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Introduction

Assessment-based school accountability reforms have swept through theoftiae
including new tests for students and repercussions for students, teachers, schooldisancts.
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 scoressithstiat
implemented stronger accountability programs, although no change in studentssgiayr
through high school. Yet, these reforms are likely to impact teachers, as weitlants.
Increased scrutiny of teachers, combined with a focus on student performanaeeind di
consequences for school funding and management, can substantially change wwadkéfs!
These changes may, in turn, affect teachers’ career decisions about whetheh, where to
teach, and, once teaching, whether to transfer to another school or to leave teatisnuapdr
describes the approaches that economists have taken to understand the impactexfehes
reforms on teachers’ careers. It also contributes to the small lieematilms area by comparing
teachers’ descriptions of their work life and their predictions for theirdututeaching in states
with and without strong accountability systems.

Clearly there are reasons that teachers may be dissatisfirethaitecent changes. As
districts and schools put more emphasis on test performance, teachers maxyiloigy/fin
their classrooms. They may face pressures to teach topics that thatthesg anterested in or
believe are less important for students, or they may need to teach in waysrdasdnest scores
but not other important skills. Teachers also may have more day-to-day disgas parents
and administrators scrutinize the details of their classrooms. In additidmetgacay worry
about the security of their jobs, particularly if they teach in schools with love+parfg

students, which are more likely to encounter repercussions from the state.



The increased emphasis on accountability and rewards may not be all badhiersteac
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 tetiheafecms,
there were other, poorly functioning, schools that were preoccupied in other ways.
Administrators may use accountability policies as leverage with thectlistget rid of
ineffective or distracting teachers and may simply focus more on tyiogate a school that
benefits students. Teachers may prefer to teach in these environmentheather t
environments that do not recognize success in the classroom.

Thus, it is unclear priori, how the recent reforms will affect teachers. They may
dissuade potential teachers from entering the classroom or may intreaseltability that
teachers will quit. These effects may be greatest in low-performagplscthat already have
difficulty attracting and retaining well-qualified teachers. Howetree effects may work in the
exact opposite direction if testing and accountability have made teachingatisfging,
especially in schools that had been mismanaged prior to reform. In what followartiry s
reviewing the two studies that have used quantitative approaches to studyingoheeesd
teachers to accountability reforms. We then provide new analyses of nationah tedahers to
ask whether these reforms have changed teachers’ career decisions. Ahlleoegiimates are
not without problems, the results generally suggest that assessment-basesi mave not

increased teacher turnover.

Two Previous Studies
Two studies to date have looked at the effects of accountability on teachees’ car
choices, one looking at changes in teachers’ career paths following the imgagomeof testing

in New York state, and the other looking at the change in teachers’ caremrsnglNorth



Carolina’s accountability reform. Both studies use detailed state adatinistdata to assess the
impact of these assessment-based reforms on teachers. We review easltudig¢hdelow

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 sahadbéye
New York State Education Department implemented a revised assesgstemt that reflected
higher learning standards and included mandatory tests in English Langusigadirt
Mathematics in grades four and eight. The content of the tests is tied to oomrtbat is
intended to lead to a high school exit exam. The results of the tests are pupbdgde This
paper compares changes in the quit and transfer behavior of fourth grdsededrtose students
were mandated to take the test, to changes in the quit and transfer behaviar eleotbatary
school teachers. It also looks at differences in the characteristicsluérieaew to the fourth
grade relative the characteristics of new teachers in other elegnsci@ol grades. In this way,
the approach utilizes the variation in the policy by grade and relies on diffesanoss grades
to identify the policy’s effects.

The data for the New York study describe first through sixth grade teachbesyears
surrounding the implementation of the test, 1994-1995 through 2001-2002. The dataset includes
information oneveryteacher 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 teacsawell as the
environments in which these individuals make career decisibhe.eight-year record allows

the researchers to track individual teachers across grades and schools cversinef their

! The core data come from the Personnel Master(FNF), part of the Basic Education Data SystenhefNew
York State Education Department. The NYS Teacletifitation Database (TCERT) combined with theBais
ranking of college selectivity, give a measure afege selectivity. The NYS Teacher Certificatibxam History
File (EHF) provides teacher certification exam ssoof individual teachers and whether they padsed@tams on
their first attempts. A school-level dataset aiifisrmation on the location, grade span, studentmasition, and
student performance for each school.



employment in any New York State public school, identifying the gradétiawght 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 kbateotary
school teachers in non-tested grades. Other policies or economic changefeahdgaathers’
career decisions, but a differential change of fourth grade teachersyislliesto policies that
target these teachers in particular (namely, the tests). Logit nexdieimte the probability that
a teacher will leave the grade in the following year, either to teach iheargrade or to exit
teaching altogether, as a function of: (1) teacher characteristiadimglteaching experience,
the competitive level of their undergraduate institution attended, whether or néditedya
certification exam, and ethnicity; and (2) school characteristics includbanicity, whether the
school is in New York City, the percent of black and Hispanic students, the percertearitst
eligible for free lunch, and the percent of students who scored at the lovedsinighe New
York State Fourth Grade English Language Arts Exam. In addition, the modatieimzimmy
variables for the year and the grade; and interactions of fourth gradéevjbgt-test years.
This final interaction captures the impact of test implementation on teaeki¢rdecision. The
coefficient on the interaction of fourth grade with the post-test years providesiaate of the
extent to which these teachers were relatively more likely to leave yre#ne following refornf.

