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Introduction  

 Assessment-based school accountability reforms have swept through the states, often 

including new tests for students and repercussions for students, teachers, schools, and/or districts. 

A number of recent studies have looked at the effect of accountability on student outcomes.  

Loeb and Carnoy (2003), for example, find greater gains in student math scores in states that 

implemented stronger accountability programs, although no change in students’ progression 

through high school.  Yet, these reforms are likely to impact teachers, as well as students.  

Increased scrutiny of teachers, combined with a focus on student performance and direct 

consequences for school funding and management, can substantially change teachers’ work life.  

These changes may, in turn, affect teachers’ career decisions about whether to teach, where to 

teach, and, once teaching, whether to transfer to another school or to leave teaching.   This paper 

describes the approaches that economists have taken to understand the impact of these recent 

reforms on teachers’ careers.  It also contributes to the small literature in this area by comparing 

teachers’ descriptions of their work life and their predictions for their future in teaching in states 

with and without strong accountability systems. 

 Clearly there are reasons that teachers may be dissatisfied with the recent changes.  As 

districts and schools put more emphasis on test performance, teachers may lose flexibility in 

their classrooms.  They may face pressures to teach topics that that they are less interested in or 

believe are less important for students, or they may need to teach in ways that increase test scores 

but not other important skills.  Teachers also may have more day-to-day distractions as parents 

and administrators scrutinize the details of their classrooms.  In addition, teachers may worry 

about the security of their jobs, particularly if they teach in schools with low-performing 

students, which are more likely to encounter repercussions from the state.    
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 The increased emphasis on accountability and rewards may not be all bad for teachers, 

however.  Standards-based reforms can provide opportunities for schools to focus on student 

learning.  While this was sure to have been the case in many schools prior to the recent reforms, 

there were other, poorly functioning, schools that were preoccupied in other ways.  

Administrators may use accountability policies as leverage with the district to get rid of 

ineffective or distracting teachers and may simply focus more on trying to create a school that 

benefits students.  Teachers may prefer to teach in these environments rather than in 

environments that do not recognize success in the classroom.   

Thus, it is unclear, a priori, how the recent reforms will affect teachers.  They may 

dissuade potential teachers from entering the classroom or may increase the probability that 

teachers will quit.  These effects may be greatest in low-performing schools that already have 

difficulty attracting and retaining well-qualified teachers.  However, the effects may work in the 

exact opposite direction if testing and accountability have made teaching more satisfying, 

especially in schools that had been mismanaged prior to reform.  In what follows, we start by 

reviewing the two studies that have used quantitative approaches to studying the response of 

teachers to accountability reforms.  We then provide new analyses of national data on teachers to 

ask whether these reforms have changed teachers’ career decisions.  Although the estimates are 

not without problems, the results generally suggest that assessment-based reforms have not 

increased teacher turnover. 

 
Two Previous Studies 

 Two studies to date have looked at the effects of accountability on teachers’ career 

choices, one looking at changes in teachers’ career paths following the implementation of testing 

in New York state, and the other looking at the change in teachers’ careers following North 
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Carolina’s accountability reform.  Both studies use detailed state administrative data to assess the 

impact of these assessment-based reforms on teachers.  We review each of the studies below 

New York.  Boyd, Lankford, Loeb, and Wyckoff (2003) use data on New York State to 

study the response of teachers to the implementation of testing.  In the 1998-99 school year, the 

New York State Education Department implemented a revised assessment system that reflected 

higher learning standards and included mandatory tests in English Language Arts and 

Mathematics in grades four and eight.   The content of the tests is tied to curriculum that is 

intended to lead to a high school exit exam.  The results of the tests are publicly reported.  This 

paper compares changes in the quit and transfer behavior of fourth grade teachers whose students 

were mandated to take the test, to changes in the quit and transfer behavior of other elementary 

school teachers.  It also looks at differences in the characteristics of teachers new to the fourth 

grade relative the characteristics of new teachers in other elementary school grades.  In this way, 

the approach utilizes the variation in the policy by grade and relies on differences across grades 

to identify the policy’s effects. 

The data for the New York study describe first through sixth grade teachers in the years 

surrounding the implementation of the test, 1994-1995 through 2001-2002.  The dataset includes 

information on every teacher who was a part of the New York State public schooling system at 

this time.  It contains a range of information about the qualifications of teachers, as well as the 

environments in which these individuals make career decisions.1 The eight-year record allows 

the researchers to track individual teachers across grades and schools over the course of their 

                                                 
1 The core data come from the Personnel Master File (PMF), part of the Basic Education Data System of the New 
York State Education Department.  The NYS Teacher Certification Database (TCERT) combined with the Barron’s 
ranking of college selectivity, give a measure of college selectivity.  The NYS Teacher Certification Exam History 
File (EHF) provides teacher certification exam scores of individual teachers and whether they passed the exams on 
their first attempts.  A school-level dataset adds information on the location, grade span, student composition, and 
student performance for each school. 
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employment in any New York State public school, identifying the grade-level taught both before 

and after the implementation of testing.  

The paper begins by asking whether or not the introduction of high-stakes testing in the 

fourth grade has increased the turnover of fourth grade teachers relative to that of elementary 

school teachers in non-tested grades.  Other policies or economic changes may affect teachers’ 

career decisions, but a differential change of fourth grade teachers is likely due to policies that 

target these teachers in particular (namely, the tests).  Logit models estimate the probability that 

a teacher will leave the grade in the following year, either to teach in another grade or to exit 

teaching altogether, as a function of: (1) teacher characteristics including teaching experience, 

the competitive level of their undergraduate institution attended, whether or not they failed a 

certification exam, and ethnicity; and (2) school characteristics including urbanicity, whether the 

school is in New York City, the percent of black and Hispanic students, the percent of students 

eligible for free lunch, and the percent of students who scored at the lowest level on the New 

York State Fourth Grade English Language Arts Exam.  In addition, the models include dummy 

variables for the year and the grade; and interactions of fourth grade with the post-test years.  

This final interaction captures the impact of test implementation on teachers’ exit decision.  The 

coefficient on the interaction of fourth grade with the post-test years provides an estimate of the 

extent to which these teachers were relatively more likely to leave in the years following reform.2   

The study estimates these models separately for two different groupings of schools based 

on the geographical setting of the school (urban, suburban, or rural) and the quartile of student 

achievement based on the students’ test scores.  Table 1 gives the results.  0.91 in the first panel 

signifies that the odds that a teachers will leave the fourth grade following the test are 91 percent 

as high as would be predicted if no test had been implemented.  This estimate is strongly 
                                                 
2 For details see Boyd, Lankford, Loeb, and Wyckoff (2003). 
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statistically significant.  That is, following the test teachers are leaving the fourth grade less.  

This reduced turnover is particularly evident in urban schools and in schools with the lowest 

performing students (lowest fourth of schools). 

The study also asks how the relative leaving behavior of fourth grade teachers differs for 

teachers with different characteristics.  To do this it expands the previous model to include 

interactions of teacher characteristics with the fourth grade by year interaction.  The coefficients 

on these new interactions measure the differential effect of the test on teachers with different 

attributes.  Table 2 summarizes the results.  The test reduces the leaving of newer teachers more 

than of experienced teachers;  it reduces the odds of leaving 25 percent less for teachers with six 

to 19 years of experience and 35 percent less for teachers with 20 or more years of experience, 

compared with first-year teachers.  However, this relative effect is confined to suburban schools 

and to schools with high-achieving students.  These same trends are not evident in schools with 

lower-scoring students. Following reform, teachers from more competitive undergraduate 

institutions are also relatively less likely to leave. 

