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ABSTRACT 

Recent research on teacher turnover has begun to focus on teacher workplace 

conditions that appear to cause teachers to leave individual schools or the profession 

altogether, as opposed to focusing on factors associated with teachers (and their 

respective students and schools) who transfer or quit.  The author examines whether 

data from National Center on Education Statistics illustrates that teachers who 

transfer and quit differ from those who stay in their schools in discernible ways.  The 

author makes two central hypotheses.  First, I hypothesize that, as in previous 

studies, differences between teachers switching schools and teachers leaving the 

profession necessitate separating them for the purpose of turnover analysis and that 

working conditions, not demographic factors, are associated with higher levels of 

turnover.  The expectation is that many of these differences are caused by factors 

within the control of school administrators and policymakers.  As such, they will be 

able to use this analysis as a tool for decreasing the prevalence of factors causing 

turnover and increasing the prevalence of factors keeping teachers in their schools.  

Second, I hypothesize that the factors associated with turnover will also be 
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associated with the attitude that one would not become a teacher if offered the 

chance to restart college.  Thus, career choice confidence may serve as a signal of 

overall job satisfaction and may indicate who will switch schools and who will leave 

the profession.  Including choice confidence in a standard turnover model may 

increase explanatory power, allowing for better predictions regarding who will 

switch schools and leave teaching. 
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Chapter 1.  Introduction 

The purpose of this analysis is to examine the causes of teacher turnover in the 

American public school system.  The issue of teacher attrition is relevant to public 

policy in a number of ways.  Each year about 15% of public school teachers switch 

schools or leave the teaching profession.  This turnover leads to program discontinuity 

and large expenditures on recruitment and hiring efforts.  In addition to this costly 

general attrition trend, 40% of public school teachers plan to leave the profession 

within the next five years (Darling-Hammond, 2003).  The significance of retaining 

teachers is even greater now than it was at the time of the surveys that provide the data 

for this analysis, given that the No Child Left Behind legislation requires schools to 

have a highly qualified teacher in every classroom.  New teachers are less likely to 

meet the highly qualified standard than are more experienced teachers, so finding new 

teachers (without spending an even larger portion of already limited funds) will be 

even more difficult than it has been in the past.   

In addition to the system-wide problems that teacher turnover causes, three 

trends create a cycle that has a more pronounced negative impact on schools on the 

lower end of the performance distribution.  First, teacher turnover at these 

disadvantaged schools is higher than at their more advantaged counterparts (according 

to one study, 50% higher at high-poverty than at low-poverty schools (Ingersoll, 

2001)).  Second, inexperienced teachers are disproportionately found in these 
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disadvantaged schools, where high percentages of low-income and minority students 

are the norm (Shields et al., 2001).  Finally, teachers are found to vastly improve in 

effectiveness over the first few years of their careers (Kain & Singleton, 1996).  Thus, 

a continual flow of inexperienced and ineffective teachers into the nation�s most needy 

classrooms sustains and may even exacerbate the system�s inequalities.  Given this 

information about the placement of new teachers, research indicating that one-third of 

new teachers leave the profession within five years should not be surprising (Darling-

Hammond, 2003). 

An analysis of the reasons that teachers leave their schools and the profession 

can help policymakers understand the changes necessary to begin closing the 

achievement gap via reducing disproportionate teacher turnover.  Recent research on 

teacher turnover has begun to focus on teacher workplace conditions, e.g. professional 

development activity and staff communication, that appear to cause teachers to leave 

individual schools or the profession altogether, as opposed to focusing on factors 

associated with teachers (and their respective students and schools) who transfer or 

quit.  Data from the National Center on Education Statistics� (NCES) Schools and 

Staffing Survey (SASS) provide a nationally representative picture of how teachers 

perceive their workplace conditions, while the Teacher Followup Survey (TFS) reflects 

how they act on those perceptions.  I examine whether this data from NCES illustrates 

that teachers who transfer and quit differ from those who stay in their schools in 
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several discernible ways.  Prior to this study, the expectation was that many of these 

differences are caused by factors within the control of school administrators and 

policymakers.  However, the results show only limited support for that expectation.  As 

such, the degree to which those educational leaders will only be able to use this 

analysis as a tool for decreasing the prevalence of factors causing turnover and 

increasing the prevalence of factors keeping teachers in their schools is also limited.  
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Chapter 2.  Previous Literature 

The following literature review explores the current state of knowledge on the 

prevalence, causes and implications of teacher attrition in US public elementary and 

secondary schools.  This research provides a roadmap for the factors that any further 

study should include.   

One feature of teacher turnover on which most previous studies agree is the 

general level of turnover.  Turnover levels are generally found to be 10-20% per year 

(see Boe, 1997, and Hanushek, Kain & Rivkin, 1991, among others).  This level of 

turnover, particularly the upper bound, may seem rather striking, but it represents all 

forms of turnover, which includes in-district and out-of-district transfers along with 

actual attrition.  Until relatively recently, teacher turnover research has lumped 

together all teachers who leave their current year positions into the general category of 

attrition.  More contemporarily, many researchers have begun to separate teachers who 

leave the profession from those who move to different schools.  Some researchers have 

also distinguishes between teachers who leave their positions for a different position in 

the same school district and those who leave their districts for teaching positions 

elsewhere.   

The relative weight attached to the importance of the distinction depends on the 

perception of the nature of the turnover problem.  A system-wide approach to the 

problem indicates that teachers transferring to other in-district schools or migrating to 
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schools in different districts are not necessarily ills.  If talented teachers remain in the 

classroom, we should be less concerned with the classrooms in which they are found 

(unless the more highly qualified teachers are disproportionately found in classrooms 

where the students require relatively less instruction in order to succeed, which is often 

the case).  However, a smaller-scale view of the problem indicates that schools struggle 

when their staffs experience high levels of turnover on an annual basis.  As Boe et al. 

(1997) indicate in the opening line of their study, �[t]eacher turnover in public schools 

is a significant factor undermining program stability and quality.�  Student learning 

simply is not maximized in a world where a high proportion of teachers is constantly 

shifting within the myriad subsystems of the larger public school system.   

A number of studies illustrate the importance of the distinction between true 

attrition and transfers.  Brewer (1996) specifically examines the effect of 

administrative opportunities in nearby districts on teacher�s turnover decisions in the 

state of New York, concluding that such opportunities and their corresponding salaries 

draw male (but not female) teachers from one district to another.  Imazeki (2005) 

found similar results for teaching salaries in nearby districts, which are found to induce 

transfers while salary overall did not play a substantial part in attrition decisions.  Data 

from the 1990-91 SASS and the 1991-92 TFS indicate that the effect of a mentoring 

program for younger teachers is substantial in the reduction of attrition but had no 

effect on transfers (Shen, 1997).   
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For the purposes of this study, the author separates transfer from attrition.  