The study estimates these models separately for two different groupssoots based
on the geographical setting of the school (urban, suburban, or rural) and the quartilendf stude
achievement based on the students’ test scores. Table 1 gives the results. 0.9&tipéamefi
signifies that the odds that a teachers will leave the fourth grade followitestrere 91 percent

as high as would be predicted if no test had been implemented. This estimate ig strong|

2 For details see Boyd, Lankford, Loeb, and WycKafi03).



statistically significant. That is, following the test teacherdeaeing the fourth gradess
This reduced turnover is particularly evident in urban schools and in schools with tsé lowe
performing students (lowest fourth of schools).

The study also asks how the relative leaving behavior of fourth grade teditfezssfor
teachers with different characteristics. To do this it expands the previoustmousiide
interactions of teacher characteristics with the fourth grade lyntesaction. The coefficients
on these new interactions measure the differential effect of the test barteadth different
attributes. Table 2 summarizes the results. The test reduces the leaviwgrofeaehers more
than of experienced teachers; it reduces the odds of leaving 25 percent leshéos twih six
to 19 years of experience and 35 percent less for teachers with 20 or more gepesiehnce,
compared with first-year teachers. However, this relative effeonigned to suburban schools
and to schools with high-achieving students. These same trends are not evident ingtthools
lower-scoring students. Following reform, teachers from more competitivegnadeate
institutions are also relatively less likely to leave.

Finally, the analysis looks to see whether the attributes of teacheis@titerfourth
grade changed with the introduction of testing. Using a similar approach, theestungtes the
likelihood that new teachers have certain attributes, including whether thiengtayear
teachers; whether they have two to five years of experience, six to ninesegofyexperience,
or twenty or more years of experience; whether they attended highlyetowgpundergraduate
institutions; and whether they failed a core certification exam. The mudeties the school
characteristics, controls for the years and grades, and an interactioorntéoorth grade with
the tested years. The coefficient on the interaction term measuregehiete which new

teachers in the fourth grade are more or less likely to have a certaintehstiadollowing



reform. Table 3 gives these results. We see that teachers new to thgrfadetiare less likely
to be first year teachers or to have 20 or more years of experience. Theyailékely to have
one to four years of experience upon entry to the fourth grade. They are also nhpte like
come from more competitive undergraduate institutions, although this estnssa¢istically
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 asftéselimplementation of
standardized tests. In fact, they find exit rates decreased in the foushrgett/e to other
elementary grades after state-mandated fourth grade exams wedacet in the 1998-99
academic year. Relative fourth grade teacher turnover decreasedusbesssuburban, and
rural schools and across schools with different levels of student achievetgtrensed most
for teachers with less experience and for those with Bachelor’'s degreembre 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 waduets and, in low-
performing schools, more likely to have attended highly competitive undergradsi#igions
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 schoat®@mmunities. In
addition, the implementation of testing in just one elementary grade allows tpartson of
this grade to other grades. Researchers are often limited to beforeteanchplementation
comparisons in which many other things could be changing at the same time.r liootioe

grade-comparison estimates to be biased, there must be something besideshe refo



questions that affectd"grade differently than it effects the other elementary school grades.
Most changes are likely to affect all elementary school teachers apptrelyi@gually.

However, although there are clearly benefits to this analysis, it alonetdae definitive.
In particular, assessment-based accountability reforms vary atatess SNew York’s system
does not have direct repercussions for teachers such as increased pay for Hmyneapsr. As
such it may not illicit as strong reactions from teachers as do other siaishs. In addition,
the effect of accountability may extend beyond the tested grades. In ths casparison
between the tested and non-tested grades would miss some (and maybe adfifecthef the
reform on teachers’ decisions. The North Carolina case provides an alteapgtisach 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 elgnaeckaniddle
schools that includes direct incentives for teachers. The state’s ABCarpr(4 for
accountability, B for basic skills, and C for local control) tests students linoédlce elementary
school years (kindergarten through@rade). It uses a combination of the level of student
achievement in school and the change in scores from year to year to rank schrefaary,
no recognition, or low-performing. Low-performing schools fail to meet the sthfolagrowth
in test scores set by the state and have more than 50 percent of their studemtsngeokelow
grade level. Teachers in exemplary schools are each given a bonus of $1500teC lodifdd,
Vigdor, and Diaz (2003) assess how this accountability system has changelinbeess of
teachers to teach in low-performing schools. Unlike the New York study, which msnpa

fourth grade teachers to other elementary teachers, this study corspahesd in low-



performing schools to those in higher-performing schools, with the assumption thatsdac
higher-performing schools would be less affected by the implementation ef/sesn.

