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a  b  s  t  r  a  c  t

As  schools  and  districts  seek  to recruit  teachers,  individuals  in  non-teaching  professions
are  an  appealing  possible  pool.  These  potential  teachers  come  with  work  experience  and
may have  expertise  that  would  serve  them  well  in the classroom.  While  there  has  been
substantial  rhetoric  assailing  the  virtues  of  teachers  with  prior  professional  experience,  no
research  that we know  of  has  assessed  the  effectiveness  of  these  teachers  in  terms  of student
learning. This  study  uses  data  from  New  York  City  to  assess  the  relative  effectiveness  and
retention  of  career-switchers.  It  provides  some  evidence  that  these  teachers  are no  more
effective  than  other  new  teachers,  and,  in  fact,  they  appear  to  be less  effective  at  raising
math scores  of elementary  and  middle  school  students.  There  is  little  difference  in  overall
transfer  or  leave  rates  between  teachers  with  prior  experience  and  other  teachers,  although
career-switchers  from  college  recommended  programs  do appear  more  likely  to  transfer
schools.

© 2011 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

As schools, districts, and states struggle to improve stu-
dent test scores, administrators and policy-makers are in
a constant search for ways to get more effective teach-
ers into their classrooms. While one potential solution is
to better-train existing teachers and new teachers follow-
ing traditional career paths, another possibility is to recruit
teachers from populations that might not have consid-
ered teaching in the past. One such population that might
provide a pool of highly skilled teachers is professionals
from other occupations. These possible recruits offer the
promise of practical experience and substantive knowl-

∗ Corresponding author. Tel.: +1 650 725 4262; fax: +1 650 723 9931.
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edge. In fact, representatives of states and school districts
provide anecdotal accounts that career-switchers offer an
important pool of highly skilled and motivated teachers
(e.g., Jacobson, 2007). Still, there is little research-based
evidence addressing the relative effectiveness of teachers
with prior work experience (i.e., career-switchers). In par-
ticular, we know of no large-scale, quantitative studies of
the effects of these teachers on student performance.

Apart from their effectiveness in terms of student per-
formance, another important issue with career-switchers
is their likelihood of remaining in teaching long term. Given
the high costs of recruiting and hiring new teachers, as well
as the fact that research consistently indicates that teach-
ers improve over their first two to five years (e.g., Boyd,
Lankford, Loeb, Rockoff, & Wyckoff, 2008), when determin-
ing the overall benefit of recruiting teachers from other
careers, it is important to consider their retention patterns,
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as well as their effectiveness. However, there is also little
research on the attrition patterns of career-switchers.

In this paper we use a novel dataset on New York City
public school teachers and students to examine both the
effectiveness and the retention of teachers with prior work
experience.

2. Who  are career-switchers?

Before discussing related research and the details of the
present study, it is important to clarify exactly whom we
are talking about when we discuss career-switchers (see
The Woodrow Wilson National Fellowship Foundation,
2008 for a review of research related to the demographics of
career-switchers). When people think of career-switchers,
they most likely think of former elite professionals such as
lawyers and engineers; however, many studies show that
career-switchers are a much more diverse (and perhaps
less accomplished) group (e.g., Humphrey & Wechsler,
2007; Morton, Williams, & Brindley, 2006; National Center
for Education Information (NCEI), 2005; Zientek, 2007).
For example, in a non-research-based article in Educational
Leadership,  Resta, Huling, and Rainwater (2001) mention
that they worked with career-switchers from a variety
of fields, including a biological researcher, an analytical
chemist, a paralegal assistant, a technical writer, an edi-
tor, a juvenile probation officer, a sales representative, a
television producer, a cruise ship officer, and a professional
musician.

While there are teacher certification programs that
target prestigious professionals such as scientists (e.g.,
Harvard’s MidCareer Math and Science Program), oth-
ers target very different types of career-switchers. For
instance, the Troops to Teachers program helps mili-
tary personnel become teachers, and the now defunct
Pathways to Teaching Careers Program targeted parapro-
fessionals/noncertified teachers and former Peace Corps
volunteers, in addition to precollege and college students.

In most of this study, we do not distinguish among dif-
ferent types of career-switchers.1 We  are mainly interested
in the overall effectiveness and retention of this category
of teachers, as compared to teachers without any prior
work experience. Still, it is important to keep the diver-
sity of career-switchers in mind both when interpreting the
results of the present study and when considering previous
research. On the one hand, studies that do not distinguish
among different types of career-switchers could mask sig-
nificant variation within this group of teachers. On the
other hand, studies that examine only a particular sub-
set of teachers with prior experience may  not generalize
to career-switchers as a whole. In the end both types of
research are useful, depending upon the question at hand.
Research, including the present study, that investigates
the effects of career-switchers as a whole is most useful
when evaluating general policies intended to bring midca-

1 We do examine a few subgroups of career-switchers (elementary
versus middle school teachers, teachers from different pathways into
teaching), but importantly, we are unable to distinguish teachers by their
prior profession.

reer professionals from a variety of industries into teaching,
while studies of specific types of career-switchers are more
applicable when determining the effectiveness of particu-
lar programs.

3. Previous research

In this section we review the limited research related to
the effectiveness and retention of career-switchers (see The
Woodrow Wilson National Fellowship Foundation, 2008
for a more comprehensive review of research about mid-
career and second-career teachers). Given the dearth of
studies that directly examines these topics, we also dis-
cuss studies that are more tangentially related but still have
implications for the likely effectiveness and/or retention of
teachers with prior experience.

3.1. Research related to the effectiveness of
career-switchers

To our knowledge, no previous research has directly
examined the effectiveness of teachers with prior expe-
rience in terms of student achievement. However, there
have been studies that hint at the potential effectiveness of
career-switchers.

A 2001 study of the Pathways to Teaching Careers Pro-
gram (PTCP) most closely relates to the effectiveness of
teachers with prior experience (The Urban Institute). The
PTCP program was  launched in 1989 and included four
program strands, two of which targeted career-switchers.
The most encompassing part of the program provided
scholarships and support services for paraprofessionals
and non-certified teachers who wanted to become cer-
tified teachers. Another strand of the program targeted
former Peace Corps volunteers. In 2001 The Urban Institute
released a report with the findings of a six year evalua-
tion of these two strands of PTCP. As part of this report,
they addressed the teaching quality of graduates of the
program. They were able to use three data sources to
examine the quality of PTCP teachers. First, they collected
ratings from student teaching supervisors. Second, once
program graduates were serving as teachers of record, they
collected ratings from principals. Finally, they conducted
direct classroom assessments for a sample of graduates
using the Praxis III Teacher Performance Assessments. All
three sets of data suggested that PTCP graduates were con-
sidered to be relatively effective teachers. For instance, on
the Praxis III the sample of graduates received an average
overall rating of 2.2, which is greater than the 2.0 expected
of beginning teachers.

