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Abstract Body 
 

Background Context: 

Over the past two decades, rigorous studies have found that teachers who are successful at 

helping students make large academic gains can offset learning disadvantages associated with 

students’ socioeconomic background, and can also increase students’ chances of enrolling in 

college and earning relatively high wages once they enter the labor market (Chetty, Friedman, 

and Rockoff 2011; Kane and Staiger 2012; Kane et al. 2013; Kane and Staiger 2008; Rivkin, 

Hanushek, and Kain 2005; Sanders and Horn 1998). These studies have prompted school 

systems around the world to enact reforms to increase the effectiveness of their teachers (Bruns, 

Filmer and Patrinos 2011; Vegas et al. 2012). An approach that has recently gained traction in 

both developed and developing countries is to attract top college graduates into teaching. In 

recent years, evidence that countries with the top global testing scores recruit teachers from the 

top of their high school classes has complemented the earlier findings (Auguste, Kihn, and Miller 

2010; Barber and Mourshed 2007; Mourshed, Chijioke, and Barber 2010). 

 

Purpose / Objective / Research Question / Focus of Study: 

Many school systems today are trying to attract top college graduates into teaching, but little is 

known about what dissuades this target group from entering the profession.This study randomly 

assigned applicants for a highly-selective alternative pathway into teaching in Argentina either to 

a survey about their motivations for applying to the program or to surveys that revealed 

information about their future pay or working conditions. 

 

Population / Participants / Subjects:  
The data for this study are from Enseñá por Argentina, a program that recruits top college 

graduates to teach in high-need schools for at least two years. It is an adaptation of Teach for 

America, a U.S. nonprofit that has implemented the same model and placed over 28,000 college 

graduates in teaching since 1990. This model has been replicated in 29 developed and 

developing countries by the organizations that form part of the global network called Teach for 

All. In 2012, Enseñá por Argentina (EpA), had a large pool of applicants who wanted to enter the 

profession but knew little about what their pay or working conditions would be if they did so. 

 

Intervention / Program / Practice Research Design: 

In order to estimate the extent to which a particular factor dissuades top college graduates from 

entering teaching, this study used a sample from the population of top graduates considering 

teaching and randomly assigned them to offers of teaching jobs that vary solely on that factor. In 

this paper, we try to get as close as possible to this ideal experiment. Applicants were randomly 

assigned either to a plain survey or to a survey that revealed information about a potential 

dissuading factor. The study then observed their expressed and revealed preferences for applying 

to the program. If applicants knew little about these potential dissuading factors when they 

applied, one can obtain a lower bound estimate of the causal effect of the dissuaders by 

estimating the causal effect of the information.  

 

Data Collection and Analysis: The data include all of the information entered by the 1,017 

applicants to EpA in 2012 who finished their online application form (out of the 1,800 applicants 

who started it). This includes their responses to demographic and academic and professional 

background questions. The data also include their responses to the question on their three most 
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important motivations and reservations when they applied to EpA. All applications were 

completed prior to randomization. 

 

This study combines three datasets: datasets from EpA’s application and selection processes, and 

the dataset from the survey administered as part of the study itself. All surveys had three parts. 

The first was the same across the three versions and included questions about demographic, 

academic, and professional background. A second part differed by version, which will be 

explained below. A third part, which was the same across the three versions, asked applicants 

whether they continued to be interested in applying to EpA and asked them to rank potential 

changes that could be made to the program to make it more appealing. In the control version of 

the survey, the second part asked applicants their expectations about pay and working conditions 

if they were to get into EpA and about their motivations for applying to the program. These 

questions measured how much applicants knew about these two factors and whether applicants 

viewed them as potential dissuaders for entering the profession. 

 

The first treatment version of the survey included a set of questions with informational prompts 

about the applicants’ working conditions if they were admitted to EpA. Specifically,  information 

was provided about EpA’s restrictions on the number of corps members it can assign to public 

schools and the fact that graduates are often assigned to low-cost private schools and are 

typically assigned teaching hours at multiple schools. The second treatment version of the survey 

included a set of questions with informational prompts about the pay that applicants would 

receive if they were admitted to EpA. Specifically, information was provided on the starting 

salary that the average EpA program graduate receives, the salary that teachers in Argentina 

receive after 15 years of experience, the maximum salary that teachers in Argentina can receive 

by the end of their careers, the options that corps members have to increase their pay (e.g., 

accumulate years of experience, participate in professional development activities, and obtain a 

graduate degree), and the fact that corps members can only access the benefits of public school 

teachers if they become certified teachers.  

 

The impact of the informational prompts on applicants’ interest to continue to pursue their 

application to EpA was measured through expressed and revealed preferences. Applicants stated 

expressed preferences at the end of all surveys, when they were asked whether they wanted to 

continue to pursue their application to the program. Revealed preferences were determined by 

tracking applicants at every step of the program’s selection process and seeing whether they 

accepted, rejected, or ignored a “callback” (an invitation from the organization to move forward). 

 

 

Findings / Results: The study finds that applicants who received information about pay or 

working conditions were much more likely to report that they intended to drop out of the 

selection process, but were no more likely to actually drop out. This can be explained by the 

temporary salience effects of the informational prompts. Applicants with higher undergraduate 

grade point averages and/or scores in the selection process, however, were both more likely to 

report that they will drop out and to actually do so. 