Because the focus of the study is connecting career choice confidence to turnover 

decisions, teachers remaining in the profession in any capacity reflect a continuation in 

teaching.  Furthermore, the studies that separate the two groups tend to focus on 

geographically smaller areas, where transfer decisions are more important to individual 

schools and districts.  The nationally representative data in the SASS and the TFS are 

better served to make the broader distinction.  For example, despite the differential 

impact of the mentoring program mentioned above, on the whole Shen�s study finds 

that movers and leavers (as he calls them) are statistically similar on the vast majority 

of characteristics.  However, stayers are statistically different from both movers and 

leavers across the majority of the same characteristics.  

Another series of important generalizations from past research is how teacher 

demographic characteristics affect turnover decisions.  However, over the past twenty 

years a large body of research that treats such demographic characteristics as merely 

associated with turnover has developed.  In addition to demographic characteristics, 

researchers now focus more strongly on workplace conditions, which they find more 

causally related to turnover.  Weiss� (1999) examination of new teachers� perceptions 

via the 1987-88 and 1993-94 versions of the SASS shows that a �school culture that 

supports collaboration and teacher participation in decision-making is most strongly 

related to higher morale, stronger commitment to teaching, and intentions to remain in 
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the profession.�  Responses of new teachers in Georgia to questions on the 

Professional Attitude Survey indicates that working conditions such as the role of 

teachers within the school�s organization, administrative support, and the availability 

of classroom-related resources are significant in their decision to remain teachers 

(Inman & Marlow, 2004).  Ingersoll�s use of 1990-91 SASS and 1991-92 TFS data 

shows that higher turnover rates result from �inadequate support from the school 

administration, student discipline problems, [and] limited faculty input into school 

decision-making�.   

The following two studies exemplify how some researchers have found that 

working conditions actually reduce or cancel out the effect of demographic 

characteristics.  Using the same data sets as Ingersoll, Kelly (2004) found that, while 

attrition is no higher in socially disadvantaged schools, poor behavior among students 

in the classroom did lead to higher levels of attrition.  Recent data from surveys of a 

representative sample of California teachers shows that �working conditions add 

substantial predictive power to models of turnover and that, when these working 

conditions are added, the influence of student demographics on reported turnover and 

hiring problems is reduced� (Loeb & Darling-Hammond, 2005).  Despite the positive 

correlation between demographics and working conditions, the evidence about the 

influence of the latter on attrition decisions suggests that schools can potentially 

prevent attrition via improving working conditions.   
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Chapter 3.  Hypothesis & Anticipated Results 

Based on data from a the 1999-2000 administration of the SASS and the    

2000-01 administration of the TFS, the author makes two central hypotheses.  First, I 

hypothesize that the findings resulting from these surveys will not differ systematically 

from previous studies� findings.  Specifically, I expect that differences between 

teachers switching schools and teachers leaving the profession necessitate separating 

them for the purpose of turnover analysis (instead of lumping them together into one 

group) and that working conditions, not demographic factors, are associated with 

higher levels of turnover.  Second, I hypothesize that the factors associated with 

turnover will also be associated with the attitude that one would not become a teacher 

if offered the chance to restart college.  Thus, career choice confidence may serve as a 

signal of overall job satisfaction and may indicate who will switch schools and who 

will leave the profession.  Including choice confidence in a standard turnover model 

may increase the explanatory power of a turnover model and allow for better 

predictions regarding who will switch schools and leave teaching.  
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Chapter 4.  Data Set 

For the TFS, NCES surveys selected teachers from the SASS Public School 

Teacher Survey in the school year following each SASS (in this case in 2000�01).  The 

2000�01 TFS sample consists of all interviewed SASS teachers who left teaching 

within the year after the 1999-2000 SASS and a subsample of those who continued 

teaching, including some who remained in the same school as in the previous year and 

some who changed schools.  The sample is restricted to full-time teachers, who 

represent 91% of all teachers surveyed.  The sample size for the Former Teacher 

survey is 1,463, while that for the Current Teacher Survey is 2,172.  Of those 2,172 

current teachers, 1,343 (62%) were still teaching in same school as they had during the 

1999-2000 school year and 829 (38%) had transferred to a new school.  The 1,463 

teachers who left the profession represent 4% of the 38,375 full-time teachers who 

completed the SASS.  Hereafter, these three groups will be referred to as stayers, 

movers, and leavers. 

The major objectives of the survey, which align with the purpose of my study, 

are as follows:  

(1) to measure the turnover rate for teachers, 

(2) to examine the characteristics of movers and leavers and compare them to 

characteristics of stayers,  

(3) to obtain data on the current occupation (or lack thereof) for leavers,  
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(4) and to collect data on attitudes about the teaching profession and job 

satisfaction. 

The SASS is designed as a nationally representative sample of teachers.  The 

subsample of teachers who remained in the profession are selected for the TFS to be 

acceptably representative of all teaches who remain in the profession.  The TFS 

surveyors attempt to collect data on all those who leave the profession and do so with a 

high degree of success.  The data is complete with the exception of a handful of school 

and principal measures, which are controlled for in all specifications in the analysis.  

The SASS consists of nearly 70 questions and each version of the TFS contains some 

40 questions, and many of the questions contain multiple parts, such that the data offer 

hundreds of variable options. 
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Chapter 5.  Variable Construction 

Most of the variables in the data set are reconstructed from their initial form for 

the purpose of the analysis.  The above-referenced three teacher statuses (stayers, 

movers and leavers) represent the three options for the dependent variable in the 

multinomial logit teacher turnover specifications.  The other set of dependent variable 

values is for the career choice confidence specifications, which are discussed below.  

The analysis utilizes three sets of independent variables: school policy, career choice 

confidence, and controls.   

Five indicators variables comprise the set of school policy variables.  The 

administrative policy variable is an indicator variable that reflects teachers� perceptions 

of how much influence teachers at their school have in developing policies in seven 

key areas: 

(1) setting performance standards for students 

(2) establishing curriculum 

(3) determining the content of in-service professional development programs 

(4) evaluating teachers 

(5) hiring new full-time teachers 

(6) setting discipline policy 

(7) deciding how the school budget will be spent 
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Respondents rate teacher influence between 1 (no influence) and 5 (a great deal 

of influence).  The ratings on each question are averaged to create an overall influence 

rating.  For the purpose of the analysis, teachers with an average influence rating of 

less than 2.5 perceive a low level of influence, and the indicator is equal to one for 

these teachers.  Approximately half of the teachers surveyed fall into this category.  

The expectation is that teachers will be less likely to leave schools where they feel that 

they are more influential in setting these policies. 