Finally, the analysis looks to see whether the attributes of teachers entering the fourth 

grade changed with the introduction of testing.  Using a similar approach, the study estimates the 

likelihood that new teachers have certain attributes, including whether they are first-year 

teachers; whether they have two to five years of experience, six to nineteen years of experience, 

or twenty or more years of experience; whether they attended highly competitive undergraduate 

institutions; and whether they failed a core certification exam.  The model includes the school 

characteristics, controls for the years and grades, and an interaction term for fourth grade with 

the tested years.  The coefficient on the interaction term measures the extent to which new 

teachers in the fourth grade are more or less likely to have a certain characteristic following 
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reform.  Table 3 gives these results.  We see that teachers new to the fourth grade are less likely 

to be first year teachers or to have 20 or more years of experience.  They are more likely to have 

one to four years of experience upon entry to the fourth grade.  They are also more likely to 

come from more competitive undergraduate institutions, although this estimate is statistically 

significant at traditional levels only for low-performing schools. 

In summary, the results of Boyd, Lankford, Loeb and Wyckoff (2003) do not accord with 

the popularly-held belief that teachers are leaving tested grades as result of the implementation of 

standardized tests.  In fact, they find exit rates decreased in the fourth grade relative to other 

elementary grades after state-mandated fourth grade exams were introduced in the 1998-99 

academic year.  Relative fourth grade teacher turnover decreased across urban, suburban, and 

rural schools and across schools with different levels of student achievement.  It decreased most 

for teachers with less experience and for those with Bachelor’s degrees from more competitive 

institutions.  In addition, new teachers to the fourth grade in the years surrounding the 

implementation of exams were, on average, less likely to be first year teachers and, in low-

performing schools, more likely to have attended highly competitive undergraduate institutions 

than new teachers in other grades and in other years.     

 New York State is a good example to use when asking the effect of testing on student 

behavior.  It has excellent administrative data and a wide variety of schools and communities.  In 

addition, the implementation of testing in just one elementary grade allows the comparison of 

this grade to other grades.  Researchers are often limited to before- and after-implementation 

comparisons in which many other things could be changing at the same time.  In order for the 

grade-comparison estimates to be biased, there must be something besides the reform in 
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questions that affects 4th grade differently than it effects the other elementary school grades.  

Most changes are likely to affect all elementary school teachers approximately equally. 

However, although there are clearly benefits to this analysis, it alone cannot be definitive.  

In particular, assessment-based accountability reforms vary across states.  New York’s system 

does not have direct repercussions for teachers such as increased pay for higher performance.  As 

such it may not illicit as strong reactions from teachers as do other states’ systems.  In addition, 

the effect of accountability may extend beyond the tested grades.  In this case a comparison 

between the tested and non-tested grades would miss some (and maybe all) of the effects of the 

reform on teachers’ decisions.  The North Carolina case provides an alternative approach and an 

alternative accountability system. 

North Carolina:  Like New York, North Carolina has exceptional data on teachers.  

North Carolina also has had a system of accountability since 1996-97 for elementary and middle 

schools that includes direct incentives for teachers.  The state’s ABCs program (A for 

accountability, B for basic skills, and C for local control) tests students in each of the elementary 

school years (kindergarten through 8th grade).  It uses a combination of the level of student 

achievement in school and the change in scores from year to year to rank schools as exemplary, 

no recognition, or low-performing.  Low-performing schools fail to meet the standard for growth 

in test scores set by the state and have more than 50 percent of their students performing below 

grade level.  Teachers in exemplary schools are each given a bonus of $1500.  Clotfelter, Ladd, 

Vigdor, and Diaz (2003) assess how this accountability system has changed the willingness of 

teachers to teach in low-performing schools.  Unlike the New York study, which compares 

fourth grade teachers to other elementary teachers, this study compares teachers in low-
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performing schools to those in higher-performing schools, with the assumption that teachers in 

higher-performing schools would be less affected by the implementation of this system. 

The data for this study come from a micro-level dataset provided to the authors by the 

North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI) through the North Carolina Education 

Research Data Center at Duke University.  It follows all teachers across schools over time and 

links teachers to the students in their classrooms.  The data include the experience, gender, and 

race of all North Carolina elementary school teachers during the academic years 1994-95 to 

2000-2001 and the racial composition and test score performance of students in each of the 

schools in which the teachers work. 

The study asks whether the accountability system has changed the decisions of teachers 

to exit low performing schools.  It uses a hazard model for the probability of leaving the school, 

which estimates whether teachers are more likely to quit low-performing schools, are more likely 

to quit post-reform, and are more likely to quit low-performing schools differentially post-

reform.  The model also adjusts for the teacher’s gender and for whether the teacher is white.  

Table 4 gives the results of this analysis.  For a typical teacher with 10 years of experience 

working in low performing schools prior to the reform, the probability of leaving the school was 

approximately 17.6 percent.  After the reform this increased to 19.1 percent  (the change is 

significant at the .05 to .01 level in four of the five specifications reported in the paper).  This 1.5 

percentage point increase compares to a 0.5 percentage point increase for teachers who were not 

in low-performing schools. For new teachers, the change was 5.1 percentage points for low-

performing schools and 0.8 percentage points for those in other schools.  The increase in the 

probability of leaving was even greater for those low-performing schools labeled as such by the 
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state.  Following reform, low-performing schools saw a substantially greater increase in the 

turnover rate of their teachers than did higher performing schools. 

In another part of their analysis Clotfelter, Ladd, Vigdor, and Diaz (2003) assess whether 

the characteristics of teachers changed following reform, but find little difference between the 

changes in low-performing and higher-performing schools.  As shown in Table 5, they find that 

low-performing schools were more likely than other schools to have novice teachers prior to 

accountability (38 percent vs. 30 percent), but this tendency did not increase following reform.  

However, the trends in the percent of novice teachers did change.  The four years prior to reform 

show a drop in novice teachers and teachers from non-competitive college in low-performing 

schools.  This trend did not continue in the years following reform.  The change in trends before 

and after reform is not evident in higher-performing schools, although due to large standard 

errors the differences between school types are not statistically significant.  This result is 

suggestive but not confirmatory of a negative effect of reform on the qualifications of teachers in 

low-performing schools. 

