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Abstract

This paper provides causal estimates of the impact of service programs on those

who serve, using data from a web-based survey of former Teach For America applicants.

We estimate the e�ect of voluntary youth service using a discontinuity in the Teach

For America application process. Participating in Teach For America increases racial

tolerance, makes individuals more optimistic about the life prospects of poor children,

and makes them more likely to work in education.
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�We need your service, right now, at this moment in history.... I'm asking you
to help change history's course. Put your shoulder up against the wheel. And if
you do, I promise you - your life will be richer, our country will be stronger, and
someday, years from now, you may remember it as the moment when your own
story and the American story converged, when they came together, and we met
the challenges of our new century.�

President Barack Obama, at the signing of the Edward M. Kennedy Serve
America Act

Over the past half century, nearly one million American youth have participated in

national service programs such as the Peace Corps, AmeriCorps, and Teach For America

(TFA).1 These organizations have two stated objectives. The �rst is to provide services to

communities in need. Peace Corps sends volunteers to work in education, business, infor-

mation technology, agriculture, and the environment in more than 70 countries. Volunteers

in Service to America (VISTA), an AmeriCorps program, enlists members to serve for a

year at local nonpro�t organizations or local government agencies. Teach For America re-

cruits recent, accomplished college graduates to teach in some of the most challenging public

schools.

There is emerging empirical evidence that service organizations bene�t the individuals

that they serve. Decker et al. (2006) �nd that students randomly assigned to classrooms

with Teach For America corps members score 0.04 standard deviations higher in reading and

0.15 standard deviations higher in math compared to students in classrooms with traditional

teachers. Moss et al. (2001) �nd that students enrolled in an AmeriCorps tutoring program

experience larger than expected gains in reading performance.

The second objective of these service organizations is to in�uence the values and future

careers of those who serve. The Peace Corps' stated mission includes helping �promote a

better understanding of other peoples on the part of Americans.� VISTA hopes to encourage

its members to �ght poverty throughout their lifetimes. Teach For America aims to develop

a corps of alumni dedicated to ending educational inequity even after their two-year commit-

ment is over. Advocates of service organizations point to notable alumni such as Christopher

Dodd (Peace Corps), Reed Hastings (Peace Corps), and Michelle Rhee (Teach For America),

as evidence of the long term impact on individuals who serve.

Despite nearly a million service program alumni and annual government support of hun-

dreds of millions of dollars, there is no credible evidence of the causal impact of service on

1This includes approximately 200,000 Peace Corps volunteers, 637,000 AmeriCorps Volunteers, and
28,000 Teach For America corps members.
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those who serve.2 This is due, in part, to the fact that service alumni likely had di�erent val-

ues and career goals even before serving. As a result, simple comparisons of service program

alumni and non-alumni are likely to be biased.

To our knowledge, this paper provides the �rst causal estimate of the impact of service

programs on those who serve, using data from a web-based survey of TFA applicants �

both those that were accepted and those that were not � administered for the purposes

of this study.3 The survey includes questions about an applicant's background, educational

beliefs, employment, political beliefs, and racial tolerance. The section on educational beliefs

asks about the extent to which individuals feel that the achievement gap is solvable, and

the importance of teachers in reaching that goal. Employment variables measure whether

individuals are interested in working in education in the future, are currently employed in

education, and prefer to work in an urban school. Political beliefs is captured through a series

of questions such as whether the respondent self-identi�es as liberal, and whether America

should spend more money on speci�c social policies. Racial tolerance is captured using an

Implicit Association Test. For a complete list of questions, see Online Appendix C.

Our identi�cation strategy exploits the fact that admission into TFA is a discontinuous

function of an applicant's predicted e�ectiveness as a teacher, calculated using a weighted

average of scored responses to interview questions. As a result, there exists a cuto� point

around which very similar applicants receive di�erent application decisions. The crux of

our identi�cation strategy is to compare the average outcomes of individuals just above

and below this cuto�. Intuitively, we attribute any discontinuous relation between average

outcomes and the interview score at the cuto� to the causal impact of service in TFA.

One threat to our approach is that interviewers may manipulate scores around the cuto�

point. However, the cuto� score is not known to the interviewers or applicants at the

time of the interview. Individuals are scored months before TFA knows how many slots

they will have for that year. Therefore, it seems unlikely that interviewers could accurately

manipulate scores around the cuto� point and the density of scores should be smooth at the

cuto�. Indeed, a McCrary (2008) test � which, intuitively, is based on an estimator for the

discontinuity at the cuto� in the density function of the interview score � fails to reject that

2The 2010 federal budget included $373 million for Peace Corps and $98 million for AmeriCorps VISTA.
Decker et al. (2006) report that school districts typically contribute about $1,500 per TFA member to o�set
recruiting costs, or about $8 million per year in total.

3There are several studies examining the correlation between service and later outcomes. McAdam and
Brandt (2009) compare 1993-1998 TFA alumni to TFA applicants who were admitted but chose not to
serve. Haan (1974) surveyed 220 Peace Corps members bound for service, comparing those admitted to
those that returned. Yamaguchi et al. (2008) surveyed individuals who �expressed interest� in AmeriCorps
to individuals who applied to estimate the impact of AmeriCorps on civic engagement, employment, and
educational attainment. All of these studies su�er from the same issues of self-selection and thus do not
provide credible causal impacts of the e�ects of service programs on future outcomes of those that serve.
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the density of scores is the same immediately above and below the cuto� point (p-value =

0.551).

Another threat to the causal interpretation of our estimates is that applicants may se-

lectively respond to our survey. In particular, one may be concerned that TFA alumni will

be more likely to respond, or that the non-alumni who respond will be di�erent in some

important way. Such selective response could invalidate our empirical design by creating

discontinuous di�erences in respondent characteristics around the score cuto�. We evaluate

this possibility in two ways. First, we test whether the survey response rate changes at the

admissions cuto� to see if TFA alumni are more likely to respond to our survey. Second, we

test whether the observable characteristics of survey respondents trend smoothly through

the admissions cuto� score to see if alumni and non-alumni respondents are similar. In both

cases, we �nd no evidence of the type of selective survey response that would invalidate our

research design.

Our empirical analysis �nds that serving in Teach For America increases an individual's

faith in education, involvement in education, and racial tolerance. One year after �nishing

their TFA service, TFA alumni are 35.5 percentage points more likely to believe that the

�achievement gap is a solvable problem� and 38.2 percentage points more likely to believe

that teachers are the most essential determinant of a student's success. TFA alumni are also

36.5 percentage points more likely to work for a K-12 school and 43.3 percentage points more

likely to work in an education related career one year after their service ends. Finally, serving

in TFA increases implicit black-white tolerance, as measured by an Implicit Association

Test (IAT), by 0.8 standard deviations. TFA service is also associated with statistically

insigni�cant increases in explicit black-white tolerance and implicit white-Hispanic tolerance.

