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Public Policies and the Role of Informationl

® Information seems to matter (a lot!) in different areas (some examples from J-PAL

projects):

— Education

— Health

— Politics

— Adoption of new technologies

— Finance



— Take up of social policies

® Banerjee and Duflo (2011): One of the five lessons of Poor Economics: " The poor
often lack critical pieces of information and believe things that are not true (e.g. on

immunization, or benefits of education)”.
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Public Policies and the Role of Informationl

® The key underlying question is to understand why does it matter so much?

— What is missing? Information on average characteristics, information on the

distribution of option/characteristics, etc.

— How does learning take place? Peers? Role of Public information? The role of

the provider(s) of information?

® [ he details matter!:

— How do we provide information?



— Who provides it?

— Do people receive it? Do people understand it?

® ... The research questions today are well beyond the research questions of papers like
Jensen (2010, QJE).



Information and Educationl

e Information can be particularly relevant for education decisions:
— Uncertain future and decisions

— Dynamic complementarities: input choices in the future (supply
and demand factors)

— Complex good
— "Experience’ good

— Complementarity with human capital of parents, friends, relatives:
impacts on efficiency and equity outcomes



— Household economics of the problem: who chooses? why?

e Different margins in which this may matter:

— Information on the importance of education

x Different educational stages
x Different outcomes: monetary and non-monetary

— Information on the available options:

* Levels (primary, secondary, tertiary)
* Tracks (vocational, university)

* Fields (careers)



* Schools

— Information on public policies:

x Scholarships
*x Supporting services

* etc.



An Example: Dinkelman and Martinez, 2014, Restatl

e Motivation: limited access to higher education among poor kids de-

spite the existence of scholarships.

e Intervention: video with information on how effort and good grades

enable them to qualify for scholarships and government loans.

— Details: 15-minute video entitled “Abre la Caja” (“Open the Box"),
higher education stories of 13 adults who grew up in poor families

in urban Chile.



e In 56 schools, the video was shown in class, while in another 56 schools
the video was distributed to students to take home and watch with
their parents. The remaining 114 schools served as a comparison

group.

e Short-term results:

— Video decreased the number of students with at least one absence
during the month after the video was distributed by 8.8 percentage
points on average (a 12 percent reduction).

— Video increased enrollment in college preparatory high schools by
10 percent, among students whose current school terminated af-
ter eighth grade (requiring them to choose a new school for high

school).



— No effects on test scores five months after the intervention.

— Effects by Baseline Academic Performance: Students with medium
grades at baseline experienced the largest effects on enrollment and
attendance: 13.6 percent more likely to enroll in college preparatory
high schools and 17.6 percent less likely to be absent if exposed to
“Abre la Caja,” relative to the comparison group.

— Parents and students learned significantly more about financial aid
requirements when the video was watched at home BUT no addi-
tional impact of exposure to the DVD at home.

e What is the morale of this? Effects of intervention on some mar-
gins, dynamic complementarities, effects on decision makers. Several

relevant economic questions.



My research agenda(s)l

e Margin 1: Effects of information on school choice in primary and
secondary education, mainly in Chile and starting in Peru.

e Margin 2: Effects of information on higher education decisions (and
child labor and educational effort) + dynamic complementarities +

interactions with CCTs in Peru (joint work with Christopher Neilson
and Oswaldo Molina).

— Several "details”: small scale RCT vs. a "real policy pilot (joint
work with MINEDU); sequence of videos with a "story”; use of
tablets and apps to improve the precision of the data coolection
and learn about the process; build the experiments with a structural
model in mind; etc.



e | will focus the reminder of my talk on Margin 1.



The Chilean Voucher System: Outcomesl

e Quasi-experimental evidence:

— Increase in enrollment and educational attainment (Todd et al,
2010; Patrinos, 2012).

— Effects on quality are either zero (Hsieh and Urquiola, 2005) or
significant but small (Auguste and Valenzuela, 2005; Gallego, 2006;
Gallego and Hernando, 2010), in line with international evidence
on aggregate effects of "voucher” systems (Boettinger, 2012)

x Literature on reasons: Soft budget constraints related to political
economy of public schools (Gallego, Sauma, Rodriguez-Sickert,
2009; Gallego, 2012), selection from the supply-side (MaclLeod



and Urquiola, 2011), low and flat value of the voucher (Gallego,
2007; Gallego and Sapelli, 2007), experimental evidence on lack
of information (Cooper, Gallego, Lagos, 2012), etc.

— Within-country dispersion in the next slide: SES gradient but a
high variance within low SES groups.
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Motivationl

e Then, research focused on a particular set of questions related to
school choice:

— Do parents respond to school attributes (namely, school quality)?
— Are determinants of choice heterogeneous?
— What causes heterogeneity? Preferences? Policies? Information?