Of course, the implications of this study are limited.
PTCP graduates represent two very specific types of career-
switchers; and thus, it is unlikely that the results are
generalizable to the larger population of teachers with
prior experience. Furthermore, The Urban Institute did not
measure the effectiveness of these teachers in terms of stu-
dent achievement. Still, this is the only study of which we
are aware that examined the quality of career-switchers.
Other studies of career-switchers are suggestive about
their potential effectiveness but do not directly address the
quality of these teachers.
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One of the main arguments in favor of recruiting
career-switchers into teaching is that they will be effective
teachers because they possess strong content knowledge.
For instance, as a program manager at the National Com-
mission on Teaching and America’s Future, Ben Schaefer
claimed, “Tapping the knowledge and interest of retirees
is a great way to increase the number of highly effective
teachers” (Jacobson, 2007). However, in order for this rea-
soning to be valid, at least three conditions must hold:
(1) career-switchers must have strong content knowledge;
(2) strong content knowledge must be positively related
to student achievement; (3) career-switchers must not
have other characteristics which are negatively related to
student achievement and which might overwhelm any
benefits of strong content knowledge. It is not immedi-
ately clear whether each of these requirements holds, so
it is important to examine the evidence.

As discussed in Section 2, career-switchers come from
a variety of backgrounds, and several studies indicate that
the majority of teachers with prior experience come from
non-elite professions (e.g., Humphrey & Wechsler, 2007;
NCEI, 2005; Zientek, 2007). For instance, in a survey of
alternatively certified teachers, NCEI found that only 18
percent had a master’s degree in a field other than educa-
tion (2005). Furthermore, out of 2554 respondents, there
were only 23 lawyers, 8 physicians, and 27 Ph.D.s in fields
other than education. Thus, it seems that many career-
switchers may  not possess significant content knowledge.
At the very least, whether career-switchers possess sig-
nificant content knowledge is a hypothesis that should be
tested rather than assumed. Unfortunately, we know of no
such studies.

The research on the relationship between teacher
content knowledge and student achievement is more
extensive. A number of researchers have examined the
relationship between proxies for content knowledge, such
as degrees, teacher certification tests, professional devel-
opment, and coursework, and student achievement. The
results of these studies have been mixed. For instance,
as part of a review of the literature, Wayne and Youngs
(2003) examined whether teachers with additional degrees
and/or coursework are more effective in terms of stu-
dent achievement. Based on four studies using only
two datasets, they concluded that high school math
teachers with more mathematics-related coursework and
degrees are more effective. However, they were unable
to draw any conclusions about math teachers in earlier
grades or teachers of other subjects (history, English, or
science).

Recognizing the limitations of using proxies, two more
recent studies have used a direct measure of content
knowledge. Hill, Rowan, and Ball (2005) developed their
own test in order to examine the relationship between
elementary school teachers’ math content knowledge and
the performance of their students.2 Drawing on a diverse
sample of elementary school teachers and students from

2 The instrument was designed to capture a teacher’s “mathematical
knowledge for teaching.” In other words, it assessed both teachers’ ability
to  do math and their ability to teach math to students.

across the United States, they found that their measure was
strongly and significantly related to student performance:
a one standard deviation difference in a teacher’s content
knowledge was associated with one-half to two-thirds of a
month of additional growth in student achievement. Build-
ing on Hill et al. (2005),  Rockoff, Jacob, Kane, and Staiger
(2010) used the same measure to assess the content knowl-
edge of new elementary and middle school math teachers
in New York City. They also found that the measure was
positively and significantly related to student achievement.

Based upon studies such as these, it appears that a
teacher’s content knowledge does matter for students’ per-
formance in mathematics, but evidence for other subjects is
lacking. Thus, to the extent that career-switchers are teach-
ing mathematics and possess strong content knowledge in
mathematics, there is reason to believe that they may be
high quality in this respect.

Of course, even if teachers with prior experience pos-
sess strong content knowledge and if content knowledge is
positively related to student performance, this still does not
necessarily imply that career-switchers are effective teach-
ers. Rather, if career-switchers also possess other qualities
that are negatively related to student performance, then
these effects may wipe out any benefits of strong content
knowledge.

Although it would be difficult for quantitative research
to address this type of concern (except, of course, by
measuring the overall effectiveness of teachers), a num-
ber of qualitative studies suggest that career-switchers do
sometimes struggle as teachers. In their study of a certi-
fication program for career-switchers in Florida, Morton
et al. (2006) concluded that, while a teacher’s previous
experience could be beneficial, it could also lead to clashes
with school culture. For instance, one career-switcher
had trouble adjusting to the regimented nature of the
school schedule. As a student teacher, he once left school
grounds during lunch in order to purchase basketball tick-
ets. Similarly, Resta et al. (2001) offer anecdotal evidence
that, “Despite the many good qualities that well-prepared,
second-career teachers offer, they also bring some special
challenges for school administrators. . .”  (p. 62).

Based upon studies such as these, The Woodrow Wilson
National Fellowship Foundation (2008) concludes in its
review of the literature that, “While such skills [the skills
that career-switchers are often presumed to possess] could
be extremely useful for teaching, these and other work-
place abilities and experience can also clash with the skills
and dispositions needed in teaching. . .,”  (p. 28). In other
words, it seems possible, if not likely, that career-switchers
often possess qualities that cause problems in the class-
room.

Taking these strands of evidence (or lack thereof)
together, it appears that the argument that career-
switchers are effective teachers because they possess
strong content knowledge is questionable. First, it is
unclear whether or not teachers with prior experience pos-
sess strong content knowledge. Second, the importance
of content knowledge for student achievement has not
been established, except, perhaps, for mathematics. Finally,
anecdotal and qualitative evidence suggest that career-
switchers may  possess other qualities that may  make them
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less effective teachers, and these negative attributes could
outweigh any benefit of strong content knowledge.

In sum, the evidence on the effectiveness of career-
switchers is extremely limited. The single study that
directly addressed the quality of these teachers focused
on a very limited subset of teachers with prior experience,
and it did not examine the effectiveness of these teachers
in terms of student achievement. Furthermore, evidence
related to the popular argument that career-switchers are
effective teachers because they possess strong content
knowledge is also lacking. The present study helps to fill
this gap in the literature by directly examining the effec-
tiveness of career-switchers as a whole in terms of student
achievement.

3.2. Research related to the retention of career-switchers

While there is little to no evidence on the effectiveness
of career-switchers, the evidence on the retention of these
teachers is more substantial and generally indicates that
teachers with prior experience are more likely to stay in
the profession.

As part of the study of PTCP discussed previously, The
Urban Institute examined the retention of program grad-
uates, as well as their quality (2001). They found that
81 percent of graduates taught for at least three years.
Furthermore, they noted that this rate was much higher
than national three-year retention rates reported by other
researchers. Still, it should be noted that this result could
be the product of the fact that most PTCP participants
signed a non-binding agreement to remain in teaching for
a specified period of time. Also, given the uniqueness of
PTCP participants, these results may  not generalize to other
career-switchers.