The data for this study come from a micro-level dataset provided to the auttibes b
North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI) through the Nortbli@arEducation
Research Data Center at Duke University. It follows all teachesssaschools over time and
links teachers to the students in their classrooms. The data include theregye@ander, and
race of all North Carolina elementary school teachers during the acagkansc1994-95 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 defiseaachers
to exit low performing schools. It uses a hazard model for the probability ofi¢geting school,
which estimates whether teachers are more likely to quit low-performoinuplks, are more likely
to quit post-reform, and are more likely to quit low-performing schools differgnpiast-
reform. The model also adjusts for the teacher’s gender and for whethexcter s white.
Table 4 gives the results of this analysis. For a typical teacher withai® ofeexperience
working in low performing schools prior to the reform, the probability of leavingdheat was
approximately 17.6 percent. After the reform this increased to 19.1 percent (theishange
significant at the .05 to .01 level in four of the five specifications reported in the) pdjes 1.5
percentage point increase compares to a 0.5 percentage point increase f& tdachesre not
in low-performing schools. For new teachers, the change was 5.1 percentage pamis for |
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 schoolgthbslsuch by the



state. Following reform, low-performing schools saw a substantiabterincrease in the
turnover rate of their teachers than did higher performing schools.

In another part of their analysis Clotfelter, Ladd, Vigdor, and Diaz (2088sasvhether
the characteristics of teachers changed following reform, but find litfereiifice between the
changes in low-performing and higher-performing schools. As shown in Table Sinthéhat
low-performing schools were more likely than other schools to have novice teacbets pr
accountability (38 percent vs. 30 percent), but this tendency did not increase follefemmg. r
However, tharendsin 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 lommpeyf
schools. This trend did not continue in the years following reform. The change in trends befor
and after reform is not evident in higher-performing schools, although due to largedtanda
errors the differences between school types are not statisticallifcgighi This result is
suggestive but not confirmatory of a negative effect of reform on the qualificafieeschers in
low-performing schools.

North Carolina provides an excellent example for studying the effecmdatds-based
reforms on teachers’ career paths because of the availability of detddemhdahe
sophistication of their accountability system, which includes both labeling of |daxméng
schools and direct financial incentives for teachers. Again, however, no singta systeidy
can tell the whole story. Clotfelter, Ladd, Vigdor, and Diaz (2003) compare loarment
schools with higher-performing schools. This comparison makes sense becausetine stf
the system increases the incentives for teachers to teach in high-pegfeahools; these are the
schools more likely to receive an exemplary rating and less likely to éledbas low

performing. However, there are drawbacks to this approach as well.



Low-performing schools face a greater difficulty in attracting ataiming teachers even
without accountability reforms. As such, they are more susceptible to changesupply of
and the demand for teachers. California’s class size reduction provides acaividle of this
phenomenon. When California dropped early elementary class size from 30 to 20 students, al
elementary schools faced an increased demand for teachers. However, bgbapsgdrming
schools are generally more attractive to teachers, these schooldbieee@ull teachers from
lower-performing schools. Thus, low-performing schools needed more new teaciensly
because of the decreased class size but because many of their teadioersoled to other
schools. This reform created a highly visible problem for difficult-to-st&ibols; yet, less
dramatic increases in the demand for teachers or decreases in the supplgtferstare likely to
create similar disparities between high- and low-performing schools. ySaippldemand
changes magnify in low-performing schools. Thus, any change that mighbéawveccurring
in North Carolina concurrent with the reform could easily impact low-perforsghgols more
than high-performing schools. We see that the probability of leaving other sahcelased
over the time period, although not as much as in low-performing schools. This magnificat
the change in low-performing schools could be the result of any policy or ecormvoadHat
influences the supply or demand of teachers, and not just policies that sped¢dicgtyow-
performing schools.

In summary, to our knowledge only two studies have directly estimated the impact of
standards based reforms on teachers’ career decisions. Boyd, Lankfordndl M¥lpckoff
(2003) find that teachers in tested grades are not more likely to leave the gestshorg in

general, and, in fact, are generally less likely to leave. This reduitdmtkavior is particularly

3 It is also not evident that testing should haversger effects in low-performing schools since pgseroups tend
to be stronger in high-performing schools and tteay make teachers’ lives difficult.
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pronounced for less experienced teachers and those from more competitive .collbges

fourth grade teachers do leave, they are replaced by experienced tesutherslow-

performing schools, by teachers with stronger qualifications. This study uaemtiaon New
York, however, so it is limited to a single policy environment and it does not look at changes i
career decisions of all teachers as a result of reform, thus lingicgmparison to those in

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

Clotfelter, Ladd, Vigdor, and Diaz (2003) also look at a single state, North &grblit
this state has one of the most sophisticated accountability systems, includatgrainetary
incentives for teachers. They compare changes in the probability of leakasg achool types
instead of across grades and find that this probability increased more in lonyped schools.
While this differential is likely to be the result of the policy reform, lowfgrening schools are
often more strongly impacted by changes in teacher supply and demand, and thusrémeidiff
may not be the result of accountability but, instead, of concurrent policy or econ@ngesh

As these studies show, it is difficult to use a within-state comparison to tsthea
effect of state-level reform. A national dataset, that allows comparisorssastates with
differing policy environments, could provide useful additional evidence of the effiects
standards-based reform on teachers’ careers. Unfortunately, no nationdl(tatase
knowledge) provides the information on teachers that is available at the wthia Mew York
and North Carolina. The National Center for Education Statistics colldwesichools 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 teackiveg
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remainder of this paper we use these surveys to explore changes in teasperseas across

states that implemented different types of reforms.