 

Treatment-on-the-Treated Effects on Intention/Propensity to Drop Out. Table 3 presents the 

results of the TOT models estimating the effects of receiving the informational prompts. In 
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columns 1–4, the outcome variable is whether applicants said that they wanted to drop out of the 

program, first upon receiving the prompts on working conditions and then upon receiving the 

prompts on pay without and with controls. In columns 5–8, the outcome variable is whether 

applicants actually dropped out, first upon receiving the prompts on working conditions and then 

the ones on pay without and with controls. The coefficients themselves can be interpreted as the 

marginal effects. Applicants who received the prompts on working conditions were 25 percent 

more likely than those in the control group to say that they wanted to drop out of EpA’s selection 

process, and those who received the prompts on pay were almost 31 percent more likely to say 

that they intended to drop out. However, neither of these groups was actually more likely to drop 

out of the selection process, with or without controls. As above, small differential attrition rates 

for either one of the treatments can be discarded. 

 

Heterogeneous Effects. The TOT models were also used to explore whether there were 

heterogeneous effects. We examined whether the effects of receiving informational prompts 

differed for (1) females, (2) applicants with higher undergraduate grade point averages, (3) 

applicants with higher pre-randomization selection scores, (4) applicants who had previously 

applied to teach, and (5) applicants who were employed when they applied to EpA. Table 4 

presents the heterogeneous effects on applicants’ expressed preferences. For ease of presentation, 

controls are left out. Interestingly, female applicants are slightly less likely than male applicants 

to report that they intend to drop out when they receive prompts on working conditions, but not 

when they receive prompts on pay. Other than that, not much else is going on. Applicants with 

higher selection scores who receive prompts on working conditions are more likely to report that 

they want to drop out, but the effect is small. Similarly, applicants employed when they applied 

to EpA who receive prompts on pay are more likely to report that they want to drop out. This 

effect is larger, but absent in the case of prompts on working conditions. It is unclear what to 

make of these results by themselves.Table 5 presents the heterogeneous effects on applicants’ 

revealed preferences. As above, only the marginal effects without controls are included. 

Consistent with Table 4, female applicants who receive prompts on working conditions or pay 

are more likely than men to drop out of EpA’s selection process. Perhaps more importantly, 

however, more desirable applicants are more likely to drop out. Every one point in a college 

grade point average makes an applicant 6–8 percentage points more likely to drop out of EpA’s 

selection process if he or she receives information on working conditions. Every one standard 

deviation in a selection score makes an applicant about 25 percentage points more likely to drop 

out if he/she receives prompts on working conditions or pay.  

 

Effects on Applicants’ Demand for Changes. Using the TOT models, we also explored whether 

receiving prompts on working conditions or pay influenced the changes that applicants wanted in 

EpA in the last question of the survey.
1
 Dummies were created that were equal to 1 if an 

applicant ranked a change to the program at the top and 0 otherwise. Table 6 presents the effects 

on applicants’ top-ranked changes to the program. Once again, only the estimates without 

controls are included. For ease of presentation, all nonsignificant results are omitted for both 

types of prompts: higher maximum pay, a teaching degree, a good principal, and professional 

development. The general pattern that emerges in the remaining variables is that applicants who 

were prompted to think about working conditions were more likely to rank being assigned with 

other corps members as their top choice and applicants who were prompted to think about pay 

                                                 
1
 See the section earlier in this study entitled “The Outcomes: Expressed and Revealed Preferences.” 
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were more likely to rank incorporating merit pay as their top choice. Prompts on one issue do not 

seem to have any bearing on applicants’ demands on the other, with the exception of prompts on 

working conditions, which make applicants less likely to rank higher initial pay as their top 

choice.  

 

Conclusions: To our knowledge, this is the first study that estimates the causal effect of 

providing top college graduates with information about pay or working conditions on their 

decisions to enter teaching. The overall picture that emerges is one in which applicants “bluff”—

that is, those who receive this information are more likely to report that they will drop out of 

EpA’s selection process, but they are no more likely to actually drop out. This result should give 

pause to those relying on expressed preferences to understand the intentions of top college 

graduates for entering teaching, as self-reports do not appear to be reliable predictors of actual 

intentions. 

 

Although the experimental setting is ideal to contrast applicants’ expressed and revealed 

preferences, it is less ideal for understanding why applicants are “bluffing.” This could happen 

due to one of the reasons discussed earlier in the section of the paper entitled “Expressed versus 

Revealed Preferences.” For example, applicants may purposefully overestimate the impact of 

potential dissuading factors on their decision in hopes of influencing changes in the program, or 

they may not fully understand the implications of the information revealed to them until they 

move forward in the selection process (e.g., because they can discuss these dissuading factors 

with peers and/or representatives from the organization).  

 

The hypothesis here is that neither of these is the main mechanism at work. Rather, it is likely 

that the informational prompts are making working conditions and pay more salient in 

applicants’ minds at the time when they are responding to the survey, but that this salience fades 

quickly. We have no way of directly testing this hypothesis, but the effects of the informational 

prompts on the changes that applicants demanded at the end of the survey are certainly consistent 

with this interpretation. When prompted to think about working conditions, applicants were more 

likely to ask for changes related to those conditions and when prompted to think about pay, 

applicants were more likely to ask for changes related to pay. Our interpretation is also consistent 

with the results of recent surveys in education that are able to considerably influence 

respondents’ answers to the same question simply by changing the framing of the question 

(Schueler 2012). 

 

Interestingly, the group of applicants that is not bluffing (i.e., that is both saying that it will drop 

out after receiving information on pay and working conditions and then actually dropping out at 

higher rates) is precisely the group that programs such as EpA are most interested in recruiting. 

In hindsight, this is not entirely surprising. The most desirable applicants are also more likely to 

face relatively high opportunity costs for entering teaching. So, it is reasonable that they are 

more sensitive to information about potential dissuading factors. Yet, this finding suggests that 

EpA will not be able to maximize the number of top candidates that it can select through more 

aggressive marketing alone; it must also either directly address or otherwise compensate for 

these factors dissuading applicants from teaching. 

.
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