Other research has examined retention rates by the
entry age of a teacher into the profession.3 As part of
their meta-analysis of research related to teacher retention,
Borman and Dowling (2008) examined four such studies.
Their findings corroborated those of The Urban Institute
(2001).  They found that teachers who were older at entry
(at least 31) were less likely to leave the profession. Sim-
ilarly, based on data on teachers in Michigan and North
Carolina in the 1970s, Murnane, Singer, Willitt, Kemple,
and Olsen (1991) found that older entering female teachers
were less likely to leave teaching.

While the two previous papers examined retention in
the profession, Johnson and Birkeland (2003) examined the
movement of 50 first and second year Massachusetts pub-
lic school teachers across schools, as well as out of public
school teaching. They found that mid-career entrants were
three times as likely to have moved schools by their third
year. However, a substantial number of the mid-career
teachers had issues with job placement, so this result may
be the product of particularly poor fit between those teach-
ers and their first jobs.

3 Of course, not all older teachers necessarily have prior experience, and
vice versa, but experience and age should be highly correlated, and thus,
studies of a teacher’s age at entry should still be informative.

In addition to studies which have examined the actual
retention of career-switchers (or older entering teachers),
a number of other studies have reported on the inten-
tions of these teachers to remain in the profession. As part
of the previously mentioned survey of alternatively cer-
tified teachers, NCEI found that teachers who were older
when they entered the profession were more inclined to
stay in teaching longer (2005). Similarly, Grissmer (2000)
presents data from the Baccalaureate and Beyond Longi-
tudinal Study of 1992–1993 indicating that late-entering
teachers are more likely to expect to stay in the profession
for the long term. For instance, 82 percent of new teachers
aged 30–39 indicated that they intended to stay in teaching
for the long term, compared to 65 percent of new teachers
aged 23–24.

In sum, the existing evidence suggests that career-
switchers may  stay in the profession longer than teachers
without prior experience. However, the available stud-
ies have several flaws including using a teacher’s age
rather than his/her prior experience as an indicator of
career-switching and depending on measures of a teacher’s
intentions to stay in the profession rather than actual data
on retention. In addition, only one of the studies exam-
ined teachers’ movement across schools. In this paper we
directly investigate the retention of career-switchers using
data on a teacher’s prior experience and his/her retention
(within a school and within the district).

4. Data and methodology

4.1. Data

For this study, we use a unique dataset on New York
City public school teachers and students. We  use data from
school year 2004–2005, and we  focus on teachers who were
in their first year of teaching.4 The data come from several
sources including a survey we  administered to teachers and
administrative data on teachers, students and their class-
rooms, and schools.

4.1.1. Teacher data: Survey
In the spring of 2005, we administered a survey to all

first year teachers in New York City. Participation in the
survey was  voluntary and was  estimated to take approxi-
mately 25 min  to complete. The survey was  completed by
43035 new teachers (a response rate of almost 70 percent
of teachers surveyed). These teachers are the basis of our
study. Although the survey contained over three hundred
questions addressing a variety of topics (e.g., preparation
experiences, characteristics of the schools in which they
taught, teaching practices, and goals), for the purposes of
this paper, we  only use teachers’ responses to the ques-
tion about prior work experience. Specifically, the survey
asked teachers how long they worked in a profession other

4 Although it would be preferable to examine a more encompassing
group of teachers, the survey was only administered to new teachers in
2005, so we  must limit our study to that subset of teachers.

5 Technically, the survey was completed by 4360 teachers, but 57 were
missing the teacher identification variable, so those responses are unus-
able.
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than teaching full-time after completing their undergradu-
ate degree: not at all, less than one year, one to two years,
three to five years, or six or more years. Of the 4303 teachers
who submitted surveys, 4016 (over 93 percent) answered
this question.

Based on their responses to this item, we categorized
teachers into three groups: no prior experience, some prior
experience (less than one year to five years), and signifi-
cant prior experience (six or more years). A little less than
half of the teachers indicated that they had no prior work
experience (46 percent, N = 1837). Thirty-five percent indi-
cated that they had some prior experience (N = 1414), and
the remaining 19 percent (N = 765) indicated that they had
more than six years of prior work experience.

4.1.2. Administrative data
Once we had selected the sample of teachers who  had

answered the prior experience survey question, we merged
the survey data with administrative data on teachers,
students and their classrooms, and schools using unique
teacher and school identifiers. These data were provided
by the New York City Department of Education (NYCDOE)
and the New York State Department of Education (NYSED).

4.1.2.1. Administrative data: Teachers. The administrative
data on teachers include information on retention, as well
as a variety of variables that we use as controls. The reten-
tion variable indicates what career decision the teacher
made at the end of the 2004–2005 school year. Specifically,
a teacher could have made one of three decisions: stay in
the same school, transfer to a different public school within
New York City, or leave public school teaching in the New
York City. We  have retention data on 3550 teachers.6

The control variables include demographic variables
(gender, ethnicity, age) and background variables (ini-
tial pathway into teaching and certification exam scores).
The initial pathway into teaching variable describes
which route a teacher initially took into the teaching
profession.7 Specifically, it includes six categories: college-
recommended (completed a university-based teacher
preparation program), New York City Teaching Fellows
(NYCTF), Teach for America (TFA), temporary license, indi-
vidual evaluation, and other.8 The certification exam score

6 We are missing retention data for some teachers because our admin-
istrative data are imperfect; they come from multiple sources at the state
and  city levels and do not always merge perfectly.

7 Pathway information came from several sources: teacher certification
application data maintained by the NYSED on whether an individual had
completed a college-recommended teacher preparation program and the
level of degree obtained, data from the New York City Teaching Fellows
program, and data from Teach for America.

8 College-recommended indicates teachers who  followed the “tradi-
tional” pathway into teaching and completed a college-recommended
teaching program. NYCTF teachers participated in the New York City
Teaching Fellows program, an alternative path to certification designed
for people who want to teach in New York City and targeted towards both
recent college graduates and career-switchers. TFA teachers participated
in  the Teach for America program, a nationwide alternative certifica-
tion  program targeted towards talented recent college graduates from
prestigious schools. The temporary license pathway denotes individuals
who failed to complete one or more requirements for a teaching certifi-
cate but who  were still allowed to teach under the temporary license

variables indicate how a teacher performed on the Liberal
Arts and Science Test (LAST) exam, a state teacher certifi-
cation exam that measures general knowledge.

4.1.2.2. Administrative data: Students and classrooms. Most
importantly, the student-level administrative data include
annual standardized9 achievement test scores in English
Language Arts (ELA) and math for students in grades
4–8.10,11 These scores come from exams administered by
New York City and the State of New York.12 For 2005,
we have 20,130 student observations with test scores in
ELA and 22,462 observations with test scores in math.
These students represent 636 teachers and 595 teachers,
respectively.13

In addition to these achievement variables, we also have
a variety of other student-level variables, which we use
as controls. These include gender, ethnicity, language spo-
ken at home, English language learner (ELL) status, free
lunch status, lagged attendance, and lagged suspensions.
Furthermore, we also have similar composite measures at
the classroom level, as well as a measure of class size.