Data and Methods

Here we add to the previous studies by looking across states, comparing changes i
teacher career decisions in states that instituted strong accountaltflistates that instituted
weaker systems or no systems. The benefit of this approach relative to Newudgris st
allows the identification of effects on all grades, whereas the New Yt sbuld only find
effects if they were specific to the tested grade. Similarly,atvalithe identification of effects
on all schools, whereas the North Carolina study could only find effects if theyspecific 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 measuresvelethasa
teacher responds that she or he “definitely plans to leave teaching as soam’ as Wieether
the teacher responds that she or he “certainly would become a teacher” whernfaskedduld
go back to your college days and start over again would you become a teacher or not?” We
not know the choices that teachers actually make.

To measure the policy environment we use a zero to five ranking of states based on t
strength of their accountability systems as of the 1999-2000 academic yedheMtompare
the Schools and Staffing Surveys’ responses of teachers in strong and wealkahdigstates.
The accountability index comes from Carnoy and Loeb (2003), which used the indes$o asse
the effect of accountability on student outcomes. Table 6 gives the index and thet rebdiest

elements by state. Carnoy and Loeb (2003) constructed the table using blasaldiveloped by
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the Consortium for Policy Research in Education (CPRE), available on the C&tiR&tey
http://www.cpre.org/Publications/Publications_Accountability.htm.

The zero-to-five scale captures the degree of state external pressuneas 8¢
improve student achievement according to state-defined performanca.c8tates receiving a
zero do not test students statewide or do not set any statewide standarigdisraredistricts.
States that require state testing in the elementary and middle gradbe egqbtting of test
results to the state but no school or district sanctions or rewards receive a 1statessthat
test at the elementary and middle school levels and have moderate schoolobr distri
accountability sanctions/rewards or, alternatively, a high school exietestve a 2. Those states
that test at the lower and middle grades, have moderate accountabilitpsspans for schools
and districts, and require an exit test in high school, receive a 3. Those thadl telstca strong
pressure on schools or districts to improve student achievement (threat of rettonstit
principal transfer, loss of students) but do not require a high school exit test @edei&tates
receiving a 5 test students in primary and middle grades, strongly sancti@wand 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 lowabaaskblewhich do
not have any state-level accountability requirements for schools or djsdretsoded 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 Jerseyyidad &tie
coded 5.

We combine these state-level policy data with teacher-level data frorA8t SThe
SASS is the largest sample survey of elementary and secondary schoolsnitgdeStates. It

includes surveys of teachers and administrators at the school and distrienkgelrveys in
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both public and private schools. For this study we use the surveys of teachers in r@n-chart
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 schexsis&of
this, all of our analyses are weighted so that the estimates are natiepedigentative.

Table 7 gives the descriptive statistics for the primary variables usee amalysis.
Teachers have an average of 14 years of teaching experience, nine iarteairschool. Three
guarters 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 secondj seekin
to estimate the causal effect of accountability. In the first sectionevieasher reports from the
SASS concerning their life in schools. For measures that are available tmy1999-2000
SASS we ask whether teacher responses differ in strong and weak accaystabels. 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’ arswiiee 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?” Fronwvéhese
created two yes/no variables, one for “Certainly would become a teacher,” afwt one
“Definitely plan to leave teaching” or “Will probably continue until sometHiegter comes
along.” Table 7 shows that 39 percent of teachers say that they would certaoryelbe teacher
again, while 14 percent say that they want to leave teaching. We aim to ask \statdsethat

implemented stronger accountability saw differential change in eithbesd imeasures
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following reform. To do this, we use an approach similar to that of Boyd, Lankford, &oeb
Wyckoff (2003). Logits at the teacher level include detailed controlfiéocharacteristics of
teachers and the schools in which they work. They include the state accountalzhtya
dummy variable for year, and an interaction of accountability and year. THieieo¢on the
interaction term tells us to what extent higher accountability stategreater changes in the
outcome in question. We cluster the analysis by state, so that the standanciecirthe fact
that accountability is measured at the state level. We run these anapmasede by school
type and by teacher experience.

Using a similar approach, we also assess whether states that imieleésteonger
accountability systems saw differential changes in the characten@éntering teachers. The
teacher characteristic in question (the competitiveness of the teachergjraddate institution)
is modeled as a function of school characteristics, the accountability indexaryeédhne year-
accountability interaction. The interaction captures whether high accountatatis
experienced a differential change in the characteristics of tegubstreeform. 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 accotyntafolim
described by the index. Figure 1 shows teachers’ responses to how much influghesé¢hen
setting performance standards for students in their school. Teachers respoive-qoiatf
scale from “no influence” to “a great deal of influence.” We have combineavthiowest

responses for a measure of “little influence” and the two highest resgonsemeasure of “a
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lot of influence.” Teachers in states with weaker accountability systenssibstantially more
likely to report “a lot of influence” on performance standards. The correlatioréetstate
average of influence and accountability index is —0.51 (p=.0002).

