether their sexual orientation plays a role when there might be an 

otherwise good fit. Specifically, it is the impact of discrimination— real, perceived, 

or anticipated—that is purported to play an extra role in the career development of 

LGBT people. (p. 1358) 

On a National level, while teachers work closely with students on a daily basis, teachers 

of the LGTBQ community are often still considered morally and/or politically ‘questionable’” 

(Lugg, 2006), and subsequently are often discriminated and marginalized, either explicitly or 

implicitly. This negative stigma has permeated through to schools, causing additional challenges 

and barriers to teachers of the LGTBQ community (Lugg, 2006). 

Race 

Another important finding, especially for researchers interested in race and ethnicity, is 

that despite the diversity represented in the teacher population in Florida, there were few 

statistically significant differences across races and ethnicities. There were only four 

motivational factors in which there was a statically significant difference in scores: fallback 

career, social utility value, difficulty, and social dissuasion. This indicated that within my 

sample, teachers of all colors and creeds, on average, tended to align closely with regard to what 

motivated them to become a teacher. 

Nevertheless, when compared to their white counterparts, teachers who identified as a 

teacher of color (non-black), multiracial, or having multiple ethnicities, including Asian, Haitian, 

Native American etc., on average, were more likely to have higher social utility value scores than 
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their comparison group (white teachers). These teachers on average were more influenced to 

become a teacher because they highly valued giving back to the community, working for the 

benefit of the disadvantaged, and inspiring the next generation for success as major driving 

factors behind pursuing teaching as a career. However, this finding did not indicate that other 

teachers in the sample did not share these same beliefs, as the mean score for the total sample of 

Florida K-12 public school teachers for social utility value was 5.82. It only signifies that, on 

average multiracial teachers did have statistically higher scores as compared to teachers who 

identified as white. On average, teachers of color (but not black) were also more likely to be 

dissuaded from teaching than their comparison group (white), and on average, perceived 

teaching as a difficult career. However all teachers of color in my sample (i.e. both black and 

multiracial teachers) tended to report higher motivation scores in choosing teaching as a fallback 

career, than their white counterparts. 

Results revealed that for teachers of color (non-black), they were, on average more likely 

to perceive that teaching was emotionally draining, had a heavy workload, and were encouraged 

to purse another career other than teaching, as compared to their white counterparts. Results also 

indicated that for all teachers of color, they were likely to be unsure of the career they wanted or 

chose teaching as a fallback career, as compared to white teachers. 

One astonishing finding, especially for researchers, educators, and other community 

stakeholders, is that overall motivational scores across races and ethnicities represented in my 

sample are quite similar, with the exception of four motivational factors. Despite the 

compounding challenges often faced by teachers of color, as opposed to their white counterparts 

(Carter & Welner, 2013; D’Amico et al., 2017; Kumashiro, 2009; Ladson-Billings, 2003; Siddle-

Walker 1996; 2011), there were, on average, still few statistically significant differences among 
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the motivational factor scores across all races and ethnicities of Florida K-12 public school 

teachers in this sample. 

Results from my study indicate that the influences, beliefs, and expectations of in-service 

Florida K-12 public school teachers in my sample had when electing teaching as a career may be 

more similar amongst races and ethnicities than what has been previously suggested from the 

literature. What one might glean from these results is to question “common sense” (Kumashiro 

2004) or the assumption that teachers of all races and ethnicities in my sample may not have 

similar motivations, to the same degree, which calls into question some aspects within existing 

literature that suggests otherwise (Bondy & Ross, 2008; Carter & Welner, 2013; D’Amico et al., 

2017; Kumashiro, 2009; Ladson-Billings, 2003; Siddle-Walker 1996; 2011). While there may be 

nuances in the manner in which these motivations manifested as they influenced these teachers to 

choose a career in teaching, with the exception of four motivational factors, on average the 

motivations did not vary in the degree to which they affected these teachers. However, there are 

myriad factors contributing to the motivations of in-service Florida K-12 public school teachers, 

as evidenced by the depth and breadth of statistically significant differences reported beyond 

race and ethnicities, as well as taking into account the factors that were not considered in my 

model. As noted previously, there are no similar existing studies either using the FIT-Choice 

Scale or otherwise examining race/ethnicity and teacher motivations to which to compare mine, 

and future research studies using the FIT-Choice are needed to have a better understanding of the 

extent to which race and/or ethnicity may affect one’s motivations to become a teacher. 

Program Characteristics 

Not only are the school walls are permeable to society’s influence, but the way in which 

students’ learn also impacts their individual beliefs and values, and ultimately their actions. The 

following section delves deeper into the teacher preparation program characteristics that had a 
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strategically significant relationship with participants’ motivational factor scores. Due to the 

variances in the number and degree, my results reinforce the notion that the context in which 

people learn is just as important as what they learn, specifically with regard to what may have 

impacted their motivation to become a teacher. This information garnered from the use of the 

FIT-Choice scale in tandem with variables that measured the routes, coursework, prior teaching 

experiences, and program length of participants exposes previously unchartered territories as to 

what motivated in-service Florida public school teachers to make the decision to become a 

teacher in the first place. 

Certification Route 

Another added value of my study is that it uncovered that certification, as measured by 

the binary yes/no item, only had a statistically significant relationship with three motivational 

factor scores: intrinsic career value, fallback career, and social dissuasion. As stated previously, 

there is a great diversity of teacher preparation programs in the state of Florida (433), yet there 

was little diversity with reference to the variance within the motivational factor scores for those 

teachers who reported whether or not they completed an ARC. 

On average, people who indicated they completed an ARC tended to have higher intrinsic 

career value scores, as compared to their comparison group. In other words, those who 

completed an ARC may have been even more likely to have had a greater interest to become a 

teacher than those who did not complete an ARC. These results do call into question some of the 

negative stereotypes of teachers who are alternatively certified, specifically TFA teachers, who 

have questioned the motives of why alternatively certified teachers join the field (Hartman, 2013; 

Imig & Imig, 2008; Ravitch, 2010). For example, teachers who complete an ARC, typically 

through TFA, have been referred to as “neo-liberal do-gooders” and are a class of teachers who 

represent “a Trojan horse for all that is unseemly about the contemporary reform movement” 
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(Hartman, 2013, p. 2). Moreover, because people who completed ARCs, on average, tended to 

have lower fallback career scores, as compared to people who completed an TRC, my results 

shed new light on previous literature that suggests that the majority of ARC teachers enter 

teaching for self-serving purposes, such as a stepping stone into a more lucrative career, or 

studies that suggest that teachers who complete ARCs do not really want to teach otherwise they 

would have “invested” more into their preparation and completed a more traditional route 

(Butler, T.E., 2014; Hartman, 2013; Kee, 2012; Ravitch, 2010). Finally, alternatively certified 

teachers also had lower social dissuasion scores, as compared to teachers who indicated they 

were traditionally certified, indicating that on average, teachers who completed and ARC were 

less discouraged to become teachers than their traditionally certified peers. To my knowledge, no 

previous study using the FIT-Choice scale has either measured or discussed this distinction. This 

finding raised new queries, such as what were the motivations for people who had not yet 

decided to become teachers, but were considering it as a career choice through traditional or 

alternative routes. Because my study was exploratory in nature, my results would have to be 

replicated and further expanded.  

Other Teacher Preparation Program Characteristics 

While route to certification, as measured through the yes/no binary question was a 

statistically significant predictor for only three motivational factors, there were many more 

statistically significant differences within the other independent variables that typically 

characterize teacher preparation programs—prior education coursework, prior teaching 

experience, graduate degree, and length of program. These variables had statistically significant 

effects on ten of the thirteen motivational factors: intrinsic career value, fallback career, personal 

utility value, prior teaching and learning experiences, social influences, expertise, difficulty, 

social status, salary, and social dissuasion. Not only were there many statistically significant 
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differences in the mean scores, but there were noticeable differences in the direction of the 

relationship with the observed variables. Thus, highlighting which motivational factors had a 

greater influence on participants who did, or did not have prior education coursework, prior 

teaching experience, a graduate degree, as well as statistically significant differences of 

participants who had longer or shorter teacher preparation programs (all typical characteristics of 

ARCs). Within these four independent variables alone, there were 20 individual statistically 

significant differences on participants motivational scores, showing the great discrepancies 

amongst the characteristics of alternative programs, much more than the simple yes/no response 

question alone (only 3 statistically significant motivational factors), as discussed above. These 

results highlight the need for further research into exploring the beliefs, influences, and 

motivations for why people elected teaching as a career based on the characteristics of different 

routes to certification, rather than relying on two or three condensed categories (e.g. 

alternative/traditional, or ITPs, EPIs, and PDCPs) to which to compare and assess. As there is 

currently no other study by which to compare my results, future research should also further 

delineate their classifications of teacher program characteristics using the FIT-Choice Scale with 

Florida teachers.  

Implications for Future Research 

My study contributed to the both educational research and practice in several ways. It has 

the potential to contribute to the knowledge base on teacher motivational theory research and 

provides implications for practice and direction for further research to better understand a) 

Florida K-12 public school teachers’ motivations to become a teacher b) how teacher 

characteristics and teacher program characteristics have a relationship with particular 

motivations and c) how that understanding can be used to broaden, improve, and sustain teacher 

recruitment and retention efforts. The contributions of this study are multi-layered due to the 



 

190 

depth and breadth of the dataset and the unique findings that were garnered from the data. 

Researchers can leverage the voices and feedback of teachers to inform efforts focused on 

improving the recruitment, preparation, and retention of teachers, which ultimately could 

increase teacher quality and diversity, as well as better educational learning experiences for 

Florida’s public school students. Of particular interest was the methodological approach to 

examine Florida K-12 public school teachers’ motivations with a vetted framework, with only 

minor adjustments to the scale, to contribute to the larger body of both FIT-Choice research and 

overall educational research. The unique setting, population, and context in which this study was 

conducted illuminates how the FIT-Choice Scale can support educational researchers and 

practitioners to improve teacher recruitment, preparation, and retention in an area that had yet to 

be explored.  

However, there is the need for sustained research using motivational research to be 

conducted over a long-term time frame. The goals and intentions of doing so align with the 

Institute of Education Sciences’ and National Science Foundation’s (2013) guidelines for 

Exploratory Research, under Research Type 2: “The project should provide a compelling case 

that the proposed research will generate important knowledge to inform the development, 

improvement, or evaluation of education programs, policies, or practices” (p. 16). Further steps 

as laid out in the IES/NSF (2013) framework are to expand this exploratory study to the 

Research Type 3 stage, “Design and Development Research,” where the tool may continue to be 

altered and improved upon to lead to better results. Pending the results of Research Stage 3, I 

will transition into Research Type 4, “Impact Research,” where analyses should be elaborated 

upon to provide deeper insights connecting to the underlying theory (Institute of Education 

Sciences & National Science Foundation, 2013, p. 9). 
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Implication and Directions for Future Research 1: Why did Florida K-12 Public School 

Teachers Want to Become a Teacher in the First Place?   