4.1.2.3. Administrative data: Schools. Finally, at the school
level we have several additional control variables. Specifi-
cally, we have data on the ethnic makeup of the school, the
percent of students eligible for free lunch, and the enroll-
ment of the school.

4.2. Methodology

The analyses address two questions: are career-
switchers more or less effective than teachers without prior
work experience, and do career-switchers follow differ-
ent retention patterns than teachers without prior work
experience? In both instances we are mainly interested in
how career-switchers differ from “traditional” first-career
teachers, without controlling for any other teacher char-
acteristics. We  do not attempt to assess the causal effects
of prior experience. Although it would be interesting and
important to understand the actual effects of professional

provisions. Teachers who received their certification through individual
evaluation presented their transcript directly to the certification-granting
state agency. Finally, the other category includes all teachers who entered
teaching through pathways other than those listed, including internship
certificates and certification through reciprocity agreements with other
states.

9 We standardized scores for each grade and year to have a standard
deviation of one and a mean of zero.

10 Data on students were excluded if the student took a test for the same
grade two years in a row, if the student skipped a grade in between testing,
or  if the student was part of a classroom with fewer than 10 students or
more than 50 students.

11 Scores are also available for students in third grade, but for our anal-
yses we  also require lagged scores, so we cannot use third grade scores as
an  outcome variable.

12 Prior to 2006 New York State administered standardized exams in
grades 4 and 8, while New York City administered its own exams in grades
3,  5, 6, and 7.

13 The number of teachers matched with students is much lower than
the total number of teachers who completed the survey (4303) because
we  are only able to match teachers who taught students in grades 4–8 in
ELA  and/or math.
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experience outside of education, our data and methodol-
ogy do not allow us to determine whether any effects we
uncover are causal or the result of selection.14 At points
we do control for a few key teacher characteristics that
may  be highly correlated with prior experience, but even
then we do not claim to uncover causal effects. Rather, we
are simply interested in whether knowing a teacher’s level
of prior experience provides any additional information
beyond the other control variables. Despite this limitation
we believe the results of these analyses are important and
policy-relevant. Even if it is unclear whether any effects
are causal or the result of selection, they still provide crit-
ical information on the value of recruiting teachers away
from other professions.

4.2.1. The effectiveness of career-switchers
In order to assess the effectiveness of career-switchers,

we run value-added analyses using students’ test scores.
The base model is similar to that found in Boyd, Grossman,
Lankford, Loeb, and Wyckoff (2009) and takes the form:

Aisgty = �Ais′(g−1)t′(y−1) + SiyBS + CtyBC + TtyBT + �g

+ �s + εisgty

where Aisgty is the achievement of student i in school s,
grade g, teacher t, and year y; Ais′(g−1)t′(y−1) is the achieve-
ment of student i in the previous year; Siy is a vector of fixed
and time-varying student characteristics; Cty is a vector of
classroom characteristics; Tty is a vector of fixed and time-
varying teacher characteristics; �g is a grade fixed effect;
�s is a school fixed effect; and εisgty is the random error
term clustered at the teacher level.

Siy and Cty include the student and classroom variables
described previously. Depending on the specification, Tty

may  contain one or more variables. First, we run a set of
models where Tty only includes the prior experience vari-
able. These models tell us whether career-switchers are
more or less effective than other teachers before taking any
other teacher characteristics into consideration. Second,
as mentioned earlier, we also run a specification includ-
ing other key teacher characteristics (gender, ethnicity,
LAST performance, program pathway) in order to assess
the added value of knowing a teacher’s prior experience
level. Finally, we run models where we include a teacher’s
age, as well as the other teacher characteristics. These mod-
els attempt to distinguish between teachers’ experience
and their age; however, given that these two variables
are necessarily highly correlated, we are concerned about
multi-collinearity issues. Also, theoretically it is unclear
whether age versus experience is even a distinction that
we want to make. In fact, part of the effect of experience
may  simply be age. Because of these methodological and
theoretical issues, we do not emphasize these results but
simply present them for the purpose of completeness.

In addition to the student, classroom, and teacher vari-
ables, we also include two fixed effects: a grade-level

14 In fact, it would be very difficult to determine the causal effects of prior
experience since people who choose to go into teaching immediately after
college are necessarily different from those who  choose to pursue teaching
after working in another profession.

fixed effect and a school fixed effect. The grade-level fixed
effect controls for any differences across grades. The school
fixed effect essentially restricts our analyses so that we
are only comparing teachers within the same school.15

Importantly, this eliminates the possibility of bias due
to career-switchers teaching in systematically different
schools than teachers without prior experience.16

After running these main models, we also run a number
of alternative specifications. First, we  test whether effects
vary across grade levels (elementary versus middle). Since
the skills required to teach elementary school students
likely differ from those necessary to teach middle school
students, we  might expect career-switchers to be more
effective at teaching one group of students. For example,
if career-switchers do possess strong content knowledge,
this may  be more useful at the higher grades where the
content-knowledge requirements are presumably more
demanding.

Second, we  run separate analyses for the two  main path-
ways into teaching: college-recommended programs and
NYCTF. This allows us to examine whether the effect of
prior career experience varies as a function of pathway.
Since the pathways differ in their recruiting and training
strategies, career-switchers that come through different
programs may  differ in terms of effectiveness.

4.2.2. The retention of career-switchers
The second set of analyses estimates the relationship

between prior work experience and teacher retention. First,
we run simple logistic regressions to examine whether
career-switchers differ from teachers without any prior
experience in their likelihood of making any transition out
of a school (to a different New York City public school or
out of the New York City Department of Education (NYC-
DOE)) after their first year of teaching (2004–2005). These
models take the form:

Pr(diy = 0) = 1

1 + exp(TtyB0
T + �0

S )

Pr(diy = 1) = exp(TtyB1
T + �1

S )

1 + exp(TtyB1
T + �1

S )

where diy = 0 represents the decision to stay at the same
school and diy = 1 represents the decision to leave the
school; Tty is a vector of fixed and time-varying teacher

characteristics; and �j
S is a school fixed effect. For these

analyses, we  are essentially taking a school-level perspec-
tive; schools (i.e., principals) are only concerned about

15 As a robustness check, we also run ordinary least squares (OLS) models
with the school-level control variables in lieu of the school fixed effects.
However, it should be emphasized that we strongly prefer the school fixed
effects models because we do not believe that our limited set of school-
level controls adequately controls for the possibility of bias from teachers
sorting across schools.

16 This specification requires there to be two or more teachers within
a school; otherwise, those teachers are dropped from the analysis. In our
data teachers are distributed across 1103 schools, and on average there are
3.9  teachers per school. Only 245 teachers (5.6 percent) from the survey
sample are the only teacher in their school; therefore, we believe that our
results should generalize to most new teachers.
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whether or not teachers leave the school; it is irrelevant
where they go.