— How do schools respond to demand for attributes? Heterogeneity?

e Implications of school choice on efficiency and equity depend upon
answers to (at least some of these) questions.



Gallego and Hernando 2010: Main Resultsl

e Structural model of school choice a la BLP: " Disciplined” correlations

e Effects on enrollment:

— Positive: mean income, mean test scores, discipline, being close to

a subway station.

— Negative: distance, single gender schools, teaching of religious val-
ues, copayment.

— No effect: extended hours (not shown: other public transfers).



e However, there is a lot of heterogeneity (main results):

— More educated and richer parents tend to put more weight on
average education and income

— More religious people tend to put more (less) weight on the teach-
ing of values (distance).

— Test scores and discipline (teaching of values, full day) tend to be
less (more) important for female students.

— Parents with more expectations about their kids' achievement tend
to put more (less) weight on test scores, peers (copayment, dis-
tance).

— No evidence this is driven by selection from the supply side. Key
for policy implications: self-selection.



Some Results on Information and School Choicel

e Then, may information play a role here?

e If so, what?

— School outcomes (Hastings and Weinstein, 2007 QJE; Andrabi et
al, 2010)

— School returns (Nguyen, 2008; Jensen, 2010 QJE; many many
papers)

— Both? (notice the results of Banerjee et al., 2009)



e ...and how? (Cortés, Gallego, Lagos, Stekel, 2008)

— Some literature in Economics: Bertrand et al. (2004)

e ..and where? when?

— School entry vs school exit (change) margins. Huge difference
(many papers in Economics on this...)

— General equilibrium consequences?
e Then let’s try to do some experimental studies to learn more and

also try very cost effective interventions (Nguyen for Madagascar, and

Jensen for the Dominican Republic)...



e Many details...really a lot of time in the pre-RCT work: stylized facts,
focus groups, pilots, exploratory surveys, etc...



The Experimental Agendal

e Three RCTs (so far):

— "Types of Information and School Choice: An Experimental Study
in the Chilean Voucher System” (Gallego, Lagos, Stekel, 2012)

x Sequel: Gallego and Neilson, in progress. Go back to a structural
model to understand the details and mechanisms.

— "Informing on Educational Voucher Eligibility for Poor Parents:
An Experimental Study for Chile” (Gallego, Martinez, Larraiiaga,

in progress)



— "Vocational Education in Chile: A Market Level Information Dis-
semination Experiment” (Autor, Bertrand, Duflo, Feigenberg, Gal-
lego, in progress)

e Let’s briefly discuss the idea and motivation in each of them and some
results.



"Types of Information and School
Choice: An Experimental Study in
the Chilean Voucher System”

(Gallego, Lagos, Stekel, 2012)



Motivation

@ The Intervention: Provision of Information to Low-Income Parents
o Implemented by us to “graduating” students from Fundacién Integra,
which is the second larger supplier of preschools in Chile focused in
low-income neighborhoods (98% of our sample comes from the three
first income quintiles)
@ Our sample are final grades in preschools from

o The three larger regions in the country: Santiago, Valparaiso and
Biobio, located in urban areas (Integra’s criteria)
o With “sufficient” school competition:

@ at least 10 schools within 2Km.
@ in municipalities where (primary schools/preschools) > 2

e 143 preschools, 118 in Santiago, 15 in Biobio and 10 in Valparaiso

@ Two treatments:

F.A. Gallego (J-PAL Latam & PUC) Types of Information and School Choice LACEA-LAMES 2012 4 /36



Motivation

e Treatment 1: In regular meeting, we hand out a school report
(developed and pre-tested in Cortés et al. 2009). Report Card with
information regarding school performance and other characteristics
valued by parents, such as price, size and type (ie. public or private).

@ Only for schools close to the preschool and limited to 30 schools due to
space constraints

@ Accompanied with a map to locate schools

@ Meeting: each parent received a copy of the RC and the map and it

was publicly explained and there was time to ask questions about the
information

F.A. Gallego (J-PAL Latam & PUC) Types of Information and School Choice LACEA-LAMES 2012 5/ 36



Jardin Cardenal Caro

mﬁ_%.‘

o
m@mﬁmﬁ,w ;:.:-:- v 2
S e e
-!‘Jn‘q ' » e, [Escusia Busiea Sants Aortang
DY 7P B S~ o
aunhmf 4 ;jh::': .
i Oi;:“o“:‘ Z .‘i jwmm:um
e, Raul ey o~
:.'."';;W' :“:-.._:- i *umpmmdﬂss f L
d ~ ; H
Escusla Baslca 2 _!::;::‘:'\w i ,{; e mc""‘? “‘:\
Escusis : o A._::: e m"ﬂq m
@ T ;