This analysis of the influences, beliefs, perceptions, motivations, and perceptions shows 

that on average, current (2016-2017) Florida public school K-12 teachers chose to become a 

teacher due to a) high levels of interest, b) high levels of confidence in their abilities and 

possessing the qualities of a good teacher, and c) high levels of commitment of giving back to 

the community and society, enhancing social equities, and positively impacting the next 

generation. The analysis and subsequent findings of teacher motivations in my study included 

both the overall motivational factors of the sample, as well as delved more deeply into specific 

teachers’ characteristics, demographics, and teacher preparation program characteristics. These 

findings suggest that at the teacher recruitment stage (for entrance into teacher preparation 

programs or quick hire directly into the classroom) it is essential that teacher education programs 

and school districts target a range of values and motivational factors that together impact the 

decision to enter teaching as a career.  

Additionally in Florida, because new teachers and teacher candidates are entering the 

professional pipeline through 433 routes brimming with enthusiasm and excitement, it is 

imperative that both teacher education programs, and induction programs in districts capitalize 

on this enthusiasm and nurture these new teachers and teacher candidates. To continue forward 

positively, it is also necessary that new teachers and teacher candidates be provided with 

structured time, space, strategies, and supports to come to terms with their own beliefs about 

teaching, learning, and knowledge, which may or may not “clash” with the realities of the 

challenging demands of the teacher workplace. Recommendations for teacher preparation 

programs and induction programs are to build on greater variety of skills and experiences, or 

“funds of knowledge” that diverse teachers bring with them to the field (Heinz, 2011). As 
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Putnam and Borko (2000) claim, “how a person learns a particular set of knowledge and skills, 

and the situation in which a person learns, become a fundamental part of what is learned” (p. 4). 

Therefore, programmatic changes and reform efforts “need to carefully assess what strategies 

might be most effective to ‘educate’ and extend student teachers’ [and current teachers] 

perceptions of and critical reflections on teaching and education” (Heinz, 2011, p. 301) so that 

these teachers and teacher candidates will have a better understanding of the context in which 

they will be teaching and participate in meaningful critical reflection to help improve their 

practice (Dewey, 1988; Hoffman-Kipp, Artiles, & Lopez-Torres, 2003; Rodgers, 2002; Schön, 

1983). As Rodgers (2002) notes, “the process of reflection, and the steps of observation and 

description in particular, require the teacher to confront the complexity of students and their 

learning, of themselves and their teaching, their subject matter, and the contexts in which all 

these operate” (p. 864). Additionally, educational stakeholders may need to call into question 

their assumptions regarding what beliefs, values, and aspirations diverse teachers and teacher 

candidates bring with them in order to ensure that these teachers not only are able to maintain 

their initial motivations and aspirations for joining the field, but also improve their development 

and sustained interest and commitment to the field. To continue forward positively, attempts 

should be made to help the new teachers achieve the goals they held when first entering the field 

and to maintain the motivation they first held to truly make a difference in students’ lives. 

On the other end of the spectrum, another area in need of further research is to study 

individuals who either never joined the teaching profession, or have left teaching. Results from 

my, or other FIT-Choice studies, cannot speak to what motivated someone to not choose 

teaching as a career. Due to this significant gap in the literature, research exploring what has 

deterred people from choosing teaching is greatly needed, given the characteristics of the field. 
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Much more research is needed expanding the FIT-Choice Scale to a broader population, as well 

as inquiring as to why the general population of Florida, or even other states, may not have been 

motivated for teaching.  

Implication and Directions for Future Research 2: The Paradox of Being Dissuaded, yet 

Satisfied 

One major problem introduced in Chapter 1 is the current (and future) shortage of high-

quality teachers in general and perceived low interest and prestige of joining the teaching field. 

One finding which may have implications for teacher practitioners, preparation programs, and 

education stakeholders is the dichotomy between the high levels of dissuasion against pursuing 

teaching as a career and the ultimate high satisfaction with the career choice. On average, all 

participants reported low social influences scores (M = 3.13, SD = 1.82), high social dissuasion 

scores (M = 4.15, SD = 1.75), but even higher satisfaction scores (M = 5.73, SD = 1.46). This 

finding indicates not only were participants less likely to be positively influenced by their social 

sphere to become a teacher, but adversely, participants were more likely to be dissuaded by 

others to become a teacher. Nevertheless, on average, participants were satisfied with their career 

choice in teaching. This finding in my study aligns with Watt and Richardson’s (2007) original 

results in their first series of Australian studies indicating preservice teachers in Australia 

experienced higher levels of social dissuasion, rather than high levels of positive social influence 

when choosing teaching as a career.  

Another potential implication for practice, for both teacher preparation programs and K-

12 employment institutions, is to explicitly acknowledge that their teacher candidates or 

employee candidates were most likely discouraged rather than encouraged from choosing 

teaching as a career; thus both institutions should make programmatic changes--in recruiting 

teacher candidates or through induction programs for new hires--to provide more support 
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systems that openly reaffirm candidates’ decisions, rather than implicitly recognize them or 

ignore those doubts all together. Furthermore, during onboarding or orientation, programs and 

schools should actively pursue the opportunity assuage candidates’ concerns by providing 

evidence uncovered in my data set, reporting that even despite high levels of dissuasion from 

friends and family, teachers who remained in the field were highly satisfied with their choice of 

career.  

Future research opportunities exploring this dichotomy could focus on the main sources 

of this dissuasion. Better understanding the negative influencers on potential future teachers 

would allow teacher education programs and the education field in general to create focused 

materials revealing the benefits and opportunities afforded by joining the teaching field. 

Additionally, understanding when this dissuasion begins could also be important to help 

stakeholders begin providing positive information at an early stage. This proactive approach has 

proved effective in other aspects of education, including encouraging middle school aged 

African American girls to remain interested in STEM fields as this was the age at which 

dissuasion was heaviest for these girls. (King, Pringle, Cordero, & Ridgewell, in press). 

Implication and Directions for Future Research 3: Biases in Hiring Teacher Candidates 

In addition to addressing the overall teacher shortage, another dilemma introduced in 

Chapter 1 was the need for more high quality and diverse teachers. To overcome these shortfalls, 

many efforts have been made to better recruit teacher candidates into Florida’s public K-12 

school system and tailor recruitment strategies to appeal to a wider audience. In order to 

encourage teacher candidates from currently underrepresented groups to consider a career in 

teaching, both teacher preparation programs and K-12 employment institutions should increase 

and strengthen their relationship with schools and community who are focused on supporting 

such groups (Boland & Keane, 2011; Heinz, 2011). This intentional involvement could provide 
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more exposure and increase the interest to people who are less represented in the current 

teaching population to the potential benefits of becoming a teacher and supporting more focused 

collaboration between teacher education providers and community groups supporting 

disadvantaged pupils could potentially even encourage more students from currently 

underrepresented groups to consider teaching as a career (Boland & Keane, 2011). 

My findings suggest that across many teacher characteristics and demographics, 

participants had high interest and motivations for joining the field. While motivating more and 

better qualified and diverse candidates to choose a career in teaching is a major factor, another 

area of future research is to examine other reasons that expand upon motivations as to why the 

teaching pool continues to remain so homogeneous. The issue is complex, and there is no 

panacea for improving teacher diversity and quality; however, one main area that could be 

contributing to this dilemma is that there is not necessarily only a problem with recruiting 

diverse teachers into teaching, but also a problem with hiring them; thus, they are not represented 

due to the lack of opportunity afforded to them to be employed as a teacher (D’Amico et al. 

2017; Hudson, 2017; Siddle-Walker, 2011). 

Due to the complexity of this problem, it is necessary that educational researchers, 

practitioners, and stakeholders take into consideration the systemic and cultural biases that 

permeate schools and society when problematizing what may be causing the lack of 

representation of certain population groups in the teaching force. Implications for both research 

and practice are to consider other barriers in the education system and society at large that may 

be causing the diversification and the improvement of the teaching pool to remain stagnant. Two 

often negatively viewed groups of people in the teaching profession are those who completed 

alternative routes to certification and people of color, specifically African-American males. 
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Contradictory to the commonly held viewpoint that each of these groups of people may possess a 

lack of desire to become teachers, my findings suggest the opposite.  

My findings challenge many the assumption of who does and does not perceive teaching 

as an attractive career, based on certification route alone. As noted previously, participants in my 

sample who indicated they completed an ARC, on average, tended to have longer-term or higher 

interest in becoming a teacher than teachers who completed a TRC. Alternatively certified 

teachers in my sample also reported they were more confident and had a higher desire to choose 

a career in teaching, as indicated by their higher intrinsic career value and lower fallback career 

scores, respectively. These findings in my study refute previous literature which often suggest 

that ARC teachers are not as “invested” in the field (Butler, T.E., 2014; Hartman, 2013; Kee, 

2012; Ravitch, 2010). Implications for future research and practice are to problematize the 

classification of how teacher candidates are prepared for the field as either ARC or TRC, or 

specifically in Florida as Initial Teacher Preparation Programs, Educator Preparation Institutes, 

and Professional Development Certification Programs. Both teacher preparation programs, 

principals, and school district administrators may need to re-evaluate how teachers are hired 

based on their perceived qualifications due to the “type” of preparation program, and focus more 

on the hiring practices for teachers based on the evaluation of the preparation program 

characteristics of a candidate’s preparation (e.g. education coursework, prior teaching 

experience, length of program, etc.), rather than merely comparing routes to certification by 

name only. More specifically, additional research should be conducted exploring principals,’ 

administrators,’ and superintendents’ perceptions of teacher candidates who are alternatively 

certified, as they are typically the individuals who are making the decisions to hire and retain 

teachers (Bartholomew, Bullock, & Nadelson, 2018).  
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As with the comparison between ARCs and TRCs, there were few statistically significant 

motivational factor differences across races and ethnicities within my sample. D’Amico et al. 

(2017) argue that the absence of African American males and other people of color in the 

teaching profession not only due to the lack of motivation of becoming a teacher; instead it is 

also due to the systemic cultural biases that are taught in schools. D’Amico et al. (2017) also 

questioned the extent to which “contemporary hiring practices and the demographic composition 

of the teacher corps [could] be a function of this legacy” (p. 44). There are many people in 

society who do not acknowledge or understand the extent to which everyday practices in schools 

often comply with or contribute to racism, sexism, classism, heterosexism, and other forms of 

oppression. Not all agree that change is needed in the oftentimes-invisible ways that schools and 

society favor or privilege certain groups or identities and disadvantage or marginalize others 

(Kumishiro, 2009). There are major efforts to recruit more diverse and qualified people into the 

teaching workforce, specifically in Florida with such programs as Florida Fund for Minority 

Teachers, Jacksonville Teacher Residency Program, the M.I.S.T.E.R (Mentoring Instructing 

Students Toward Effective Role Models) Program, and the Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF) in 

Orange County Public Schools. However, for people of color, especially African American men, 

these efforts may be thwarted partly due to the hiring practices currently shaping who is more 

likely to be hired for the critical vacant position. In fact, African American men, which are one 

of the most targeted groups who are sought after to become a larger part of the teaching 

population in Florida, are often less likely to be hired for positions than their white male (and 

sometimes female) counterparts, and there are most likely underlying biases that could be 

causing the lower number of teachers of color being hired into teaching roles (D’Amico et al, 

2017). 
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Ultimately, more research should explore not only who is being recruited into the field, 

but also what assumptions are made when correlating which groups are more motivated and hold 

a greater desire to become a teacher based on current representation in the field, and more 

focused on who is being hired. There may be a rich pool of diverse, qualified teachers eager to 

give back to society, promote social justice, and help the next generation of students reach their 

highest potential, but they remain excluded from the teaching population because they are not 

given similar employment opportunities. 