These e�ects are quite large. For instance, TFA service leads to Implicit Association

Test scores jumping from the 63rd percentile to the 87th percentile in the distribution of

over 700,000 black-white IAT scores collected by Project Implicit in 2010 and 2011.4 In a

2010 Gallup poll, 22 percent of a nationally representative sample of individuals aged 18 and

older reported that school was the most important factor in determining whether students

learn. Thirty-eight percent of respondents below the cuto� point in our sample said that

teachers were the most important in determining how well students perform in school. The

impact of TFA service on this belief was 38 percentage points.

Subsample results reveal that the impact of TFA service on educational beliefs is larger

for white and Asian applicants and non-Pell Grant recipients, while the impact of TFA on

4Typical IAT scores have higher measures associated with a more anti-black response. However, we
multiply our IAT measure by negative one so that higher values indicate less anti-black bias. We also
multiply the scores collected by Project Implicit by negative one so that the distributions are comparable.
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educational involvement is larger for men, white, and Asian applicants. However, some of

these di�erences are statistically insigni�cant after correcting for multiple hypothesis testing.

TFA service typically involves sending a college educated young adult, whose parental

income is above the national average, into a predominantly poor and minority neighborhood

to teach. Eighty percent of corps members in our survey sample are white, and eighty

percent have at least one parent with a college degree. The average parental income of

a corps member while in high school is $118 thousand, compared to the national median

family income of approximately $50 thousand (U.S. Census Bureau 2000). In sharp contrast

to this privileged upbringing, roughly 80 percent of the students taught by corps members

qualify for free or reduced-price lunch and more than ninety percent are African-American

or Hispanic. To the best of our knowledge, our analysis is the �rst to estimate the impact

of contact with poor and minority groups on the beliefs of more advantaged individuals.

There are �ve potentially important caveats to our analysis. First, because TFA intro-

duced its discontinuous method of selecting applicants in 2007, our primary analysis includes

only one cohort of TFA applicants surveyed roughly a year after their service commitment

ended. To address this issue, we also collected data on TFA applicants from the 2003 to

2006 cohorts. Applicants in these cohorts were admitted only if they met prespeci�ed in-

terview subscore requirements. For example, TFA admitted applicants with the highest

possible interview score in perseverance and organizational ability as long as they had min-

imally acceptable scores in all other areas. In total, there were six separate combinations

of minimum interview subscores that met the admissions requirements. We estimate the

impact of service for the 2003 to 2006 cohorts by instrumenting for TFA service using these

admissions criteria. The impact of TFA service is therefore identi�ed using the interaction

of the subscores in these cohorts. Our key identifying assumption is that the interaction of

interview subscores only impacts future outcomes through TFA service after controlling for

the impact of each non-interacted subscore. These instrumental variable estimates suggest

that the impacts of service are persistent, with older TFA alumni more likely to believe in

the power of education, more likely to be employed in education, and more racially tolerant.

A second caveat is that the response rate of the 2007 cohort to our web-based survey

is only 31.2 percent. While there is no evidence that alumni and non-alumni selectively

responded to our survey, we cannot rule out unobserved di�erences among respondents. We

note that low response rates are typical in web-based surveys. A web-based survey of Uni-

versity of Chicago Business School alumni conducted by Bertrand, Goldin and Katz (2010)

had a response rate of approximately 26 percent, while a web-based survey of individuals

receiving UI bene�ts in New Jersey survey conducted by Krueger and Mueller (2011) had a

response rate of six to ten percent.
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Third, TFA alumni and non-alumni may be di�erentially primed by the survey questions.

For example, alumni may feel the need to answer in a way that re�ects well on TFA, while

non-alumni may feel the need to justify their non-participation. We note that measures

based on objective outcomes (e.g. current employment) or implicit attitudes (e.g. IAT) are

less likely to be in�uenced in this way.

Fourth, although TFA is broadly similar to other service organizations, it di�ers in im-

portant ways that limit our ability to generalize our results. To the extent that TFA's impact

on alumni is driven by factors that all service organizations have in common, the results of

our study will be informative about the e�ects of service programs more generally. If one

believes that the unique attributes of TFA, such as its selectivity or focus on urban teaching,

drive its impact, the results of our study should be interpreted more narrowly.

Fifth, there is no easy way to distinguish between the impacts of the TFA program and

the impacts of becoming a teacher. Some of the e�ects that we detect could potentially just

be things that people believe after becoming a regular teacher. However, it is important

to note that the vast majority of TFA applicants would not get involved in teaching but

for TFA. In that sense, our lack of ability to distinguish between the impacts of TFA and

teaching does not prevent us from estimating the impact of TFA service even if that e�ect

might be similar for �rst year teachers.

The paper proceeds as follows. Section I provides a brief overview of Teach For America

and its relationship to other prominent service programs around the world. Section II de-

scribes our web-based TFA survey and sample. Section III details our research design and

econometric framework for estimating the causal impact of TFA on racial and educational

beliefs, employment outcomes, and political beliefs. Section IV describes our results. The

�nal section concludes. There are three online appendices. Online Appendix A provides

additional results and robustness checks of our main analysis. Online Appendix B provides

further details of how we coded variables used in our analysis and constructed the samples.

Online Appendix C provides implementation details and the complete survey administered

to TFA applicants.

I. A Brief Overview of Teach For America

A. History

Teach For America, a non-pro�t organization that recruits recent college graduates to teach

for two years in low-income communities, is one of the nation's most prominent service

programs. Based on founder Wendy Kopp's undergraduate thesis at Princeton University,

TFA's mission is to create a movement that will eliminate educational inequity by enlisting
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our nation's most promising future leaders as teachers. In 1990, TFA's �rst year in operation,

Kopp raised $2.5 million and attracted 2,500 applicants for 500 teaching slots in New York,

North Carolina, Louisiana, Georgia, and Los Angeles.

Since its founding, TFA corps members have taught more than three million students.

Today, there are 8,200 TFA corps members in 125 �high-need� districts across the country,

including 13 of the 20 districts with the lowest graduation rates. Roughly 80 percent of the

students reached by TFA qualify for free or reduced-price lunch and more than 90 percent

are African-American or Hispanic.

B. Application Process

Entry into TFA is highly competitive; in 2010, more than 46,000 individuals applied for just

over 4,000 spots. Twelve percent of all Ivy League seniors applied. A signi�cant number

of seniors from historically black colleges and universities also applied, including one in �ve

at Spelman College and one in ten at Morehouse College. TFA reports that 28 percent of

incoming corps members received Pell Grants, and almost one-third are people of color.

In its recruitment e�orts, TFA focuses on individuals who possess strong academic records

and leadership capabilities, regardless of whether or not they have had prior exposure to

teaching. Despite this lack of formal teacher training, students assigned to TFA corps mem-

bers score about 0.15 standard deviations higher in math and 0.04 standard deviations higher

in reading than students assigned to traditionally certi�ed teachers (Decker et al. 2006).

To apply, candidates complete an online application, which includes a letter of intent and

a resume. After a phone interview, the most promising applicants are invited to participate

in an in-person interview, which includes a sample teaching lesson, a group discussion, a

written exercise, and a personal interview. Applicants who are invited to interview are

also required to provide transcripts, obtain two on-line recommendations, and provide one

additional reference.