BN P~y SN
i Sy A i
- ., iy
Wm“mmﬁmlummnumm -
IR S - a5 '
Pl , ¢ 4 /e
i J’J i; ! f‘ q!@
wmm:j‘mmm
mm:mlamlniﬂ_ \ j }{"{?P’;:”{‘
B [~

0 LE]



Treatment

@ Treatment 2: RC+Video based on three testimonies of people from
similar backgrounds, ie. role models (Nguyen, 2008)
° @ Mother that decided to change a son of school between 1st and 2nd
grade to enroll him in a high-performance school (standardized scores)
@ Man who attended a high-performance school which enabled him to go
to college and who was currently ending his engineering degree
@ Woman whose high-performance school allowed her to study a
vocational career and now holds a job in a bank
e Also provided some information about rates of return of tertiary
education in Chile (on average those with college degree earn three

times of those with secondary degree)
@ Control group: meeting to discuss the end of the school year.

@ Notice all groups received the probably badly-implemented

educational traffic-lights...

F.A. Gallego (J-PAL Latam & PUC) Types of Information and School Choice LACEA-LAMES 2012 9 /36



@ The main results are related with the school chosen (administrative
data from the Ministry of Education), but we also asked parents
(May-July 2011) about the underlying mechanisms behind their choice

@ Groups are balanced in terms of (follow-up) household characteristics
(not affected by treatment)

F.A. Gallego (J-PAL Latam & PUC) Types of Information and School Choice LACEA-LAMES 2012 27 / 36



Table :

Effect of the Information in the Enrollment Process

Report Card

Video

Mean of Control Group

M @) 3 @) ®) ©) @)
Number of Wanted to Applied Number of Did any School Number of Enrolled

Schools Apply but Schools Rejected Rejections

in the “Sector” Did Not Applied
0.034 -0.086***  0.018 0.031 -0.006 -0.016 0.013
(0.120) (0.029) (0.020) (0.056) (0.019) (0.056) (0.021)
0.082 0.033 -0.015 -0.103* -0.045%* -0.133** -0.004
(0.120) (0.025) (0.021) (0.058) (0.019) (0.056) (0.022)
3.025 0.319 0.948 0.707 0.089 0.263 0.938




Table : Effect of information in school choice

1) (2 (3) 4) (5) (6) ™
Private  Test-scores Reading score Math score  Distance Free School

to school school size

Panel A: All parents
Report Card 0.113**  0.182%* 0.221%%* 0.143* 0.566**  -0.135%*  0.068
(0.052) (0.081) (0.084) (0.080) (0.273) (0.054)  (0.049)
Video 0.001 -0.021 -0.035 -0.009 -0.234 -0.008 0.083
(0.049) (0.080) (0.081) (0.081) (0.259) (0.057)  (0.052)
Panel B: Parents already enrolled
Report Card 0.067 0.120 0.186 0.060 0.007 -0.063 0.059
(0.052) (0.136) (0.138) (0.136) (0.395) (0.062)  (0.092)
Video 0.003 0.067 0.040 0.089 0.311 -0.007 0.136*
(0.052) (0.105) (0.106) (0.105) (0.419) (0.061)  (0.072)
Panel C: Parents not enrolled

Report Card 0.165%*  0.282%** 0.313%** 0.250** 0.940%*  -0.213%**  0.048
(0.074) (0.100) (0.099) (0.101) (0.402) (0.073)  (0.051)

Video -0.020 -0.100 -0.104 -0.094 -0.787** 0.004 0.021
(0.065) (0.112) (0.109) (0.115) (0.366) (0.074)  (0.061)

Mean of Control Group ~ 0.628 0 0 0 1.399 0.460 4.082

(full sample)




Table : The effect of considering information in school choice, IV approach

®) ) ®) 4 (5) (6) ™ ®)

Private  Combined Reading Math  Distance Free School First
score school size stage
Considered RC 0.272%*%*  0.413*%*%  0.402%** (.335%*  1.100* -0.344%** (.256**
(0.104) (0.168) (0.170)  (0.167)  (0.565) (0.111)  (0.113)
Report Card 0.412%**
(0.030)
Video 0.009
(0.040)

F-test excluded instr. 140.58




RCT: Giving Information to Poor Families in Chilel

e Gallego, Larrainaga, Martinez

e Subvencién Escolar Preferencial (Preferential Voucher for the Poor)
implemented in 2007. Increase in the voucher targeted at the poor:
(i) increase education expenditures for the poor (with regulations to
insure money spent in schools) and (ii) expand the choice set for them
(to decrease segregation). Details:

— Increase in the value of the voucher by almost 100%

— Exemption from top-ups



— Immediate acceptance in schools and if there is excess of demand
— lottery.