Teachers were also asked whether they worry about the security gblhlegcause of
the performance of their students on state or local tests. They rankezh#vear on a four-
point scale from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree.” Figure 2ggikiese results. Again, the
trend with accountability is evident. Teachers in states with stronger aabiityyare more
likely to strongly or somewhat agree with this statement and less likstyongly disagree. The
correlation between state average of job security and the accountability irle4dgp=.0023).

While the questions addressing accountability directly are much more likgdpéaraon
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 relationshigéetw
accountability and changes over time in these measures. There is no evidentiivead be
accountability and the percent of teachers that strongly agree with, “fide scministration’s
behavior toward the staff is supportive and encouraging” (Figure 3); the perceatrdrethat
strongly agree with, “Most of my colleagues share my beliefs and valuesvethaiuthe central
mission of the school should be” (Figure 4); and the percent of teachers that stgpeglwih,
“There is a great deal of cooperative effort among staff membergir@=b). In each of these
cases, the gains in low-accountability states tend to be greater than the gaghs i
accountability states, but the mid-accountability states see the gggatesthere is no
significant correlation between accountability and teachers’ respanesse questions in either

year.
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In both years SASS asks whether teachers sometimes feel that it i€ @inase 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 accountabiléy, she
differences are not large. The correlation between disagreeingSathétimes | feel it is a
waste of time to try to do my best as a teacher,” and the accountability ine@23s(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 accoyi@bitis
not statistically significant (p=0.13)

Finally, there is a set of relevant questions that appear in both waves of SAS&®tmit w
the responses are coded on a different scale in each year. This change difike# to
compare across time. In order to compare the changes by accountabihigs®measures, we
subtracted the year-specific mean and divided by the year-specific staedation. Thus, the
new variables measure how far a teacher’s response is from the aesEwese in standard
deviation units. This approach keeps us from looking at absolute changes over timewsut all
us to compare changes in states grouped by the accountability index. Figure&aploass’
responses to how much actual influence they think teachers have over establistuaiyiour
Teachers in strong accountability states perceived substantialiypfiesence in both years,
although no trend in the changes over time by accountability strength are evideme &i
similarly illustrates teachers’ responses to, “In your classroom, how oardrol do you think
you have over selecting content, topics, and skills to be taught.” Again, teactievagn s
accountability states have less control, although, in this case the diffesamoss states by

accountability level have actually decreased over time.
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In summary, teachers believe that they have less control over performanuzedta
content, and curriculum in states with strong accountability, although thisedi¢iebetween the
two groups of states does not seem to have increased over time. There is littieecfade
differences in a teacher’s work life as measured by the school adatiniss behavior (as
supportive or encouraging), or by relationships with colleagues (as measstear &g 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 hadttovéo again, they
would certainly become a teacher. Table 8 presents these results factaf$e Teachers vary
systematically in their response to this question. More experienced and obthersesre less
likely to say that they would certainly become a teacher, although themstap is not linear.
The decrease with age and experience dissipates with time. Men arssaldelg to say that
they would certainly become a teacher again; whereas black and Hispaner4eae more
likely than white teachers to say that they would. Teachers who attendedetentdse colleges
are less likely to say that they would certainly become a teacher again.

Responses differed by school characteristics as well. Elementary scuobarseare
more likely than high school teachers and middle school teachers are |lgsthhkehigh school
teachers to say that they would make the same choice again. Teachers swsith@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 substantiallk&tgsdireport 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 iorieeron
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indicates that in this sample the drop in the percent of teachers saying thdycentainly
become a teacher again is not as great in the high accountability statestf@i@sah is not
significant at traditional levels, but it is similar in direction to theitesn the New York study.
This analysis provides no evidence that accountability has decreased teatiregsess to
teach.

In Table 9, we report the interaction terms of the same analysis, run slgfarate
different types of schools and teachers. The interaction is significant atdrghan one
(indicating a more positive change for high-accountability states) in a numier of
specifications including: (1) teachers with five or fewer years ofrexqpee in all schools; (2)
teachers in urban schools; (3) teachers in rural schools; (4) teachers withféwer years of
experience in schools with more than half black and Hispanic students; and (5) tegthieve
or fewer years of experience in schools with more than half of the students irypd\gain,
these results are consistent with the findings of Boyd, Lankford, Loeb, and W{2B08) in
that they show more positive labor market outcomes linked to accountability foetsac low-
performing schools.

We repeated the analysis using whether the teacher says that sheihieglippfans to
leave teaching as soon as | can” or “Will probably continue unless somethingbetes
along.” The results are given in Table 10 and Table 11. Teachers are more likglytats
they definitely plan to leave teaching when they are younger and lessexpdr{although first-
year teachers are less likely than second-year teachers to exprass to desve). Male
teachers and Black teachers are also more likely to want to leave teashamg teachers from
more-competitive colleges. Teachers in elementary school are lessdik@lthose in middle

schools are more likely, to want to leave than are teachers in high schools.r3 eashkools
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offering higher salaries are less likely to want to leave, while thoseawitgher proportion of
black or Hispanic students are more likely to want to go. We find no evidence ofens#lgdi
between accountability and this measure, nor have teachers’ responses testlus ghanged
substantially between the surveys. This may be because accountability hasated affachers
decisions or because the measure is not a particularly good one. We do not have aofeasure
actual attrition that is consistent between the 1993-1994 and 1999-2000 survey years.