Implication and Directions for Future Research 4: Beyond Motivations to Become a 

Teacher: The Motivations to Improve the Educational System 

One potential role for motivational theory education researchers is to create spaces where 

more teachers can voice their opinions, goals, and motivations for their work, as well as assist in 

connecting and bridging this wealth of information from theory into practice with regard to both 

teacher preparation programs and teacher professional development and retention programs. 

Researchers should also be willing to learn with and from these teachers in advancing 

motivational, educational, and reform frameworks and initiatives, as well as encouraging other 

stakeholders—administrators, community members, school district leaders and policy makers—

to do the same. Moreover, as indicated by additional participants’ responses elsewhere in the 

survey, these teachers are not only willing, but also actively requesting to participate and be 

included in educational reform and research. That being said, follow-up is essential for 

understanding when and to what extent teachers’ initial motivations change over time and how 

understanding teachers’ influences, beliefs, values, and overall satisfaction can impact reform 

efforts for teacher recruitment, preparation, and retention (Smith, Watt, & Richardson, 2017). 

Findings from this study could be complemented with additional research studies that provide a 

place for teachers to share their voices through interviews, focus groups, and continuous 
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(longitudinal) data collection and analysis. Finally, this study provides a solid foundation on 

which to build future studies not only on educational reform efforts for current Florida public 

school K-12 teachers, but also expanded and applied to other Florida teacher populations, such as 

private, charter, parochial, and virtual school teachers. 

Additionally, further quantitative studies using other methods and analyses, as well as 

qualitative studies, are needed to expand the breadth and depth of the baseline information I 

provided in this study. The interconnectedness of all of these elements--the purpose of schools, 

the promotion of White Anglo-Saxon Protestant middle-class heterosexual values, the perception 

of gender and race, the professionalization (or lack thereof) of the field of education, and the 

state of the national and global economy--have all influenced how prospective teachers were a) 

permitted and b) prepared to become teachers. All of these factors greatly impact the role, 

expectations, and perceived capabilities, and ultimately motivations of who should and should 

not become a teacher, especially with regard to potential occupational opportunities. Further 

research is needed to more deeply examine the psychological, cultural, historical, and 

sociological factors that affect one’s motivation to become a teacher. 

Implication and Directions for Future Research 5: The FIT-Choice as a Predictor for 

Satisfaction 

Based on my sample, one final implication that the FIT-Choice scale could be better 

utilized for measuring/predicting participants’ satisfaction of teaching, as opposed to their 

motivations to teach. I discovered that if all of the dependent variables (DVs) were turned into 

independent variables (IVs,) the scores in my data set could be used to predict how satisfied 

teachers were with their choice of choosing teaching as a career. Given that the FIT-Choice Scale 

has not previously been tested for reliability and validity within the context of my population, it 

is not unlikely that there may be alternative ways in which to use it. 
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Below in Figure 5-1, two example MR outputs are included to provide evidence of how 

my model and the variables which I analyzed could be used to predict satisfaction in future 

research. The first regression output has all of the current DVs, except for satisfaction of choice, 

changed and entered into the regression as IVs with of my current IVs. The second regression 

output has only the current DVs as predictors of satisfaction. 

Output 1: DVs and IVs: Results of the first regression analysis showed the overall model 

explains 14.7% of the variance (R2= 14.7, F (25, 3704) = 25.54, p < .001) of satisfaction with 

choosing a career in teaching. 

Output 2: DVs only: Results of the second regression analysis showed that the overall model 

explains 16.3% of the variance (R2 = 16.3, F (12, 7107) = 115.064, p < .001) of satisfaction with 

choosing a career in teaching.  

Finally, it may be beneficial to revert to the original use of the FIT-Choice Scale to examine 

preservice teachers’ motivations for choosing teaching as a career. However, this in itself creates 

barriers, especially in Florida, as the state offers 433 avenues to teaching certification, and it 

would be extremely difficult to study those teacher candidates’ initial motivations at all of those 

settings at the same time. 

Conclusion 

Despite the negative social stigma, many people are still motivated to become and remain 

teachers because they truly hope to make a difference in students’ lives, give back to society, 

improve social inequities, and help shape the next generation (Krečič & Grmek, 2005; Kyriacou 

& Coulthard, 2000; Richardson, Karabenick, & Watt, 2014; Spring, 2016; Yu & Bieger; 2013). 

Overall, working with children and adolescents is viewed across the education landscape as 

perhaps the greatest motivational factor for entering the teaching profession (Balyer & Özcan, 

2014; Krečič & Grmek, 2005; Salyer, 2003; Yong, 1995). Because the state of American 
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education affects so many facets of American society, the stakes are incredibly high for the 

future of the nation: “The conviction is widely shared that the economic health of a nation 

depends on the quality of its education system, which in turn depends directly on how teachers 

are selected, prepared, supported, and evaluated” (National Research Council, 2010, p. 185-186). 

Of the 8,420 respondents, over a third of the participants said they were willing to 

complete follow-up studies (~4,500) within the survey. Additionally over 100 participants 

emailed/personally reached out to me to not only thank me for the opportunity to participate in 

by study, and also stated their further willingness to participate in future studies. The 

commitment that many Florida teachers have for their students is made more profound by the 

fact that so many participants, whether in the survey or through direct correspondence, also 

wished me luck and encouraged me in my studies. This further supports the belief that Florida 

teachers truly do care about their students and their community, and want to give back and 

impact future generations, even students with whom they have brief encounters. 

Until the gaps that currently exist between understanding what motivates people to 

choose teaching as a career, how different factors motivate different people to the field, and 

which pathways are preferred by whom, are filled, recruitment efforts will most likely continue 

to maintain the status quo. As Lipcon (2008) states, “if teaching continues to attract only a 

narrow slice of graduates, the status of the profession will remain what it is today—below that of 

other professions that require a similar level of intellect, resolve, creativity, and preparation” (p. 

541). This shortfall is where motivational theory can have a significant impact on guiding 

educational stakeholders to seek the best candidates for their particular programs and/or if 

programmatic changes need to be made. 
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As American public schools continue to face ever-growing challenges to improve the 

quality of K-12 education, in reality these programs and initiatives have operated within the 

context of a volatile society. While teacher education programs and educational researchers have 

invested in improving the quality, diversity, and overall effectiveness of America’s teachers, 

there are still insurmountable challenges remaining. One potential weakness in these teacher 

reform efforts is that the changes may have omitted the consideration of the motivations, 

aspirations, and goals of teachers themselves. Historically, practicing teachers have not typically 

had the power to make systemic and lasting changes within their own profession. Often, due to 

their influence and power, external educational stakeholders, whether they are researchers, policy 

makers, or government agencies have had the luxury of making decisions concerning a 

profession that typically does not impact their livelihood on a daily basis. Teachers, however, do 

not have this indulgence: “Unlike the intellectuals who write about schools, and unlike the 

reformers who try to change them, [teachers] rarely have had the luxury of picking a side and 

staying on it” (Cohen, 1989, p. 404). More initiatives and research are needed to include the 

voices, perspectives, and experiences teachers have and bring to the profession. Teachers’ 

original motivations for choosing such a demanding career that is often held with little esteem 

provide important insights as to how their professional identities are formed and change over 

time. This delicate balance had to be maintained not only by practicing teachers, but also by 

those instructors and institutions that educate them.  

The FIT-Choice Scale and Survey provides the methodologically grounded, vetted 

framework upon which researchers could build great knowledge that, in turn, could drastically 

reform the education landscape in the United States. Understanding teachers’ initial motivations, 

and tracking these motivations over time can influence teacher preparation in every aspect—
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traditional, alternative, and countless variations—leading to great change in the industry. 

Ultimately, with the goal to recruit, prepare, support, and retain more and better teachers in the 

U.S., the FIT-Choice Scale and understanding motivations could be the turning point that is 

greatly needed in teacher and education reform.
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APPENDIX A  

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FOR CHAPTER 3: FACTOR LOADINGS AND CFA 

MODEL DIAGRAMS  

Factors Item Factor loading (SD) Factors Item Factor 

loading(SD) 

Self-

perceptions of 

Teaching 

Ability 

Q11 0.815 (0.010) 

Shape Future of 

Children/Adolescents 

Q15 0.804 (0.008) 

Q25 0.869 (0.010) Q28 0.851 (0.006) 

Q43 0.594 (0.013) Q48 0.875 (0.006) 

Intrinsic 

Career Value 

Q6 0.816 (0.011) 

Enhance Social Equity 

Q37 0.868 (0.006) 

Q13 0.572 (0.010) Q47 0.894 (0.005) 

Q18 0.713 (0.012) Q49 0.828 (0.007) 

Fallback 

Career 

Q17 0.137 (0.015) 
Make Social 

Contribution 

Q12 0.810 (0.008) 

Q36 0.653 (0.045) Q26 0.830 (0.008) 

Q46 0.691 (0.048) Q35 0.866 (0.007) 

Personal Utility 

Value 

(Higher-order 

Factor) 

By 

Job 

Sec 

0.761 (0.011) 

 Social Utility Value 

(Higher-Order Factor) 

By Shape 0.982 (0.005) 

By 

Fam 

Time 

0.755 (0.010) 
By 

Enhance 
0.798 (0.008) 

By 

Job 

Trans 

0.894 (0.011) 
By Soc 

Change 
0.856 (0.009) 

 
By Work 

w Child 
0.698 (0.012) 

Job Security 

Q20 0.715 (0.008) 
Work with 

Children/Adolescents 

Q19 0.902 (0.005) 

Q32 0.767 (0.007) Q31 0.870 (0.005) 

Q40 0.874 (0.006) Q39 0.850 (0.006) 

Time for 

Family 

Q7 0.539 (0.009) 
Prior Teaching & 

Learning Experience 

Q23 0.893 (0.006) 

Q21 0.780 (0.006) Q34 0.940 (0.006) 

Q33 0.891 (0.004) Q41 0.685 (0.010) 

Q9 0.719 (0.007) 

Social Influences 

Q8 0.766 (0.008) 

Q24 0.576 (0.009) Q29 0.738 (0.009) 

Job 

Transferability 

Q14 0.576 (0.011) Q42 0.826 (0.008) 

Q27 0.633 (0.010)  
Q45 0.721 (0.009) 

 

Figure A-1: Scale I Influential Factors About Teaching Models Fit. 
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Factors Item Factor loading (SD) 

Task 

Expertise 

Q60 0.746 (0.009) 

Q64 0.747 (0.009) 

Q65 0.906 (0.007) 

Task 

Difficulty 

Q52 0.760 (0.008) 

Q56 0.864 (0.008) 

Q61 0.738 (0.009) 

Social Status 

Q54 1.000 (0.000) 

Q57 0.990 (0.013) 

Q62 1.062 (0.012) 

Q55 0.764 (0.013) 

Q59 1.040 (0.013) 

Q63 0.968 (0.014) 

Salary 
Q51 0.857 (*) 

Q53 0.899(*) 
*No SD as only contains two items 

 

Figure A-2: Scale II Beliefs About Teaching Models Fit. 