— Important: about 90% of schools accepted to participate in this
scheme.

e As of 2009, almost no change in enrollment of poor students (in spite
of a significant increase in their test scores—probably related to the
increase of resources). An information problem? (One alternative
hypothesis: eligibility for the voucher is too short—just for one year,
then changing school is too risky).

e Then, we implemented an experimental study targeted at the eligible
families with kids about to enter the school system (3 — 4 years old)



that will receive the voucher for more than one year (members of a
program called Chile Solidario).

— Funding and implementation: Ministry of Education.

— Design: Compass Commission set up by J-PAL LAC and Ministry
of Social Development of Chile (Quipu Commission in Peru too):
international group of academics identified and pre-designed four
programs to be evaluated using RCTs in Chile.

e Details of the Experiment:

1. "Placebo” group: a flyer with a reminder that they will have to
choose a school and with a list and map with schools close to the
pre-school centers attended by their kids.



2. 1. 4 a flyer informing that their kids are eligible for the SEP scheme
(and what it means) and informing on the schools that are part of

the program in their neighborhood.

3. 2. 4 detailed information (test scores, copayment, voucher/public
school, school size, etc.) on all the schools in their neighborhood.
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e Expected outcomes?

— Number and type (distance, school outcomes, price) of school en-
rolled in.

— School outcomes in test scores in 2th grade (not available yet...)

e Process information:

— Program successfully implemented (using post mail through the
pre-school centers) to 2,800 families in the whole country.

* Process information using mail information plus phone calls: at

least 88% of parents received the information.



— A webpage to collect information on whether parents received the
information and about parents reaction to the information (did they
find it useful?) and to parents’ understanding of the information
(a short test).

*x Good news: parents received and valued the information; they
also seemed to understand what was in the flyers. Relevant for
scale-up: letters sent through the official channels (regular mail,

pre-school centers, etc.)

*x Bad news: just a few parents (8%) entered the web-page (same
thing happened in other RCTs) even tough they had incentives:
this is relevant for scale up.

e Impacts? (preliminary)



— Year 1: No effects for the 65% of students who were enrolled in
school.

— Year 2: T1: Increase in the probability of attending a SEP school
with top-ups, of attending schools with better SIMCE. T2 no dif-
ference with respect to placebo. No effects on distance traveled.



Taking Stockl

e In all, two experimental studies that try to see whether the dissem-
ination of information to poor families in a context in which school
choice is key for education outcomes.

e Key difference: one small-scale RCT vs. bigger scale experiment im-
plemented through a "normal” situation.

— Maybe this squares these results with the paper by Mizala and
Urquiola (2013): quasi-experimental study finding no effect of in-
formation on school enrollment.

x BUT: Interpretation point: There are impacts for new schools
Allende, Gallego, and Neilson (in progress)



Information on Vocational Education Outcomesl

e Autor, Bertrand, Duflo, Feigenberg, Gallego

e A big share (53%) of students have to choose school again in 8"
grade (65% of schools do not have secondary education). Most of
them from low SES. Roughly speaking two types of secondary edu-
cation: academic (ie., directed towards university education) or vo-
cational education (ie., towards the labor market or vocational higher
education). Vocational secondary education in Chile is very important:
around 40% of secondary school kids follow vocational tracks. Most
of them come from poor backgrounds.



e Incentives problem imply that many vocational schools offer low em-
ployment tracks and have bad academic outcomes. Students/families
mostly uninformed about employment outcomes either by track or by
school.

e If demand side is informed about employment and other outcomes,
may this equilibrium change?

e Then, an experimental study including all 8th graders with treatments
allocated at the primary school level. We sent flyers to students in-
cluding employment outcomes (employment rates and average wages
in 2010 for cohort that finished school in 2005, ie., 5 years after fin-
ishing secondary school) and educational outcomes (higher education
enrollment and graduation rates) at the track and school level using
data from the Chilean IRS.



— Funding and implementation: Ministry of Education.

— Market definition: we defined markets as geographic areas in which
schools competed among each other for graduating secondary stu-
dents (ie., sometimes market is a city/county; some times is a
sub-set of a city; sometimes mergers two or more counties).

e Details of the Experiment:

1. Control group: 8th graders in some schools (and markets) did not
receive information.

2. Demand-side treatment groups: some schools treated and in some
markets a bigger share of 8 graders were treated. Then a series of
experiments in which the intensity of the treatment at the market
level changed.



3. Supply-side intervention: cross-cut design to inform schools that
the students will be informed
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e Process information

— Actual distribution to the schools: 97% but using information from
a follow-up survey just 49% handed out the reports to the parents
and about 33% have actual proofs of that.

e Impacts (preliminary):

— Secondary schools chosen by treated students have better employ-
ment outcomes and are located significantly closer, also increases
in probability of enrolling in schools with good " packages” of at-
tributes.