Using information collected through the application and interview, TFA bases their can-

didate selection on a model that accounts for multiple criteria that they believe are linked

to success in the classroom. These criteria include achievement, perseverance, critical think-

ing, organizational ability, motivational ability, respect for others, and commitment to the

TFA mission. TFA conducts ongoing research on their selection criteria, focusing on the

link between these criteria and observed single-year gains in student achievement in TFA

classrooms.

As discussed above, between 2003 and 2006 TFA admitted candidates who met pre-

speci�ed interview subscore requirements. In 2007, TFA conducted a systematic review of

their admissions measures to improve the correlation between interview scores and an inter-
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nal TFA measures of classroom success. This review resulted in TFA calculating a single

predicted e�ectiveness score using a weighted average of each interview subscore. These pre-

dicted e�ectiveness scores were meant to serve as a way to systematically rank candidates

during the admissions process. TFA o�cials do not publicly reveal certain details about the

model, such as the exact number of indicators, what they measure, or how they are weighted

in constructing an overall score, in order to prevent �gaming� of the system by applicants.5

Section III details how we use the predicted e�ectiveness scores to estimate the causal impact

of service.

C. Training and Placement

TFA cohorts included in our study were required to take part in a �ve-week TFA summer

institute to prepare them for placement in the classroom at the end of the summer. The

TFA summer institute includes courses covering teaching practice, classroom management,

diversity, learning theory, literacy development, and leadership. During the institute, groups

of participants also take full teaching responsibility for a class of summer school students.

At the time of their interview, applicants submit their subject, grade, and location prefer-

ences. TFA works to balance these preferences with the needs and requirements of districts.

With respect to location, applicants rank each TFA region as highly preferred, preferred, or

less preferred and indicate any special considerations, such as the need to coordinate with a

spouse. Over 90 percent of the TFA applicants accepted are matched to one of their �highly

preferred� regions (Decker et al., 2006).

TFA also attempts to match applicants to their preferred grade levels and subjects,

depending on applicants' academic backgrounds, district needs, and state and district cer-

ti�cation requirements. As requirements vary by region, applicants may not be quali�ed to

teach the same subjects and grade levels in all areas. It is also di�cult for school regions to

predict the exact openings they will have in the fall, and late changes in subject or grade-level

assignments are not uncommon. Predicted e�ectiveness scores are not used to determine the

placement region, grade, or school, and the scores are not available to districts.

TFA corps members are hired to teach in local school districts through alternative routes

to certi�cation. Typically, they must take and pass exams required by their districts before

they begin teaching. Corps members may also be required to take additional courses to

meet state certi�cation requirements or to comply with the requirements for highly quali�ed

teachers under the No Child Left Behind Act.

TFA corps members are employed and paid directly by the school districts for which they

5See Dobbie (2011) for additional details on the admissions process and correlation between each subscore
and classroom e�ectiveness.
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work, and generally receive the same salaries and health bene�ts as other �rst year teachers.

Most districts pay a $1,500 per corps member fee to TFA to o�set screening and recruiting

costs. TFA gives corps members various additional �nancial bene�ts, including �education

awards� of $4,725 for each year of service that can be used for past or future educational

expenses, and transitional grants and no-interest loans to help corps members make it to

their �rst paycheck.

II. Teach For America Survey and Sample

To understand the impact of TFA on racial and educational beliefs, employment outcomes,

and political beliefs, we conducted a web-based survey of the 2003-2007 TFA application

cohorts between April 2010 and May 20116. The survey contained 87 questions and lasted

approximately 30 minutes. As an incentive to complete the survey, every individual was

entered into a lottery for a chance to win $5,000. The complete survey is available in Online

Appendix C.

A. Contacting TFA Applicants

Applicants were �rst contacted using the email addresses they supplied to TFA in their initial

applications. Between April 2010 and June 2010, applicants received up to three emails

providing them with information about the survey and a link to the survey. Each email

reminded applicants that by completing the survey they would be automatically entered in

a lottery for $5,000. Thirty-nine percent of the 2,573 2007 TFA alumni and 14.1 percent of

the 4,795 2007 non-alumni started the survey during this phase. To increase the response

rate among 2007 non-alumni, we contacted individuals using phone numbers from TFA

application records. We began by contacting all 2007 non-alumni who had not responded

to the survey using an automated call system that included a brief 30 second recording

with information about the survey. We then contacted the remaining non-respondents using

personal calls from an outsourced calling service. Voicemails were left for those who did

not answer the phone. Those who did not answer the phone were also called again a few

weeks later. We used a similar outreach process for the 2003 - 2006 cohorts, though we made

fewer follow-up calls than with the 2007 cohort, as the 2007 cohort was the priority for our

analysis. Online Appendix C provides additional details on each step of this process.

These strategies yielded a �nal response rate of 39.8 percent among 2007 TFA alumni and

6We also collected data on the 2008 and 2009 TFA application cohorts for other research purposes. This
data was not used in this analysis since these cohorts had not completed their TFA service at the time of
the survey.
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26.6 percent among 2007 non-alumni. The response rate is lower for older cohorts and non-

alumni. The di�erence in the response rate between alumni and non-alumni is smallest in the

2007 cohort, likely due to the additional phone calls to non-alumni in this cohort. Response

rates are presented for all cohorts in Appendix Figure 1. Section III examines di�erences

in survey response around the TFA selection cuto�, �nding no evidence of selective survey

response.

One potential concern is that we recruited non-alumni using both email and phone call

strategies, while we recruited alumni using email strategies only. If phone calls induce

di�erent individuals to respond to the survey, our results may be biased. Appendix Table

1 presents summary statistics for the 2007 application cohort separately by survey strategy.

Non-alumni respondents from the email strategy are 3.0 percentage points more likely to be

black, have college GPAs that are 0.039 points lower, and are 4.1 percentage points more

likely to have a math or science major in college. There are no other statistically signi�cant

di�erences among the 12 background variables available. Non-alumni respondents from the

email strategy are 6.4 percentage points less likely to believe that teachers are the most

important determinant of student success and 5.7 percentage points less likely to believe

that teachers can ensure most students achieve, but do not di�er on the other 19 outcome

measures collected. Appendix Table 2 further examines this issue by estimating results

controlling for survey strategy. The results are nearly identical to our preferred speci�cation.

B. The Survey

Data collected in our online survey of TFA applicants is at the heart of our analysis. We

asked applicants about their demographics and background, educational beliefs, employment

outcomes and aspirations, political beliefs, and racial beliefs. Whenever possible, survey

questions were drawn from known instruments such as the College and Beyond Survey, the

Harvard and Beyond Survey, The National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health Teacher

Survey, the Modern Racism Scale, and the General Social Survey. In this paper, we use only

a small fraction of the data we collected. For further details on these variables or those

omitted from our analysis, see Online Appendix C.