 

 

Factors Item Factor loading(SD) 

Social 

Dissuasion 

  

Q68 0.593 (0.011) 

Q70 0.587 (0.011) 

Q72 0.940 (0.012) 

Satisfaction 

with 

Choice** 

Q67** 0.227 (0.013) 

Q69 0.927 (0.012) 

Q71 0.972 (0.012) 

** Omitted 

Figure A-3. Scale III –Decision to Become a Teacher Model Fit 
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Figure A-4. CFA Model Diagram: Self-perceptions of Teaching Ability.  

 

 
Figure A-5. CFA Model Diagram: Intrinsic Career Value. 
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Figure A-6. CFA Model Diagram: Personal Utility Value. 
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Figure A-7. CFA Model Diagram: Social Utility Value.  
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Figure A-8. CFA Model Diagram: Prior Teaching and Learning Experiences.  

 

 

 
Figure A-9. CFA Model Diagram: Social Influence. 
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Figure A-10. CFA M odel 

Diagram: Task Difficulty. 

 

 

 
Figure A-11. CFA Model Diagram: Task Expertise. 
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Figure A-12. CFA Model Diagram: Social Status. 
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Figure A-13. CFA Model Diagram: Social Dissuasion. 

 

 

 
Figure A-14. CFA Model Diagram: Satisfaction with Choice. 
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Figure A-15. CFA Model Diagram: Salary. 
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APPENDIX B 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FOR CHAPTER 3 CORRELATION MATRICES  

Ability 

 Q11_1 Q25_1 Q43_1 

Q11_1 1.000 .708 .483 

Q25_1 .708 1.000 .516 

Q43_1 .483 .516 1.000 

 

Figure B-1. Ability Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

 

Intrinsic 

 Q6_1 Q13_1 Q18_1 

Q6_1 1.000 .465 .579 

Q13_1 .465 1.000 .407 

Q18_1 .579 .407 1.000 

 

Figure B-2. Intrinsic Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

 

Fallback 

 Q17_1 Q36_1 Q46_1 

Q17_1 1.000 .280 .380 

Q36_1 .280 1.000 .448 

Q46_1 .380 .448 1.000 

 

Figure B-3. Fallback Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

 

Job Security 

 Q20_1 Q32_1 Q40_1 

Q20_1 1.000 .527 .625 

Q32_1 .527 1.000 .680 

Q40_1 .625 .680 1.000 

 

Figure B-4. Job Security Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
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Time for Family 

 Q7_1 Q9_1 Q21_1 Q24_1 Q33_1 

Q7_1 1.000 .414 .493 .320 .456 

Q9_1 .414 1.000 .492 .535 .642 

Q21_1 .493 .492 1.000 .400 .721 

Q24_1 .320 .535 .400 1.000 .475 

Q33_1 .456 .642 .721 .475 1.000 

 

Figure B-5. Time for Family Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

Job Transferability 

 Q14_1 Q27_1 Q45_1 

Q14_1 1.000 .355 .431 

Q27_1 .355 1.000 .454 

Q45_1 .431 .454 1.000 

 

Figure B-6. Job Transferability Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

Personal Utility Value 

 job family jtrans 

job 1.000 .472 .523 

family .472 1.000 .527 

jtrans .523 .527 1.000 

 

Figure B-7. Personal Utility Value Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

Shape future of Children/Adolescents 

 Q15_1 Q28_1 Q48_1 

Q15_1 1.000 .723 .696 

Q28_1 .723 1.000 .726 

Q48_1 .696 .726 1.000 

 

Figure B-8. Shape future of Children/Adolescents Inter-Item Correlation Matrix  

Enhance Social Equity 

 Q37_1 Q47_1 Q49_1 

Q37_1 1.000 .768 .695 

Q47_1 .768 1.000 .770 

Q49_1 .695 .770 1.000 

 

Figure B-9. Enhance Social Equity Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
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Make Social Contribution 

 Q12_1 Q26_1 Q35_1 

Q12_1 1.000 .683 .704 

Q26_1 .683 1.000 .712 

Q35_1 .704 .712 1.000 

 

Figure B-10. Make Social Contribution Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

Work with Children/Adolescents 

 Q19_1 Q31_1 Q39_1 

Q19_1 1.000 .799 .764 

Q31_1 .799 1.000 .723 

Q39_1 .764 .723 1.000 

 

Figure B-11. Work with Children/Adolescents Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

Social Utility Value 

 shape equity cont work 

shape 1.000 .675 .735 .735 

equity .675 1.000 .661 .661 

cont .735 .661 1.000 1.000 

work .735 .661 1.000 1.000 

 

Figure B-12. Social Utility Value Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

Prior Teaching & Learning Experiences 

 Q23_1 Q34_1 Q41_1 

Q23_1 1.000 .840 .612 

Q34_1 .840 1.000 .644 

Q41_1 .612 .644 1.000 

 

Figure B-13. Prior Teaching & Learning Experiences Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

Social Influences 

 Q8_1 Q29_1 Q42_1 

Q8_1 1.000 .568 .634 

Q29_1 .568 1.000 .610 

Q42_1 .634 .610 1.000 

 

Figure B-14. Social Influences Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
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Expertise 

 Q60_1 Q64_1 Q65_1 

Q60_1 1.000 .558 .676 

Q64_1 .558 1.000 .677 

Q65_1 .676 .677 1.000 

 

Figure B-15. Expertise Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

Difficulty 

 Q52_1 Q56_1 Q61_1 

Q52_1 1.000 .657 .562 

Q56_1 .657 1.000 .639 

Q61_1 .562 .639 1.000 

 

Figure B-16. Difficulty Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

Social Status 

 Q54_1 Q55_1 Q57_1 Q59_1 Q62_1 Q63_1 

Q54_1 1.000 .548 .626 .621 .642 .541 

Q55_1 .548 1.000 .479 .464 .448 .440 

Q57_1 .626 .479 1.000 .662 .634 .690 

Q59_1 .621 .464 .662 1.000 .729 .639 

Q62_1 .642 .448 .634 .729 1.000 .643 

Q63_1 .541 .440 .690 .639 .643 1.000 

 

Figure B-17. Social Status Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

Social Dissuasion 

 Q68_1 Q70_1 Q72_1 

Q68_1 1.000 .348 .557 

Q70_1 .348 1.000 .552 

Q72_1 .557 .552 1.000 

 

Figure B-18. Social Dissuasion Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

Satisfaction with Choice 

 Q67_1 Q69_1 Q71_1 

Q67_1 1.000 .211 .221 

Q69_1 .211 1.000 .901 

Q71_1 .221 .901 1.000 

 

Figure B-19. Satisfaction with Choice Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
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APPENDIX C 

MULTICOLLINEARITY TESTS, HISTOGRAM, P-PLOT, AND SCATTERPLOT 

DIAGRAMS FOR 13 DEPENDENT VARIABLES 

Ability  

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

95.0% 

Confidence 

Interval for B Correlations Collinearity Statistics 

   

Upper Bound 

Zero-

order Partial Part Tolerance VIF 

  (Constant) 5.978      

_Age .005 .022 .029 .029 .922        1.084 

male_female -.087 -.061 -.061 -.061 .969        1.032 

others_female -.050 -.033 -.035 -.035 .983       1.017 

Spa_Eng .174 .014 .005 .005 .788 1.270 

Others_Eng .268 .008 .007 .007 .964 1.037 

Black_white 1.141 .012 .011 .011 .975 1.026 

others_white .110 .010 .010 .010 .769 1.300 

Work Experience 

Non Teach Y/N 

Q93_code 

.089 .014 .007 .007 .938 1.067 

Alternative Y/N 

Q125_code 

.188 .037 .027 .027 .689 1.452 

Prior Edu 

Coursework Y/N 

Q128_code 

.038 -.012 -.014 -.014 .953 1.049 

Prior Teaching 

Experience Y/N 

Q137_code 

.163 -.009 .016 .015 .693 1.442 

Master and 

Graduate Course 

.072 .014 .003 .003 .936 1.068 

Length of Program 

Prior to Teaching 

_Q131_weeks 

.001 .035 .027 .027 .948 1.054 

 

Figure C-1. Tests for Multicollinearity, Ability. 
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Figure C-2. Histogram, P-Plot, and Scatterplot for Ability 
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Intrinsic Career Value 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

95.0% 

Confidence 

Interval for B Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

   

Upper Bound 

Zero

-

orde

r Partial Part Tolerance VIF 

(Constant) 5.473      

_Age .006 -.012 .024 .023 .922 1.084 

male_female -.218 -.113 -.094 -.093 .969 1.032 

others_female -.026 -.030 -.033 -.032 .983 1.017 

Spa_Eng .342 .043 .030 .029 .788 1.269 

Others_Eng .403 .018 .018 .017 .965 1.036 

Black_white 1.328 .016 .011 .010 .975 1.026 

others_white .157 .024 .019 .019 .771 1.296 

Work Experience 

Non Teach Y/N 

Q93_code 

.274 .095 .068 .066 .937 1.067 

Alternative Y/N 

Q125_code 

.394 .138 .073 .071 .689 1.452 

Prior Edu 

Coursework Y/N 

Q128_code 

.074 -.011 -.004 -.004 .953 1.049 

Prior Teaching 

Experience Y/N 

Q137_code 

-.005 -.109 -.032 -.032 .693 1.442 

Master and Graduate 

Course 

-.042 -.027 -.047 -.046 .937 1.067 

Length of Program 

Prior to Teaching 

_Q131_weeks 

.001 .099 .066 .064 .948 1.055 

 

Figure C-3. Tests for Multicollinearity, Intrinsic Career Value. 
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Figure C-4. Histogram, P-Plot, and Scatterplot for Intrinsic Career Value 
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Fallback Career 

 

Figure C-5. Tests for Multicollinearity, Fallback Career. 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

95.0% 

Confidence 

Interval for B Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

   

Upper Bound 

Zero-

order Partial Part Tolerance VIF 

 (Constant) 2.292      

_Age -.001 -.018 -.043 -.042 .923 1.084 

male_female .418 .119 .106 .104 .970 1.031 

others_female .531 .015 .014 .014 .983 1.017 

Spa_Eng .250 .040 .019 .019 .787 1.271 

Others_Eng .212 .005 -.002 -.002 .964 1.038 

Black_white 1.452 .022 .020 .020 .975 1.026 

others_white .168 .055 .029 .029 .769 1.301 

Work Experience Non 

Teach Y/N Q93_code 

.022 -.047 -.022 -.022 .937 1.067 

Alternative Y/N 

Q125_code 

-.118 -.133 -.066 -.065 .689 1.452 

Prior Edu Coursework 

Y/N Q128_code 

.149 .044 .031 .030 .953 1.049 

Prior Teaching 

Experience Y/N 

Q137_code 

.251 .115 .038 .037 .695 1.439 

Master and Graduate 

Course 

.150 .018 .036 .035 .936 1.069 

Length of Program Prior 

to Teaching 

_Q131_weeks 

.000 -.084 -.059 -.058 .948 1.055 
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Figure C-6. Histogram, P-Plot, and Scatterplot for Fallback Career 
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Personal Utility Value 

 

 

Figure C-7. Tests for Multicollinearity, Personal Utility Value. 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

95.0% 

Confidence 

Interval for 

B Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-

order Partial Part 

Toleranc

e VIF 

1 (Constant) 4.030      

_Age -.003 -.051 -.056 -.056 .922 1.085 

male_female .019 -.020 -.026 -.026 .971 1.030 

others_female .193 -.017 -.018 -.018 .985 1.015 

Spa_Eng .244 .020 .009 .009 .785 1.273 

Others_Eng .289 .002 .001 .001 .965 1.036 

Black_white 1.199 .004 .003 .003 .975 1.026 

others_white .143 .027 .010 .010 .769 1.300 

Work Experience Non 

Teach Y/N Q93_code 

.014 -.030 -.026 -.026 .937 1.067 

Alternative Y/N 

Q125_code 

.116 -.049 -.003 -.003 .684 1.462 

Prior Edu Coursework 

Y/N Q128_code 

.163 .036 .024 .023 .953 1.050 

Prior Teaching 

Experience Y/N 

Q137_code 

.420 .080 .062 .062 .689 1.450 

Master and Graduate 

Course 

.072 -.021 -.005 -.005 .936 1.069 

Length of Program 

Prior to Teaching 

_Q131_weeks 

.000 -.025 -.012 -.012 .947 1.056 
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Figure C-8. Histogram, P-Plot, and Scatterplot for Personal Utility Value. 