— No impact for students who were enrolled in primary schools with
continuity. Results tend to be stronger for students that had rela-
tively low GPA. Then, secondary schools with better outcomes tend



to increase their enrolment in counties with intensity levels higher
than zero. No change in the composition of the first year enrolled
students in these schools in terms of GPA and vulnerability.

— The increases in enrolment in these schools are similar across treated
counties, regardless of treatment intensity.

— Survey results suggest that schools with better outcomes received
more applicants.

— Some supply side reactions: results on variables related to attract-
ing new applicants (such as advertising and admissions criteria).



Treatment Assignment

o Our sample represented 249 counties, including a total of 5,608 primary
schools and 235,650 8th grade students.

o The random assignment was conducted in two levels;
o First, eligible counties were assigned randomly one of the following
intensity levels: 0%, 25%, 50%, 75%, 100%.
o Then, according to the level of intensity assigned, we randomly allocated
the treatment among primary schools in each county.

o As a result of this random design, 2,911 primary schools belonging to 188
counties were assigned to receive report cards.

Figure 1: Random Assignment of Report Cards to Primary Schools

[ rondomees eunty Level 0%, 25%, 5%, 75%,100%)

County 50%

=== =
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Results on School Choice: Administrative Data

o School Choice Process: The following table describes the school choice
process. Since our intervention was aimed at supporting the school choice
process, we will split the results depending on whether the student was
enrolled in a primary school with or without continuity.

Table 1: School Choice

Primary without Continuity Primary with Continuity
Student changed School 1.00 0.18
Secondary in the Same County 0.72 0.93
Secondary without Continuity 0.62 0.08
Type of School
Vocational 0.38 0.10
Polivalent 0.33 0.16
Academic 0.29 0.74
N 98531 104467

o Additionally, we detect some imbalances on results (according to
falsifications) so in our estimations we are including a previous cohort
using an “Dif-Dif" approach (all the regression use year 2009 as baseline
year because it allows us to perform falsifications exercisers).

(JPAL LAC) Vocational Ed Chile October 23, 2015 5/ 50



Choice Set Construction

Figure 2: Predicted likelihood to the actual choice

Predicted Probability for Choosing the Actual Choice
Red: without Continuity, Blue: with Continuity

kdensity prob
2 a

1

-5 o 5 1 15
x

——— kdensity prob  ——— kdensity prob

Table 17: Choice set description
All Big City No-Cont No-Cont/Big City

Choose within the Choice Set 0.90 0.89 0.88 0.86
Number of Secondary within the Choice Set 11 14 14 21

Average of the Mean Distance to alternatives 3.82 2.62 4.69 3.01
Average of the Maximum Distance to alternatives  9.41 7.72 11.42 9.45

(JPAL LAC) Vocational Ed Chile October 23, 2015 33 /50



Correlation Matrix

Table 18: Variables Correlation

Simce Distance  Vocational ~Academic  Rate Higher Ed Income  Employment  Price
Simce 1
Distance -0.314* 1
Vocational -0.31777"  0.446™" 1
Academic 0.528™*  -0.449"""  -0.596""" 1
Rate Higher Ed  0.805™*  -0.461""*  -0.497"**  0.736™"" 1
Income 0.693**  -0.244"**  -0.227"**  0.395"*" 0.568""" 1
Employment 0.227*** -0.0503 0.0628" 0.0132 0.198"** 0.216** 1
Price 0.676"**  -0.303"**  -0.264""*  0.451"** 0.615""* 0.685"" 0.00259 1
Obs. 2586 2139 2595 2595 1979 1721 1713 2526
Variable Mean 261.00 175 0.15 0.67 0.65 434685 0.79 38173

*p<0.05 " p <001, p<0.001
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Results on School Choice: Administrative Data

Yitk =a + BT, + y1Postao13 + 61Tk - Postao13 + 2 Postao10
+ 02T}, - Postaoio + nXik + ¢Di + €;

Where Y1, represents the outcome in 2013 of the secondary school chosen by student i in year ¢ that was
enrolled in 8th grade in school k (2013 is the only year where we have info on all outcomes), T takes the value 1
if the school k was assigned to the treatment and Post¢ takes the value 1 for choices of students in year ¢
(baseline is 2009). X ; k are student and school level controls and Dy, represent strata fixed effects. Standard
errors are clustered at schools level.