After conducting the simple transitions analyses, we
then turn to multinomial logit analyses17 in which we
distinguish between a teacher’s decision to transfer to a
different school and his/her decision to leave the district
entirely. These models are very similar to the logistic mod-
els and take the form:

Pr(diy = 0) = 1

1 +
∑2

j=1 exp(TtyB0
T + �0

S )

Pr(diy = j) = exp(TtyBj
T + �j

S)

1 +
∑2

j=1 exp(TtyBj
T + �j

S)

where the dependent variable is now the previously dis-
cussed three-level measure indicating whether at the end
of the school year the teacher: stayed at the same school
(j = 0), transferred to another public school within New
York City (j = 1), or left NYCDOE (j = 2). Here we are taking
more of a district-level perspective; a district (i.e., super-
intendent) should care both about teachers transferring
among schools within the district and about teachers leav-
ing the district.

As for the effectiveness analyses, for all of the retention
analyses, we vary which variables we include in Tty: (1)
just prior experience, (2) prior experience plus other key
teacher characteristics, and (3) prior experience, other key
characteristics, and age, but we do not focus on the analyses
that include age. Also, we again include school fixed effects
to control for possible sorting across schools.18

After running our main models, we run a limited
set of alternative specifications. Specifically, as for the
effectiveness analyses, we examine effects separately for
the two largest pathways into teaching in New York
City: college-recommended programs and NYCTF.19 Again,
given the different recruiting and training strategies of
different pathways, career-switchers who enter teaching
through college-recommended programs may  follow dif-
ferent retention patterns than their peers who participated
in NYCTF.

5. Results

5.1. Descriptive statistics

We start with descriptive statistics to illustrate how
career-switchers differ from other teachers. These differ-
ences are important to keep in mind when considering the
results of the effectiveness and retention analyses. Namely,

17 Technically, we  run two sets of binomial logit analyses because stan-
dard software packages such as STATA do not allow for fixed effects with
the multinomial logit command. For more information on our estimation
technique, see Boyd, Grossman, Lankford, Loeb, and Wyckoff (2007).

18 Again, we  also run models with school-level controls instead of school
fixed effects as a robustness check.

19 We do not run the grade-level specifications described for the effec-
tiveness analyses because theoretically, there is little reason to expect the
differential retention of career-switchers to vary as a function of grade
level.

Table 1
Average teacher characteristics by prior experience level.

No prior
experience

Some prior
experience

Significant prior
experience

Age 26.5 28.1 40.3
Female 0.82 0.75 0.65
Race/ethnicity

Black 0.10 0.13 0.15
Hispanic 0.11 0.10 0.10
White 0.70 0.68 0.70
Other ethnicity 0.10 0.08 0.05

LAST performance
Passed LAST first time 0.87 0.92 0.94
LAST score first time 254 260 263

Initial program path
College-recommended 0.50 0.36 0.30
NYCTF 0.23 0.44 0.53
TFA 0.11 0.03 0.00
Temporary license 0.01 0.01 0.01
Individual evaluation 0.06 0.07 0.10
Other path 0.10 0.08 0.06

Notes: N = 3752. All differences are statistically significant at p < 0.10
for  age, female, passed LAST first time, LAST score first time, college-
recommended, NYCTF, and TFA. Some differences are statistically
significant at p < 0.10 for black (none vs. some, none vs. significant), other
ethnicity (none vs. significant, some vs. significant), individual evalua-
tion (none vs. significant, some vs. significant), and other path (none vs.
significant, some vs. significant).

because of these differences, as well as the distinct possibil-
ity of additional differences on unobservables, our results
should not be interpreted as the causal effect of obtain-
ing career experience prior to entering teaching but as the
overall effectiveness of this group of teachers relative to
other new teachers. That is, we do not conclude that prior
work caused differential effectiveness but only that teach-
ers with prior work are differentially effective.

Table 1 contains means of key teacher characteristics as
a function of prior experience level. As expected, teachers
with some prior experience are older on average than those
with no prior experience, and teachers with significant
prior experience are older on average than teachers with no
prior experience and teachers with some prior experience.
Gender is also related to experience level; fewer teachers
with prior experience are female. On the other hand, more
teachers with experience are black.

As far as performance on the LAST exam, career-
switchers perform better than teachers without any prior
experience. More teachers with prior experience pass the
exam on their first try, and their average scores are higher
as well.

It is also clear that teachers with different levels of prior
experience take different program paths into teaching.
In particular, more teachers without any prior experi-
ence attend college-recommended programs, while more
career-switchers participate in NYCTF. Also, it is not sur-
prising that very few teachers with experience participate
in TFA since that program specifically targets recent college
graduates.

Because of these differences, in some of our effec-
tiveness and retention specifications we include these
variables (age, gender, ethnicity, LAST performance, pro-
gram pathway) as controls. As discussed previously, these
controls allow us to determine whether we  gain any
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Table 2
Average school characteristics by the teacher’s prior experience level.

No prior
experience

Some prior
experience

Significant prior
experience

Percent black 0.32 0.35 0.38
Percent Hispanic 0.45 0.44 0.43
Percent white 0.11 0.10 0.09
Percent eligible for

free lunch
0.72 0.72 0.70

Enrollment 992 983 1046

Notes: N = 3752. The difference between teachers with significant prior
experience and no prior experience is statistically significant at p < 0.05
for  % black and % white. The difference between teachers with significant
prior experience and some prior experience is statistically significant at
p  < 0.05 for % black.

additional knowledge from knowing a teacher’s prior expe-
rience level.

In addition to differing in terms of teacher charac-
teristics, we were also concerned that career-switchers
might work in different types of schools than teachers
without prior experience. Table 2 presents average school
characteristics for teachers with different levels of prior
experience. Most of the differences are not statistically sig-
nificant. The two exceptions are percent black and percent
white students. On average, teachers with significant prior
experience work at schools with a higher percentage black
students than their peers with no prior experience or some
prior experience. They also teach at schools with a lower
percentage white students than teachers without any prior
experience. Even though the school characteristics differ-
ences are small and usually insignificant, we still include
school fixed effects in our models because of the possibility
of differences on unobservables.

5.2. Generalizability of survey data

Before addressing our research questions, we  first
briefly examine the quality of our survey data. A con-
cern with all survey data is that respondents may  differ
from non-respondents and that this may  limit the gen-
eralizability of the results. Fortunately, our survey had
a high response rate which alleviates this concern to a
degree. To further address this issue, we compared survey
respondents to non-respondents on a number of teacher
characteristics (ethnicity, test scores, program pathway
into teaching, etc.) using t-tests. Table A1 in Appendix A
gives the results.