 

 

226 

 

Social Utility Value 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

95.0% 

Confidence 

Interval for 

B Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-

order Partial Part 

Toleranc

e VIF 

1 (Constant) 6.268      

_Age -.003 -.059 -.056 -.055 .923 1.083 

male_female -.031 -.040 -.040 -.040 .969 1.032 

others_female -.190 -.035 -.046 -.045 .982 1.018 

Spa_Eng .368 .075 .035 .035 .787 1.271 

Others_Eng .373 .026 .015 .015 .964 1.037 

Black_white 1.382 .016 .013 .013 .975 1.026 

others_white .319 .101 .072 .071 .769 1.300 

Work Experience Non 

Teach Y/N Q93_code 

.021 -.012 -.023 -.023 .936 1.068 

Alternative Y/N 

Q125_code 

.067 -.016 -.013 -.013 .686 1.458 

Prior Edu Coursework 

Y/N Q128_code 

.051 -.005 -.012 -.012 .953 1.049 

Prior Teaching 

Experience Y/N 

Q137_code 

.150 .016 .006 .006 .691 1.447 

Master and Graduate 

Course 

.130 .017 .021 .021 .935 1.069 

Length of Program Prior 

to Teaching 

_Q131_weeks 

.001 .021 .017 .016 .948 1.055 

 

Figure C-9. Tests for Multicollinearity, Social Utility Value. 
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Figure C-10. Histogram, P-Plot, and Scatterplot for Social Utility Value. 
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Prior Teaching and Learning Experiences 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

95.0% 

Confiden

ce 

Interval 

for B Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

Upper 

Bound Zero-order Partial Part 

Toleranc

e VIF 

1 (Constant) 6.122      

_Age -.002 -.057 -.046 -.046 .922 1.085 

male_female .166 .003 .011 .010 .970 1.031 

others_female -.198 -.042 -.044 -.044 .983 1.017 

Spa_Eng .228 .012 .004 .004 .788 1.269 

Others_Eng .237 -.002 -.006 -.006 .964 1.038 

Black_white 1.790 .016 .017 .017 .975 1.026 

others_white .189 .019 .020 .020 .769 1.300 

Work Experience Non 

Teach Y/N Q93_code 

.223 .051 .038 .038 .938 1.066 

Alternative Y/N 

Q125_code 

.257 .038 .027 .026 .685 1.460 

Prior Edu Coursework 

Y/N Q128_code 

-.021 -.043 -.038 -.038 .953 1.050 

Prior Teaching 

Experience Y/N 

Q137_code 

.172 -.019 .005 .005 .689 1.450 

Master and Graduate 

Course 

.086 -.002 -.002 -.002 .935 1.069 

Length of Program 

Prior to Teaching 

_Q131_weeks 

.000 .000 -.013 -.012 .948 1.055 

 

Figure C-11. Tests for Multicollinearity, Prior Teaching and Learning Experiences. 
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Figure C-12. Histogram, P-Plot, and Scatterplot for Prior Teaching and Learning Experiences. 
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Social Influences 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

95.0% 

Confidence 

Interval for 

B Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

Upper 

Bound 

Zero-

order Partial Part 

Toleran

ce VIF 

1 (Constant) 3.780      

_Age -.002 -.047 -.043 -.043 .923 1.083 

male_female .317 .041 .032 .032 .970 1.031 

others_female .191 -.021 -.021 -.021 .983 1.017 

Spa_Eng .095 -.017 -.019 -.019 .786 1.272 

Others_Eng .467 .011 .008 .008 .964 1.038 

Black_white .915 -.017 -.011 -.011 .975 1.026 

others_white .191 .010 .011 .010 .768 1.301 

Work Experience Non 

Teach Y/N Q93_code 

.126 -.010 .000 .000 .938 1.067 

Alternative Y/N 

Q125_code 

.043 -.059 -.023 -.023 .687 1.455 

Prior Edu Coursework 

Y/N Q128_code 

.087 .002 -.009 -.009 .953 1.049 

Prior Teaching 

Experience Y/N 

Q137_code 

.457 .068 .045 .045 .691 1.447 

Master and Graduate 

Course 

-.049 -.055 -.044 -.044 .936 1.068 

Length of Program Prior 

to Teaching 

_Q131_weeks 

.001 -.009 .008 .008 .947 1.056 

 

Figure C-13. Tests for Multicollinearity, Social Influences. 
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Figure C-14. Histogram, P-Plot, and Scatterplot for Social Influences. 
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Expertise 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

95.0% 

Confidenc

e Interval 

for B Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

Upper 

Bound Zero-order Partial Part 

Toleranc

e VIF 

1 (Constant) 5.252      

_Age .004 .013 .004 .004 .922 1.084 

male_female .276 .039 .037 .037 .969 1.032 

others_female .500 .002 .001 .001 .983 1.017 

Spa_Eng .468 .054 .039 .039 .790 1.266 

Others_Eng .660 .042 .037 .037 .964 1.038 

Black_white 1.276 .007 .003 .003 .975 1.026 

others_white .192 .050 .021 .021 .772 1.295 

Work Experience Non 

Teach Y/N Q93_code 

.114 .005 .004 .004 .937 1.067 

Alternative Y/N 

Q125_code 

.127 -.010 -.003 -.003 .687 1.456 

Prior Edu Coursework 

Y/N Q128_code 

.039 -.019 -.019 -.019 .953 1.050 

Prior Teaching 

Experience Y/N 

Q137_code 

.213 .021 .013 .013 .691 1.447 

Master and Graduate 

Course 

.216 .049 .041 .041 .937 1.068 

Length of Program 

Prior to Teaching 

_Q131_weeks 

.001 .019 .017 .017 .947 1.056 

 

Figure C-15. Tests for Multicollinearity, Expertise. 
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Figure C-16. Histogram, P-Plot, and Scatterplot for Expertise. 
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Difficulty 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

95.0% 

Confidence 

Interval for 

B Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

Upper 

Bound Zero-order Partial Part 

Tolera

nce VIF 

1 (Constant) 5.928      

_Age -.011 -.118 -.110 -.109 .923 1.084 

male_female .209 .007 .013 .013 .970 1.031 

others_female .276 -.012 -.016 -.016 .983 1.017 

Spa_Eng .384 .047 .019 .019 .787 1.270 

Others_Eng .577 .028 .020 .020 .964 1.037 

Black_white 2.115 .019 .017 .017 .975 1.026 

others_white .335 .074 .047 .046 .770 1.298 

Work Experience Non 

Teach Y/N Q93_code 

.172 .026 .014 .014 .938 1.066 

Alternative Y/N 

Q125_code 

.075 -.026 -.017 -.016 .691 1.447 

Prior Edu Coursework 

Y/N Q128_code 

.177 .020 .017 .017 .954 1.048 

Prior Teaching 

Experience Y/N 

Q137_code 

.255 .024 .014 .014 .696 1.436 

Master and Graduate 

Course 

.065 -.030 -.012 -.012 .936 1.068 

Length of Program 

Prior to Teaching 

_Q131_weeks 

.001 .021 .020 .020 .948 1.054 

 

Figure C-17. Tests for Multicollinearity, Difficulty. 
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Figure C-18. Histogram, P-Plot, and Scatterplot for Difficulty. 
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Social Status 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

95.0% 

Confidence 

Interval for B Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

Upper Bound 

Zero-

order Partial Part 

Toleranc

e VIF 

1 (Constant) 3.683      

_Age .006 .016 .017 .017 .923 1.083 

male_female .126 .001 -.001 -.001 .969 1.032 

others_female .416 -.008 -.005 -.005 .983 1.017 

Spa_Eng .260 .012 .007 .007 .789 1.268 

Others_Eng .545 .022 .023 .023 .965 1.036 

Black_white 1.027 -.003 -.005 -.005 .975 1.026 

others_white .123 .009 .001 .001 .772 1.296 

Work Experience Non 

Teach Y/N Q93_code 

.089 -.010 -.005 -.005 .938 1.067 

Alternative Y/N 

Q125_code 

.269 .005 .027 .027 .687 1.455 

Prior Edu Coursework 

Y/N Q128_code 

.271 .059 .051 .051 .954 1.049 

Prior Teaching 

Experience Y/N 

Q137_code 

.323 .030 .034 .033 .693 1.444 

Master and Graduate 

Course 

-.007 -.035 -.033 -.033 .937 1.067 

Length of Program Prior 

to Teaching 

_Q131_weeks 

.001 .013 .016 .016 .948 1.055 

 

Figure C-19. Tests for Multicollinearity, Social Status. 
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Figure C-20. Histogram, P-Plot, and Scatterplot for Social Status. 
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Salary 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

95.0% 

Confidence 

Interval for 

B Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

Upper 

Bound Zero-order Partial Part 

Toleranc

e VIF 

1 (Constant) 2.073      

_Age .013 .083 .074 .073 .923 1.084 

male_female .164 .020 .010 .010 .970 1.03

1 

others_female .624 .009 .009 .009 .983 1.017 

Spa_Eng .115 -.012 -.013 -

.013 

.789 1.268 

Others_Eng .055 -.027 -.025 -

.025 

.964 1.037 

Black_white 1.489 .008 .009 .009 .975 1.026 

others_white .096 -.017 -.005 -

.005 

.771 1.297 

Work Experience Non 

Teach Y/N Q93_code 

.047 -.036 -.017 -

.016 

.938 1.067 

Alternative Y/N 

Q125_code 

.234 -.014 .022 .022 .689 1.451 

Prior Edu Coursework 

Y/N Q128_code 

.195 .040 .031 .031 .954 1.049 

Prior Teaching 

Experience Y/N 

Q137_code 

.328 .047 .038 .037 .694 1.441 

Master and Graduate 

Course 

.056 -.006 -.012 -

.012 

.936 1.068 

Length of Program 

Prior to Teaching 

_Q131_weeks 

.000 -.042 -.031 -

.031 

.948 1.055 

 