The classroom policy variable is a similarly formulated indicator variable that 

reflects teachers� perceptions of how much control they have in six key areas of their 

teaching and planning: 

(1) selecting textbooks and other instructional materials 

(2) selecting content, topics, and skills to be taught 

(3) selecting teaching techniques 

(4) evaluating and grading students 

(5) disciplining students 

(6) determining the amount of homework to be assigned 

Respondents rate their level of control in their own classroom between 1 (no 

control) and 5 (complete control).  The ratings on each question are averaged to create 

an overall control rating.  The ratings are skewed more positively for classroom control 

than for administrative policy influence; thus, teachers with an average control rating 
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of less than 3.5 perceive a low level of classroom control, and the indicator is equal to 

one for these teachers.  About 17% of teachers surveyed fall into this category.  As 

with the administrative policy variable, the expectation is that teachers will be less 

likely to leave schools where they have more control over their classrooms.   

The safety variable is an indicator variable that reflects whether or not the 

teacher felt safe at the school, and the indicator is equal to one for the 623 teachers 

(17%) who did not feel safe.  The professional development activity (PDA) variable is 

an indicator that reflects how many PDAs in which the teacher participates.  A total of 

16 types of activities are included in the formulation of the variable, and the indicator 

is equal to one for the 660 teachers (18%) who participated in fewer than 11 of the 

possible 16 activities (the median value is 12 activities and the mean is 12.2 activities).  

While participation in such PDAs is important, so too is understanding whether 

teachers find these activities beneficial.  The professional development usefulness 

variable is an indicator that is equal to one for the 458 teachers (13%) who found the 

PDAs in which they participate are not useful.    

The analysis contains two forms of career choice confidence variables, each 

based on respondents� answers to the SASS question regarding whether they would 

become a teacher if they started college over again.  The first is an ordinal variable that 

serves as the dependent variable in ordered logit estimation whose results are featured 

in Tables 5-6.  The second form is a series of indicators.  Each indicator represents one 
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of the five possible answers to the survey question.  The group who responded that 

they certainly would become teachers serve as the baseline for the multinomial logit 

regressions that follow.  Thus, the data contain an indicator for each of the other 

following possible answers: probably would become a teacher, chances about even for 

and against, probably would not become a teacher, and certainly would not become a 

teacher.  Throughout the analysis these groups are referred to as the certainly group, 

the probably group, the fifty-fifty group, the probably not group and the certainly not 

group.    

The final set of variables in the analysis is the group of control variables.  

Although 32 such variables are included in the estimations, only 14 are presented in the 

results tables.1  Demographic variables include teacher race and gender, martial status, 

and the presence of young dependents in the home.  The race variable is an indicator 

that includes all minority (non-white) respondents.  The marital status indicator is 

equal to one for teachers who indicated that they were married at the time of the 

survey.  The young dependents indicator is equal to one for teachers who have at least 

one dependent under age five in their home.   

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

1 The eighteen control variables not presented in the tables are the following: current school experience, 
projected longevity in teaching, number of dependents, class size, principal�s race and gender, college 
major in a math- or science-related subject, salary satisfaction, teaching both primary and secondary 
grades, teaching special education classes, union membership, school size, students� free lunch status, 
school�s Title 1 status, staff�s racial composition, working more than forty hours per week, and missing 
indicators for school and principal data.  
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Experience is a continuous variable that reflects the number of years the teacher 

taught full-time in a public or private school.  Primary and secondary school teachers 

are separated via the secondary indicator, which is equal to one for those who teach 

any grade higher than eighth.  Teachers of math and science courses are separated from 

those of all other subjects via the math/science indicator.  The master�s degree 

indicator is equal to one for teachers who hold any type of master�s degree.  As 

outlined below, the analysis contains separate sections on the subgroups defined by 

these last two control variables (teachers of math and science subjects and teachers 

with a master�s degree). 

Four other indicators variables reflect the financial status of the teacher.  

Although respondents report actual figures for these questions, the public use version 

of the data reports the data only in ranges.  Teachers whose base salary is less than 

$30,000 are in the low salary group.  A base salary over $45,000 puts a teacher in the 

high salary category.  The family income indicators, which reflect income provided by 

all family members over age 14 and older in the teacher�s household, are similarly 

formulated: under $35,000 for low family income and over $75,000 for high family 

income.   

The student problems variable, which is an indicator constructed much like the 

administrative policy and classroom control variables above, is equal to one for the 

36% of teachers who perceive their students� behavior and characteristics as a 
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moderate to serious problem.  Finally, the parent support indicator is equal to one for 

teachers who strongly or somewhat agree that they receive a great deal of support from 

their students� parents for the work that they do.   
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Chapter 6.  Descriptive Statistics 

The respective percentages of the full sample of stayers, movers and leavers are 

37.0%, 22.8% and 40.2%.  Below are cross tabulations that provide descriptive 

statistics for each of the independent variables that appear in Tables 1-6.  Differences 

among the means across stayers, movers and leavers in some cases correlate to 

statistically significant differences among the groups, as the results section will 

illustrate.  The analysis allows the author to identify for which of the variables such 

differences exist without controlling for other characteristics of the teachers and their 

schools.  The first cross tabulation shows the mean value for each turnover group of 

the school policy, subgroup and control variables outlined above.  By definition, the 

mean for each variable is the percentage of teachers in each turnover group for whom 

the indicator is equal to one.  Substantially more movers than leavers and stayers 

perceive low levels of classroom control and feel unsafe at their schools.  Stayers are 

somewhat more likely report lower overall levels of PDAs, which reflects the opposite 

of what the author theorized about that factor.  While math-science teachers stay, move 

and leave in comparable numbers, nearly half of all leavers have a master�s degree, 

compared to only about one-third of stayers and movers.  Notable among the control 

variables is that secondary teachers are much more prone to leaving the profession than 

to remaining in it either at their current school or at a new one.  Additionally, the 
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perception of moderate to serious student problems pushes teachers to be movers and 

leavers more than to be stayers.   

School Policy Stayers Movers Leavers 
Administrative Policy 47.1% 51.5% 51.5% 
Classroom Policy 15.8% 20.5% 15.4% 
Safety 13.3% 24.8% 16.3% 
Prof. Devt. Actvity 20.3% 16.5% 17.1% 
Prof. Devt. Usefulness 10.8% 12.3% 14.4% 
    
Subgroup Stayers Movers Leavers 
Math-Science 13.7% 18.1% 18.9% 
Masters 37.2% 31.2% 50.3% 
    
Control Stayers Movers Leavers 
Gender 28.8% 28.1% 35.5% 
Race 16.2% 17.0% 14.1% 
Marital Status 69.3% 66.3% 74.3% 
Young Dependents 17.8% 17.4% 13.9% 
Secondary 27.5% 28.5% 47.8% 
Student Problems 28.4% 39.0% 41.6% 
Parent Support 57.9% 50.8% 55.6% 

 
The second cross tabulation shows the percentages of stayers, movers and 

leavers in each career choice confidence category.  This information differs from the 

above in that each row sums to 100%.  The variation among the categories reflects the 

general expectation for these variables for leavers but not necessarily for movers.  