The results suggest that teachers who responded to
the survey are significantly different from those who did
not complete it, but most of the differences are not large.
Respondents were younger (30.1 versus 31.8), more likely
to be female (.76 versus .73), less likely to be of an ethnic-
ity other than black, Hispanic, or white (.09 versus .10),
and they performed better on the LAST (average score
of 257 versus 253; pass rate of .90 versus .88). These
differences, while significant, are small. They were also sig-
nificantly and meaningfully more likely to have entered
teaching through NYCTF (.35 versus .17) or TFA (.06 versus
.03) and less likely to have entered teaching through a
college-recommended program (.42 versus .45), individ-
ual evaluation (.08 versus .13), or some other pathway (.09

versus .22). As described previously, we  run some analyses
separately for the two main program paths of college-
recommended program and NYCTF, which should reduce
the potential bias from this difference in response rate.

5.3. The effectiveness of career-switchers

Our first research question asks whether career-
switchers are more or less effective than other teachers.
Table 3 presents the focal results of our basic specifica-
tions for teacher effectiveness.20 Columns 2–4 contain our
preferred specifications with include school fixed effects.
Columns 5–7 contain the alternative models which use
school-level controls instead. Columns 2 and 5 do not
control for any teacher characteristics other than prior
experience; Columns 3 and 6 control for other key teacher
characteristics; and Columns 4 and 7 control for other key
teacher characteristics and age. In the text we focus on the
results which control for school fixed effects because we
strongly prefer this specification. When the results for the
models with school-level controls differ, we describe them
in the footnotes. Also, as mentioned previously, we do not
emphasize the results that control for a teacher’s age.

The school fixed effects results for ELA are all small and
insignificant indicating that career-switchers are neither
more nor less effective than other teachers in their first
year of teaching.21 The math results are more interesting.
Regardless of whether or not we include controls for other
teacher characteristics, career-switchers with significant
prior experience are significantly and substantially less
effective at raising their students’ achievement in math.22

For example, even after controlling for other key teacher
characteristics (but not age), students of teachers with sig-
nificant prior experience gain 0.111 standard deviation less
than students of teachers without any prior experience. The
size of this effect is large, approximately three times the
size of the differential gains of white students relative to
black students (0.037).

5.3.1. Alternative specifications
As was described in the methodology section (Sec-

tion 4.2.1), there is reason to believe that these results
may  be masking heterogeneity among career-switchers.
In particular, the results may  vary depending upon (1) the
grade-level or (2) the teacher’s program path into teaching.
Therefore, we  present results for alternative specifications
that allow effects to vary across these dimensions.

Table 4 contains results by grade-level. Columns 2–4
contain the results for ELA, and Columns 5–7 contain the
results for math. Here, we  only present the school fixed
effects results, but we continue to describe the school-level
control variables results in the footnotes when they dif-
fer. The ELA results indicate that career-switchers are not
differentially effective at either the elementary or the mid-

20 Full results are available from the authors upon request.
21 The OLS results with school controls suggest that teachers with sig-

nificant prior experience are less effective in ELA, but the effect is small
(−0.040 when controlling for other key teacher characteristics).

22 The math results with school controls are all insignificant.
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Table 3
Teacher effectiveness for teachers in grades 4–8 during first year.

School fixed effects School control variables

No teacher
controls

Teacher controls
except age

Teacher controls
with age

No teacher
controls

Teacher controls
except age

Teacher controls
with age

ELA
Some prior experience −0.006 −0.025 −0.025 −0.016 −0.020 −0.018

(0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.015) (0.016) (0.016)
Significant prior experience −0.032 −0.032 −0.006 −0.039+ −0.040+ −0.014

(0.023) (0.025) (0.032) (0.021) (0.022) (0.027)
Math

Some  prior experience −0.029 −0.020 −0.022 0.012 0.023 0.025
(0.024) (0.025) (0.025) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019)

Significant prior experience −0.113** −0.111** −0.129** −0.028 −0.023 −0.006
(0.026) (0.028) (0.034) (0.023) (0.024) (0.033)

Notes: N sizes are 16,443 students (556 teachers) for ELA and 17,337 students (524 teachers) for math.
+ p < 0.10.
*  p < 0.05.

** p < 0.01.

Table 4
Teacher effectiveness during first year by grade-level (controlling for school fixed effects).

ELA Math

No teacher
controls

Teacher controls
except age

Teacher controls
with age

No teacher
controls

Teacher controls
except age

Teacher controls
with age

Elementary school (grades 4–5)
Some prior experience −0.013 −0.029 −0.029 −0.037 −0.057+ −0.055+

(0.026) (0.027) (0.026) (0.030) (0.029) (0.029)
Significant prior experience −0.056 −0.018 −0.015 −0.216** −0.183** −0.214**

(0.041) (0.044) (0.049) (0.037) (0.040) (0.048)
Middle  school (grades 6–8)

Some prior experience −0.015 −0.027 −0.024 −0.027 −0.010 −0.006
(0.025) (0.024) (0.023) (0.035) (0.038) (0.038)

Significant prior experience −0.026 −0.012 0.037 −0.081** −0.086* −0.065
(0.027) (0.030) (0.035) (0.030) (0.035) (0.045)

Notes: N sizes for elementary school analyses are 6583 students (329 teachers) for ELA and 6583 students (329 teachers) for math; N sizes for middle school
analyses are 9860 students (229 teachers) for ELA and 10,754 students (196 teachers) for math.

+ p < 0.10.
* p < 0.05.

** p < 0.01.

dle school level.23 However, career-switchers still appear
to be less effective at teaching math than other teach-
ers. All of the math results in Table 4 are significant for
teachers with significant prior experience except for the
middle school specification including age.24 The results are
stronger for the elementary grades than for middle school.
When we allow for teacher controls other than age, the
results indicate that elementary school students of teachers
with significant prior experience gain 0.183 of a standard
deviation less than their peers who have teachers without
any prior experience. This magnitude is over twice as large
as the effect for middle school teachers with significant

23 The analyses with school-level controls again indicate that career-
switchers are sometimes less effective in ELA than their peers without
prior experience. In particular, there are significant negative results for
middle school teachers with some prior experience. For instance, when
controlling for other key teacher characteristics, the effect is −0.064
(p  < 0.01).

24 The analyses with school-level controls for math are generally
insignificant.

prior experience (−0.086). Thus, career-switchers with
significant prior experience seem to particularly struggle
instructing elementary school students in math.

Table 5 presents results separately for teachers who
attended college-recommended programs and teachers
who participated in NYCTF. Again, we only present the
school fixed effects results. These analyses show some sig-
nificant results for ELA, as well as for math.25 For both
teachers who attended a college-recommended program
and NYCTF teachers, there is some evidence that career-
switchers with some prior experience are less effective
than their peers (who followed the same program path)
without any prior experience. For instance, when we con-
trol for teacher characteristics other than age, the results

25 The school-level controls results for college-recommended teach-
ers with prior experience are all insignificant. The school-level controls
results for NYCTF participants are similar to the fixed effect results for
teachers with some prior experience. In addition, they also suggest that
NYCTF participants with significant prior experience are less effective
(−0.109 (p < 0.01) when controlling for other key teacher characteristics).
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Table 5
Teacher effectiveness for teachers in grades 4–8 during first year by pathway (controlling for school fixed effects).