The set of questions on educational beliefs was designed to measure the extent to which

individuals feel that the achievement gap is solvable and that schools can achieve that goal,

and the importance of teachers in increasing student achievement. Survey respondents were

asked whether they agreed or disagreed with a series of statements on a �ve point Likert

scale ranging from �agree strongly� to �disagree strongly.� The questions used are similar

to those asked in The National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health Teacher Survey.

Other, more open-ended questions include �what fraction of blacks can we reasonably expect
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to obtain a college degree,� and �who is the most important in determining how well students

perform in school?� For questions with answers that do not have clear cardinality, we create

indicator variables equal to one if the response was �favorable� (e.g. strongly agree that the

achievement gap is a solvable problem).

Employment variables measure whether individuals are interested in working in education

in the future, whether they are currently employed in education, and whether they prefer to

work in an urban or suburban school. Political beliefs are captured by a series of questions

such as whether or not the respondent self identi�es as liberal or whether the government

should spend more or less on issues such as closing the achievement gap, welfare assistance,

and �ghting crime. For political beliefs, we create indicator variables equal to one if the

response is more liberal.

In the �nal portion of the survey, we asked participants to take a ten minute Implicit

Association Test that measured black-white implicit bias. Previous research suggests that

the IAT is the best available measure of unconscious feelings about minorities (Bertrand,

Chugh, Mullainathan 2005).7 The IAT is more di�cult to manipulate than other measures of

racial bias (Ste�ens 2004), and a recent meta-analysis found that black-white IAT scores are

better at predicting behaviors than explicit black-white attitudes (Greenwald et al. 2009).

IAT scores also correlate well with other implicit measures of racial attitudes and real-world

actions. For instance, individuals with more anti-black IAT scores are more likely to make

negative judgments about ambiguous actions by blacks (Rudman and Lee 2002); more likely

to exhibit a variety of micro-behaviors indicating discomfort with minorities, including less

speaking time, less smiling, fewer extemporaneous social comments, more speech errors, and

more speech hesitations in an interaction with a black experimenter (McConnell and Leibold

2001); and are more likely to show greater activation of the area of the brain associated

with fear-driven responses to the presentation of unfamiliar black versus white faces (Phelps

et al. 2000). IAT scores also predict discrimination in the hiring process among managers

in Sweden (Rooth 2007) and certain medical treatments among black patients in the U.S.

(Green et al. 2006), though the latter �nding has been questioned (Dawson and Arkes 2008).

We use a brief format IAT, developed by Sriram and Greenwald (2009), to assess the

relative strength of automatic associations between �good� and �bad� outcomes and white

and black faces. The brief format IAT performs similarly on test-retest and implicit-explicit

correlations as the standard format IAT, with the brief format version requiring only one

third the number of trials. We standardize the IAT scores to have a mean of zero and a

7Some critics argue that the IAT may be assessing shared norms, familiarity, perceptual salience asym-
metries, or cultural knowledge that does not correspond to personal endorsement of that knowledge (e.g.
Karpinski and Hilton 2001; Rothermund and Wentura 2004).
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standard deviation of one, with higher values indicating less anti-black bias.

To complement the IAT measure of implicit bias, individuals were also asked about

explicit racial bias.8 Our �rst measure of explicit bias comes from the General Social Survey.

Individuals were asked to separately rate the intelligence of Asians, blacks, Hispanics, and

whites on a seven point scale that ranged from �almost all are unintelligent� to �almost all

are intelligent.� We recoded this variable to indicate whether individuals believe that blacks

and Hispanics are at least as intelligent as whites and Asians. Our second measure of explicit

bias is the Modern Racism Scale (McConahay 1983). The Modern Racism Scale consists of

six questions with which individuals are asked how much they agree or disagree. Each item

was re-scaled so that lower numbers are associated with a more anti-black response, and

then a simple average was taken of the six questions. We normalized this scale to have mean

zero and standard deviation one across each cohort. The six statements that individuals

were presented are: �over the past few years, blacks have gotten more economically than

they deserve;� �over the past few years, the government and news media have shown more

respect for blacks than they deserve;� �it is easy to understand the anger of black people

in America;� �discrimination against blacks is no longer a problem in the United States;�

�blacks are getting too demanding in their push for equal rights;� and �blacks should not

push themselves where they are not wanted.�

Index variables for each survey domain were also constructed by standardizing the sum

of individual questions to have a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one in each

cohort. Rather than add dichotomous and standardized variables together, we converted all

standardized variables to indicator variables equal to one if the continuous version of the

variable was above the median of the full sample. Results are qualitatively similar if we

combine the original dichotomous and continuous variables. Details on the coding of each

measure are available in Online Appendix B.

C. The Final Sample

Our �nal sample consists of data from our web-based survey merged to administrative data

from Teach For America. The administrative records consist of admissions �les and place-

ment information for all TFA applicants who attended the in-person interview in the 2003

to 2007 application cohorts. A typical applicant's data include his or her name; undergradu-

ate institution, GPA, and major; admissions decision; placement information; and interview

score. We matched the TFA administrative records with our web-based survey using name,

application year, college, and email address. Our primary sample consists of all 2007 appli-

8The IAT directly followed the questions on explicit racial bias, which could in�uence the IAT measure.
However, any potential bias is the same for all survey respondents.

11



cants who responded to our survey. Our secondary sample consists of survey respondents

from all cohorts.

Summary statistics for the 2007 survey cohort are displayed in Table 1. Eighty-one

percent of TFA alumni are white, 6.1 percent are Asian, 6.3 percent are black, and 5.0

percent are Hispanic. Among non-alumni, 79.1 percent are white, 6.7 percent are Asian,

7.3 percent are black, and 5.0 percent are Hispanic.9 TFA alumni have an average college

GPA of 3.58 while non-alumni have an average GPA of 3.48. The parents of both the typical

alumni and non-alumni are highly educated. Forty percent of alumni have a mother with

more than a BA, and 46.7 percent have a father with more than a BA. Among non-alumni,

32.4 percent have a mother with more than a BA and 41.1 percent have a father with more

than a BA. With that said, a signi�cant fraction of TFA applicants come from disadvantaged

backgrounds. Twenty percent of TFA alumni in our sample were eligible for a Pell Grant in

college, while 22.0 percent of non-alumni were eligible.

Appendix Table 3 presents summary statistics for the 2007 survey cohort and the full

sample of 2007 TFA applicants. The 2007 alumni survey sample is 3.6 percentage points more

likely to be white, 1.0 percentage points more likely to be Asian, 3.6 percentage points less

likely to be black, and 1.0 percentage points less likely to be Hispanic than the full sample of

2007 alumni. Conversely, the 2007 non-alumni survey sample is 5.7 percentage points more

likely to be white, 3.8 percentage points less likely to be black, and 1.5 percentage points less

likely to be Hispanic than the full sample of 2007 non-alumni. The alumni survey sample

is also 2.2 percentage points less likely to have received a Pell Grant compared to the full

sample of alumni, while the non-alumni survey sample is 3.7 percentage points less likely to

have received a Pell Grant. Both the alumni and non-alumni survey samples also have lower

college GPAs than the full sample.