Higher career choice confidence correlates to a higher percentage of stayers while 

lower confidence correlates to a higher percentage of leavers.  However, teachers in the 

probably not and certainly not groups are more likely to be stayers than movers.  These 
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initial data reflect the importance of separating movers from leavers when discussing 

teacher turnover, as the literature review above indicates. 

Career Choice Confidence Stayers Movers Leavers 
Certainly 44.4% 24.6% 31.1% 
Probably 37.9% 23.4% 38.7% 
Fifty-Fifty 32.4% 21.8% 45.8% 
Probably Not 25.3% 18.3% 56.4% 
Certainly Not 27.7% 22.7%   50.0% 

 
The third cross tabulation displays descriptive statistics for the two financial 

variables in the analysis.  Because there are two indicators each for salary and family 

income, the data are presented differently than above in that the high, medium and low 

percentages sum to 100 for each turnover group given the inclusion of the category 

(the two medium levels) that is omitted in the tables.   

Financial Variable Stayers Movers Leavers 
High Salary 20.1% 8.7% 28.1% 
Medium Salary 47.0% 35.4% 44.4% 
Low Salary 32.9% 55.9% 27.5% 

    
High Family Income 21.1% 15.1% 35.1% 
Medium Family Income 65.1% 65.8% 50.3% 
Low Family Income 13.8% 19.1% 14.6% 
 
The final cross tabulation displays descriptive statistics for experience, the only 

continuous variable in the analysis.   

Experience Stayers Movers Leavers 
Mean 11.4 6.8 18.7 
Standard Deviation 10.0 7.6 12.5 
Median 8.0 3.0 20.0 
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Chapter 7.  Methodology 

The analysis contains two main steps.  The first step is the principal analysis, 

and the second step applies the principal methodology to two important subgroups.  

The principal analysis proceeds in three parts.  First, the author examines whether the 

data from the 1999-2000 SASS and the 2000-2001 TFS produce findings on the factors 

associated with teacher turnover that are similar to those of previous studies (e.g. 

Ingersoll, 2001; Loeb & Darling-Hammond, 2005; Shen, 1997; and Weiss, 1999).  

Second, the author determines whether the factors that are associated with teacher 

turnover are similarly associated with how confident teachers are about their career 

choice, which is achieved via a proxy with responses to a SASS question asking, �If 

you could go back to your college days and start over again, would you become a 

teacher or not?�2  Finally, the author ascertains whether responses to the 

aforementioned question add predictive power to a standard turnover model.   

 The two procedures that are used to ascertain the answers to the three questions 

outlined above are as follows.  First, teacher turnover is predicted via multinomial logit 

estimation in which the teacher status values are quantified as follows: Y = 0 if teacher 

is a stayer; Y = 1 if teacher is a mover; and Y = 2 if teacher is a leaver.  Tables 1 and 3 

and Tables 2 and 4 display results from two sets of two identical specifications 

predicting teachers� turnover decisions.  Results from movers appear in Tables 1-2, and 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

2 Question 61a of the 1999-2000 SASS, available at http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/sass/.  
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results for leavers appear in Tables 3-4.  The School Policy specification controls 

solely on the five school policy variables, while the Career Choice Confidence (CCC) 

specification adds the career choice confidence indicators as regressors.  The Controls 

specification adds 32 control variables, 14 of which are displayed in the tables.  The 

Full specification adds the four indicators to the Controls specification.   

Second, career choice confidence is predicted via ordered logit estimation in 

which career choice confidence values are quantified as follows (with the number of 

respondents for each answer and the corresponding percentage of total respondents in 

parentheses): 

- Y = 1 if certainly would become a teacher� (1,346; 37%) 

- Y = 2 if probably would become a teacher� (935; 26%) 

- Y = 3 if chances about even for and against� (620; 17%) 

- Y = 4 if probably would not become a teacher� (514; 14%) 

- Y = 5 if certainly would not become a teacher� (220; 6%) 

�if the teacher could go back to college and start over again.  Tables 5 and 6 display 

results from a parsimonious version and a complete version, respectively, of the 

models predicting how teachers answer the career choice confidence question.  The 

School Policy specification in Table 5 is similar to those in Tables 1 and 3, as it 

includes only the five school policy variables.  The Controls specification of Table 6 is 

similar to those in Tables 2 and 4, as it adds the 32 control variables to the School 
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Policy specifications in Table 5 (again, 14 of 32 are displayed).  Tables 5-6 also 

include a weighted average of the marginal effects for all five outcome group as well 

as the marginal effects for the certainly not and probably not subgroups.  The latter are 

included because the teachers in those subgroups are those about whom policymakers 

and administrators should be most concerned.  Overall, these logit specifications allow 

the author to examine the impact of individual factors on teacher�s turnover decisions 

and career choice confidence. 

In addition to the examination of turnover decisions and career choice 

confidence among the entire sample of teachers, the second main step of the analysis 

examines the behavior of two subgroups: teachers with a master�s degree and teachers 

of math and science subjects.  Even before the federal No Child Left Behind legislation 

required schools to have a highly-qualified teacher in every classroom, many teachers 

earned a master�s degree as part of the certification process.  Thus, knowing whether 

having such a degree changes how teachers make turnover decisions or view the career 

choice is important.  Also, schools have a difficult time recruiting and retaining 

teachers in math and science subjects, due in no small part to these teachers� better-

paid employment alternatives.  Understanding how these teachers approach turnover 

decisions and view their career choice can aid schools in recruitment and retention.   
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Chapter 8.  Results 

School Policy 

From an education policy perspective, understanding the impact on teacher 

turnover of the policies that school administrators develop and maintain is vitally 

important.  These policies represent an area where policymakers and administrators 

can potentially collaborate in order to reduce turnover.  Each of the model 

specifications in the analysis contains the five school policy variables described above.   

Results from Tables 1 and 3 show that neither administrative policy nor 

classroom control is statistically significant for movers or leavers in the School Policy 

or CCC specifications.  Safety appears to be relevant to the decision to move, as the 

School Policy specification indicates that teachers feeling unsafe at their schools are 

more than twice as likely to switch schools than to remain in the same school (a 

difference that is robust to the addition of the CCC regressors).  Safety is also 

significant for leavers, as teachers feeling unsafe are 27% more likely than teachers 

feeling safe to leave teaching in the School Policy specification.  However, the safety 

variable becomes insignificant for leavers with the additional regressors in the CCC 

specification.   