ELA Math

No teacher
controls

Teacher controls
except age

Teacher controls
with age

No teacher
controls

Teacher controls
except age

Teacher controls
with age

College-recommended
Some prior experience −0.045 −0.056+ −0.054+ −0.014 −0.051 −0.050

(0.031) (0.031) (0.032) (0.051) (0.049) (0.049)
Significant prior experience 0.013 0.026 0.067 −0.078 −0.140* −0.147*

(0.053) (0.045) (0.044) (0.058) (0.056) (0.064)
NYCTF

Some  prior experience −0.103+ −0.126+ −0.080 0.001 −0.008 −0.009
(0.053) (0.064) (0.085) (0.058) (0.057) (0.058)

Significant prior experience −0.049 −0.118 −0.020 −0.036 −0.035 −0.094
(0.049) (0.078) (0.113) (0.067) (0.064) (0.088)

Notes: N sizes for college-recommended analyses are 8094 students (298 teachers) for ELA and 7159 students (263 teachers) for math; N sizes for NYCTF
analyses are 4202 students (114 teachers) for ELA and 6339 students (140 teachers) for math.

+ p < 0.10.
* p < 0.05.

** p < 0.01.

indicate that the students of NYCTF career-switchers with
some prior experience gain 0.126 of a standard deviation
less than their peers who have NYCTF teachers without any
prior experience.

The math results also follow a different pattern than
those from previous specifications. The negative effect of
career-switchers with significant prior experience on stu-
dents’ math achievement is limited to those teachers who
attended college-recommended programs. The results for
NYCTF are insignificant and very small.26

5.3.2. Summary
Taken together, these results suggest that career-

switchers with significant prior experience are less
effective than their peers without any prior experience.
However, the effects are not universal but specific to cer-
tain teachers in specific grades and subjects. In particular,
the negative effects are largely concentrated in mathemat-
ics. Also, they are stronger for elementary school teachers.
Finally, they are driven largely by teachers who  attended
college-recommended programs.

5.4. The retention of career-switchers

We now turn to the results of our retention analyses.
Table 6 presents simple descriptive statistics of teachers’
decisions at the end of their first year of teaching. These
statistics suggest that teachers’ decisions may  vary by their
prior experience. In particular, more teachers with signif-
icant prior experience leave schools, and this difference is
attributable to them transferring more often.

Importantly, these descriptive statistics do not control
for either differences in the schools at which the teach-
ers teach or other teacher characteristics. Therefore, we
use logit analyses to adjust for these differences. Table 7
presents the focal results of the basic logistic analyses
examining a teacher’s likelihood of making any transition

26 The results controlling for school-level variables are all insignificant.

Table 6
Teacher retention descriptive statistics.

Leave school

No prior experience 0.16
Some prior experience 0.17
Significant prior experience 0.20

Transfer
schools

Leave public school
teaching in NYC

No prior experience 0.09 0.07
Some prior experience 0.10 0.07
Significant prior experience 0.12 0.08

Notes: N = 3180. For “Leave school” the difference between no prior and
significant prior and the difference between some prior and significant
prior are significant at p < 0.10. For “Transfer schools” the difference
between no prior and significant prior is significant at p < 0.10.

out of a school.27 The results are presented as odds ratios
(OR) so that a value greater than one indicates that teachers
with prior experience are more likely to make a transition,
while a value less than one indicates the opposite. Columns
2–4 contain our preferred specifications which control for
school fixed effects, while Columns 5–7 use school-level
control variables. As for the effectiveness analyses, in the
text we discuss the analyses with school fixed effects. If
the results with school controls differ, we  describe them in
the footnotes. Also, we  again do not emphasize the results
which control for a teacher’s age.

Although the point estimates for the school fixed effects
models are generally greater that one, suggesting a higher
likelihood of leaving for career-switchers, none of the esti-
mates in Table 7 are significant.28 Thus, it does not appear
that teachers with prior experience are more or less likely
to leave a school after the first year of teaching.

27 Full results are available from the authors upon request.
28 The results for the analyses with school controls are also largely

insignificant. The one exception is the estimate for teachers with signif-
icant prior experience in the no teacher controls model (1.277, p < 0.10),
which suggests that these teachers are more likely to leave.
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Table 7
Teacher decision to leave a school after first year of teaching.

School fixed effects School control variables

No teacher
controls

Teacher controls
except age

Teacher controls
with age

No teacher
controls

Teacher controls
except age

Teacher controls
with age

Some prior experience 1.165 1.138 1.100 1.050 1.011 0.969
(0.164)  (0.167) (0.162) (0.113) (0.112) (0.109)

Significant prior experience 1.206 1.142 0.797 1.277+ 1.202 0.829
(0.199)  (0.196) (0.175) (0.160) (0.159) (0.144)

Notes: N sizes are 1501 for the school fixed effects analyses and 3180 for the school control variables analyses.
+ p < 0.10.
*  p < 0.05.

** p < 0.01.

Table 8
Teacher decision to transfer schools or leave district after first year of teaching.

School fixed effects School control variables

No teacher
controls

Teacher controls
except age

Teacher controls
with age

No teacher
controls

Teacher controls
except age

Teacher controls
with age

Transfer schools
Some prior experience 1.168 1.127 1.068 1.040 0.990 0.940

(0.217) (0.218) (0.209) (0.139) (0.138) (0.132)
Significant prior experience 1.415 1.378 0.918 1.316+ 1.209 0.786

(0.315) (0.320) (0.270) (0.206) (0.201) (0.166)
Leave  NYCDOE

Some prior experience 1.212 1.228 1.200 1.065 1.032 1.000
(0.246) (0.265) (0.260) (0.168) (0.167) (0.164)

Significant prior experience 1.070 1.082 0.758 1.223 1.178 0.891
(0.245) (0.271) (0.244) (0.226) (0.236) (0.233)

Notes: N sizes are 913 for school fixed effects “Transfer schools” analyses, 796 for school fixed effects “Leave NYCDOE” analyses, and 3180 for all school
control variables analyses.

+ p < 0.10.
*  p < 0.05.

** p < 0.01.

Table 8 contains the results of the multinomial logit
analyses which distinguish between the decision to trans-
fer schools and the decision to leave the district (NYCDOE).
Again, none of the results for the school fixed effects
analyses are significant, although the point estimates are
generally greater that one.29

5.4.1. Alternative specifications
There is reason to believe that the retention of career-

switchers might vary as function of the program path
they took into teaching, as discussed for the teacher
effectiveness analyses. Therefore, in Table 9 we  present
results separately for teachers who attended college-
recommended programs and those who participated in
NYCTF. We  see that teachers with significant prior expe-
rience who attended college-recommended programs are
significantly more likely to leave the school at the end of
the year relative to their peers who had no experience
(OR = 1.865, p < 0.10) if we do not control for other teacher
characteristics. When we include teacher characteristics
except age, the point estimate is still greater than one, but

29 The only significant school control variables result is for the model
without other teacher controls, and it suggests that teachers with signifi-
cant prior experience may  be more likely to transfer (1.316, p < 0.10).

the result is no longer significant.30 None of the results for
NYCTF participants are significant.