Finally, we look at the characteristics of new entrants to teachingt w& ask whether
the characteristics of teachers with two or fewer years of expeif@veechanged differentially
in states that have implemented stronger accountability reforms. We use asuaenoé teacher
characteristics the five-level measure of undergraduate competisveAasordered logit with
this variable as the outcome and a similar specification to the earligs@mnglves the results.
Again, the models are weighted and clustered to account for the state-lewebpolierest. As
shown in Table 12, higher salaries are associated with teachers frorcongetitive colleges,
while rural schools and those with a higher percent of black and Hispanic studestoarated
with fewer teachers from these institutions. There has been a decrease dvee period in
the competitiveness of the colleges that new teachers attended; howevssnthisas not been
stronger in states with stronger accountability policies. Table 13 givesrésests by school
type. There is a tendency for strong accountability to be associatedneistige drop in
college competitiveness, but none of the estimates is statisticallyicagtif

Tables 12 and 13 give the estimates on the effects of accountability on noviiegdeac
but accountability might also be associated with the reallocation of teaaness schools. In
Tables 13 and 14 we redo the above analyses for teachers with two or fewef ggpesience

in the schooln each year. Since teachers new to a school may come with a varietyhofgeac
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experience, we run these analyses with years of experience as an outceanadtjression), as
well as college competitiveness (ordered logit). Again, we find a posti@@onship between
salary and both experience and college quality, but no evidence that accoyritabiaffected
the characteristics of new teachers. Only suburban schools show a signifié&rienben an
accountability interaction, when teaching experience is the outcome. Given therrafm
models, the significance for suburban schools could be spurious.

In summary, the multivariate analyses suggest some positive effectsoahgability on
teachers’ happiness with their choice to become a teacher. We find no evidence that
accountability has affected teachers’ decisions about whether to leave #ssjomofnor the

characteristics of new entrants.

Conclusion

This paper describes the approaches used by economists to estimaerth@kff
assessment-based accountability reforms on teachers’ caresomeciEconomists have sought
to find ways of estimating the impact of reform that do more than simply lookchetsa
behaviors before and after implementation. The problem with a before-after apgrteath i
many things change over time that can influence teachers’ decisions arul)st dsfficult to
separate the effects of accountability from those of other concurrent poécgrmomic changes.
To date, one study assesses reform effects by looking at a state thatentptktesting in some
grades (I and &) but not in others and by using differences in teachers’ career decisions by
grade level. Another study compares differences in teachers’ caresomean low-
performing schools relative to higher-performing schools before and aftenpleEmentation of

an accountability system. The logic behind this approach is that low-perforchiogls are
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more likely to feel the effects of accountability because they are moketikiee labeled as low-
performing and thus subject to repercussions.

The results of these studies are quite different. The grade comparison firtdadhats
in tested grades alesslikely 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-perfosctiogls are
relativelymorelikely to leave following reform than those in high-performing schools. These
results are difficult to align. One possibility is that there are aspetie reforms and the
environments in which they are implemented that make one policy more detrithantal
another. This is not out of the question, given the substantial differences in astdx=sad
policy between the two states. It is also possible that the grade analgsituigng within-
school movement while the school analysis is capturing across-school movement, daséhat t
are different phenomena. Local administrators may have the power to ntaklegtesles more
appealing to teach in, but may be unable to improve the working conditions in low-pegorm
schools enough to retain teachers in the face of accountability.

There are also problems, however, with each approach for estimatingisia¢ effect of
reform. The grade comparison study, for example, can only find effectsifpiaet of reform
differs by grade. Testing may create a negative environment in schoatsdbaimental to all
grades. The grade-comparison study will not be able to identify such an etfiecschool-
comparison study also has drawbacks because low-performing schools are ceptldedo
changes in the supply of and the demand for teachers caused by economic or podieg,cha

even when these changes are not directed at low-performing schools. Thustbadakff in
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teachers’ behaviors found between low-performing and higher-performing scoaddl be the
result of other changes concurrent with the accountability reform.

In order to further our understanding of the effect of accountability on tsaaiménis
study we add to the previous literature by comparing changes in teachergmoggeand
behaviors across states instead of across grades or schools. The advahiagemioach is
that it can identify effects that are similar across grades and schdaee i$ also substantial
variation in accountability strength across states, which makes this csompieasible.
However, national data on teacher career choices are quite weak. We rely ga thatvask
teachers about their plans for the future and their happiness with their decision te becom
teacher. Lacking measures of actual behavior, we use these as proxiesdiocltaices. 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 therstakech they teach.