North Carolina provides an excellent example for studying the effect of standards-based 

reforms on teachers’ career paths because of the availability of detailed data and the 

sophistication of their accountability system, which includes both labeling of low-performing 

schools and direct financial incentives for teachers.  Again, however, no single system or study 

can tell the whole story.  Clotfelter, Ladd, Vigdor, and Diaz (2003) compare low-performing 

schools with higher-performing schools.  This comparison makes sense because the structure of 

the system increases the incentives for teachers to teach in high-performing schools; these are the 

schools more likely to receive an exemplary rating and less likely to be labeled as low 

performing.  However, there are drawbacks to this approach as well.   
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Low-performing schools face a greater difficulty in attracting and retaining teachers even 

without accountability reforms.  As such, they are more susceptible to changes in the supply of 

and the demand for teachers.  California’s class size reduction provides a vivid example of this 

phenomenon.  When California dropped early elementary class size from 30 to 20 students, all 

elementary schools faced an increased demand for teachers.  However, because high-performing 

schools are generally more attractive to teachers, these schools were able to pull teachers from 

lower-performing schools.  Thus, low-performing schools needed more new teachers, not only 

because of the decreased class size but because many of their teachers left to move to other 

schools.  This reform created a highly visible problem for difficult-to-staff schools; yet, less 

dramatic increases in the demand for teachers or decreases in the supply for teachers are likely to 

create similar disparities between high- and low-performing schools.  Supply and demand 

changes magnify in low-performing schools.  Thus, any change that might have been occurring 

in North Carolina concurrent with the reform could easily impact low-performing schools more 

than high-performing schools.  We see that the probability of leaving other schools increased 

over the time period, although not as much as in low-performing schools.  This magnification of 

the change in low-performing schools could be the result of any policy or economic force that 

influences the supply or demand of teachers, and not just policies that specifically target low-

performing schools.3 

 In summary, to our knowledge only two studies have directly estimated the impact of 

standards based reforms on teachers’ career decisions.  Boyd, Lankford, Loeb and Wyckoff 

(2003) find that teachers in tested grades are not more likely to leave the grade or teaching in 

general, and, in fact, are generally less likely to leave.  This reduced exit behavior is particularly 

                                                 
3 It is also not evident that testing should have stronger effects in low-performing schools since parents groups tend 
to be stronger in high-performing schools and they can make teachers’ lives difficult. 
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pronounced for less experienced teachers and those from more competitive colleges.  When 

fourth grade teachers do leave, they are replaced by experienced teachers, and, in low-

performing schools, by teachers with stronger qualifications.  This study uses data only on New 

York, however, so it is limited to a single policy environment and it does not look at changes in 

career decisions of all teachers as a result of reform, thus limiting its comparison to those in 

tested and non-tested grades.  As a result, the study may miss much of the overall impact of 

reform.   

Clotfelter, Ladd, Vigdor, and Diaz (2003) also look at a single state, North Carolina, but 

this state has one of the most sophisticated accountability systems, including direct monetary 

incentives for teachers.  They compare changes in the probability of leaving across school types 

instead of across grades and find that this probability increased more in low-performing schools.  

While this differential is likely to be the result of the policy reform, low-performing schools are 

often more strongly impacted by changes in teacher supply and demand, and thus, the differential 

may not be the result of accountability but, instead, of concurrent policy or economic changes.   

As these studies show, it is difficult to use a within-state comparison to estimate the 

effect of state-level reform.  A national dataset, that allows comparisons across states with 

differing policy environments, could provide useful additional evidence of the effects of 

standards-based reform on teachers’ careers.  Unfortunately, no national dataset (to our 

knowledge) provides the information on teachers that is available at the state level in New York 

and North Carolina.  The National Center for Education Statistics collected the Schools and 

Staffing Surveys (SASS) in the 1993-1994 and the 1999-2000 academic years, which ask 

teachers about their plans for the future and their opinions about the benefits of teaching.  In the 
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remainder of this paper we use these surveys to explore changes in teachers’ responses across 

states that implemented different types of reforms.  

 

Data and Methods 

Here we add to the previous studies by looking across states, comparing changes in 

teacher career decisions in states that instituted strong accountability with states that instituted 

weaker systems or no systems.  The benefit of this approach relative to New York study is it 

allows the identification of effects on all grades, whereas the New York study could only find 

effects if they were specific to the tested grade.  Similarly, it allows the identification of effects 

on all schools, whereas the North Carolina study could only find effects if they were specific to 

low-performing schools.  The disadvantage of what follows is that national data do not provide 

nearly as good information on teachers’ career paths.  We rely on measures such as whether a 

teacher responds that she or he “definitely plans to leave teaching as soon as I can” or whether 

the teacher responds that she or he “certainly would become a teacher” when asked “If you could 

go back to your college days and start over again would you become a teacher or not?”  We do 

not know the choices that teachers actually make. 

To measure the policy environment we use a zero to five ranking of states based on the 

strength of their accountability systems as of the 1999-2000 academic year.  We then compare 

the Schools and Staffing Surveys’ responses of teachers in strong and weak accountability states.  

The accountability index comes from Carnoy and Loeb (2003), which used the index to assess 

the effect of accountability on student outcomes.  Table 6 gives the index and the relevant policy 

elements by state. Carnoy and Loeb (2003) constructed the table using the database developed by 
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the Consortium for Policy Research in Education (CPRE), available on the CPRE web site 

http://www.cpre.org/Publications/Publications_Accountability.htm. 

The zero-to-five scale captures the degree of state external pressure on schools to 

improve student achievement according to state-defined performance criteria. States receiving a 

zero do not test students statewide or do not set any statewide standards for schools or districts. 

States that require state testing in the elementary and middle grades and the reporting of test 

results to the state but no school or district sanctions or rewards receive a 1.  Those states that 

test at the elementary and middle school levels and have moderate school or district 

accountability sanctions/rewards or, alternatively, a high school exit test receive a 2. Those states 

that test at the lower and middle grades, have moderate accountability repercussions for schools 

and districts, and require an exit test in high school, receive a 3. Those that test and place strong 

pressure on schools or districts to improve student achievement (threat of reconstitution, 

principal transfer, loss of students) but do not require a high school exit test receive a 4.  States 

receiving a 5 test students in primary and middle grades, strongly sanction and reward schools or 

districts based on improvement in student test scores, and require a high school minimum 

competency exit test for graduation.  As examples, states such as Iowa and Nebraska, which do 

not have any state-level accountability requirements for schools or districts, are coded 0; and 

states with “maximum” state level demands on schools and that require a high school 

competency exam for graduation, such as Texas, North Carolina, New Jersey, and Florida, are 

coded 5.  

We combine these state-level policy data with teacher-level data from the SASS.  The 

SASS is the largest sample survey of elementary and secondary schools in the United States.  It 

includes surveys of teachers and administrators at the school and district level and surveys in 
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both public and private schools.  For this study we use the surveys of teachers in non-charter 

public schools in 1993-1994 and 1999-2000 and the surveys of principals in these schools.  

SASS uses a stratified probability sample design both between and within schools.  Because of 

this, all of our analyses are weighted so that the estimates are nationally representative. 

Table 7 gives the descriptive statistics for the primary variables used in the analysis.  

Teachers have an average of 14 years of teaching experience, nine in their current school.  Three 

quarters are women and 87 percent are white.  Schools, with an average enrollment of 781 

students, have an average of 35 percent of children in poverty and 28 percent black or Hispanic 

students.   

Our analysis can be divided into two parts: the first, descriptive; and the second, seeking 

to estimate the causal effect of accountability.  In the first section we use teacher reports from the 

SASS concerning their life in schools.  For measures that are available only in the 1999-2000 

SASS we ask whether teacher responses differ in strong and weak accountability states.  For 

measures that are available in both the 1993-1994 and the 1999-2000 SASS we ask whether 

teacher responses have changed more in stronger accountability states. 