A similar pattern emerges when we  examine a teacher’s
decision to transfer schools: career-switchers with sig-
nificant experience who  attended college-recommended
programs are significantly more likely to transfer schools,
even after controlling for other key teacher characteris-
tics (OR = 4.868, p < 0.05). Thus, it appears that the previous
result is driven by teachers transferring schools, rather than
leaving NYCDOE entirely. Again, all of the NYCTF results are
insignificant.31

5.4.2. Summary
In sum, there is some evidence that the retention pat-

terns of teachers from college-recommended programs
may  differ by prior experience level. Specifically, teach-
ers with significant prior experience from these programs
transfer more often than their peers without any prior

30 When we use school controls, the effect for teachers with significant
prior experience in the model with teacher controls except age is also
significant (1.593, p < 0.05).

31 In the analyses with school controls, all of the “Leave NYCDOE” results
for NYCTF teachers with some prior experience are less than one and sig-
nificant, suggesting that these teachers are less likely to leave the district.
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Table 9
Teacher retention results after first year of teaching by program path (with school fixed effects).

Leave school

No teacher
controls

Teacher controls
except age

Teacher controls
with age

College-recommended
Some prior experience 1.111 1.088 1.079

(0.295) (0.298) (0.297)
Significant prior experience 1.865+ 1.764 1.453

(0.621) (0.615) (0.591)
NYCTF

Some  prior experience 1.031 1.045 0.971
(0.298) (0.313) (0.296)

Significant prior experience 1.390 1.369 0.882
(0.446) (0.461) (0.424)

Transfer schools Leave NYCDOE

No teacher
controls

Teacher controls
except age

Teacher controls
with age

No teacher
controls

Teacher controls
except age

Teacher controls
with age

College-recommended
Some prior experience 1.095 1.001 0.905 1.181 1.011 1.005

(0.443) (0.434) (0.405) (0.413) (0.375) (0.374)
Significant prior experience 4.681** 4.868** 2.877 1.143 0.809 0.856

(2.660) (2.965) (2.030) (0.490) (0.389) (0.478)
NYCTF

Some prior experience 1.460 1.500 1.386 0.717 0.698 0.689
(0.550) (0.595) (0.566) (0.323) (0.339) (0.334)

Significant prior experience 1.787 1.763 1.177 1.300 1.249 0.980
(0.753) (0.781) (0.759) (0.612) (0.672) (0.733)

Notes: N sizes for “Leave school” analyses are 357 for college-recommended and 339 for NYCTF. N sizes for “Transfer schools” analyses are 167 for college-
recommended and 231 for NYCTF. N sizes for “Leave NYCDOE” analyses are 202 for college-recommended and 143 for NYCTF.

+ p < 0.10.
* p < 0.05.

** p < 0.01.

experience. However, there are no similar results for NYCTF
teachers or career-switchers as a whole.

6. Discussion and future research

Our results suggest that recruiting career-switchers
into teaching may  not be the panacea for teacher qual-
ity issues for which some policymakers and administrators
have hoped. Our effectiveness results indicate that career-
switchers are less effective at teaching math than other
teachers during their first year of teaching, and in no
instances do career-switchers appear more effective than
their peers without prior experience. Furthermore, our
retention results suggest that, at the school-level, career-
switchers from college-recommended programs may  be
less stable than their peers without prior experience. Sim-
ilar to Johnson and Birkeland (2003),  our results indicate
that these career-switchers are more likely to leave a school
after their first year of teaching. Given the costs of turnover,
this phenomenon could be quite problematic (Ronfeldt
et al., 2011).

Although we are able to shed some light on the value
of recruiting career-switchers into teaching, in the end our
research provides questions, as well as answers; the need
for additional research is clear. In particular, we believe that
future research should address at least three specific issues.
First, it is important to remember that our analyses rely
on survey data. Survey data has a number of limitations.
They are self-report, and we do not know how accurately

teachers report their prior work experience. In addition,
approximately 30 percent of teachers did not respond to
the survey, and survey respondents may  not be represen-
tative of non-respondents.

Second, our effectiveness analyses are limited to ele-
mentary and middle school teachers. It is possible that
career-switchers are more effective at the high school level.
In fact, given the more stringent content requirements
at the secondary-level, this might be where we  would
expect to see the most positive effects. Thus, it is important
for future studies to examine the effectiveness of career-
switchers at this level.

Third, as was  highlighted previously (see Section 2),
career-switchers are a very diverse group of teachers
in terms of prior experience, and thus, future research
could benefit from examining the relative effectiveness of
career-switchers with different professional backgrounds.
In this study we  focused on the effectiveness of career-
switchers as a whole, but when we did examine subgroups
of career-switchers (along dimensions other than pro-
fessional background), we uncovered some interesting
differences. Thus, it seems highly probable that research
examining the effectiveness of career-switchers as a func-
tion of former profession will also reveal important
distinctions.

Finally, it will be important for future researchers
to examine the effectiveness and retention of career-
switchers over time using longitudinal data. We  focused
on career-switchers in their first year of teaching, but it is
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possible that career-switchers may  become relatively more
(or less) effective as they gain experience. Also, their long-
term retention patterns may  look very different from their
decisions after their first year.

In this paper we have provided some evidence related to
the effectiveness and retention of career-switchers. Given
the lack of previous research on teachers with prior experi-
ence, this is a significant contribution to the literature. Still,
there are many remaining questions, and the bottom line
is that much more research is needed before we will know
the true value of policies and programs designed to attract
career-switchers into teaching.

Appendix A.

Table A1 T-tests of teacher characteristics by survey participation.

Nonrespondent Respondent p value

N Mean N Mean

Age 2206 31.8 4281 30.1 0.00
Female 2206 0.73 4281 0.76 0.01
Race/ethnicity

Black 2124 0.13 4167 0.12 0.60
Hispanic 2124 0.10 4167 0.10 0.61
White 2124 0.67 4167 0.69 0.11
Other ethnicity 2124 0.10 4167 0.09 0.01

LAST performance
Passed LAST first time 2071 253 4207 257 0.00
LAST score first time 2206 0.88 4303 0.90 0.05

Initial program path
College-recommended 2124 0.45 4228 0.42 0.05
NYCTF 2124 0.17 4228 0.35 0.00
TFA 2124 0.03 4228 0.06 0.00
Temporary license 2124 0.01 4228 0.01 0.73
Individual evaluation 2124 0.13 4228 0.08 0.00
Other path 2124 0.22 4228 0.09 0.00
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