While insignificant in both specifications for leavers, the quantity of PDAs is 

significant for movers in both specifications.  Participants in a low number of PDAs 

are roughly 22% less likely to leave their schools than to remain in the same school in 
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each specification.  The effect of the usefulness of those PDAs is significant only for 

leavers in the School Policy specification, where those not finding their PDAs useful 

are 31% more likely to leave teaching.   

As above, administrative policy lacks significance for movers and leavers in 

both the Controls and Full specifications.  While it remained insignificant for leavers, 

classroom control unexpectedly gained significance for movers across both 

specifications.3  The estimated effect of classroom control rose by over 50% with the 

addition of the 32 controls.  Teachers with low levels of control over their classroom 

policies are approximately one-third more likely to be movers than stayers in each 

specification (holding constant an array of teacher and school characteristics).   

Safety is robust to the additional controls for movers, but the magnitude 

decreases slightly as teachers feeling unsafe at their schools are about 80% more likely 

to be movers than stayers.  Also, safety gained significance for leavers in the Full 

specification even though it lacked significance in the CCC specification.4  Teachers 

who felt unsafe are 28% and 35% more likely to be leavers than stayers in the Controls 

and Full specifications, respectively.   

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

3 In examining why this variable became significant in the unrestricted specifications, I ran a correlation 
between the classroom control variable and all other variables and re-estimated Specification 4 without 
the variable included to check for any large changes in other coefficients.  The classroom control 
variable is not moderately correlated with any other variable, and there is no significant change in any of 
the other coefficients when it is omitted.  
4 As with the classroom control variable, I verified low correlation with and found only small changes in 
coefficient size in the career choice confidence indicators. 
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The quantity of PDAs loses its significance for movers in the fuller 

specifications, and it remains insignificant for leavers as it is above.  The effect of the 

usefulness of those PDAs is insignificant for both movers and leavers in both 

specifications.   

Career Choice Confidence 

As shown in Tables 5 and 6, all five school policy variables are both 

statistically significant in the School Policy specification and robust to the additional 

variables in the Controls specification.  Although the weighted average marginal 

effects are small, the individual marginal effects for the probably not and certainly not 

groups show important differences for turnover behavior.  More teachers in these two 

groups are leavers than are movers, so the marginal effects represent a larger 

proportion of the latter.  A roughly a two-percentage-point marginal effect for either 

the probably not or certainly not group represents a 10% change in the percentage of 

movers.  Additionally, the actual values of the marginal effects are larger across the 

board for the probably not group.  Finding one�s PDAs not useful represented the 

largest difference, as doing so led to 42% and 34% increases in the chance that a 

teacher transferred schools for the probably not and certainly not groups, respectively.  

While robust to the additional variable in the Controls specification, the differences 

drop to increases of 24% and 19%, respectively.  For the probably not group only, a 

low level of classroom control and feeling safe are associated with respective 25% and 
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20% increases in the chance that a teacher transferred schools.   Interestingly, 

participating in a low number of PDAs made a teacher less likely to be a mover or 

leaver.  Differences between the effect of the additional variables included in the 

Controls specifications of the even-numbered tables are discussed below.   

In addition to the examination of what factors affect career choice confidence 

and whether they are similar to those affecting turnover, the analysis seeks to 

determine how career choice confidence affects turnover itself.  The CCC 

specifications of Tables 1 and 3 show that teachers in the certainly group are 

significantly more likely to remain in their schools than to leave but not significantly 

more or less likely to transfer.  Teachers in the probably group are 44% more likely 

than teachers in the certainly group to be leavers than stayers.  Teachers in the fifty-

fifty, probably not and certainly not groups are nearly two times, over three times, and 

nearly 2.5 times (respectively) as likely to be leavers than stayers.  The addition of the 

32 control variables in the Full specification (Table 2) had no effect on the career 

choice confidence indicators for movers, as all four remain insignificant.  However, the 

additional controls eliminate the significance for movers for all but one career choice 

confidence subgroup.  Teachers in the probably not group are 60% more likely than the 

certainly group to transfer from their schools than to stay there after accounting for 

teacher and school characteristics.   
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Control Variables 

Results displayed in Tables 2 and 4 illustrate that the control variables added to 

the more restricted specifications are more of a factor for leavers than for movers.  

Only three variables are significant for movers in the Controls and Full specifications.  

Teachers holding a master�s degree are 39% more likely than those without the degree 

to be movers than to be stayers in each specification.  The other two significant 

variables are financial: salary and family income.  Teachers paid a low salary are 76% 

more likely than those paid salaries in the medium range of $30,000 to $45,000 to be 

movers than to be stayers in each specification.  In line with those findings, teachers 

from high-income families are 24% less likely to be movers than those who fall in the 

middle group of $35,000 to $75,000 in each specification.   

The low salary and high family income indicators are also significant and 

robust to all specifications for leavers, but the high salary and low family income 

indicators joined those variables in significance and robustness.  Highly salaried 

teachers are about 30% less likely than teachers in the medium salary range to be 

leavers than stayers in each specification.  The effect of a low salary is less profound 

for leavers than for movers, but it remained substantial, as low salaried teachers are 

over 50% more likely to leave than those in the medium salary range to stay in each 

specification.  The effect of a high family income on leavers is the opposite of that on 

movers, as high family income teachers are over twice as likely to leave than to stay in 
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each specification.  This seemingly contradictory result may stem from a high family 

income teacher�s ability to leave a job without serious financial impact on the teacher�s 

family.  Interestingly, a low family income is also associated with a higher tendency to 

leave the profession, with such teachers over 85% more likely to leave than to stay in 

each specification.   

Other control variables that are significant for leavers include marital status, 

grade taught, and experience.  Being married made teachers more prone to leaving the 

profession, as married teachers are over 25% more likely than divorced, widowed, 

separated and never married teachers to leave than to stay in each specification.  High 

school teachers are also much more likely to leave the profession than are primary 

school teachers (over twice as likely in each specification).  To understand the odds 

ratio on experience, bear in mind that mean full-time teaching experience for the 

sample is 13.3 years.  However, half of the teachers surveyed had 9 years of experience 

or less.  Thus, a drop in experience from 13.3 to 9 years is associated with a teacher 

being 24% less likely to leave than to stay in each specification.5   

Results from Table 6 indicate that the effect of adding the control variables to 

School Policy specification of Table 5 is more similar to the above results for movers 

than for leavers, as only four controls are significant.  Experience, low salary and 

student problems are again significant variables, and parent support is also significant.  
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As discussed above with the school policy variables, the seemingly small marginal 

effects represent large percentage changes in the turnover decisions of teachers, 

particularly in the probably not group.  The effects of low salary and experience is 

small despite significance, but those of student problems and parent support are more 

substantial.  Perceiving student characteristics as moderate or serious problems led to 

an 18% increase in the likelihood that a teacher transferred schools, and receiving a 

large amount of parent support led to a 13% decrease in the same likelihood.   