The second half of the analysis focuses specifically on teachers’ answers to the following 

two questions:  “If you could go back to your college days and start over again, would you 

become a teacher or not,” and “How long do you plan to remain in teaching?”  From these we 

created two yes/no variables, one for “Certainly would become a teacher,” and one for 

“Definitely plan to leave teaching” or “Will probably continue until something better comes 

along.” Table 7 shows that 39 percent of teachers say that they would certainly become a teacher 

again, while 14 percent say that they want to leave teaching.  We aim to ask whether states that 

implemented stronger accountability saw differential change in either of these measures 
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following reform.  To do this, we use an approach similar to that of Boyd, Lankford, Loeb, and 

Wyckoff (2003).  Logits at the teacher level include detailed controls for the characteristics of 

teachers and the schools in which they work.  They include the state accountability index, a 

dummy variable for year, and an interaction of accountability and year.  The coefficient on the 

interaction term tells us to what extent higher accountability states saw greater changes in the 

outcome in question.  We cluster the analysis by state, so that the standard errors reflect the fact 

that accountability is measured at the state level.  We run these analyses separately by school 

type and by teacher experience. 

Using a similar approach, we also assess whether states that implemented stronger 

accountability systems saw differential changes in the characteristics of entering teachers.  The 

teacher characteristic in question (the competitiveness of the teachers’ undergraduate institution) 

is modeled as a function of school characteristics, the accountability index, year, and the year-

accountability interaction.  The interaction captures whether high accountability states 

experienced a differential change in the characteristics of teachers post reform. The following 

section gives the results of these analyses. 

 

Results 

 Descriptive Results:  First we look at two relevant measures of teachers’ work lives that 

are available only for 1999-2000, after the states implemented their accountability reform 

described by the index.  Figure 1 shows teachers’ responses to how much influence they have on 

setting performance standards for students in their school.  Teachers respond on a five-point 

scale from “no influence” to “a great deal of influence.”  We have combined the two lowest 

responses for a measure of “little influence” and the two highest responses for a measure of “a 
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lot of influence.”  Teachers in states with weaker accountability systems are substantially more 

likely to report “a lot of influence” on performance standards.  The correlation between state 

average of influence and accountability index is –0.51 (p=.0002).   

Teachers were also asked whether they worry about the security of their job because of 

the performance of their students on state or local tests.  They ranked their answer on a four-

point scale from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree.”  Figure 2 gives these results.  Again, the 

trend with accountability is evident.  Teachers in states with stronger accountability are more 

likely to strongly or somewhat agree with this statement and less likely to strongly disagree.  The 

correlation between state average of job security and the accountability index is –0.42 (p=.0023).   

While the questions addressing accountability directly are much more likely to appear on 

the 1999-2000 SASS than on the 1993-1994 SASS, there are a number of questions that appear 

on both that are relevant to teachers’ work lives.  We find little relationship between 

accountability and changes over time in these measures.  There is no evident trend between 

accountability and the percent of teachers that strongly agree with, “The school administration’s 

behavior toward the staff is supportive and encouraging” (Figure 3); the percent of teachers that 

strongly agree with, “Most of my colleagues share my beliefs and values about what the central 

mission of the school should be” (Figure 4); and the percent of teachers that strongly agree with, 

“There is a great deal of cooperative effort among staff members” (Figure 5).  In each of these 

cases, the gains in low-accountability states tend to be greater than the gains in high-

accountability states, but the mid-accountability states see the greatest gain. There is no 

significant correlation between accountability and teachers’ responses to these questions in either 

year. 



 17 

In both years SASS asks whether teachers sometimes feel that it is a waste of time to try 

to do their best as a teacher.  The most evident trend, and a good one, is that the percent of 

teachers strongly or somewhat agreeing dropped substantially from 1993-1994 to 1999-2000 

(Figure 6).  However, while the drop is somewhat less in strong accountability states, the 

differences are not large.  The correlation between disagreeing with “Sometimes I feel it is a 

waste of time to try to do my best as a teacher,” and the accountability index is –0.23 (p=0.11) 

for 2000 while it is  –0.35 (p=0.01) for 1993; thus, it is negative but became somewhat more 

positive, not less, in over time.  The correlation between the change and accountability (0.22) is 

not statistically significant (p=0.13)   

Finally, there is a set of relevant questions that appear in both waves of SASS but where 

the responses are coded on a different scale in each year.  This change makes it difficult to 

compare across time.  In order to compare the changes by accountability for these measures, we 

subtracted the year-specific mean and divided by the year-specific standard deviation.  Thus, the 

new variables measure how far a teacher’s response is from the average response in standard 

deviation units.  This approach keeps us from looking at absolute changes over time, but allows 

us to compare changes in states grouped by the accountability index.  Figure 7 plots teachers’ 

responses to how much actual influence they think teachers have over establishing curriculum.  

Teachers in strong accountability states perceived substantially less influence in both years, 

although no trend in the changes over time by accountability strength are evident.  Figure 8 

similarly illustrates teachers’ responses to, “In your classroom, how much control do you think 

you have over selecting content, topics, and skills to be taught.”  Again, teachers in strong 

accountability states have less control, although, in this case the differences across states by 

accountability level have actually decreased over time. 
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In summary, teachers believe that they have less control over performance standards, 

content, and curriculum in states with strong accountability, although this difference between the 

two groups of states does not seem to have increased over time.  There is little evidence for 

differences in a teacher’s work life as measured by the school administration’s behavior (as 

supportive or encouraging), or by relationships with colleagues (as measured by shared beliefs 

and cooperative effort).   

Logit Results:  Next we ask whether between 1993-1994 and 1999-2000 teachers in 

strong accountability states became less likely to say that, if they had to do it over again, they 

would certainly become a teacher.  Table 8 presents these results for all teachers.  Teachers vary 

systematically in their response to this question.  More experienced and older teachers are less 

likely to say that they would certainly become a teacher, although the relationship is not linear.  

The decrease with age and experience dissipates with time.  Men are also less likely to say that 

they would certainly become a teacher again; whereas black and Hispanic teachers are more 

likely than white teachers to say that they would.  Teachers who attended more-selective colleges 

are less likely to say that they would certainly become a teacher again.   

Responses differed by school characteristics as well.  Elementary school teachers are 

more likely than high school teachers and middle school teachers are less likely than high school 

teachers to say that they would make the same choice again.  Teachers in schools with a high 

proportion of black and Hispanic students are less likely to say they would make the same 

choice, as are teachers in schools with lower salaries.   

The year dummy variable shows that teachers are substantially less likely to report that 

they would certainly become a teacher again in 1999-2000 than they were in 1993-1994 

(approximately 14 percent less).  The point estimate of the odds-ratio on the interaction term 
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indicates that in this sample the drop in the percent of teachers saying they would certainly 

become a teacher again is not as great in the high accountability states. This difference is not 

significant at traditional levels, but it is similar in direction to the results in the New York study.  

This analysis provides no evidence that accountability has decreased teachers’ willingness to 

teach. 

In Table 9, we report the interaction terms of the same analysis, run separately for 

different types of schools and teachers.  The interaction is significant and greater than one 

(indicating a more positive change for high-accountability states) in a number of the 

specifications including:  (1) teachers with five or fewer years of experience in all schools; (2) 

teachers in urban schools; (3) teachers in rural schools; (4) teachers with five or fewer years of 

experience in schools with more than half black and Hispanic students; and (5) teachers with five 

or fewer years of experience in schools with more than half of the students in poverty.  Again, 

these results are consistent with the findings of Boyd, Lankford, Loeb, and Wyckoff (2003) in 

that they show more positive labor market outcomes linked to accountability for teachers in low-

performing schools.   