1)

Table 2: Characteristics of chosen Secondary School

OLS, with covariates, fe(strata) cl(School)

@ [@ 3) [ ) ©) (10)
VARIABLES Simce (sd) _Rate Higher Ed (sd) Income (sd) ) Distance (sd) _Price (sd) Vocational _Polivalent _Academic _Same County
T*Postaois*Cont -0.003 -0.010 0.009 0.003 0.005 0.005 0.010%* 0008  -0.018*** -0.000
(0.012) (0.013) (0.014) (0.017) (0.011) (0.009)  (0.005)  (0.006)  (0.007) (0.004)
T*Postaois*No-Cont  0.008 -0.001 0.008 0.031%* -0.014 0.002 0012 -0011*  -0.001 0.007
(0.009) (0.011) (0.008) (0.012) (0.013) (0.005)  (0.006)  (0.006)  (0.006) (0.005)
T*Postai0*Cont 0.001 0.002 0.003 0.008 0010 0.001 -0.001 0.006 -0.005 -0.006%
(0.009) (0.009) (0.010) (0.012) (0.009) (0.006)  (0.004)  (0.006)  (0.005) (0.003)
T*Postagig*No-Cont  0.008 0.009 0.005 0.006 0.002 -0.000 -0.001 -0.002 0.003 -0.003
(0.008) (0.009) (0.006) (0.010) (0.011) (0.004)  (0.005)  (0.005)  (0.005) (0.004)
Observations 639,480 554,702 516,181 515,335 583,840 636,295 640048 640,048 640,048 640,048

o Controlling by average outcomes of the schools chosen by students in
previous cohorts maintains this impacts, but adds several others (this
alternative specification doesn't use diff-in-diff approach).
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Results on School Choice

o Selection of “Good” Schools

o We identify secondary schools that are above or below certain percentiles
according to different outcomes.

o We then analyse if treated students are more prone to choose one of these
schools.
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Results on School Choice

Litk = a+ BTy + yPosty + 6Ty, - Posty + nX; + ¢D; + ¢, (2)

Where I}, is a dummy variable that takes the value 1 if the school selected by student ¢ (that was enrolled in 8th
grade in school k) in period t was above (below) the corresponding percentile when comparing to other schools in
the same county, according to its outcomes in 2013 (% Higher Education, SIMCE, Income and % Employed). T}
indicates that the school k was assigned to the treatment and Post¢ takes the value 1 for year 2014 in the main
estimation and 2011 in the falsification (baseline is year 2010 in both cases). X}, are student and school level
controls and Dy, represent strata fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at primary school level.

Table 4: Selection of Good Schools

OLS, with covariates, fe(Strata) cl(School)

< >
Cutoff 20 30 40 60 70 80
T*Post*Cont 0.001 0.004 -0.000 0.006 0.004 0.011*
(0.004)  (0.005)  (0.006) (0.007) (0.007)  (0.007)
T*Post*No-Cont -0.009 -0.001 -0.005 0.015%**  0.010** 0.004
(0.006)  (0.006)  (0.006) (0.005) (0.005)  (0.004)
Observations 425,331 425,331 425,331 425,331 425,331 425,331

o Educational outcomes seem to impact positively on good schools although only
labour outcomes seem to be important for students who avoid bad schools.

» Educational outcomes
» Labour outcomes
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Results on Secondary Schools: Administrative Data

o Number of students rose in good schools but there is no clear pattern
depending on treatment intensity.

o Average vulnerability diminished in bad schools but only in counties with
low treatment intensity.

o Results are lead by educational outcomes, while labour outcomes don't

have any impact.

(JPAL LAC)

Table 5: Impact on Schools

< >
Cutoff 20 30 40 60 70 80
N Students
T -1.792 -0.238 -1.190 4.354%%%  6.041%** 5 020%**
(2240) (2.335) (1.793) (1.240) (1.445) (1.674)
N 2,576 2,576 2,576 2,576 2,576 2,576
Distance Mean
T -0.103 -0.147 -0.122 0.078 0.136 0.054
(0.134) (0.102) (0.089) (0.072)  (0.093) (0.093)
N 2,186 2,186 2,186 2,186 2,186 2,186
Average Vulnerability
T -0.003* -0.003 -0.002 0.002 0.004 0.002
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004)
N 2,576 2,576 2,576 2,576 2,576 2,576
Mean GPA
T 0.014 0.014 0.013 0.022% 0.021 0.021
(0.018) (0.017) ( 0.015) (0.012) (0.014) (0.016)
N 2,576 2,576 2,576 2,576 2,576 2,576

Robust standard errors clustered at county level in parenthesis.
*p<0.1, ¥*p<0.05, ***p<0.01

» Educational Outcomes » Labour Outcomes
» No-Continuity » By Treatment Intensity

=] = = £ £ DA
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Survey Results: Demand Treatment
Table 6: Main Survey Variables

