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School governance reforms have changed teachers’ work in many aspects and have been associated with
increasing teachers’ discontent and demotivation. Research on which school policies and organizational prac-
tices teachers prefer is scarce and faces challenges. Our conjoint experiment identifies the importance given by
teachers to different work dimensions altered by recent reforms and teachers’ preferences regarding school
policies in three contexts. Internationally-shared preferences include qualitative teaching assessments, socially
mixed classes, clear goal-setting, and collective rewards. Context-specific preferences include individual in-

centives in Chile, a low-pay, high-stakes accountability system, and peer support in Norway and Catalonia, which
are systems with collaborative governance traditions.

1. Introduction

Ensuring that teachers are motivated and fully engaged in their work
is crucial for achieving educational success. Teachers’ work motivation
encompasses the "energetic forces" that not only attract individuals to
the teaching profession but also influence the time, dedication and effort
they devote to their roles (Kanfer et al., 2017; Pinder, 2008: 11). Moti-
vation and professional engagement are closely interconnected phe-
nomena that significantly impact the sense of fulfillment and satisfaction
teachers derive from their work (Ainley & Carstens, 2018). However,
many educational systems are currently struggling with a rising tide of
teachers’ discontent, demoralization, and dissatisfaction, leading to
significant challenges such as teacher shortages, attrition, and burnout
(Admiral & Kittelsen Rgberg, 2023; Harmsen et al., 2018; Kraft & Lyon,
2022; Rasanen et al., 2020). These declines in teachers’ morale,
extending beyond mere workforce issues, have far-reaching implications
for educational attainment and the quality of educational systems, given
the established relationship between teachers’ motivation, well-being,
and performance (De Clercq et al., 2022; Lazarides & Schiefele, 2021;
Shoshani & Eldor, 2016). Against this backdrop, devising policy
frameworks that can effectively reinvigorate teachers’ engagement with
their work emerges as a crucial challenge.

Existing research consistently shows that interpersonal relations and
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conditions in the workplace, such as supervisor support, peer relations,
teachers’ assessments, and the level of autonomy, significantly affect
work motivation and satisfaction (Admiral & Kittelsen Rgberg, 2023;
Kanfer et al., 2017; Latham & Pinder, 2005). Recent educational reforms
have notably influenced these and other teachers’ working conditions,
though not always positively. Widely adopted school reforms, such as
those that have embraced the tenets of New Public Management (NPM),
have shaped teachers’ work by introducing new organizational and
evaluation methods, applying managerial principles in the schools, and
encouraging competitive behaviors among schools. Existing literature
has shown that NPM-like policy instruments have also transformed the
work relationships within schools (Ball & Maroy, 2009) and been
associated with growing teachers’ unrest, demoralization and pressure,
as they are viewed as diminishing their agency and control over core
educational processes (Salokangas & Wermke, 2020).

Given this background and the polarized debate surrounding these
reforms in education and other public sectors (see Lapuente & Van de
Walle, 2020), it is crucial to explore teachers’ preferences regarding key
work dimensions affected by contemporary school reforms, such as
evaluation methods, incentives, goal-setting approaches, and teachers’
support. To our knowledge, not much research has however delved into
this topic. A pioneering attempt to explore teachers’ preferences and
work motives in relation to contemporary school reforms has been
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conducted by Mintrop and Ordenes (2017) using self-reported prefer-
ences of teachers in the context of the US. However, as the authors
admit, self-reporting and direct questioning might be affected by social
desirability biases. Our study uses a conjoint experimental approach, a
method successfully applied in various disciplines such as social and
political sciences and marketing research. This approach allows us to
explore individual preferences in a way that overcomes the limitations
of direct questioning, a process we explain in detail in the methodology
section of the manuscript.