Log likelihood ratio tests indicate that the addition of the controls variables is 

statistically significant in each specification.  Although the variables in the Controls 

specification explain a relatively small portion (17.9%) of the variation in teacher 

turnover, the increase in explanatory power from the School Policy specification is 

substantial (nearly twenty-fold).  The same five-fold increase in explanatory power in 

the CCC model is not quite as large but is nonetheless substantial (from 2.1% to 

10.7%).   

Master�s Degree Subsample 

This subsample included the 1,495 teachers (41% overall) who hold a master�s 

degree.  Of the four variables that are statistically significant for movers across all 

teachers in the Full specification, only two (safety and the low salary indicator) retain 

                                                                                                                                        

5 The calculation multiplied the odds ratio on experience by -4.3 (or 9, the level selected from the 
experience distribution, minus 13.3, the mean).  
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significance in the master�s degree subgroup.  However, the near doubling of the 

standard error on the coefficient of classroom control, one of the two variables that lost 

significance in the subgroup, may explain the loss of that variable�s significance.  For 

leavers in this subgroup, eight of the ten variables that are statistically significant for 

all teachers in the Full specification retain significance.  The two variables that lose 

significance are marital status and the probably not group indicator.   

In the Controls specification, all but two of the variables (the low PDA and the 

low salary indicators) that are significant for all teachers are also significant for 

teachers with a master�s degree.  However, as with classroom control above, the 

standard error of the coefficients of those two exceptions are much larger in the 

subsample.  Thus, although the master�s degree indicator is statistically significant for 

both movers and leavers in the Full specification of Tables 2 and 4, the variables that 

influence the quit and transfer behavior of teachers in this subgroup does not appear to 

systematically differ from that of all teachers.  As such, while the attainment of a 

master�s degree may influence teacher and student performance, the author does not 

recommend separate study of the turnover behavior of this subgroup.   

Math-Science Subjects Subsample 

This subsample included the 611 teachers (17% overall) whose primary 

assignment is teaching a math or science class.  Of the five variables that are 

statistically significant for movers across all teachers in the Full specification, only two 



 

 31

(safety and the low salary indicator) retain significance in the math-science subgroup.6  

However, the classroom control variable is marginally significant (p=0.068) and the 

standard errors on the high family income and master�s degree indicators are 

substantially higher in this subgroup.  For leavers in this subgroup, only five of the 

eleven variables that are statistically significant for all teachers in the Full specification 

retain significance.  However, increased standard errors in the subsample may explain 

the difference for four of those variables that lose significance, and the low salary 

indicator is marginally significant (p=0.063).  Nonetheless, being married and teaching 

high school appear to not be determining factors in math-science teacher leaving the 

profession.  Finally, two other career choice confidence indicators join the probably 

not indicator as significant for math-science leavers: the fifty-fifty and the certainly not 

indicators.  As in the probably group, math-science teachers in these groups are 

substantially more likely to be leavers than stayers.   

In contrast to the master�s degree subsample, results from the career choice 

confidence Controls specification show that math-science teachers� perception of their 

career choice is not influenced heavily by school policies.  Only the PDA usefulness 

indicator retains significance for the subsample, although the classroom control 

variable is marginally significant (p=0.051) and similar increases in standard errors 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

6 The difference between the number of statistically significant variables here and above with the 
master�s degree subsample exists because the master�s degree indicator is one of the significant variables 
in the Full specifications in Tables 2 and 4. 
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may explain the loss of significance for the administrative policy and safety variables.  

The low salary and low parental support indicators also lose significance (but likely for 

similar standard error reasons).  Additionally, the high salary indicator gained 

significance in the math-science subgroup.  Given the various overall differences 

between math-science teachers and the full sample of teachers�particularly the result 

that those with low career choice confidence are more apt to leave teaching�and the 

importance of the former to the public school system at present and in the future, 

further study of the turnover motivations of the former seems warranted.   

Results Conclusion 

The results illustrate that different factors affected the outcome of a teacher�s 

turnover decision, as movers and leavers appear to have been influenced by different 

considerations.  This conclusion confirms the importance of separating the two groups 

for the purpose of analysis (as this analysis does and more recent studies in the field 

have done).  It also confirms the conclusions of those previous studies, wherein the 

turnover decisions of movers and leavers are found to be influenced by different 

considerations.   

The data suggest that school policies have a greater overall effect on career 

choice confidence than on turnover decisions.  The effect on the former is inconsistent 

but large where significant, and the effect on the latter is consistent across the board 

but somewhat smaller.  This evidence partially supports and partially contradicts the 
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hypothesized relationship between factors affecting turnover and career choice 

confidence (that factors associated with turnover decisions are also associated with 

career choice confidence).  Consistent with that hypothesis are results showing that 

feeling unsafe at one�s school is associated with higher levels of turnover (particularly 

for movers) and lower career choice confidence.  However, inconsistent with that 

hypothesis, administrative and classroom policies and professional development (both 

quantity and teachers� attitudes about its usefulness) do not explain much of the 

variation in turnover decisions but do reflect noteworthy differences in career choice 

confidence levels.  

Consistent with the only partial confirmation of the above-referenced 

hypothesis, the addition of the career choice confidence indicators to the standard 

turnover model does not substantially increase the model�s predictive power.  Log 

likelihood ratio tests show that, while the addition of the CCC indicators to the School 

Policy model represents a significant increase in explanatory power, the same is not 

true when the CCC indicators are added to the less restricted Controls model.  

However, the Chi-squared value that represents the standard of comparison for 

statistical significance is 13.277, and the value of the test statistic for the log likelihood 

ratio test is 13.026.  Given that the Full specification explains half as much variation in 

turnover as the Controls specification explains in career choice confidence, it appears 
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that somewhat different factors are influencing teachers as they approach the two 

decisions and that the models better explain career choice confidence.   
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Chapter 9.  Policy Implications 

Although the data fail to indicate a strong link between school policy and 

turnover decisions, they do make a suggestive indirect link between the two: career 

choice confidence.  Fifty-six percent of the teachers in the probably not group and 50% 

of teachers in the certainly not group left the profession after the 1999-2000 school 

year.  An additional 18% and 23%, respectively, transferred schools.  Thus, nearly 

three-quarters of all teachers in both groups are not at their schools in 2000-2001.  

Furthermore, the analysis illustrates that school policies are associated with career 

choice confidence, as all five school policy variables are statistically significant in the 

Controls specification in Table 6.  The data do not have a time-series element, but the 

school policy-turnover decision might be stronger over time if teachers eventually 

grow tired of dealing with a poorly communicative, safety issues, etc. and subsequently 

leave their schools or the system.  Furthermore, feeling unsafe at one�s school is the 

one factor that remains significant for both movers and leavers.  Improving 

neighborhood safety is probably not within the means of a school or its principal, but 

school premises safety can likely be improved in most situations.  School 

administrations would be wise to discuss with teachers how schools might achieve that 

goal.   