III. Research Design

Our identi�cation strategy exploits the fact that entry into TFA is a discontinuous function

of an applicant's interview score. Consider the following conceptual model of the relationship

between future outcomes (yi) and serving in TFA (TFAi):

yi = α + γTFAi + εi (1)

9The racial distribution of TFA applicants mirrors that of colleges graduates from selective colleges more
broadly. Five percent of graduating seniors at �more selective� or �most selective� colleges are black. Six
percent are Hispanic (U.S. Department of Education 2010). The 2011 TFA cohort is more diverse than
previous cohorts, with 12 percent of the cohort identifying as black and 8 percent identifying as Hispanic.
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The parameter of interest is γ, which measures the causal e�ect of TFA on future outcomes

yi. The problem for inference is that if individuals select into service organizations because

of important unobserved determinants of later outcomes, such estimates may be biased.10 In

particular, it is plausible that people who select into service organizations had di�erent beliefs

and outcomes before they served: E[εi|yprei ] 6= 0, where yprei is a vector of an individual's

beliefs and outcomes before they applied to a service organization.11 Since TFAi may be

a function of past beliefs and outcomes, this can lead to a bias in the direct estimation of

γ using OLS. The key intuition of our approach is that this bias can be overcome if the

distribution of unobserved characteristics of individuals who were just below the bar for

TFA and the distribution for those who were just above the bar are drawn from the same

population:

E[εi|scorei = c∗ + ∆]∆→0+ = E[εi|scorei = c∗ −∆]∆→0+ (2)

where scorei is an individual's interview score, and c∗ is the cuto� score below which very

few applicants are admitted to TFA. Equation (2) implies that the distribution of individuals

to either side of the cuto� is as good as random with respect to unobserved determinants

of future outcomes (εi). In this scenario, we can control for selection into TFA using an

indicator variable for whether an individual has an interview score above the cuto� as an

instrumental variable. Since service in TFAi is a discontinuous function of interview score,

whereas the distribution of unobservable determinants of future outcomes εi is by assumption

continuous at the cuto�, the coe�cient γ is identi�ed. Intuitively, any discontinuous relation

between future outcomes and the interview score at the cuto� can be attributed to the causal

impact of service in TFA under the identi�cation assumption in equation (2).

Formally, let TFA placement (TFAi) be a smooth function of an individual's interview

score (scorei) with a discontinuous jump at the eligibility cuto� c∗:

TFAi = f(scorei) + η · 1{scorei ≥ c∗}+ εi (3)

In practice, the functional form of f(scorei) is unknown. We approximate f(scorei) with

a local quadratic in interview score that is allowed to vary on either side of the cuto�.

Estimation with a local linear or local cubic regressions yield similar results, as do a variety

of bandwidths (see Appendix Table 4). To address potential concerns about discreteness in

10Previous studies that examine the association between service and future outcomes, such as Yamaguchi
et al. (2008) and McAdam and Brandt (2009), estimate equations such as (1).

11It is also possible that individuals who select into service organizations prefer to report di�erent beliefs
even when their actual beliefs are similar (Bertrand and Mullainathan 2001). In our context, this is prob-
lematic to the extent that TFA causally impacts the reporting of beliefs independent of underlying beliefs.
All of our results using subjective measures should be interpreted with this caveat in mind. Results based
on objective outcomes or implicit beliefs are less likely to be a�ected by this issue.
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the interview score in both our �rst and second stage results, we cluster our standard errors

at the interview score level throughout the paper (Card and Lee 2008).

One problem unique to our setting is that the cuto� score c∗ must be estimated from the

data. TFA does not specify a cuto� score each year. Rather, they select candidates using

the interview score as a guide until a prespeci�ed number of teaching slots are �lled. Our

goal is to identify the unknown score cuto� that best �ts the data. We identify this optimal

discontinuity point using a technique similar to those used to identify structural breaks in

time series data and discontinuities in the dynamics of neighborhood racial composition

(Card, Mas, and Rothstein 2008). Speci�cally, we regress an indicator for TFA selection

on a constant and an indicator for having an interview score above a particular cuto� c in

the full sample of applicants. We then loop over all possible cuto�s c in 0.0001 intervals,

selecting the value of c that maximizes the R2 of our speci�cation. Hansen (2000) shows

that this procedure yields a consistent estimate of the true discontinuity. A standard result

in the structural break literature (e.g., Bai 1997) is that one can ignore the sampling error in

the location of the discontinuity when estimating the magnitude of the discontinuity. Using

di�erent cuto� points around the optimal c∗ yield very similar results.

One potential threat to a causal interpretation of our estimates is that survey respondents

are not distributed randomly around the cuto�. Such non-random sorting could invalidate

our empirical design by creating discontinuous di�erences in applicant characteristics around

the score cuto�. In particular, one may be concerned that former TFA alumni will be more

likely to respond than non-alumni, or that the non-alumni who respond will be di�erent in

some important way from the alumni that respond. We evaluate this possibility by testing

whether the frequency and characteristics of applicants trend smoothly through the cuto�

among survey respondents. Figure 1 plots the response rate for 2007 TFA applicants around

the cuto�. We also plot �tted values from a regression of an indicator for answering at least

one survey question on an indicator for being above the cuto� and a quadratic in interview

score interacted with the indicator for being above the cuto�. Consistent with our identifying

assumption, the response rate does not change at the cuto� (p-value = 0.921). Panel A of

Appendix Table 5 presents analogous results for each survey section, �nding no evidence of

selective survey attrition around the cuto�.

Figure 2 tests whether the observable characteristics of survey respondents trend smoothly

through the cuto�. Following our �rst stage and reduced form regressions, we plot actual

and �tted values from a regression of each characteristic on an indicator for being above the

cuto� and a quadratic in interview score interacted with the indicator for being above the

cuto�. Respondents above the cuto� have lower College GPAs, but are no more or less likely

to be white or Asian, black or Hispanic, male, a Pell Grant recipient, or a math or science
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major. Panel B of Appendix Table 5 presents results for the full sample of applicants and

for each survey section separately, �nding nearly identical results as those reported in Figure

2.

Finally, Figure 3 tests for continuity in the interview subscores which make up the in-

terview score following the same quadratic speci�cation. Respondents above the cuto� have

higher critical thinking subscores and marginally lower respect subscores, but have similar

scores for achievement, commitment, motivational ability, organizational ability, and perse-

verance. Panel C of Appendix Table 5 presents analogous results for the full sample and

each survey domain separately. None of the results suggest that our identifying assumption

is systematically violated.

IV. Results

A. First Stage

First-stage results of the impact of the score cuto� on TFA selection and TFA service are

presented graphically in Figure 4. The sample includes all 2007 applicants to TFA who

answered at least one question on our survey. Results are identical for the full sample of

applicants. TFA selection is an indicator for having been o�ered a TFA slot. TFA placement

is an indicator for having completed the two year teaching commitment. Each �gure presents

actual and �tted values from a regression of the dependent variable on an indicator for having

a score above the cuto� and a local quadratic interacted with having a score above the cuto�.