In this paper, we analyze and compare data collected in three
different policy contexts: Chile, Norway, and Catalonia (Spain). Primary
and secondary school teachers from urban areas were asked to choose
between pairs of schools, which we refer to as working scenarios. These
scenarios differ by five characteristics (that, hereinafter, we call attri-
butes) related to main work dimensions influenced by contemporary
school governance reforms, namely school composition, assessment of
teaching quality, goal-setting, relations, outcome-based financial in-
centives. Our study has three key objectives: 1) to determine which work
dimensions, shaped by recent school governance reforms, are more
important to teachers; 2) in relation with each of these dimensions, to
identify the specific school policies and organizational practices that
teachers prefer; and 3) to explore how teachers’ preferences across
countries align or differ.

This paper thus contributes to existing research in several ways. First,
it explores for the first time how teachers consider and evaluate, on the
same scale, different school attributes related to the work dimensions
most affected by recent school reforms. Second, its experimental
approach overcomes the limitations of direct questioning (Hainmueller
et al., 2014), enabling an unbiased estimation of the importance that
teachers give to different work dimensions. It also mitigates the poten-
tial desirability bias at stake when teachers are asked about financial
incentives based on productivity, and to other policy instruments that
are controversial and often seen as politically charged. Lastly, from a
policy standpoint, the comparative approach enables the identification
of both similarities and differences among teachers operating within
three different policy environments, particularly contrasting in the
context of school and teacher policies.

2. Conceptual framework
2.1. School governance reforms and teachers’ work

Recent school reforms have significantly altered teachers’ work.
Arguably, the reforms that have more profoundly transformed the
governance of schools over the past decades are those encompassed
within the NPM movement (Hansen & Jacobsen, 2016). Emerging in
Anglo-American countries in the 1980s to modernize, de-bureaucratize,
and improve the transparency and efficiency of the public sector,
NPM-informed reforms have progressively penetrated a growing num-
ber of countries characterized by diverse political and institutional tra-
ditions (Gunter et al., 2016). These reforms encompass a wide range of
policies that promote outcomes-based management and hands-on
leadership approaches, specifically granting principals more freedom
to manage school resources and teachers’ work, which implies more
hierarchical relations and leadership styles within schools (Fitzgerald,
2009). They also encourage the parents’ empowerment as users through
various mechanisms, including school choice and access to performance
data. Within this reform context, performance-based accountability
(hereafter PBA) has expanded too, implying the use of results from
large-scale standardized tests as the main benchmarks of school and
teaching quality improvement (Lingard et al., 2015). Depending on the
level of performance, schools and their professionals may face conse-
quences of a different nature, from outcome-based rewards and sanc-
tions to more symbolic consequences — mostly related to the visibility of
test results to wider audiences (Levatino, Parcerisa, & Verger, 2024).

Many of these policies, as is the case of PBA, are based on goal-setting
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motivational theories. These theories suggest that clear and challenging
goals, coupled with outcome-focused incentives (rewards and/or sanc-
tions), would positively impact employees’ performance (Latham &
Locke, 2007). The assumption is that by associating students’ learning
outcomes with teachers’ productivity, outcome-based financial rewards
will be internalized as proxies of educational quality and, thus, trigger
extra effort (Harackiewicz & Sansone, 2000; Saban, 2003). Policies like
these conceive school actors as benefit-maximizing individuals who will
put more effort in promoting students’ learning if the right structure of
incentives is in place (Ehren et al., 2015). In fact, in countries that have
gone the furthest in deploying the accountability agenda, the assessment
of teaching quality and/or teachers’ job promotion are increasingly con-
nected to student achievement data, for instance, through value-added
and/or growth models (Amrein-Beardsley, 2014).