Figure C-21. Tests for Multicollinearity, Salary. 
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Figure C-22. Histogram, P-Plot, and Scatterplot for Salary. 
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Social Dissuasion 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

95.0% 

Confidence 

Interval for B Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

Upper Bound Zero-order 

Partia

l Part 

Toleranc

e VIF 

1 (Constant) 5.789      

_Age -.021 -.156 -.174 -

.171 

.923 1.084 

male_female .434 .058 .059 .057 .970 1.031 

others_female .497 .003 -.004 -

.004 

.982 1.018 

Spa_Eng .592 .074 .043 .042 .789 1.268 

Others_Eng .567 .029 .018 .017 .964 1.037 

Black_white 1.494 .002 .002 .002 .975 1.026 

others_white .447 .114 .070 .068 .770 1.298 

Work Experience Non 

Teach Y/N Q93_code 

-.190 -.064 -.079 -

.077 

.937 1.068 

Alternative Y/N 

Q125_code 

-.087 -.078 -.047 -

.046 

.688 1.453 

Prior Edu Coursework 

Y/N Q128_code 

-.082 -.048 -.052 -

.051 

.953 1.050 

Prior Teaching 

Experience Y/N 

Q137_code 

.231 .054 .009 .008 .692 1.445 

Master and Graduate 

Course 

.287 .019 .049 .048 .936 1.069 

Length of Program 

Prior to Teaching 

_Q131_weeks 

.000 -.041 -.034 -

.033 

.948 1.055 

 

Figure C-23. Tests for Multicollinearity, Social Dissuasion. 
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Figure C-24. Histogram, P-Plot, and Scatterplot for Social Dissuasion. 
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Satisfaction with Choice 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

95.0% 

Confidence 

Interval for B Correlations 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

Upper Bound Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) 5.236      

_Age .019 .127 .130 .129 .924 1.083 

male_female .029 -.015 -.024 -.023 .969 1.032 

others_female -.009 -.031 -.032 -.031 .982 1.018 

Spa_Eng .323 .018 .019 .018 .787 1.271 

Others_Eng .347 .002 .005 .005 .964 1.038 

Black_white 1.915 .024 .021 .020 .975 1.026 

others_white .057 -.020 -.015 -.015 .769 1.300 

Work Experience Non 

Teach Y/N Q93_code 

.209 .018 .034 .033 .938 1.067 

Alternative Y/N 

Q125_code 

.139 .008 .000 .000 .688 1.454 

Prior Edu Coursework 

Y/N Q128_code 

.107 .012 .003 .003 .953 1.050 

Prior Teaching 

Experience Y/N 

Q137_code 

.156 .001 .002 .002 .693 1.443 

Master and Graduate 

Course 

.062 .018 -.010 -.010 .937 1.067 

Length of Program 

Prior to Teaching 

_Q131_weeks 

.001 .020 .019 .019 .948 1.055 

 

Figure C-25. Tests for Multicollinearity, Satisfaction with Choice. 
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Figure C-26. Histogram, P-Plot, and Scatterplot for Satisfaction with Choice. 
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APPENDIX D 

TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND DEMOGRAPHICS 

 
 

Figure D-1. District Name respondents (Alachua-Lee) 
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Figure D-2. District Name respondents (Leon-Walton) 
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Figure D-3. District Name respondents bar chart 

 

MilitaryYes_No 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid  17 .2 .2 .2 

No 7385 94.3 94.3 94.5 

Yes 432 5.5 5.5 100.0 

Total 7834 100.0 100.0  

 

Figure D-4. Military respondents 

 

 
 

Figure D-5. Military respondents bar chart 
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Base Salary 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid  110 1.4 1.4 1.4 

$10,000-$24,999 110 1.4 1.4 2.8 

$25,000-$49,999 5105 65.2 65.2 68.0 

$50,000-$74,999 2287 29.2 29.2 97.2 

$75,000 and over 186 2.4 2.4 99.5 

Under $10,000 36 .5 .5 100.0 

Total 7834 100.0 100.0  

 

Figure D-6. Base salary 

 

 
 

Figure D-7. Base salary bar chart 
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Rural Suburban 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid  120 1.5 1.5 1.5 

Rural 1241 15.8 15.8 17.4 

Suburban 3982 50.8 50.8 68.2 

Urban 2491 31.8 31.8 100.0 

Total 7834 100.0 100.0  

 

Figure D-8. Geographical Breakdown 

 

 
 

Figure D-9. Geographical Breakdown bar chart 
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Title1 Yes_No 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid  117 1.5 1.5 1.5 

No 3138 40.1 40.1 41.5 

Yes 4579 58.5 58.5 100.0 

Total 7834 100.0 100.0  

 

Figure D-10. Title 1 school respondents 

 

 
 

Figure D-11. Title 1 school respondents bar chart 
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Bachelor Yes_No 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid  123 1.6 1.6 1.6 

No 456 5.8 5.8 7.4 

Yes 7255 92.6 92.6 100.0 

Total 7834 100.0 100.0  

 

Figure D-12. Degree level 

 
 

Figure D-13. Degree level bar chart 
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Alternative Route 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid  5826 74.4 74.4 74.4 

Other 1952 24.9 24.9 99.3 

Teach For America 56 .7 .7 100.0 

Total 7834 100.0 100.0  

 

Figure D-14. Route to Certification 

 

 
Figure D-15. Route to certification bar chart 

 

 
 

 

Figure D-16. Teacher preparation program recruitment bar chart
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APPENDIX E 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FOR CHAPTER 4: FULL REGRESSION OUTPUTS FOR 

ALL 13 VARIABLES 

 

 
 

Figure E-1. Regression Output for Self-Perceptions of Teaching Ability. 
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Figure E-2. Regression Output for Intrinsic Career Value. 
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Figure E-3. Regression Output for Fallback Career. 
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Figure E-4. Regression Output for Personal Utility Value 
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Figure E-5. Regression Output for Social Utility Value 

 



 

 

257 

 

 
 

Figure E-6. Regression Output for Prior Teaching & Learning Experiences 
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Figure E-7. Regression Output for Social Influences 
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Figure E-8. Regression Output for Expertise 
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Figure E-9. Regression Output for Difficulty 
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Figure E-10. Regression Output for Social Status 
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Figure E-11. Regression Output for Salary 
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Figure E-12. Regression Output for Social Dissuasion 
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Figure E-13. Regression Output for Satisfaction with Choice 
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APPENDIX F 

FINAL FIT-CHOICE SURVEY  

 
 

Start of Block: IRB informed consent 

 

Q1 Is it the Right "Fit?": Determining Florida Teachers' Motivations for Choosing Teaching as a 

Career Using the FIT-Choice Scale. My name is Natalie Ridgewell, and I am a Doctoral 

Candidate in the College of Education School of Teaching and Learning at the University of 

Florida. I thank you for taking the time to participate in this survey. I have been a teacher and 

educator for 12 years, and I understand the daily challenges to find time in your day to do 

anything extra. Your efforts are appreciated and will make a difference to help future teachers, 

administrators, and stakeholders understand what has, and continues to motivate you every day 

to do the amazing things you do to meet the needs of our students and support them in reaching 

their highest potential.  

 

Your participation is completely voluntary. The purpose of this survey is to determine the 

motivations you had to choose teaching as a career. You do not have to answer any question you 

do not wish to answer, and there is no penalty not to do so. The estimated time to complete the 

survey is 15-20 minutes. There are no known risks associated with this study. This study and 

researcher have no associations with any social media platforms, and the information will only 

be used for research purposes. The online host (Qualtrics) uses several forms of encryption and 

other protections. All answers are confidential to the extent provided by law, and your name will 

not be used in any report.      

 

If you would like to learn more about this survey, please contact me, Natalie Ridgewell, at 

nkr@ufl.edu. If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, please contact the 

UFIRB office, P.O. Box 112250, University of Florida, Gainesville, FL, 32611-2250, (352) 392-

0433; Reference UFIRB# IRB201701101. By clicking on agree to participate below, you are 

indicating that you have read the procedure described above and voluntarily agree to participate 

in the survey. You may print a copy of this question for your record.    

 

 

 

Q2 By checking "YES" below, I give my informed consent to participate in this study. 

o Yes  (5)  

o No  (6)  

 

End of Block: IRB informed consent 
 

Start of Block: Participant Email and District Name 
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Q189 What is your school email address?  

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q190 What is your school district name? 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

End of Block: Participant Email and District Name 
 

Start of Block: Why Teach? 

 

Q3 Most of these questions will ask you to think back to when you made the choice to become a 

teacher, before you received any formal preparation. 

 

 

 

Q4 The main reason why you chose to become a teacher was. . .  

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

End of Block: Why Teach? 
 

Start of Block: Influential Factors 

 

Q5 Please remember to think back to your initial motivations when you first chose teaching as a 

career:   

"I chose to become a teacher because. . . " 

 

 

 

Q6 I am interested in teaching. 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
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 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q7 Part-time teaching could allow more family time. 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q8 My friends thought I should become a teacher.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q9 As a teacher I would have lengthy holidays.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 



 

 

268 

 

 

 

Page Break  
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Q10 Please remember to think back to your initial motivations when you first chose teaching as a 

career:   

"I chose to become a teacher because. . . " 

 

 

 

Q11 I have the qualities of a good teacher.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q12 Teaching allows me to provide a service to society.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q13 I've always wanted to be a teacher.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 



 

 

270 

 

Q14                       

               

 Teaching is a useful job for me to have when travelling.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q15                       

               

 Teaching allows me to shape child/adolescent values.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

Page Break  
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Q16 Please remember to think back to your initial motivations when you first chose teaching as a 

career:   

"I chose to become a teacher because. . . " 

 

 

 

Q17                       

               

 I was unsure of what career I wanted.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q18                       

               

 I like teaching.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q19 I wanted a job that involves working with children/adolescents.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 
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Q20                       

               

 Teaching offers a steady career path.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q21                       

               

 Teaching hours fit with the responsibilities of having a family.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

Page Break  
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Q22 Please remember to think back to your initial motivations when you first chose teaching as a 

career:   

"I chose to become a teacher because. . . " 

 

 

 

Q23                       

               

 I have had inspirational teachers.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q24                       

               

 As a teacher I have a short working day.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q25                       

               

 I have good teaching skills.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
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 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q26 Teachers make a worthwhile social contribution.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q27                       

               

 A teaching qualification is recognised everywhere.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q28                       

               

 Teaching allows me to influence the next generation.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
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 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q29                       

               

 My family thought I should become a teacher.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

Page Break  
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Q30 Please remember to think back to your initial motivations when you first chose teaching as a 

career:   

"I chose to become a teacher because. . . " 

 

 

 

Q31                       

               

 I wanted to work in a child/adolescent-centered environment.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q32                       

               