TFA selection increases by approximately 42 percentage points at the cuto�, while TFA

service increases by approximately 36 percentage points. The corresponding estimates are

signi�cant at the one percent level, suggesting that our empirical design has considerable

statistical power.

However, it is worth emphasizing that the interview score is not perfectly predictive

of TFA selection or service due to the nature of the selection process. Applicants with

very high interview scores are almost always selected for TFA with little additional review,

while applicants with very low scores are rejected without further consideration. Conversely,

candidates near the score cuto� for that year will have their application reviewed a second

time, with the original interview score playing an important but not decisive role in the

selection decision. Moreover, the e�ect of the cuto� on TFA service is further attenuated

by approximately 20 percent of selected applicants turning down the TFA o�er. Thus, the

score cuto� is only a �fuzzy� predictor of TFA service.
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B. Main Results

Figure 5 summarizes our main results, and Figures 6 through 9 present results for each set

of questions separately. The sample includes all 2007 applicants that answered at least one

question in the indicated domain. Following our �rst stage results, each �gure presents actual

and �tted values from a regression of the dependent variable on an indicator for having a

score above the cuto� and a local quadratic interacted with having a score above the cuto�.

Appendix Table 6 reports the corresponding �rst stage, reduced form, and two-stage least

squares e�ects for each outcome.

Figure 5 suggests that serving in Teach For America increases an individual's faith in

education, an individual's involvement in education, and an individual's racial tolerance.

The corresponding two stage least squares estimates show that TFA service increases faith

in education by 1.315 standard deviations and educational employment by 0.961 standard

deviations. TFA service also increases racial tolerance as measured by the black-white IAT

by 0.801 standard deviations. Political beliefs remains essentially unchanged.

These e�ects are quite large. Put di�erently, TFA service leads to Implicit Association

Test scores jumping from the 63rd percentile to the 87th percentile in the distribution of

over 700,000 black-white IAT scores collected by Project Implicit in 2010 and 2011. In a

2010 Gallup poll, 22 percent of a nationally representative sample of individuals aged 18 and

older reported that school was the most important factor in determining whether students

learn. 38 percent of respondents below the cuto� point in our sample said that teachers

were the most important in determining how well students perform in school. The impact of

TFA service on this belief was 38 percentage points. Similarly, in the �rst follow-up of the

National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988, 16 percent of teachers interviewed strongly

disagreed with the statement "there is really very little I can do to ensure that most of

my students achieve at a high level". In our sample, 53 percent of respondents below the

cuto� point strongly disagreed with the same statement. The impact of TFA service lead to

essentially everyone strongly disagreeing with the statement.

Figure 6 presents results for each faith in education variable separately. TFA service

increases one's faith in the ability of poor children to compete with more advantaged children,

and belief in the importance of teachers in raising student achievement. Two stage least

squares estimates suggest that individuals who serve are 44.6 percentage points more likely

to believe that poor children can compete with more advantaged children, 35.5 percentage

points more likely to believe that the achievement gap is solvable, 38.2 percentage points

more likely to believe that teachers are the most important determinant of success, and 65.0

percentage points more likely to disagree that there is little teachers can do to ensure that

students succeed. On an open ended question on the percent of minorities we can reasonably
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expect to graduate from college, individuals who serve provide answers that are an average

of 22.4 percentage points higher than individuals who do not serve.

The e�ect of TFA on involvement in education is depicted in Figure 7. An important

criticism of TFA is that corps members frequently depart before or just after their two-year

commitment has been ful�lled (Darling-Hammond et al. 2005). Our results do not address

the question of whether TFA teachers are more likely to stay in education compared to other

teachers. Instead, we ask whether TFA leads individuals to stay in education longer than

they otherwise would have without TFA.

Figure 7 suggests that those who serve in TFA are more likely to be employed in a K -

12 school or in education more generally one to two years after their commitment ends. Our

two stage least squares estimates suggest that TFA service increases the probability of being

employed in a K - 12 school by 36.5 percentage points and in education more broadly by 43.3

percentage points. TFA alumni are also 31.5 percentage points more likely to believe that

service is an important part of their career, and 30.3 percentage points more likely to prefer

an urban teaching job over a suburban teaching job. Interestingly, there is not a statistically

signi�cant e�ect of service on wanting to work in education in the future, though the point

estimate is economically large. There is also no e�ect of service on the preference of an urban

teaching job over a �nance job at the same salary, though this may be because almost all

survey respondents prefer teaching.

The e�ect of TFA on political beliefs is depicted in Figure 8. TFA service does not have

a signi�cant impact on political beliefs, at least as we have measured it here. However, we

cannot rule out moderate size e�ects in either direction.

Our �nal set of outcomes, which measure racial tolerance, are presented in Figure 9.

Remarkably, serving in TFA increases implicit black-white tolerance by 0.801 standard de-

viations. To put this in context, black applicants score 0.558 standard deviations higher

than Asian applicants on the black-white IAT, while white and Hispanic applicants score

0.084 and 0.253 standard deviations higher than Asian applicants on the black-white IAT,

respectively.

TFA service is also associated with statistically insigni�cant increases in explicit black-

white tolerance in the Modern Racism Scale and the probability of believing that blacks and

Hispanics are at least as intelligent as whites and Asians. One interpretation of these results

is that while there is little treatment e�ect on measures of explicit tolerance, TFA increases

the unconscious tolerance of its members.
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C. Analysis of Subsamples

Table 2 investigates heterogeneous treatment e�ects across gender, ethnicity, and whether

or not a TFA applicant received a Pell Grant in college (a proxy for poverty) controlling

for a common quadratic of interview scores. Results are similar, although less precise, if

we allow each subgroup to have separate quadratics of interview scores as controls. The

impact of service on educational involvement is larger for men and white and Asian ap-

plicants, while the impact on faith in education is larger for white and Asian applicants,

and applicants who did not receive Pell Grants. TFA service increases a male applicant's

educational involvement by 1.100 standard deviations, while increasing a female applicant's

educational involvement by 0.863 standard deviations. White and Asian applicants increase

their educational involvement by 1.004 standard deviations and faith in education by 1.289

standard deviations compared to 0.481 and 0.989 standard deviations, respectively, for black

and Hispanic applicants. Applicants who did not receive Pell Grants also increase their

faith in education by 1.398 standard deviations compared to 0.930 standard deviations for

applicants who did.

One concern of the above subsample analysis is that we may be detecting false positives

due to multiple hypothesis-testing. To address this, we also present results controlling for

the Family-Wise Error Rate, which is de�ned as the probability of making one or more false

discoveries - known as type I errors - when performing multiple hypothesis tests, using the

Holm step down method described in Romano, Shaikh and Wolf (2010). After correcting

for multiple hypothesis-testing, the di�erence in the impact on faith in education between

Pell Grant recipients and non-recipients and the di�erence in the impact on educational

invovlement between race groups remains statistically signi�cant.

D. Additional Cohorts

One potential caveat to our analysis is that it includes only one cohort of TFA applicants

surveyed roughly a year after their service commitment ended. If there are important longer

term impacts of service, our analysis will understate the true impact of TFA. If, on the other

hand, the impacts fade over time, our estimates are an upper bound on the true e�ects of

TFA.