Contemporary reforms, by promoting school autonomy, are also
influencing between-school relations. Increased autonomy is associated
with schools promoting different educational approaches and, conse-
quently, the diversification of educational systems. Nonetheless, these
policies can alter schools’ student body composition, as schools may,
actively or passively, target different student profiles, often to attract
academically skilled students (Altrichter et al., 2014). In contexts with a
wide margin of parental choice, public information on school perfor-
mance can influence school demand, and thus, school composition
(Maroy & Voisin, 2017). Hence, in countries where these educational
reforms have advanced the most, the educational system is not only
more differentiated, but also more socially segmented. This is significant
because teaching and teachers’ experiences can greatly vary with the
student body’s demographics. Although education researchers often
assume that teachers prefer working in affluent schools (Ingersoll & May
2012), others believe that public-service-oriented teachers are drawn to
disadvantaged areas, where they can make a bigger difference (Mintrop
& Ordenes, 2017).

2.2. School governance reforms and teachers’ motivation

Education research has consistently shown that NPM reforms in
education are usually associated with increased pressure to perform
(Perryman et al., 2011). The presence of outcome-based rewards and
sanctions can increase pressure on teachers to enhance student perfor-
mance, potentially impacting their teaching motivation (Cuevas et al.,
2018). But do teachers like working in environments that thicker
hands-on school management and accountability has brought about?
Research findings are mixed, but there is growing consensus that
high-performance pressure can lead to different side-effects (Zhao,
2017) and undermine teachers’ morale (Collins, 2014). Even when
outcomes-based financial rewards are not involved, if teachers accept
and internalize test results as valid measures of their work quality
(Sullivan et al., 2021), they might experience self-imposed pressure.
Consequently, to avoid the shame and guilt of failure, they might use
instructional strategies they disagree with, leading to emotional and
social costs (Braun & Maguire, 2020). Other factors, such as the erosion
of relationships within schools, decreased support from families and peers,
and increased workloads (Gewirtz et al., 2021), have also been identi-
fied as consequences of contemporary school governance reforms that
significantly affect teachers’ enjoyment of their work (Booher-Jennings,
2005; Ryan & Deci, 2020).

Overall, research is inconclusive on the power of incentives and
other accountability tools to increase teacher engagement, and on
whether they can crowd out intrinsic motivation (Supovitz, 2009)." The
‘overjustification effect’ (Levy et al., 2017) predicts that individuals

1 In contrast to extrinsic motivation, intrinsic motivation is “self-determined”
(Ryan & Deci, 2017), as it stems from personal desires, enjoyable experiences,
self-identification with the profession and pro-social commitment, among other
factors (Grant, 2007).
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might increasingly perceive their engagement as merely the result of
external rewards rather than their own enjoyment, or conversely, they
might view rewards as a means of exerting control over their work,
potentially leading to job aversion (Frey & Jegen, 2002). Along these
lines, research has found that, rather than seeing externally defined
goals, standards and rewards as motivators, teachers perceive these el-
ements as distortions of their work’s true meaning (Mintrop, 2004).
Furthermore, studies indicate that while initial cycles of
performance-based assessments can generate enthusiasm and produc-
tive pressure within schools at the start, these policies tend to lose their
motivational effect as they become routine and persist over time (Pen-
ninckx et al., 2016).

A pioneering attempt to study teachers’ work motivation in relation
to contemporary school reforms, specifically regarding how teachers
perceive goals, standards, and rewards as motivators, was conducted by
Mintrop and Ordenes (2017). These authors relied on teachers’
self-reported information on work engagement to show that intrinsic
motives such as work-related challenges, pro-social commitment,
ownership” and pleasure, were ranked as the most important motives,
whereas financial incentives had a very weak or negligible impact on
work motivation. However, as the authors admit (p. 16), self-reported
motives may reflect “desired ideologies, rather than true motivational
patterns”. Interestingly, the same study reports that a large majority of
surveyed teachers found performance-related financial rewards for both
teachers and schools acceptable. It could be that, to some extent,
admitting to being motivated by financial reward is not socially
acceptable among teachers, as the traditional teacher occupational
ideology usually emphasizes the profession’s social mission over mate-
rial individual gains (e.g. Lortie, 1975), and the “vocational” nature of
teachers’ work (e.g. Anthony & Ord, 2008; Manuel & Hughes, 2006).
There are thus reasons to hypothesize that due to social desirability
biases, teachers might not readily admit that they find extrinsic financial
rewards attractive when explicitly asked. Given these considerations,
direct questioning has its limitations, which our study aims to address
using an experimental approach.