The financial indicators are frequently significant in the analysis.  Schools 

cannot control the family income levels of teachers that they hire, but interestingly, the 
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effects of high and low family incomes appear to be opposite for movers and leavers.  

A high family income makes teachers somewhat less likely to transfer between 

schools, and a low family income has no effect.  Conversely, both high and low family 

incomes make teachers significantly more likely to leave the profession compared to 

those in the middle category of family income.  Teacher salaries have a more expected 

effect.  Low-salaried teachers are more likely to be movers and leavers, and high-

salaried teachers are less likely to be leavers compared to teachers in the middle salary 

group.  Salaries are largely controlled by collective bargaining agreements, which are 

outside the purview of schools but within that of state and federal policymakers.  

Despite the political strength of teacher unions, teacher salaries continue to be a policy 

level that affects turnover.   

In the subgroup categories, the results illustrate a few areas for potential policy 

remedy.  From a policy perspective, because the problem with math-science teachers 

has been attracting them to the field and keeping them in it, factors associated with 

their attrition from the profession are more important than those associated their 

transfer between schools.  Thus, math-science movers represent a less significant ill in 

public school system.  A high salary more strongly reduces the likelihood that a math-

science teacher will leave the profession relative to other teachers, contrary to the 

notion that their market options would drive them from the profession.  However, this 

result could stem from a data limitation in that all salaries over $45,000 are lumped 
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together.  If high-salaried math-science teachers are actually paid significantly more 

than high-salaried teachers of other subjects, then the policy prescription of increasing 

math-science teacher pay is not a feasible option.  Unfortunately, none of the school 

policy variables has a significant effect on math-science leaving behavior, putting 

schools in the difficult position of not having direct control over factors that can help 

them retain these teachers.  The results on the effect of the master�s degree are equally 

disconcerting from a school control perspective.  Even feeling unsafe, which is a 

significant factor in nearly all of the other specifications, does not appear to separate 

master�s degree holders from teachers without such a degree.  None of the other school 

policy variables is significant for movers or leavers, meaning schools have seemingly 

few remedies to retain and reduce the transfer of these highly educated teachers.   
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Tables 

Table 1: Multinomial logit estimation for movers 
Specification School Policy Career Choice Confidence 
 Coefficient S.E.1 O.R.2 Coefficient S.E. O.R. 
Administrative Policy 0.054  0.094 1.056 0.043  0.094 1.044 
Classroom Policy 0.192  0.120 1.212 0.178  0.120 1.194 
Safety 0.740 ** 0.115 2.097 0.726 ** 0.116 2.067 
Prof. Devt. Activity -0.248 * 0.117 0.781 -0.245 * 0.118 0.783 
Prof. Devt. Usefulness 0.060  0.141 1.061 0.037  0.142 1.038 
Gender         
Race         
Marital Status         
Young Dependents         
High Salary         
Low Salary         
High Family Income         
Low Family Income         
Experience         
Secondary         
Math/Science         
Master�s         
Student Problems         
Parent Support         
Probably     0.060  0.111 1.062 
Fifty-Fifty     0.106  0.133 1.112 
Probably Not     0.130  0.155 1.139 
Certainly Not     0.193  0.209 1.213 
Log Likelihood -3858.723 -3797.786 
Overall Chi2, Pseudo R2 p < 0.0001, 0.009 p < 0.0001, 0.0247 

Note: Sample size for each model is 3,635.  * Indicates coefficient is significant at 0.05 level.  
** Indicates coefficient is significant at 0.01 level.  1 Standard error of coefficient estimate. 2 
Odds ratio of coefficient estimate.  
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Table 2: Multinomial logit estimation for movers 
Specification Controls1 Full1 

 Coefficient S.E.2 O.R.3 Coefficient S.E. O.R. 
Administrative Policy 0.028  0.099 1.028 0.024  0.099 1.025 
Classroom Policy 0.288 * 0.127 1.334 0.278 * 0.128 1.321 
Safety 0.606 ** 0.127 1.834 0.596 ** 0.127 1.816 
Prof. Devt. Activity -0.209  0.124 0.811 -0.202  0.124 0.817 
Prof. Devt. Usefulness -0.053  0.149 0.948 -0.059  0.149 0.942 
Gender -0.142  0.111 0.868 -0.144  0.111 0.865 
Race 0.040  0.137 1.041 0.039  0.137 1.040 
Marital Status 0.080  0.119 1.083 0.078  0.119 1.082 
Young Dependents -0.237  0.136 0.789 -0.234  0.136 0.791 
High Salary -0.123  0.173 0.884 -0.119  0.173 0.888 
Low Salary 0.568 ** 0.118 1.765 0.571 ** 0.118 1.771 
High Family Income -0.275 * 0.130 0.760 -0.273 * 0.130 0.761 
Low Family Income -0.128  0.142 0.880 -0.126  0.142 0.881 
Experience -0.016  0.009 0.984 -0.017  0.009 0.983 
Secondary 0.147  0.128 1.158 0.148  0.128 1.159 
Math/Science 0.199  0.176 1.220 0.196  0.177 1.216 
Master�s 0.332 ** 0.111 1.394 0.329 ** 0.111 1.389 
Student Problems 0.191  0.115 1.211 0.182  0.116 1.200 
Parent Support -0.027  0.099 0.973 -0.021  0.099 0.979 
Probably     0.114  0.121 1.120 
Fifty-Fifty     0.112  0.149 1.119 
Probably Not     0.168  0.177 1.182 
Certainly Not     0.171  0.233 1.186 
Log Likelihood -3196.508 -3189.995 
Overall Chi2, Pseudo R2 p < 0.0001, 0.179 p < 0.0001, 0.181 
Note: Sample size for each model is 3,635.  * Indicates coefficient is significant at 0.05 level.  
** Indicates coefficient is significant at 0.01 level.  1 These specifications also included some 
control variables that are not shown in the table.  See Footnote 1 in Chapter 5 for details. 2 
Standard error of coefficient estimate. 3 Odds ratio of coefficient estimate.  
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Table 3: Multinomial logit estimation for leavers 
Specification School Policy Career Choice Confidence 
 Coefficient S.E.1 O.R.2 Coefficient S.E. O.R. 
Administrative Policy 0.141  0.079 1.152 0.046  0.081 1.047 
Classroom Policy -0.116  0.108 0.891 -0.200  0.111 0.818 
Safety 0.236 * 0.108 1.266 0.132  0.110 1.141 
Prof. Devt. Activity -0.173  0.098 0.841 -0.151  0.100 0.860 
Prof. Devt. Usefulness 0.269 * 0.118 1.309 0.142  0.120 1.152 
Gender         
Race         
Marital Status         
Young Dependents         
High Salary         
Low Salary         
High Family Income         
Low Family Income         
Experience         
Secondary         
Math/Science         
Master�s         
Student Problems         
Parent Support         
Probably     0.366 ** 0.099 1.442 
Fifty-Fifty     0.677 ** 0.113 1.968 
Probably Not     1.138 ** 0.125 3.120 
Certainly Not     0.910 ** 0.176 2.484 
Log Likelihood -3858.723 -3797.786 
Overall Chi2, Pseudo R2 p < 0.0001, 0.009 p < 0.0001, 0.0247 
Note: Sample size for each model is 3,635.  * Indicates coefficient is significant at 0.05 level.  
** Indicates coefficient is significant at 0.01 level.  1 Standard error of coefficient estimate. 2 
Odds ratio of coefficient estimate.  
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Table 4: Multinomial logit estimation for leavers 
Specification Controls1 Full1 