We repeated the analysis using whether the teacher says that she/he “Definitely plans to 

leave teaching as soon as I can” or “Will probably continue unless something better comes 

along.”  The results are given in Table 10 and Table 11.  Teachers are more likely to say that 

they definitely plan to leave teaching when they are younger and less experienced (although first-

year teachers are less likely than second-year teachers to express a desire to leave).  Male 

teachers and Black teachers are also more likely to want to leave teaching, as are teachers from 

more-competitive colleges.  Teachers in elementary school are less likely, and those in middle 

schools are more likely, to want to leave than are teachers in high schools.  Teachers in schools 
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offering higher salaries are less likely to want to leave, while those with a higher proportion of 

black or Hispanic students are more likely to want to go.  We find no evidence of a relationship 

between accountability and this measure, nor have teachers’ responses to this question changed 

substantially between the surveys.  This may be because accountability has not affected teachers 

decisions or because the measure is not a particularly good one.  We do not have a measure of 

actual attrition that is consistent between the 1993-1994 and 1999-2000 survey years. 

 Finally, we look at the characteristics of new entrants to teaching.  First we ask whether 

the characteristics of teachers with two or fewer years of experience have changed differentially 

in states that have implemented stronger accountability reforms.  We use as a measure of teacher 

characteristics the five-level measure of undergraduate competitiveness.  An ordered logit with 

this variable as the outcome and a similar specification to the earlier analyses gives the results.  

Again, the models are weighted and clustered to account for the state-level policy of interest.  As 

shown in Table 12, higher salaries are associated with teachers from more-competitive colleges, 

while rural schools and those with a higher percent of black and Hispanic students are associated 

with fewer teachers from these institutions.  There has been a decrease over the time period in 

the competitiveness of the colleges that new teachers attended; however, this trend has not been 

stronger in states with stronger accountability policies.  Table 13 gives these results by school 

type.  There is a tendency for strong accountability to be associated with a relative drop in 

college competitiveness, but none of the estimates is statistically significant. 

 Tables 12 and 13 give the estimates on the effects of accountability on novice teachers, 

but accountability might also be associated with the reallocation of teachers across schools.  In 

Tables 13 and 14 we redo the above analyses for teachers with two or fewer years of experience 

in the school in each year.  Since teachers new  to a school may come with a variety of teaching 
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experience, we run these analyses with years of experience as an outcome (linear regression), as 

well as college competitiveness (ordered logit).  Again, we find a positive relationship between 

salary and both experience and college quality, but no evidence that accountability has affected 

the characteristics of new teachers.  Only suburban schools show a significant coefficient on an 

accountability interaction, when teaching experience is the outcome.  Given the number of 

models, the significance for suburban schools could be spurious. 

 In summary, the multivariate analyses suggest some positive effects of accountability on 

teachers’ happiness with their choice to become a teacher.  We find no evidence that 

accountability has affected teachers’ decisions about whether to leave the profession, nor the 

characteristics of new entrants. 

 
 
Conclusion 

 This paper describes the approaches used by economists to estimate the effects of 

assessment-based accountability reforms on teachers’ career decisions.  Economists have sought 

to find ways of estimating the impact of reform that do more than simply look at teachers’ 

behaviors before and after implementation.  The problem with a before-after approach is that 

many things change over time that can influence teachers’ decisions and, it is thus difficult to 

separate the effects of accountability from those of other concurrent policy or economic changes.  

To date, one study assesses reform effects by looking at a state that implemented testing in some 

grades (4th and 8th) but not in others and by using differences in teachers’ career decisions by 

grade level.    Another study compares differences in teachers’ career decisions in low-

performing schools relative to higher-performing schools before and after the implementation of 

an accountability system.  The logic behind this approach is that low-performing schools are 
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more likely to feel the effects of accountability because they are more likely to be labeled as low-

performing and thus subject to repercussions.   

 The results of these studies are quite different.  The grade comparison finds that teachers 

in tested grades are less likely to leave, especially those in suburban schools with less experience 

and those in low-performing schools who graduated from more competitive undergraduate 

institutions.  The school comparison study finds that teachers in low-performing schools are 

relatively more likely to leave following reform than those in high-performing schools.  These 

results are difficult to align.  One possibility is that there are aspects of the reforms and the 

environments in which they are implemented that make one policy more detrimental than 

another.  This is not out of the question, given the substantial differences in assessment-based 

policy between the two states.  It is also possible that the grade analysis is capturing within-

school movement while the school analysis is capturing across-school movement, and that these 

are different phenomena.  Local administrators may have the power to make tested grades more 

appealing to teach in, but may be unable to improve the working conditions in low-performing 

schools enough to retain teachers in the face of accountability.   

There are also problems, however, with each approach for estimating the causal effect of 

reform.  The grade comparison study, for example, can only find effects if the impact of reform 

differs by grade.  Testing may create a negative environment in schools that is detrimental to all 

grades.  The grade-comparison study will not be able to identify such an effect.  The school-

comparison study also has drawbacks because low-performing schools are more susceptible to 

changes in the supply of and the demand for teachers caused by economic or policy changes, 

even when these changes are not directed at low-performing schools.  Thus the differences in 
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teachers’ behaviors found between low-performing and higher-performing schools could be the 

result of other changes concurrent with the accountability reform. 

 In order to further our understanding of the effect of accountability on teachers, in this 

study we add to the previous literature by comparing changes in teachers’ experiences and 

behaviors across states instead of across grades or schools.  The advantage of this approach is 

that it can identify effects that are similar across grades and schools.  There is also substantial 

variation in accountability strength across states, which makes this comparison feasible.  

However, national data on teacher career choices are quite weak.  We rely on surveys that ask 

teachers about their plans for the future and their happiness with their decision to become a 

teacher.  Lacking measures of actual behavior, we use these as proxies for career choices.  The 

surveys do ask additional questions about teachers’ work lives and we describe how their 

answers vary by the strength of the accountability system in the state in which they teach. 

 We find no support in the national data for the proposition that accountability has 

increased teachers’ propensity to leave teaching, although the weakness of the available 

measures is an issue.  Teachers in states with stronger accountability are more likely, in fact, to 

report that they would pursue teaching again if starting over, and this result is particularly strong 

for teachers with five years of experience or less, those in urban schools, and those in schools 

with more than 50 percent black or Hispanic students or students in poverty.  There is no evident 

relationship between teachers’ plans to leave teaching and the strength of their state’s 

accountability system.   