We find no support in the national data for the proposition that accountability has
increased teachers’ propensity to leave teaching, although the weaknessvailtide
measures is an issue. Teachers in states with stronger accountahitityralikely, in fact, to
report that they would pursue teaching again if starting over, and this resuttaslady strong
for teachers with five years of experience or less, those in urban schools, and Hobsmis
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 sibthés
accountability system.

The implementation of high-stakes testing brought with it substantial cotneer
teachers work lives would change for the worse and that schools would lose manylsthei

teachers. The research to date does not support this claim, although there are sarederna
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some schools and districts whose effective teachers did leave in order to awuiditimy of the
administration or to move to higher-performing schools so as obtain the rewards groynike

recent reforms.
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Figures

Figure 1
Teacher influence on performance standards from the 1999-2000 schools and staffing surve
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Figure 2:

“I worry about the security of my job because of the performance of my students ar shatd
tests,” from the 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey
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Figure 3
Percent of Teachers That Strongly Agree With “The School Administratgetiavior Toward
The Staff is Supportive and Encouraging.” 1993-1994 and 1999-2000 SASS
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Figure 4

Percent of Teachers That Strongly Agree With “Most of My Colleague® 3taBeliefs 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 deabpérative effort among
staff members.”
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Figure 6
Percent of Teachers That Strongly or Somewhat Agree With “Sometirees 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 HavEsDaalishing

Curriculum. 1993-1994 and 1999-2000 SASS
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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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Table 1

Logit estimates of teacher leaving tHegtade relative to other grades by urbanicity and quartile of student test

Tables

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 Quatrtile 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 studenting at the lowest levels, level 1 or level 2 tha
4" grade math exam. The first quartile is the schedth the lowest proportion of these scores.

Table 2

Logit estimates of leaving th& grade for teachers with different characteristics by urbanicity and
student performance quartjlslew York Teacher Stud@dds Ratios (Z-Stats)

Variable Exp=2to Exp=6to Exp=20 Most Failed

5 years 19 years years + Competitive ~ Exam
Characteristic of grade 4 post 1998 1.14 1.25 1.35 0.87 1.05

( (2.91) (3.80) (2.93) (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 Quatrtile
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 névgrade for teacher®y urbanicity and student
performance quartile Odds Ratios (Z-Stats)

Variable Exp=0 Exp=1-5 Exp=6-19 Exp=20+ Most  Failed
Competitive  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) (2.57) (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) (2.37) (0.45)

N 62,031 62,031 62,031 62,031 43,562 36,756

Lowest Test Quatrtile

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 schiedh New York City, the percent of black and Hisjc students,
the percent of students eligible for free luncld #re percent of students who scored at the lolest on the New
York State Fourth Grade English Language Arts Exama dummy variables for the year (Y) and the gi&je

Table 4

Estimated probabilities of departure from a school, typical teachers with 10 years oéegpe
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 + Labél Post 0.403

Note. Calculated by authors based on the coeffigiehthe model. Low-performing school is defireda school in
which more than half of its students are below grigdel on math or reading test scores. Othentiiefins give
similar results. Values from Table 4 are from @tier, 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 periodsgisiitant. Low-performing schools are the schaolthe bottom
20 percent of the weighted distribution of schoalsked by the percentage of students below graed lmiddle-
performing schools are in the middle quintile (460 percent); and high-performing schools arééntop 20
percent where the weights are the numberd @4 graders in each school.
The pre-accountability period starts in 1995/1986téachers with no experience and in 1994/1995 for

teachers from uncompetitive colleges; it ends i8719998.

** The post-accountability period starts in 1997@8%nd ends in 2000/2001. Standard errors for the
differences were calculated on the assumptionttteagrrors of the pre- and post-accountabilityquigiare

independent.
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Table 6

Accountability Index, by state, 1999-2000

State

Alabama

Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado
Connecticut

Delaware
Florida

Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois

Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana

Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri

Montana

Grades
with State
Testing in
1999-2000

3-11

4-7

3,5,8,10
4,6

2-11

3, literacy
4,6,8,10

3,5,8,10,11
4,5,8,10

3,4,5,8,11
3,5,8,10
ITBS, 3-8
3,4,5,8,10
3,6,8,10
None
3,4,5,8,10
45,7,8,10-
12
LEAP,4,8
48,11
3,5,8
4,8,10
45,78

3,5,8,10
2-8

3-11

4,8,11

Strength of

Repercussion

for Schools
1999-2000

Strong
None

Weak
None

None

Weak

School Repercussion for
Accountability Schools 1999-
1999-2000 2000
School report = Ratings,
cards intervention
None None
Report cards ‘Public shame’
None None
Report cards Ratings, awardsStrong
intervention
None None
Reporting scoreddentify schools
to state with needs
None None

Report cards
to vouchers

School reports None
None None
None None
Academic Watch lists,

improvement warnings,
intervention

Performance  Accreditation

Assessment
None None
School reports Accreditation
Meeting state Monetary
improvement rewards,
goals intervention