 Coefficient S.E.2 O.R.3 Coefficient S.E. O.R. 
Administrative Policy 0.055  0.092 1.057 0.030  0.093 1.031 
Classroom Policy 0.059  0.124 1.061 0.044  0.125 1.045 
Safety 0.320 * 0.128 1.377 0.300 * 0.128 1.350 
Prof. Devt. Activity -0.069  0.114 0.933 -0.067  0.114 0.935 
Prof. Devt. Usefulness -0.110  0.135 0.896 -0.125  0.136 0.883 
Gender 0.039  0.101 1.040 0.031  0.101 1.032 
Race -0.001  0.132 0.999 0.020  0.133 1.021 
Marital Status 0.229 * 0.113 1.257 0.236 * 0.113 1.266 
Young Dependents 0.679 ** 0.133 1.971 0.672 ** 0.130 1.958 
High Salary -0.354 ** 0.126 0.702 -0.345 ** 0.126 0.708 
Low Salary 0.425 ** 0.118 1.530 0.434 ** 0.119 1.544 
High Family Income 0.753 ** 0.106 2.124 0.752 ** 0.106 2.122 
Low Family Income 0.619 ** 0.142 1.857 0.627 ** 0.142 1.871 
Experience 0.065 ** 0.007 1.067 0.064 ** 0.007 1.066 
Secondary 0.839 ** 0.113 2.314 0.843 ** 0.114 2.323 
Math/Science 0.132  0.168 1.141 0.118  0.169 1.125 
Master�s 0.376 ** 0.097 1.457 0.372 ** 0.098 1.451 
Student Problems 0.190  0.106 1.209 0.178  0.107 1.195 
Parent Support 0.057  0.092 1.059 0.078  0.092 1.081 
Probably     0.050  0.115 1.051 
Fifty-Fifty     0.159  0.133 1.173 
Probably Not     0.470 ** 0.149 1.600 
Certainly Not     0.112  0.206 1.119 
Log Likelihood -3196.508 -3189.995 
Overall Chi2, Pseudo R2 p < 0.0001, 0.179 p < 0.0001, 0.181 

Note: Sample size for each model is 3,635.  * Indicates coefficient is significant at 0.05 level.  
** Indicates coefficient is significant at 0.01 level.  1 These specifications also included some 
control variables that are not shown in the table.  See Footnote 1 in Chapter 5 for details. 2 
Standard error of coefficient estimate. 3 Odds ratio of coefficient estimate.  
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Table 5: Ordered logit estimation based on  
career choice confidence question response 

Specification School Policy 
 Coefficient S.E. W.A.M.E.1 

Certainly  
Not2 

Probably  
Not3 

Administrative Policy 0.415 ** 0.063 -0.004 0.022 0.043 
Classroom Policy 0.393 ** 0.084 -0.004 0.023 0.043 
Safety 0.475 ** 0.080 -0.005 0.029 0.053 
Prof. Devt. Activity -0.185 * 0.081 0.002 -0.009 -0.019 
Prof. Devt. Usefulness 0.671 ** 0.092 -0.007 0.044 0.077 
Gender       
Race       
Marital Status       
Young Dependents       
High Salary       
Low Salary       
High Family Income       
Low Family Income       
Experience       
Secondary       
Math/Science       
Master�s       
Student Problems       
Parent Support       
Log Likelihood -5214.843 
Overall Chi2 p < 0.0001 
Pseudo R2 0.021 

Note: Sample size for each model is 3,635.  * Indicates coefficient is significant at 0.05 level.  
** Indicates coefficient is significant at 0.01 level.  1 Weighted average of the marginal effects 
of the coefficients.  2 Marginal effect for the certainly not subgroup.  3 Marginal effect for the 
probably not subgroup.  
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Table 6: Ordered logit estimation based on  
career choice confidence question response 

Specification Controls1 

 Coefficient S.E. W.A.M.E.2 

Certainly  
Not3 

Probably  
Not4 

Administrative Policy 0.251 ** 0.067 -0.002 0.009 0.024 
Classroom Policy 0.438 ** 0.088 -0.004 0.018 0.045 
Safety 0.351 ** 0.087 -0.003 0.014 0.036 
Prof. Devt. Activity -0.192 * 0.085 0.002 -0.007 -0.018 
Prof. Devt. Usefulness 0.418 ** 0.095 -0.004 0.018 0.044 
Gender 0.128  0.073 -0.001 0.005 0.012 
Race -0.119  0.096 0.001 -0.004 -0.011 
Marital Status -0.022  0.081 0.000 -0.001 -0.002 
Young Dependents -0.060  0.097 0.018 -0.002 -0.006 
High Salary -0.151  0.095 0.001 -0.005 -0.014 
Low Salary -0.168 * 0.084 0.001 -0.006 -0.016 
High Family Income 0.108  0.078 -0.001 0.004 0.011 
Low Family Income -0.023  0.100 0.000 -0.001 -0.002 
Experience 0.028 ** 0.005 0.000 0.001 0.003 
Secondary 0.033  0.084 0.000 0.001 0.003 
Math/Science 0.194  0.119 -0.002 0.007 0.019 
Master�s 0.029  0.071 0.000 0.001 0.003 
Student Problems 0.324 ** 0.077 -0.003 0.012 0.032 
Parent Support -0.235 ** 0.066 0.002 -0.009 -0.023 
Log Likelihood -4757.281 
Overall Chi2 p < 0.0001 
Pseudo R2 0.107 

Note: Sample size for each model is 3,635.  * Indicates coefficient is significant at 0.05 
level.  ** Indicates coefficient is significant at 0.01 level.  1 This specification also included 
some control variables that are not shown in the table.  See Footnote 1 in Chapter 5 for 
details.  2 Weighted average of the marginal effects of the coefficients.      3  Marginal effect 
for the certainly not subgroup.  4 Marginal effect for the probably not subgroup.   
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