 The implementation of high-stakes testing brought with it substantial concern that 

teachers work lives would change for the worse and that schools would lose many of their best 

teachers.  The research to date does not support this claim, although there are sure to have been 
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some schools and districts whose effective teachers did leave in order to avoid the scrutiny of the 

administration or to move to higher-performing schools so as obtain the rewards promised by the 

recent reforms.   
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Figures 
 

Figure 1 
Teacher influence on performance standards from the 1999-2000 schools and staffing survey. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2:   
“I worry about the security of my job because of the performance of my students on state or local 
tests,” from the 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey 
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Figure 3   
Percent of Teachers That Strongly Agree With “The School Administration’s Behavior Toward 
The Staff is Supportive and Encouraging.” 1993-1994 and 1999-2000 SASS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4 
Percent of Teachers That Strongly Agree With “Most of My Colleagues Share My Beliefs and 
Values About What the Central Mission of the School Should Be.” 1993-1994 and 1999-2000 
SASS 
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Figure 5 
Percent of Teachers That Strongly Agree With “There is a great deal of cooperative effort among 
staff members.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6 
Percent of Teachers That Strongly or Somewhat Agree With “Sometimes I Feel It Is a Waste of 
Time to Try To Do My Best As a Teacher.” 
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Figure 7 
Teachers’ Responses to How Much Actual Influence the think Teachers Have Over Establishing 
Curriculum.  1993-1994 and 1999-2000 SASS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 8 
Teachers’ Responses to In Your Classroom, How Much Control Do You Think You Have Over 
Selecting Content, Topics and Skills to Be Taught.  1993-1994 and 1999-2000 SASS 
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Tables 

 
 

Table 1 
 
Logit estimates of teacher leaving the 4th grade relative to other grades by urbanicity and quartile of student test 
performance, New York Teacher Study: Odds Ratios (Z-stat) 

 
Variable All Urban Suburban Rural 
Fourth grade post 1998 0.91 0.89 0.92 0.91 
 (4.25) (3.64) (2.47) (1.69) 
N 359,962 148,390 149,769 61,803 
     
 Highest Quartile Quart 2 Quart 3 Lowest Quartile 
Fourth grade post 1998 0.91 0.93 0.94 0.88 
 (2.21) (1.74) (1.36) (3.32) 
N 89,938   89,026 90,061 90.937 

* Student test scores are the percent of students scoring at the lowest levels, level 1 or level 2, on the 
4th grade math exam.  The first quartile is the schools with the lowest proportion of these scores.  

 
 
 
Table 2 
 
Logit estimates of leaving the 4th grade for teachers with different characteristics by urbanicity and 
student performance quartile, New York Teacher Study: Odds Ratios (Z-Stats) 

 
Variable Exp=2 to 

5 years 
Exp=6 to 
19 years 

Exp=20 
years + 

Most 
Competitive 

Failed 
Exam 

Characteristic of grade 4 post 1998   1.14 1.25 1.35 0.87 1.05 
 (1.59) (2.91) (3.80) (1.93) (0.75) 
      
Urban Schools      
Characteristic of grade 4 post 1998 1.03 1.02 1.12 0.89 1.07 
N=148,390 (0.28) (0.20) (1.04) (0.80) (0.83) 
      
Lowest Test Quartile       
Characteristic of grade 4 post 1998 1.02 .99 1.04 1.01 1.01 
N=90,937 (0.2) (0.06) (0.28) (0.07) (0.10) 
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Table 3   
 
Logit estimates of teacher characteristics for new 4th grade for teachers by urbanicity and student 
performance quartile:  Odds Ratios (Z-Stats) 
 
Variable  Exp = 0  Exp=1-5 Exp=6-19 Exp=20+ Most 

Competitive 
Failed 
Exam 

Fourth grade post 1998 0.92 1.19 0.99 0.86 1.09 0.98 
 (2.06) (4.73) (0.26) (3.46) (1.57) (0.36) 
N 110,296 110,296 110.296 110,296 84,713 63,249 
       
Urban Schools       
Fourth grade post 1998 0.86 1.17 0.98 0.96 1.14 0.97 
 (2.75) (2.12) (0.26) (0.56) (1.37) (0.45) 
N 62,031 62,031 62,031 62,031 43,562 36,756 
       
Lowest Test Quartile       
Fourth grade post 1998 0.79 1.13 1.05 1.05 1.30 0.93 
 (3.66) (2.05) (0.88) (0.7) (2.50) (0.99) 
N 41,939 41,939 41,939 41,939 30,124 25,499 
Note. Models include urbanicity, whether the school is in New York City, the percent of black and Hispanic students, 
the percent of students eligible for free lunch, and the percent of students who scored at the lowest level on the New 
York State Fourth Grade English Language Arts Exam; and dummy variables for the year (Y) and the grade (G). 

 
 
 
Table 4 
 
Estimated probabilities of departure from a school, typical teachers with 10 years of experience 
and 1 year of experience.  
 

10 years experience 1 year experience (new teacher) 
Typical individual 0.150 Typical individual 0.320 
+ Post 0.155 + Post 0.328 
+ Low performing  0.176 + Low performing  0.338 
+ Low ́  Post 0.191 + Low ´  Post 0.389 
+ Label ́  Post 0.209 + Label ´  Post 0.403 
    

Note. Calculated by authors based on the coefficients of the model.  Low-performing school is defined as a school in 
which more than half of its students are below grade level on math or reading test scores.  Other definitions give 
similar results.  Values from Table 4 are from Clotfelter, Ladd, Vigdor, and Diaz (2003). 
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Table 5 
 
Proportions of low quality teachers by school performance; levels and trends, pre- and post-
accountability. 
 

 Teachers with no experience Teachers from uncompetitive colleges 
 Lowest tests 

schools (20%) 
Highest tests 

schools (20%) 
Lowest tests 

schools (20%) 
Highest tests  

schools (20%) 
4th grade     
Pre-accountability* 0.380 0.304 0.268 0.196 
Post-accountability** 0.363 0.293 0.260 0.215 
4th grade changes     
Pre-accountability* -0.048 0.011 -0.031 -0.003 
Post-accountability** 0.006 -0.019 0.016 0.018 
7th grade     
Pre-accountability* 0.376 0.308 0.290 0.221 
Post-accountability** 0.363 0.305 0.290 0.225 
7th grade changes     
Pre-accountability* -0.042 -0.003 -0.070 0.021 
Post-accountability** 0.031 0.002 0.050 -0.008 

Note.  None of the differences across periods is significant.  Low-performing schools are the schools in the bottom 
20 percent of the weighted distribution of schools ranked by the percentage of students below grade level; middle-
performing schools are in the middle quintile (40 to 60 percent); and high-performing schools are in the top 20 
percent, where the weights are the numbers of 4th or 7th graders in each school.   

·  The pre-accountability period starts in 1995/1996 for teachers with no experience and in 1994/1995 for 
teachers from uncompetitive colleges; it ends in 1997/1998. 

·  ** The post-accountability period starts in 1997/1998 and ends in 2000/2001. Standard errors for the 
differences were calculated on the assumption that the errors of the pre- and post-accountability periods are 
independent.  
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Table 6 
 
Accountability Index, by state, 1999-2000 

 
 
 
State 

Grades 
with State 
Testing in 
1999-2000 

School 
Accountability 

1999-2000 

Repercussion for 
Schools 1999-

2000 

Strength of 
Repercussion 
for Schools 
1999-2000 

HS 
Exit 

Test in 
2000 

Grade 
HS 
Test 
First 

Given 

First 
Grad 
Class 

Index 

Alabama 3-11 School report 
cards 

Ratings, 
intervention 

Strong Yes 10 2001 4 

Alaska 4-7 None None None Yes 10 2002 1 
Arizona 3,5,8,10 Report cards ‘Public shame’ Weak Yes 10 2002 2 
Arkansas 4, 6 None None None No   1 
California 2-11 Report cards Ratings, awards, 

intervention 
Strong No 10 2004 4 (2)* 

Colorado 3, literacy None None None No   1 
Connecticut 4,6,8,10 Reporting scores 

to state 
Identify schools 
with needs 

Weak No   1 

Delaware 3,5,8,10,11 None None None No 10 2004 1 
Florida 4,5,8,10 Report cards Ratings, subject 

to vouchers 
Strong Yes 10 1988 5 

Georgia 3,4,5,8,11 School reports None None Yes 11 1995 2 
Hawaii 3,5,8,10 None None None No   1 
Idaho ITBS, 3-8 None None None No   1 
Illinois 3,4,5,8,10 Academic 

improvement 
Watch lists, 
warnings, 
intervention 

Moderate No   2.5 

Indiana 3,6,8,10 Performance 
Assessment 

Accreditation Moderate Yes 10 1999 3 

Iowa None None None None No   0 
Kansas 3,4,5,8,10 School reports Accreditation Weak No   1 
Kentucky 4,5,7,8,10-