To shed some light on this issue, we collected data on TFA applicants in the 2003 to 2006

cohorts. Recall that between 2003 and 2006, TFA admitted candidates who met one of six

prespeci�ed interview score requirements. We estimate the impact of service in the 2003 to

2006 cohorts by instrumenting for TFA service using an indicator for whether a candidate

meets one of the six subscore criteria for admissions. We include controls for each interview
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subscore, with the impact of TFA service identi�ed using the interaction of the subscores.

Our key identifying assumption is that the interaction of interview subscores only impacts

future outcomes through TFA after controlling for the direct e�ect of each subscore.12

Figure 10 presents results for the impact of service on our summary measures for all

available cohorts. We plot reduced form coe�cients and associated 95 percent con�dence

intervals for each cohort. Each estimate comes from a separate regression. The impact of

service on educational and racial beliefs and educational involvement is persistent. Alumni

from the 2003 to 2006 cohorts are more likely to believe in the power of education, more

likely to be employed in education, and are more racially tolerant. Point estimates on

the educational beliefs and involvement variables are statistically signi�cant for all alumni

cohorts. The racial tolerance point estimate is statistically signi�cant at the 5 percent level

for the 2003 cohort, and statistically signi�cant at the 10 percent level for the 2005 and 2006

cohorts. Consistent with our earlier results, there are no systematic impacts on political

beliefs.

V. Conclusion

Nearly one million American youth have participated in service programs such as Peace

Corps and Teach For America, and annual government spending in support of youth service

programs is hundreds of millions of dollars. This paper has shown that serving in Teach

For America has a positive impact on an individual's faith in education, involvement in

education, and racial tolerance. The impact of service is also quite persistent, with similar

e�ects �ve years after the completion of the TFA service commitment.

Our results, particularly those on racial beliefs, are broadly consistent with the �Contact

Hypothesis,� which suggests that contact with other groups will increase tolerance. Changes

occur through a combination of increased learning, changed behavior, new a�ective ties, and

reappraisals of one's own group (Pettigrew 1998). A substantial empirical literature suggests

that intergroup contact is negatively correlated with intergroup prejudice (Pettigrew and

Tropp 2006). Recent research suggests that this correlation may be causal. Van Laar et

al. (2005) and Boisjoly et al. (2006) show that white students at a large state university

who were randomly assigned black roommates in their �rst year are more likely to endorse

a�rmative action, have more personal contact with minority groups, and view a diverse

student body as essential for a high-quality education.

12Appendix Figures 2 and 3 test for selective survey response by cohort. Eligible TFA applicants from the
2003 - 2006 cohorts are approximately ten percentage points more likely to take the online survey. Survey
respondents from the 2003 - 2006 cohorts are also more likely to be white or Asian and have higher college
GPAs than non-respondents. Our results should be interpreted with these di�erences in mind.
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TFA service typically involves a considerable degree of intergroup contact over a two year

period. Eighty percent of alumni members in our sample are white, and 80 percent have

at least one parent with a college degree. The average parental income of a corps member

is $118 thousand. In stark contrast, roughly 80 percent of the students taught by TFA

members qualify for free or reduced-price lunch, and more than 90 percent of these students

are African-American or Hispanic.

Note that although our results are consistent with the contact hypothesis, there are other

hypotheses that could explain the results without having anything to do with contact with

students. For example, TFA and the schools could supply TFA teachers with information

that in�uences the beliefs of these teachers. Indeed, TFA engages in this type of propoganda

at summits, annual conferences, and trainings. Unfortunately, we do not have any data that

allow us to investigate this.

Taken together, the evidence presented in this paper suggests that TFA service has a

signi�cant impact on an individual's values and career decisions. Youth service, particularly

service involving extended periods of intergroup contact, may not only help disadvantaged

communities, but also help create a more socially conscious and more racially tolerant society.
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Figure 1
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Notes: This �gure presents actual and �tted values for 2007 TFA applicants. The actual values are plotted
in bins of size 0.0025. The �tted values come from a local regression of survey response on an indicator
variable for scoring above the cuto� score and a quadratic in interview score interacted with an indicator
variable for scoring above the cuto� score. The reduced form and two stage least squares estimates along
with their standard errors are reported on the �gure. Standard errors are clustered at the interview score
level. *** = signi�cant at 1 percent level, ** = signi�cant at 5 percent level, * = signi�cant at 10 percent
level.
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Figure 2
Baseline Characteristics in Survey Sample
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Notes: These �gures present actual and �tted values for the survey sample of 2007 TFA applicants. The
actual values are plotted in bins of size 0.0025. The �tted values come from a local regression of each baseline
characteristic on an indicator variable for scoring above the cuto� score and a quadratic in interview score
interacted with an indicator variable for scoring above the cuto� score. The reduced form and two stage least
squares estimates along with their standard errors are reported on each plot. Standard errors are clustered
at the interview score level. *** = signi�cant at 1 percent level, ** = signi�cant at 5 percent level, * =
signi�cant at 10 percent level.
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Figure 3
Interview Subscores in Survey Sample
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Notes: These �gures present actual and �tted values for the survey sample of 2007 TFA applicants. The
actual values are plotted in bins of size 0.0025. The �tted values come from a local regression of each subscore
on an indicator variable for scoring above the cuto� score and a quadratic in interview score interacted with
an indicator variable for scoring above the cuto� score. The reduced form and two stage least squares
estimates along with their standard errors are reported on each plot. Standard errors are clustered at the
interview score level. *** = signi�cant at 1 percent level, ** = signi�cant at 5 percent level, * = signi�cant
at 10 percent level.
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Figure 4
First Stage Results
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Notes: These �gures present actual and �tted values for the survey sample of 2007 TFA applicants. The
actual values are plotted in bins of size 0.0025. The �tted values come from a local regression of each variable
on an indicator variable for scoring above the cuto� score and a quadratic in interview score interacted with
an indicator variable for scoring above the cuto� score. The �rst stage estimate along with its standard error
is reported on each plot. Standard errors are clustered at the interview score level. *** = signi�cant at 1
percent level, ** = signi�cant at 5 percent level, * = signi�cant at 10 percent level.
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Figure 5
Summary of Main Results
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Notes: These �gures present actual and �tted values for the survey sample of 2007 TFA applicants. The
actual values are plotted in bins of size 0.0025. The �tted values come from a local regression of each variable
on an indicator variable for scoring above the cuto� score and a quadratic in interview score interacted with
an indicator variable for scoring above the cuto� score. Each index was constructed by standardizing the
sum of all questions in that area to have a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one. All standardized
variables were converted to indicator variables using the median of the full sample. The variables included in
each composite variable are available in Online Appendix B. The reduced form and two stage least squares
estimates along with their standard errors are reported on each plot. Standard errors are clustered at the
interview score level. *** = signi�cant at 1 percent level, ** = signi�cant at 5 percent level, * = signi�cant
at 10 percent level.
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Figure 6
Faith in Education
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Notes: These �gures present actual and �tted values for the survey sample of 2007 TFA applicants. The
actual values are plotted in bins of size 0.0025. The �tted values come from a local regression of each variable
on an indicator variable for scoring above the cuto� score and a quadratic in interview score interacted with
an indicator variable for scoring above the cuto� score. The reduced form and two stage least squares
estimates along with their standard errors are reported on each plot. Standard errors are clustered at the
interview score level. *** = signi�cant at 1 percent level, ** = signi�cant at 5 percent level, * = signi�cant
at 10 percent level.
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Figure 7
Involvement in Education
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Notes: These �gures present actual and �tted values for the survey sample of 2007 TFA applicants. The
actual values are plotted in bins of size 0.0025. The �tted values come from a local regression of each variable
on an indicator variable for scoring above the cuto� score and a quadratic in interview score interacted with
an indicator variable for scoring above the cuto� score. The reduced form and two stage least squares
estimates along with their standard errors are reported on each plot. Standard errors are clustered at the
interview score level. *** = signi�cant at 1 percent level, ** = signi�cant at 5 percent level, * = signi�cant
at 10 percent level.
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Figure 8
Political Beliefs
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Notes: These �gures present actual and �tted values for the survey sample of 2007 TFA applicants. The
actual values are plotted in bins of size 0.0025. The �tted values come from a local regression of each variable
on an indicator variable for scoring above the cuto� score and a quadratic in interview score interacted with
an indicator variable for scoring above the cuto� score. The reduced form and two stage least squares
estimates along with their standard errors are reported on each plot. Standard errors are clustered at the
interview score level. *** = signi�cant at 1 percent level, ** = signi�cant at 5 percent level, * = signi�cant
at 10 percent level.