 Teaching provides a reliable income.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q33 School holidays fit in with family commitments.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 
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Q34 I have had good teachers as role-models.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q35                       

               

 Teaching enables me to 'give back' to society.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q36                       

               

 I was not accepted into my first-choice career.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 
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Q37                       

               

 Teaching allows me to raise the ambitions of underprivileged youth  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

Page Break  

  



 

 

279 

 

 

Q38 Please remember to think back to your initial motivations when you first chose teaching as a 

career:   

"I chose to become a teacher because. . . " 

 

 

 

Q39 I like working with children/adolescents.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q40 Teaching is a secure job.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q41 I have had positive learning experiences.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 



 

 

280 

 

Q42 People I've worked with thought I should become a teacher.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q43 Teaching is a career suited to my abilities.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

Page Break  
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Q44 Please remember to think back to your initial motivations when you first chose teaching as a 

career:   

"I chose to become a teacher because. . . " 

 

 

 

Q45 A teaching job allows me to choose where I wish to live.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q46 I chose teaching as a last-resort career.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q47 Teaching allows me to benefit the socially disadvantaged.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 
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Q48 Teaching allows me to have an impact on children/adolescents.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q49 Teaching allows me to work against social disadvantage.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

End of Block: Influential Factors 
 

Start of Block: Beliefs About Teaching 

 

Q50 Now, please remember to think back to your initial beliefs about teaching when you first 

chose teaching as a career:    

"My beliefs about teaching were. . . " 

 

 

 

Q51 I think teaching is well paid.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 
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Q52 I think teachers have a heavy workload.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q53 I think teachers earn a good salary.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q54 I believe teachers are perceived as professionals.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q55 I think teachers have high morale.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
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 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q56 I think teaching is emotionally demanding.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q57 I believe teaching is perceived as a high-status occupation.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 
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Q58 Now, please remember to think back to your initial beliefs about teaching when you first 

chose teaching as a career:    

"My beliefs about teaching were. . . " 

 

 

 

Q59 I think teachers feel valued by society.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q60 I think teaching requires high levels of expert knowledge.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q61 I think teaching is hard work.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 
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Q62 I believe teaching is a well-respected career.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q63 I think teachers feel their occupation has high social status.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q64 I think teachers need high levels of technical knowledge.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

 

 

Q65 I think teachers need highly specialized knowledge.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
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 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all 
important 

in your 
decision 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
extremely 
important 

in your 
decision 

 

 

End of Block: Beliefs About Teaching 
 

Start of Block: Your Decision to Become a Teacher 

 

Q66 Now, please remember to think back to your initial decision to become a teacher:  

 

 

 

Q67 How carefully did you think about becoming a teacher?  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all o  o  o  o  o  o  o  extremely 

 

 

 

 

Q68 Were you encouraged to pursue careers other than teaching?  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all o  o  o  o  o  o  o  extremely 

 

 

 

 

Q69 How satisfied are you with your choice of becoming a teacher?  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
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 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all o  o  o  o  o  o  o  extremely 

 

 

 

 

Q70 Did others tell you teaching was not a good career choice?  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all o  o  o  o  o  o  o  extremely 

 

 

 

 

Q71 How happy are you with your decision to become a teacher?  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all o  o  o  o  o  o  o  extremely 

 

 

 

 

Q72 Did others influence you to consider careers other than teaching?  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7)  

not at all o  o  o  o  o  o  o  extremely 

 

 

End of Block: Your Decision to Become a Teacher 
 

Start of Block: Demographics 

 

Q73 These questions help us understand more about you. 



 

 

289 

 

 

 

 

Q74 Date of Birth 

 Please enter as mm/dd/yyyy 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q75 Are you of Hispanic or Latino origin? 

o Yes  (23)  

o No  (24)  

 

 

 

Q76 What is your race or ethnicity? 

▢  White  (1)  

▢  Black or African-American  (2)  

▢  Asian  (3)  

▢  Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander  (4)  

▢  American Indian or Alaska Native  (5)  

▢  Other  (6) ________________________________________________ 

▢  Prefer not to answer  (7)  

 

 

 

Q77 What is your Native Language? 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q78 What is your Gender? 

o Male  (1)  

o Female  (2)  

o Other  (3) ________________________________________________ 

o Prefer not to answer  (4)  
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Q79 Have you ever served on active duty in the U.S. Armed Forces, military Reserves, or 

National Guard? Active duty does not include training for the Reserves or National Guard, but 

DOES include activation, for example, for the Persian Gulf War.  

o Yes  (39)  

o No  (40)  

 

Skip To: Q82 If Have you ever served on active duty in the U.S. Armed Forces, military Reserves, or National Guar... 
= No 

 

 

Q80 Which best describes your experience in the U.S. Armed Forces, military Reserves, or 

National Guard? 

 

Active duty does not include training for the Reserves or National Guard, but DOES include 

activation, for example, for the Persian Gulf War.  

o Yes, now on active duty  (1)  

o Yes, on active duty during the last 12 months, but not now  (2)  

o Yes, on active duty in the past, but not during the last 12 months  (3)  

o No, training for Reserves or National Guard only  (4)  

 

 

 

Q81 When did you serve on active duty in the U.S. Armed Forces? You may choose one or both 

choices.  

▢  September 2001 or later  (1)  

▢  September 2000 or earlier  (2)  
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Q82 DURING THE CURRENT SCHOOL YEAR, what is your base teaching salary for the 

entire school year?           

 

o Under $10,000  (1)  

o $10,000-$24,999  (2)  

o $25,000-$49,999  (3)  

o $50,000-$74,999  (4)  

o $75,000 and over  (5)  

 

 

 

Q83 DURING THE CURRENT SCHOOL YEAR, do you, or will you, earn additional 

compensation from working in any job OUTSIDE this school system?      

                 

            Please report 

amounts in whole dollars.  

o Yes  (5) ________________________________________________ 

o No  (6)  

 

 

 

Q84 What is your annual HOUSEHOLD income? 

o Under $10,000  (1)  

o $10,000-$24,999  (2)  

o $25,000-$49,999  (3)  

o $50,000-$74,999  (4)  

o $75,000-$99,999  (5)  

o $100,000 and over  (6)  
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Q85 What is your current marital status? 

o Married  (13)  

o Widowed  (14)  

o Separated  (16)  

o Divorced  (15)  

o Never married  (17)  

 

 

 

Q86 Are you currently living with a boyfriend/girlfriend or partner? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  

 

 

 

Q87 Are you currently living in a registered domestic partnership or civil union? 

o Yes  (23)  

o No  (24)  

 

 

 

Q88 What is the number of children in your household? 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q89 What is the geographic location of your school? 

Urban  (1)  

Suburban  (2)  

Rural  (3)  

 

 

 

Q90 Is your current school a Title I school? 

Yes  (23)  

No  (24)  

 

 

 

Q91 What is the current grade level you are teaching now? 

Early childhood, preschool, or at least one of grades K-5  (1)  

At least one of grades 6-8  (2)  

At least one of grades 9-12  (3)  

 

 

 

Q92 What was the grade level you taught during your first year of full-time teaching? 

Early childhood, preschool, or at least one of grades K-5  (1)  

At least one of grades 6-8  (2)  

At least one of grades 9-12  (3)  

 

 

 

Q93 Do you have prior non-teaching work experience?  

 

If yes, report amounts in whole years in the box provided.  

Yes  (1) ________________________________________________ 

No  (2)  

 

Skip To: Q95 If Do you have prior non-teaching work experience? If yes, report amounts in 

whole years in the box... = No 

Skip To: Q94 If Do you have prior non-teaching work experience? If yes, report amounts in 

whole years in the box... = Yes 

 

 

Q94 Please  select your previous work experience/occupation 

Occupation Field (1)  

Role (2)  

▼ Management Occupations (1) ... Military Specific Occupations ~ Special Forces Officers 

(1008) 
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Q95 Do you have a bachelor’s degree?        If you have 

more than one bachelor’s degree, information about additional degrees will be asked later 

Yes  (23)  

No  (24)  

 

 

 

Q96 Was at least a portion of the cost of your bachelor's degree paid for by a STATE, SCHOOL, 

or SCHOOL DISTRICT in which you taught?  

Yes  (25)  

If yes, what was the type of support?  (26) 

________________________________________________ 

No  (27)  

 

 

 

Q97 What is the name of the college or university where you earned this degree?     

      

 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q98 In which city was your university? 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q99 In which state was your university? 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q185 In which country was your university?  

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q100                     

               

             

 In what year did you receive your bachelor’s degree?  

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q101 Which of the following best describes your bachelor’s degree?      

    Please mark only one option.  

It was awarded by your school’s College of Education, School of Education, or Department of 

Education  (1)  

It was not awarded by your school’s College of Education, School of Education, or Department 

of Education  (2)  

 

 

 

Q102 Please select your major field of study from the options below 

Department (1)  

Specific Major (2)  

▼ Elementary Education (1) ... Other ~ Other (97) 

 

 

 

Q103 Did you have a second major field of study?         

 Please do NOT report academic minors or concentrations.  

Yes  (23)  

No  (24)  

 

Skip To: Q105 If Did you have a second major field of study? Please do NOT report academic 

minors or concentration... = No 

 

Display This Question: 

If Did you have a second major field of study? Please do NOT report academic minors or 

concentration... = Yes 

 

Q104 What was your second major field of study?  

Department (1)  

Major Field of Study (2)  

▼ Elementary Education (1) ... Other ~ Other (97) 

 

 

 

Q105 Did you have a minor field of study? 

Yes  (23)  

No  (24)  

 

 

Display This Question: 

If Did you have a minor field of study? = Yes 

 

Q106 What was your minor field of study?  

Department (1)  
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Minor Field of Study (2)  

▼ Elementary Education (1) ... Other ~ Other (97) 
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Q107 Do you have a master’s or other graduate-level degree?          

                 

      If you have more than one, information about 

additional degrees will be asked later. 

o Yes  (23)  

o No  (24)  

 

Skip To: Q108 If Do you have a master’s or other graduate-level degree?  If you have more than one, information 
ab... = Yes 

Skip To: End of Block If Do you have a master’s or other graduate-level degree?  If you have more than one, 
information ab... = No 

 

 

Q108 Was at least a portion of the cost of your master’s or other graduate-level degree paid for 

by a STATE, SCHOOL, or SCHOOL DISTRICT in which you taught?  

▢  Yes  (25)  

▢  If yes, what was the type of support?  (26) 

________________________________________________ 

▢  No  (27)  

 

 

 

Q186 What was the name of your university?  

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q118 In which city was your university? 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q109 In which city was your university? 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q110 In which state was your university? 



 

 

300 

 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q111 In which country was your University? 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q112 What was your major field of study for your master’s or other graduate-level degree?  

Department (1)  

Major Field of Study (2)  

▼ Elementary Education (1) ... Other ~ Other (97) 

 

 

 

Q113 Which of the following best describes your master’s or other graduate-level degree?   

       Please mark only one option.  

It was awarded by your school’s College of Education, School of Education, or Department of 

Education  (1)  

It was awarded by another college, school, or department NOT in education  (2)  

 

 

 

Q114 In what year did you receive your master’s or other graduate-level degree?  