12 
Meeting state 
improvement 
goals 

Monetary 
rewards, 
intervention 

Strong No   4 

Louisiana LEAP,4,8 Report cards, 
growth targets 

Intervention Moderate Yes 10 1991 3 

Maine 4,8,11 None None None No   1 
Maryland 3,5,8 School 

Performance 
Index 

Monetary 
rewards, 
reconstitution 

Strong Yes 10,11,
12 

2001 4 (5) 

Massachusetts 4,8,10 Students only Student 
promotions 

Implicit only Yes 10 2003 2  

Michigan 4,5,7,8 School rating Accreditation Weak No   1 
Minnesota 3,5,8,10 School reports None None Yes 8,10  2 
Mississippi 2-8 Only districts 

accountable, 
based on test 
scores 

Public 
recognition, loss 
of accreditation 

Moderate to 
strong at 
district level 

Yes 11 1994 3 

Missouri 3-11 School can be 
deemed 
academically 
deficient 

Possible audit Weak No   1.5  

Montana 4,8,11 None None None No   1 
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Nebraska None None None None No   0 
Nevada 4,8,10 School reports None Weak Yes 11 1999 1.5 
New 
Hampshire 

3,6,10 None None None No   1 

New Jersey 4,5,11 Mostly district 
level, 75% pass 
rate 

Audits, possible 
state takeover 

Strong Yes 11  5 

New Mexico 1-9 School ratings 
and district 
rankings 

Some money 
rewards, 
probation 

Moderate to 
strong 

Yes 10 1990 4 (5) 

New York 4,5,8,11 State review of 
school 
performance 

Freeze on pupil 
registration 

Strong Yes 10  1998 5 (2) 

North 
Carolina 

3-8 School ratings Money rewards, 
intervention 

Strong Yes 9 1994 5 

North Dakota 4,8,12 Improve student 
learning 

Accreditation Weak No   1 

Ohio 4,6,9,12 Report cards,  
but mainly 
district level 

Money for 
schools, 
sanctions for 
districts 

Moderate Yes 9  3 

Oklahoma 5,8 Reports to state Accreditation Weak No   1 
Oregon 3,5,8,10 School 

performance 
ratings 

Write school 
improvement 
plans 

Weak to 
moderate 

Yes  10 1991 2.5 

Pennsylvania 5,6,8,9,11 High schools 
have ratings 

Money for HS 
improvement 

Weak No   1 

Rhode Island 3,4,7,8,10 Yearly progress 
on test results 

Reconstitution Weak 
implementati
on 

No   1 

South 
Carolina 

3-8, 10 District only District defined 
as impaired 

Moderate Yes 10 1990 3 

South Dakota 2,4,5,8,9,11 Test reports None None No   1 
Tennessee 3-8, 9 Test reports Accreditation Weak Yes 9  1.5 
Texas 3-8,10 Report cards School ratings, 

interventions 
Strong Yes 10 1991 5 

Utah 3,5,8,11 None Accreditation Weak No 10 2007 1 
Vermont 2,4,8,10 School reports Identify schools 

for assistance 
Weak No   1 

Virginia 3,4,5,6,8,9 Report tests, 
other data 

Standards of 
Accreditation 

Weak to 
moderate 

No   2 

Washington 2-10 School reports Accreditation Weak No 10 2008 1 
West Virginia 3-8 Performance 

audits 
Intervention Strong No   3.5 

Wisconsin 3,4,8,10 Continuous 
Progress 
Indicator 

Ratings of 
schools 

Weak to 
moderate 

No 11 2004 2 

Wyoming 4,8,11 Only district  Accreditation Weak No  2001 1 
*Alternative specification of index, as per Margaret Goertz (personal communication), in parentheses.  This 
alternative variable is used as a check on the models presented. 
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Table 7 
 
Descriptive statistics for variables 
 

Variables Obs Mean Std. Dev. 
Total Full-Time Teaching Experience (years) 89191 14.37 9.71 
Experience in Current School (years) 89191 9.40 8.32 
Teacher's Age 89191 42.64 10.13 
Teacher's Gender = Male 89191 0.26  
Teacher's Race/Ethnicity = Black 89191 0.07  
Teacher's Race/Ethnicity = Hispanic 89191 0.05  
Teacher's Race/Ethnicity = Asian 89191 0.01  
Elementary Teacher  89191 0.35  
Math or Science Teacher  89191 0.13  
Teacher's College Quality Rating 84081 2.79 0.75 
Total Number of Students Enrolled in School 82777 781 569 
Teacher's Salary 89191 36717 12437 
% of Children in Poverty* 82777 35.28 28.87 
% of Black and Hispanic Students in School 82777 27.98 31.06 
Suburban 89191 0.41  
Rural 89191 0.31  
State Accountability Index Score 88769 2.94 1.58 
Year= 2000 (vs. 1994) 89191 0.54  
Certainly Would Teach Again 89191 0.39  
Want to leave teaching 89191 0.14  

* Estimated by the number of students eligible for free or reduced lunch in school 
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Table 8:  
 
Logit results predicting whether the teacher says that she/he “Certainly would become a 
teacher” when asked “If you could go back to your college days and start over again would you 
become a teacher or not?”* 
 

Variables Odds ratio Z-stat 
Total experience 0.931 (10.01) 
Total experience squared 1.001 (6.15) 
School experience 0.998 (0.37) 
School experience squared 1.000 (0.75) 
Age 0.945 (5.19) 
Age2 1.001 (5.68) 
Male 0.848 (8.29) 
Black 1.192 (2.64) 
Hispanic 1.353 (4.54) 
Asian 1.002 (0.02) 
College quality 0.905 (3.63) 
Elementary school 1.182 (6.92) 
Middle school 0.788 (6.10) 
Enrollment 1.000 (1.66) 
Salary in thousands 1.015 (7.96) 
% Students in poverty 1.000 (0.49) 
% black or Hispanic students 0.998 (2.97) 
Suburban 1.037 (0.68) 
Rural 1.014 (0.22) 
Accountability index 0.959 (1.57) 
Year = 1999-2000 0.864 (2.76) 
Accountability year interaction 1.031 (1.62) 

* The alternative responses are “Probably,” “Chances about even,” “Probably would not,” and “Certainly would 
not.”  
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Table 9 
 
Logit results by school type predicting  teacher response  “Certainly would become a teacher,” when 
asked “If you could go back to your college days and start over again would you become a teacher or 
not?” 