Report cards,  Intervention

growth targets

None None
School Monetary
Performance rewards,
Index reconstitution
Students only Student
promotions
School rating Accreditation
School reports None
Only districts Public

accountable, recognition, loss
based on test of accreditation
scores

School can be  Possible audit
deemed
academically
deficient

None None

None

Ratings, subjecStrong

None
None
None

Moderate

Moderate

None
Weak
Strong

Moderate

None
Strong

Implicit only

Weak

None
Moderate to

strong at
district level

Weak

None

HS Grade First Index
Exit HS Grad
Testin Test Class
2000 First
Given
Yes 10 2001 4
Yes 10 2002 1
esY 10 2002 2
No 1
No 10 2004 4 (2)*
No 1
No 1
No 10 2004 1
Yes 10 1988 5
Yes 11 1995 2
No 1
No 1
No 2.5
Yes 10 1999 3
No 0
No 1
No 4
Yes 10 1991 3
No 1
Yes 10,11, 2001 4 (5)
12
Yes 10 2003 2
oN 1
Yes 08,1 2
Yes 11 1994 3
No 1.5
No 1

33



Nebraska None None None None No 0
Nevada 4,8,10 School reports None Weak Yes 11 19991.5
New 3,6,10 None None None No 1
Hampshire
New Jersey 4,511 Mostly district = Audits, possible = Strong Yes 11 5
level, 75% pass = state takeover
rate
New Mexico = 1-9 School ratings  Some money Moderate to Yes 10 1990 4 (5)
and district rewards, strong
rankings probation
New York 4,5,8,11 State review of Freeze on pupil = Strong Yes 10 1998 5(2)
school registration
performance
North 3-8 School ratings Money rewards, Strong Yes 9 1994 5
Carolina intervention
North Dakota 4,8,12 Improve student Accreditation Weak No 1
learning
Ohio 4,6,9,12 Report cards, = Money for Moderate Yes 9 3
but mainly schools,
district level sanctions for
districts
Oklahoma 5,8 Reports to state Accreditation Weak No 1
Oregon 3,5,8,10 School Write school Weak to Yes 10 1991 2.5
performance improvement moderate
ratings plans
Pennsylvania  5,6,8,9,11 High schools = Money for HS Weak No 1
have ratings improvement
Rhode Island  3,4,7,8,10 Yearly progressReconstitution Weak No 1
on test results implementati
on
South 3-8, 10 District only District defined = Moderate Yes 10 1990 3
Carolina as impaired
South Dakota  2,4,5,8,9,11 Test reports None None No 1
Tennessee 3-8,9 Test reports Accreditation Weak s Ye 9 15
Texas 3-8,10 Report cards School ratings, Strong Yes 10 1991 5
interventions
Utah 3,5,8,11 None Accreditation Weak No 10 2007 1
Vermont 2,4,8,10 School reports Identify schoolsWeak No 1
for assistance
Virginia 3,4,5,6,8,9 Report tests, Standards of Weak to No 2
other data Accreditation moderate
Washington 2-10 School reports Accreditation Weak o N 10 2008 1
West Virginia 3-8 Performance Intervention Strong No 3.5
audits
Wisconsin 3,4,8,10 Continuous Ratings of Weak to No 11 2004 2
Progress schools moderate
Indicator
Wyoming 4,8,11 Only district Accreditation Weak No 2001 1

*Alternative specification of index, as per Marga@oertz (personal communication), in parenthe3dss
alternative variable is used as a check on the aquiesented.
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Table 7

Descriptive statistics for variables

Variables Obs Mean  Std. Dev.
Total Full-Time Teaching Experience (years) 891914.37 9.71
Experience in Current School (years) 891919.40 8.32
Teacher's Age 89191 42.64 10.13
Teacher's Gender = Male 891910.26

Teacher's Race/Ethnicity = Black 891910.07

Teacher's Race/Ethnicity = Hispanic 891910.05

Teacher's Race/Ethnicity = Asian 891910.01

Elementary Teacher 89191 0.35

Math or Science Teacher 891910.13

Teacher's College Quality Rating 840812.79 0.75
Total Number of Students Enrolled in School 82777781 569
Teacher's Salary 8919136717 12437
% of Children in Poverty* 82777 35.28 28.87
% of Black and Hispanic Students in School 827727.98 31.06
Suburban 89191 0.41

Rural 89191 0.31

State Accountability Index Score 887692.94 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 lunchaols
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Table 8:

Logit results predicting whether the teacher says that she/he “Certainly would &é@com
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,” “Charedgout even,” “Probably would not,” and “Certaimipuld
not.”
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Table 9

Logit results by school type predicting teacher response “Certainly would become a featieer
asked “If you could go back to your college days and start over again would you become a teacher or
not?”

Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Model (z-stat) Model (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 mdeave teaching
as soon as | 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 | are,abluntil | am eligible for retirement,” and “Uretided at this

time.”
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Table 11

Logit results by school type predicting teacher response “Definitely plans to lemlertg as
soon as | can” or “Will probably continue unless something better comes along”

Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Model (z-stat) Model (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 competitivehesachers’
undergraduate institution

Variable Coefficient Z-stat

Enroliment 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 competitivehesachers’
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 competitivehesachers’
undergraduate institution and linear regression results prediction teaching experience of ne
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 competitivehesachers’

undergraduate institution and linear regression results prediction teaching experience of ne

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 (2.79)

% 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)
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