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q115 Do you have an additional master’s or other graduate-level degree?         

                

         

 

Yes  (23)  

No  (24)  

 

Skip To: Q116 If Do you have an additional master’s or other graduate-level degree?  = Yes 

Skip To: End of Block If Do you have an additional master’s or other graduate-level degree?  = 

No 

 

 

Q116 Was at least a portion of the cost of your master’s or other graduate-level degree paid for 

by a STATE, SCHOOL, or SCHOOL DISTRICT in which you taught?  

Yes  (25)  

If yes, what was the type of support?  (26) 

________________________________________________ 

No  (27)  

 

 

 

Q117 What is the name of the college or university where you earned this degree? 

 

 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q119 In which state was your university?  

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q120 In what country was your university?  

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q121 What was your major field of study for your master’s or other graduate-level degree?  

Department (1)  

Major Field of Study (2)  

▼ Elementary Education (1) ... Other ~ Other (97) 
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Q122 Which of the following best describes your master’s or other graduate-level degree?   

       Please mark only one option.  

It was awarded by your school’s College of Education, School of Education, or Department of 

Education  (1)  

It was awarded by another college, school, or department NOT in education  (2)  

 

 

 

Q123 In what year did you receive your master’s or other graduate-level degree?  

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q124 These questions will help me understand more about your teacher preparation. Do the best 

you can to recall how your program was designed or structured. 

 

End of Block: Demographics 
 

Start of Block: Teacher Preparation Program Characteristics 

 

Q125 Did you enter teaching through an alternative route to certification program?    

    (An alternative route to certification program is a program that 

was designed to expedite the transition of nonteachers to a teaching career, for example, a state, 

district, or university alternative route to certification program.)  

o Yes  (23)  

o No  (24)  

 

 

Display This Question: 

If Did you enter teaching through an alternative route to certification program? (An alternative rou... = Yes 

 

Q126 Which Alternative route did you complete? 

o Teach For America  (1)  

o Other  (2) ________________________________________________ 
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Q127 Were you a part of any of the following programs? Check all that apply. 

▢  Florida’s Best and Brightest Teacher Scholarship Program  (7)  

▢  Florida Fund for Minority Teachers  (8)  

▢  Jacksonville Teacher Residency Program  (5)  

▢  University of North Florida Urban teacher Residency Program  (6)  

▢  M.I.S.T.E.R (Mentoring Instructing Students Toward Effective Role Models)  (4)  

▢  Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF) in Orange County Public Schools  (3)  

▢  None of the above  (2)  

▢  Other  (1) ________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q128 Before your first year of teaching, did you take any undergraduate or graduate education 

courses? (e.g. as an elective, minor, or major) 

o Yes  (28)  

o No  (29)  

 

Skip To: Q131 If Before your first year of teaching, did you take any undergraduate or graduate education 
courses?... = No 
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Q129 Before your first year of teaching, which best describes the type of undergraduate or 

graduate education courses you took? 

▢  General Education  (1)  

▢  Subject/Content Area Methods  (2)  

▢  Pedagogy Methods  (3)  

▢  History or Foundations of Education  (4)  

▢  Art or Music Education  (6)  

▢  Other  (5) ________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q130 Before your first year of teaching, did you take any undergraduate or graduate courses 

which taught you: Please check all that apply. 

▢  Classroom management techniques  (1)  

▢  Lesson Planning  (8)  

▢  How to Assess Learning  (9)  

▢  How to use student performance data to inform instruction  (6)  

▢  How to serve students from diverse economic backgrounds  (7)  

▢  How to serve students with special needs  (5)  

▢  How to teach students who are limited-English proficient (LEP) or English-language learners 

(ELLs  (4)  
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Q131 What was the duration of your teacher preparation program PRIOR to you becoming 

teacher of record? 

 Please report duration in the box provided. 

o None  (1)  

o Weeks  (2) ________________________________________________ 

o Semesters  (3) ________________________________________________ 

o Years  (4) ________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q132 What was the duration of your teacher preparation program AFTER you became teacher of 

record? 

 Please report duration in the box provided. 

o None  (1)  

o Weeks  (2) ________________________________________________ 

o Semesters  (3) ________________________________________________ 

o Years  (4) ________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q133 In your teacher education program, were your methods/pedagogy courses designed 

especially for your content area? (As opposed to being generic in order  to be applicable to 

multiple content areas) 

o Yes  (23)  

o No  (24)  
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Q134 Did you proceed through your teacher education program with a specific group of other 

students (i.e., in a cohort)? 

o Yes  (23)  

o No  (24)  

 

 

 

Q135 What percentage of your teacher education courses did you take fully online?    

o 0%  (1)  

o 1% - 25%  (2)  

o 26% - 50%  (3)  

o 51% - 75%  (4)  

o 76% - 99%  (5)  

o 100%  (6)  

 

 

 

Q136 What percentage of your teacher education courses did you take in a hybrid format (part 

online and part face-to-face)? 

o 0%  (1)  

o 1% - 25%  (2)  

o 26% - 50%  (3)  

o 51% - 75%  (11)  

o 76% - 99%  (12)  

o 100%  (13)  
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Q137 Did you have any student teaching (sometimes called practice teaching or an internship) 

prior to becoming teacher of record? 

o Yes  (23)  

o No  (24)  

 

Skip To: Q140 If Did you have any student teaching (sometimes called practice teaching or an internship) prior to... 
= No 

 

Display This Question: 

If Did you have any student teaching (sometimes called practice teaching or an internship) prior to... = Yes 

 

Q138 In how many different classrooms did you student teach? 

o One  (1)  

o Two  (2)  

o Three or more  (3)  

 

 

Display This Question: 

If Did you have any student teaching (sometimes called practice teaching or an internship) prior to... = Yes 

 

Q139 How long did your student teaching last?  If you student taught in more than one 

classroom, report the total amount of time spent student teaching across all assignments.  Mark 

(X) only one box 

o 4 weeks or less  (1)  

o 5-7 weeks  (2)  

o 8-11 weeks  (3)  

o 12 weeks or more  (4)  
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Q140 In what content areas does the teaching certificate certify you to teach in THIS state? (If 

you are certified in more than one content area or grade ranges degree, information about 

additional areas and ranges will be asked later.) 

Department (1)  

Subject (2)  

▼ Elementary Education (1) ... Other ~ Other (102) 

 

 

 

Q141 What is your grade range of certificate?  

o Early childhood, preschool, or at least one of grades K-5  (1)  

o At least one of grades 6-8  (2)  

o At least one of grades 9-12  (3)  

 

 

 

Q142 Are you certified to teach in any other content areas or grade ranges?  

 

o Yes  (23)  

o No  (24)  

 

Skip To: Q151 If Are you certified to teach in any other content areas or grade ranges? = No 

 

Display This Question: 

If Are you certified to teach in any other content areas or grade ranges? = Yes 

 

Q143 If yes, please record all ADDITIONAL content areas in which this certificate certifies you 

to teach 

Department (1)  

Subject (2)  

▼ Elementary Education (1) ... Other ~ Other (102) 
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Q144 If yes, please record all ADDITIONAL grade ranges in which this certificate certifies you 

to teach 

o Early childhood, preschool, or at least one of grades K-5  (1)  

o At least one of grades 6-8  (2)  

o At least one of grades 9-12  (3)  

 

 

 

Q145 Are you certified to teach in any other content areas or grade ranges?  

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  

 

Skip To: Q146 If Are you certified to teach in any other content areas or grade ranges?  = Yes 

Skip To: Q151 If Are you certified to teach in any other content areas or grade ranges?  = No 

 

Display This Question: 

If Are you certified to teach in any other content areas or grade ranges?  = Yes 

 

Q146 If yes, please record ADDITIONAL content areas in which this certificate certifies you to 

teach. 

Department (1)  

Subject (2)  

▼ Elementary Education (1) ... Other ~ Other (102) 

 

 

 

Q147 If yes, please record ADDITIONAL grade ranges in which this certificate certifies you to 

teach.  

o Early childhood, preschool, or at least one of grades K-5  (1)  

o At least one of grades 6-8  (2)  

o At least one of grades 9-12  (3)  
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Display This Question: 

If Are you certified to teach in any other content areas or grade ranges?  = Yes 

 

Q148 Are you certified to in any other content areas or grade ranges?  

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  

 

Skip To: Q151 If Are you certified to in any other content areas or grade ranges?  = No 

 

Display This Question: 

If Are you certified to in any other content areas or grade ranges?  = Yes 

 

Q149 If yes, please record ADDITIONAL content areas in which this certificate certifies you to 

teach. 

Department (1)  

Subject (2)  

▼ Elementary Education (1) ... Other ~ Other (102) 

 

 

 

Q150 If yes, please record ADDITIONAL grade ranges in which this certificate certifies you to 

teach. 

o Early childhood, preschool, or at least one of grades K-5  (1)  

o At least one of grades 6-8  (2)  

o At least one of grades 9-12  (3)  
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Q151 At what age did you first begin teaching full-time at the K-12 or comparable ungraded 

level? Please do NOT include time spent as a student teacher. 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q152 What is the total number of years’ experience you have teaching full-time at the K-12 or 

comparable ungraded level?  Please do NOT include time spent as a student teacher. 

________________________________________________________________ 
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312 

 

End of Block: Teacher Preparation Program Characteristics 
 

Start of Block: Retention 

 

Q153 Do you plan on teaching the next school year? 
 0 

 

Definitely yes () 
 

 

 

 

 

Q154 Why or why not?  

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q155 How long do you plan to remain in teaching? 

o As long as I am able  (1)  

o Until I am eligible for retirement benefits from this job  (2)  

o Until I am eligible for retirement benefits from a previous job  (3)  

o Until I am eligible for Social Security benefits  (4)  

o Until a specific life event occurs (e.g. parenthood, marriage, retirement of spouse or partner)  

(5)  

o Until a more desirable job opportunity comes along  (6)  

o Definitely plan to leave as soon as I can  (7)  

o Undecided at this time  (8)  
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Q156 Do you plan on teaching for the next 2 years? 

 

 

o Definitely yes  (1)  

o Probably yes  (2)  

o Might or might not  (3)  

o Probably not  (4)  

o Definitely not  (5)  

 

 

 

Q157 Do you plan on remaining in the field of education?   

o Definitely yes  (1)  

o Probably yes  (2)  

o Might or might not  (3)  

o Probably not  (4)  

o Definitely not  (5)  

 

 

Display This Question: 

If Do you plan on remaining in the field of education?  = Might or might not 

Or Do you plan on remaining in the field of education?  = Probably not 

Or Do you plan on remaining in the field of education?  = Definitely not 

 

Q158 In what field other than education do you plan on continuing you career?  

________________________________________________________________ 

 

End of Block: Retention 
 

Start of Block: Future Contact 
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Q187 Please list any additional comments here: 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Q159 As a researcher, I would love to follow up with you in the future. If you are interested, 

please provide your email address. 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

End of Block: Future Contact 
 

Start of Block: Thank you! 

 

Q160 Thank you so much for taking this survey, and I hope you have a great day and 

remainder of the school year! 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

End of Block: Thank you! 
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