Model 
Odds Ratio 

(z-stat)  Model 
Odds Ratio 

(Z-stat) 
Full Sample 1.031    

 (1.62)    
�  �5 Years of Experience 1.078    

 (1.95)    
6-10 Years of Experience 1.012    

 (0.36)    
Urban 1.046  Percent Black and Hispanic �  50% 1.032 

 (1.93)   (1.56) 
�  �5 Years of Experience 1.091  �  �5 Years of Experience 1.053 

 (1.56)   (1.28) 
6-10 Years of Experience 1.061  6-10 Years of Experience 0.976 

 (1.12)   (0.58) 
Suburban 1.006  Percent in Poverty �  50% 1.024 

 (0.24)   (1.51) 
�  �5 Years of Experience 1.050  �  �5 Years of Experience 1.040 

 (0.98)   (0.95) 
6-10 Years of Experience 0.972  6-10 Years of Experience 1.014 

 (0.45)   (0.36) 
Rural  1.076  Percent Black and Hispanic > 50% 1.015 

 (2.31)   (0.34) 
�  �5 Years of Experience 1.125  �  �5 Years of Experience 1.141 

 (1.99)   (1.95) 
6-10 Years of Experience 1.030  6-10 Years of Experience 1.025 

 (0.65)   (0.21) 
Teach Math or Science 1.009  Percent in Poverty > 50% 1.048 

 (0.25)   (1.32) 
�  �5 Years of Experience 1.081  �  �5 Years of Experience 1.121 

 (1.35)   (2.02) 
6-10 Years of Experience 0.869  6-10 Years of Experience 0.991 

 (1.28)   (0.12) 
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Table 10 
 
Logit results predicting whether the teacher says that she/he “Definitely plans to leave teaching 
as soon as I can” or “Will probably continue unless something better comes along”* 
 

Variables Odds ratio Z-stat 
Total experience 1.033 (3.37) 
Total experience squared 0.999 (3.77) 
School experience 0.999 (0.08) 
School experience squared 1.000 (0.32) 
Age 0.966 (2.88) 
Age2 1.000 (0.66) 
Male 1.242 (6.50) 
Black 1.208 (2.57) 
Hispanic 0.989 (0.11) 
Asian 1.040 (0.27) 
Elementary school 0.799 (4.95) 
Middle school 1.196 (2.88) 
College quality 1.117 (3.50) 
Enrollment 1.000 (0.60) 
Salary in thousands 0.979 (6.20) 
% Students in poverty 0.999 (1.51) 
% black or Hispanic students 1.004 (4.27) 
Suburban 0.950 (0.97) 
Rural 0.964 (0.78) 
Accountability index 1.011 (0.49) 
Year = 1999-2000 0.979 (0.28) 
Accountability year interaction 1.001 (0.04) 

* the alternative resposes are “As long as I am able,”  “Until I am eligible for retirement,” and “Undecided at this 
time.” 
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Table 11 
 
Logit results by school type predicting teacher response “Definitely plans to leave teaching as 
soon as I can” or “Will probably continue unless something better comes along”  
 

Model 
Odds Ratio 

(z-stat)  Model 
Odds Ratio 

(Z-stat) 
Full Sample 1.001    

 (0.04)    
�  �5 Years of Experience 0.988    

 (0.33)    
6-10 Years of Experience 1.021    

 (0.41)    
Urban 1.038  Percent Black and Hispanic �  50% 0.991 

 (0.70)   (0.27) 
�  �5 Years of Experience 1.065  �  �5 Years of Experience 0.982 

 (1.14)   (0.43) 
6-10 Years of Experience 0.969  6-10 Years of Experience 0.984 

 (0.37)   (0.33) 
Suburban 0.964  Percent in Poverty �  50% 0.982 

 (0.84)   (0.70) 
�  �5 Years of Experience 0.910  �  �5 Years of Experience 0.984 

 (1.39)   (0.47) 
6-10 Years of Experience 1.017  6-10 Years of Experience 0.966 

 (0.18)   (0.68) 
Rural  0.975  Percent Black and Hispanic > 50% 1.018 

 (0.80)   (0.24) 
�  �5 Years of Experience 0.904  �  �5 Years of Experience 1.018 

 (2.20)   (0.27) 
6-10 Years of Experience 1.005  6-10 Years of Experience 1.169 

 (0.08)   (1.56) 
Teach Math or Science 1.009  Percent in Poverty > 50% 1.041 

 (0.17)   (0.78) 
�  �5 Years of Experience 0.935  �  �5 Years of Experience 1.023 

 (0.62)   (0.35) 
6-10 Years of Experience 1.059  6-10 Years of Experience 1.097 

 (0.46)   (1.05) 
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Table 12 
 
Ordered logit results predicting a five-level measure of the competitiveness of teachers’  
undergraduate institution 
 

Variable Coefficient Z-stat 
Enrollment in hundreds 0.007 (1.15) 
Salary in thousands 0.029 (4.32) 
% Students in poverty -0.007 (3.78) 
% black or Hispanic students -0.003 (1.26) 
Suburban 0.052 (0.34) 
Rural -0.379 (3.23) 
Accountability index 0.019 (0.28) 
Year = 1999-2000 -0.210 (2.05) 
Accountability year interaction -0.056 (1.35) 

 
 
Table 13 
 
Ordered logit results predicting a five-level measure of the competitiveness of teachers’ 
undergraduate institution by school type 
 

Variable Coefficient on Interaction Z-stat 
All -0.056 (1.35) 
Urban -0.160 (1.83) 
Suburban -0.100 (1.33) 
Rural 0.044 (1.06) 
% Poverty <= 50 -0.033 (0.64) 
% Poverty > 50 -0.063 (0.85) 
% Black or Hispanic Students <=50 -0.018 (0.39) 
% Black or Hispanic Students> 50 -0.141 (1.38) 

 
Table 14 
 
Ordered logit results predicting a five-level measure of the competitiveness of teachers’ 
undergraduate institution and linear regression results prediction teaching experience of new 
teachers to the school (Experience<= 2 years) 

 
Variable College Quality Teaching Experience 

 Coefficient Z-stat Coefficient t-stat 
Enrollment in hundreds 0.010 (1.89) -0.083 (4.16) 
Salary in thousands 0.014 (3.85) 0. 473 (16.05) 
% Students in poverty -0.0065 (3.83) 0.0047 (0.90) 
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% black or Hispanic students -0.0030 (1.72) -0.0051 (1.06) 
Suburban 0.072 (0.53) -0.890 (3.04) 
Rural -0.309 (2.95) 0.394 (1.33) 
Accountability index 0.012 (0.21) -0.198 (0.83) 
Year = 1999-2000 -0.142 (1.66) -2.491 (6.96) 
Accountability year interaction 0.003 (0.08) -0.033 (0.37) 

 
Table 15:  
 
Ordered logit results predicting a five-level measure of the competitiveness of teachers’ 
undergraduate institution and linear regression results prediction teaching experience of new 
teachers to the school (experience<= 2 years) by school type 
 

Variable Coefficient on Interaction Z/t-stat 
College Quality, Ordered Logit 

All 0.003 (0.08) 
Urban -0.059 (0.83) 
Suburban 0.008 (0.16) 
Rural 0.022 (0.48) 
% Poverty <= 50 0.012 (0.30) 
% Poverty > 50 0.001 (0.01) 
% Black or Hispanic Students <=50 0.043 (1.68) 
% Black or Hispanic Students> 50 0.080 (0.98) 

Teaching Experience, Linear Regression 
All -0.033 (0.37) 
Urban -0.092 (0.73) 
Suburban 0.335 (2.03) 
Rural -0.239 (1.79) 
% Poverty <= 50 -0.077 (0.73) 
% Poverty > 50 0.005 (0.03) 
% Black or Hispanic Students <=50 -0.112 (1.00) 
% Black or Hispanic Students> 50 0.301 (1.38) 

 
 