Variable N Control T>0
Mean
Application Process:
N b f i 483 177 20.260 H
umber of applicants (13.908) o Demand treatment possibly
Numb: f d | 483 139 17.193* .
umber of accepted applicants (5.008) raised the number accepted
M i han | 484 0.262 0.031 . . . .
ore applicants than fast year (0053) students, although this is limited
Less applicants than last year 484 0.383 0.000 1 .
(0.060) by schools' capacity.
Acceptance Rate 471 0.852 0.008
(0.021)
Deadline shortening 440 0.468 -0.026
(0.059)
Deadline extension 395 0.459 0.042
( 0.064)
Idle capacity oo ers ) o Report cards information
Changed admission criteria 477 0.142 (%%5328) probably acted as a SUbS‘tItUte to
Min GPA or exam required 487 0.125 (%%315) SChOOlS Informatlon
Advertising:
Advertising 484 0.804 -0.115%**
(0.043)
Changes advertising 463 0.490 -0.058
(0.053)
Information:
Parents information demand 479 0.529 r(o.oltz}g;; o We don't find a ny robust im pact
Academic information 487 0.411 (—g.g:g) Of su pp|y treatment When
Employment information 487 0.262 -(oblg;; looki ng at average resu Its.
Higher ed. information 487 0.252 -0.110%*
( 0.050)
Parents pressure 477 0.139 -0.022
(0.038)

(JPAL LAC) Vocational Ed Chile October 23, 2015 14 / 50



Survey Results: Demand Treatment

Table 7: Application Process

z
Cutoff 20 30 40 60 70 80
Number of applicants
T 5775 20.442 23273 90.430** 121%% 130%**
(18.129) (16.933) ( 15.250) (35431) (36.663) (50.015)
N 467 467 467 467 467 467
Number of accepted applicants
T 12.543 19.060 21.207* 38.683* 44.665* 58.417* .
(13.006) (12120) (11008)  (20996) (23344) (32.279) o Good schools actually received
N 467 467 467 467 467 467
More applicants than last year
T 0.071 0.016 0.010 -0.037 0.017 0.023 more StUdentsl but reSUIts
(0.067)  (0.067) (0.065) (0.138)  (0.165)  (0.146) . . .
N ws  aes ace w8 s 466 confirm that idle capacity was a
Less applicants than last year
T 0.008 0.013 0.045 -0.077 0.160 -0.243 H H 1
(0.081) (0073) (0072) (0141) (0.184) (0.218) I|m|tat|0n to accept more
N 468 468 46 468 8 468
Acceptance Rate students.
T 0.041 0.024 0.016 -0.059 -0.129 -0.111
(0029) (0026) (0.024) (0068)  (0100)  (0.136)
N 455 455 455 455 455 455
Deadline shortening
T -0.061 -0.044 -0.044 0.092 0.440** 0.437**
(0082) (0074) (0072 (0160) (0191)  (0217)
N 427 427 427 427 427 427
Deadline extension
T -0.000 0.026 0.040 -0.162 -0.325% -0.509** - H M
(0.097)  (0001)  (0.004) (0.146)  (0.166)  (0.199) Qo They also filled their vacancies
N 383 383 383 383 383 383 | . d . .
Idle capacity
T 0000 0086 00m Whsore  0aomrrr  0ag0nr earlier and were more restrictive
(0.060) 0.054)  (0.053) 0142)  (0.171)  (0.198)
" i e to accept students.
Changed admission criteria
T 0.050 0.062 0.051 -0.001 0.276*** 0.178*
(0.045)  (0.047)  (0.046) (0.131)  (0080)  (0.094)
N 462 462 462 462 462 462
Min GPA or exam required
T 0.017 0.046 0.033 -0.032 0.047 0.188**
(0.059)  (0055)  (0.056) (0.118)  (0154)  (0.095)
N 471 471 471 471 471 471

(JPAL LAC)
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Survey Results: Demand Treatment