33



Figure 9
Racial Tolerance
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Notes: These �gures present actual and �tted values for the survey sample of 2007 TFA applicants. The
actual values are plotted in bins of size 0.0025. The �tted values come from a local regression of each variable
on an indicator variable for scoring above the cuto� score and a quadratic in interview score interacted with
an indicator variable for scoring above the cuto� score. The reduced form and two stage least squares
estimates along with their standard errors are reported on each plot. Standard errors are clustered at the
interview score level. *** = signi�cant at 1 percent level, ** = signi�cant at 5 percent level, * = signi�cant
at 10 percent level.
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Figure 10
Main Results by Cohort
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Notes: This �gure presents reduced form estimates by cohort. The sample includes all 2003 - 2007 applicants
who answered at least one survey question. Results for the 2007 cohort are estimated using a regression
discontinuity design, controlling for a local quadratic in interview score interview score interacted with
scoring above the cuto� score. Results for the 2003 - 2006 cohorts are estimated using the interaction
between interview subscores that determines TFA selection, controlling for the impact of each interview
subscore. We report the point estimate for serving in TFA. See text for details.
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Table 1
Summary Statistics

TFA Not TFA
Mean SD N Mean SD N

Background Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
White 0.808 0.394 1,023 0.791 0.407 1,277
Asian 0.061 0.239 1,023 0.067 0.249 1,277
Black 0.063 0.242 1,023 0.073 0.260 1,277
Hispanic 0.050 0.218 1,023 0.050 0.218 1,277
College GPA 3.578 0.283 1,023 3.480 0.351 1,277
Received Pell Grant 0.198 0.399 1,023 0.220 0.414 1,277
Math or Science Major 0.168 0.374 1,023 0.186 0.390 1,277
Married 0.110 0.314 1,023 0.142 0.349 1,277
Mother has BA 0.327 0.469 995 0.413 0.493 1,232
Mother has more than BA 0.404 0.491 995 0.324 0.468 1,232
Father has BA 0.279 0.449 994 0.283 0.451 1,229
Father has more than BA 0.467 0.499 994 0.411 0.492 1,229

Faith in Education

Poor children can compete with more advantaged children 0.803 0.398 917 0.546 0.498 1,115
The achievement gap is solvable 0.599 0.490 917 0.409 0.492 1,115
Fraction of minorities that should graduate college 0.679 0.250 781 0.537 0.270 894
Teachers are most important determinant of student success 0.738 0.440 896 0.382 0.486 1,070
Schools can close the achievement gap 0.772 0.420 916 0.532 0.499 1,117
Teachers can ensure most students achieve 0.802 0.399 917 0.534 0.499 1,117

Involvement in Education

Employed at K - 12 School 0.517 0.500 1,023 0.193 0.395 1,277
Employed in Education 0.622 0.485 1,023 0.243 0.429 1,277
Service Very Important 0.822 0.383 955 0.718 0.450 1,162
Prefer teaching over �nance 0.894 0.308 946 0.882 0.322 1,138
Prefer urban school over suburban 0.803 0.398 947 0.550 0.498 1,141
Interested in working in education 0.604 0.489 954 0.503 0.500 1,168

Political Beliefs

Liberal 0.664 0.472 909 0.643 0.479 1,106
We should spend more closing the achievement gap 0.890 0.313 876 0.851 0.356 1,040
We should spend more on welfare assistance 0.307 0.462 876 0.410 0.492 1,040
We should spend more �ghting crime 0.377 0.485 876 0.434 0.496 1,040

Racial Tolerance

IAT White-Black 0.089 1.036 841 -0.074 0.963 1,015
Whites/Asians and Blacks/Hispanics are equally intelligent 0.601 0.490 764 0.578 0.494 924
White - Black Modern Racism Score 0.106 0.906 794 -0.089 1.065 946

This table reports summary statistics for the 2007 TFA application cohort. The sample includes all applicants
who answered at least one survey question.
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Table 2 Continued
Subsample Results

Pell No Pell Holm
Grant Grant p-value p-value
(9) (10) (11) (12)

Faith in Education 0.930∗∗∗ 1.398∗∗∗ 0.003 0.029
(0.302) (0.273)

417 1,615
Involvement in Education 0.985∗∗∗ 0.969∗∗∗ 0.917 1.000

(0.305) (0.272)
484 1,810

Political Beliefs 0.221 0.301 0.628 1.000
(0.306) (0.279)

413 1,609
Racial Tolerance 0.749∗∗ 0.816∗∗ 0.701 1.000

(0.359) (0.318)
391 1,461

This table reports two-stage least squares estimates interacted by subsample. The sample is all 2007 ap-
plicants who answered at least one question included in the composite index. All regressions control for a
common local quadratic trend in the interview score interacted with an indicator variable for scoring above
the cuto� score. Columns (3), (7), and (11) report the unadjusted p-value from the test that the coe�cients
reported in the preceding two columns are equivalent. Columns (4), (8), and (12) report p-values for the
same tests as columns (3), (7), and (11), respectively, but control for the Familywise Error Rate, the proba-
bility of at least one false rejection. Speci�cally, columns (4), (8), and (12) use the Holm stepdown method
described in Romano, Shaikh, and Wolf (2010). Standard errors are clustered at the interview score level.
*** = signi�cant at 1 percent level, ** = signi�cant at 5 percent level, * = signi�cant at 10 percent level.
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