Table 8: Price and Scholapships

Cutoff 20 30 40 60 70 80
Advertising
T -0.133**  -0.129**  -0.130** -0.270** -0.177 -0.202
(0.059) (0.059) (0.059) (0104) (0.131) (0.141) o The amount Of bad 5Ch00|5
N 468 468 468 468 468 . ..
Changss advertising doing advertising decreased and
T -0.107 -0.116 -0.083 -0.105 -0.062 0.018
N Co? G R e (o9 they also diminished the
Charge copayment .
T 008 003 oo 0099 o027 ol extracurricular fees that they
(0070) (0.064) (0.063) (0111) (0148) (0.143)
N 449 449 449 449 449 449
Cranged commment charge.
T 0.057 0.074 0.070 0.031 0.029 0.134*
(0053) (0.049) (0.051) (0.104) (0132) (0.075)
N 297 29 297 297 297
Copayment
T 526 814 1,360 4,610 4,592 10,352%**
(1.304) (1246) (1,224) (3983) (552) (3314)
N 450 450 4 450 450 450
Extracurricular fees .
T -524% -555%% -632%% -351 -9.764 121
g s eme o e o o On the other side, good schools
N 450 450 450 450 450 450 . . .
Changed Extracurricutr fess rose their prices and possibly
T 0.034 0055  -0.054 0.105%  -0.088  -0.177* d ... . .
(0058) (0.051) (0.050) (0.055) (0.068) (0.091)
. 0056) (0031 (005 0055) - (0066) (009 iminished their scholarships.
Scholarships
T -0.036 -0.067 -0.060 -0.221** -0.201 -0.170
(0.084) (0.072) (0.069) (0.109) (0.126) (0.156)
N 432 432 432 432 432 432
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Survey Results: Demand Treatment
Table 9: Students Caption Methods
Started in 2014

Cutoff 20 30 40 60 70 80
Reduce copayment

T 0.014 0.011 0.004 -0.001 -0.033 -0.029

(0033) (0027) (0.028) (0.025) (0.020) (0.020)
N 471 471 471 471 471 471

Enrol students from higher socioeconomic status . f

T 0.002 -0.023 -0.028 0.021 0.012 0.004

e o o oo T oo o o Responses in terms of students
N 471 471 471 471 471 471 B .

Enrlstucents with better acadenic background caption methods were mainly

T -0.072 -0.060 -0.056 0.081* 0.080 0.036 .

(0.055) (0.050) (0.050) (0.047) (0.058) (0.052)
. 0055 (0050) (005 0087) (0058) (005 not impacted, but bad schools

Reduce class size . . - - - -

T 000 003 oons . oow oo ooat curiously diminished the training

(0.057) (0.050) (0.051) (0.048) (0.060) (0.060) L. R
v e e e an opportunities offered to their

Hire better teachers

T -0.018 0.008 0.005 -0.122 -0.199 -0.090

(0.067) (0.058) (0.055) (0117) (0136) (0.177) teachers.
N 471 471 471 471 471 471

Offer more hours of foreign languages

T -0.011 -0.015 -0.020 0.000 0.085 0.130*

(0.056) (0.049) (0.046) (0.084) (0.053) (0.068)
N 471 471 471 471 471 471

Improve the quality of sports infraestructure

T -0.037 -0.052 -0.056 0.012 -0.059 0.006

(0.069) (0.071) (0.067) (0131) (0.154) (0.195)
N 1 71 4 471 H H

ot v st o Good schools in treated counties

T -0.082 -0.061 -0.065 0.066 0.044 0.068 . .

(0.075)  (0.072) (0.069)  (0125) (0.156) (0.191) were less prone to Invest more In
N 471 471 471 471 471 471

Improve SIMCE scores 4

T -0.068 -0.037 -0.035 0.046 -0.134 -0.209 advertISIng

(0.069) (0.062) (0.058) (0.147) (0211) (0.251)
N 471 471 471 471 471 471

Offer training to teachers

T -0.143*  -0.120*  -0.117* 0.046 0.119 0.225**

(0.076) (0.071) ( 0.066) (0.121) (0.093) (0.101)
N 471 471 471 471 471 471

Invest more in advertising

T -0.030 -0.026 -0.016 -0.159 -0.276%*  -0.368**

(0.078) (0.069) (0.070) (0128) (0133) (0.170)
N 1 71 4 AT 471 471
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Implications forPublic Policyl

e This evidence (and other evidence) suggests that the provision of in-

formation is important, especially in the education sector and for vul-
nerable students.

e BUT...unclear how to do this as an actual big scale policy.

e Some specific challenges:
— Information about the actual existence of schools.

— Information about what students can do and the actual working of
the policies.



— Information about the relevance of the actions parents do.

— Information about the characteristics of the schools. Much more
general that just test scores and other outcomes:

x Big project now in Peru with Neilson and Molina: provide infor-
mation about school characteristics and inputs. Information on
both the average and distribution of outcomes.

— Transitions and school switching: for Chile +90% of parents claim
their kids are in the top place...but, at the same time, about 10%
of the students each year switch school and about 35% of the
students have switched school between 15! and 6! grade (before
transition to high schools).

*x Probably a consequence of the inefficiencies and bad incentives
provided by the current admission scheme but maybe it is also
a consequence of the lack of information (experience goods).



e — What is the default application? If somebody does not apply: the
closest school with spots? Some nudging?

— General equilibirum implications? Spacial segregation in Chile vs.
effects on rental and home prices? Busing?

e Then, take the opportunity of the gradual implementation of reforms
as exercises to learn about these details. Plenty of academic opportu-

nities to do interesting stuff.
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