3. Our study: research questions

This state of the art has shown how school governance reforms, such
as those informed by NPM, are likely to influence several work di-
mensions and shape the school settings where teachers operate, with
possible repercussions on their work engagement and motivation. As
shown above, work dimensions particularly affected by NPM-like re-
forms include goal-setting, outcome-based financial incentives, assess-
ment of teaching quality, within-school relationships, and school
composition. Because of the widespread changes brought about by NPM
policies on schools and the teaching profession, we consider it important
to explore: 1) the degree of importance teachers assign to different work
dimensions most affected by school governance reforms, and 2) teach-
ers’ preferences regarding each of these dimensions in countries with
distinct policy settings.

More specifically, our study aims at answering three research ques-
tions that are key to deepening our understanding of teachers’ prefer-
ences regarding their work: Which work dimensions, among the ones
most affected by NPM reforms, matter most for teachers? What are the
attributes —i.e., policies and practices related to the previous dimensions
— that teachers prefer? To what extent do teachers working in different
countries agree, or disagree, on the importance given to different school
attributes?

2 Defined as the self-identification of one person with the work’s aims (see
Mintrop & Ordenes, 2017, p. 14).

Teaching and Teacher Education 146 (2024) 104631
4. Methodology
4.1. Data source and case selection

The data for this study come from a teacher questionnaire containing
the conjoint experiment (Levatino, 2021), administered to a represen-
tative sample of primary and lower secondary schools in urban areas of
three different policy contexts: Chile, Norway, Catalonia (Spain).

These three policy contexts were selected because all of them have
been exposed to NPM ideas, albeit in different periods of time and with
different levels of adoption. In these contexts, different policy frame-
works regarding school choice, PBA, and school leadership have been
enacted. Teachers’ policies also vary significantly, which affects pro-
fessional autonomy, horizontal relations, and working conditions within
schools, as shown in Table 1.

4.2. Design of the conjoint experiment

Addressing individual preferences presents methodological chal-
lenges. First, asking subjects directly about their preferences, for
instance through traditional survey questions, often leads respondents to
state most aspects as important (Horng, 2009), impeding an unbiased
identification and comparison of the importance given to different as-
pects on the same scale. Second, asking about single aspects is an ex-
ercise that may not reflect real preferences, which usually emerge after
the simultaneous consideration of multiple aspects (Bansak et al., 2018).
Third, as mentioned before, self-reporting might reflect desirable pro-
fessional ideologies rather than true motivational patterns, especially for
the teaching profession, which has normally been considered ‘voca-
tional’ and intrinsically motivated (Lortie, 1975). This means that in-
formation coming from direct questioning might be affected by social
desirability bias. The conjoint experiment approach allows us to over-
come all these challenges.

In this survey experimental approach, respondents are presented
with two distinct options and are asked to choose one of them (Hain-
mueller et al., 2014). Each option has different dimensions, while each
dimension has several attributes. By forcing the respondents to make
decisions between profiles with different attributes, conjoint experi-
ments allow researchers to estimate, in an unbiased way, the relative
importance of each dimension and attribute in determining whether a
profile is chosen. This gives insight into how respondents value and
prioritize different dimensions and attributes (Hainmueller et al., 2014).
Moreover, conjoint experiments also mitigate social desirability bias.
Indeed, since the options presented have several different attributes,
respondents are less concerned about researchers’ intent to link indi-
vidual choices to specific attributes (Bansak et al., 2018).

Introduced in the Seventies in marketing research (Green & Rao,
1971), conjoint analysis has been increasingly used in other disciplines
as a tool to analyze multidimensional preferences (e.g. Gallego & Marx,
2017; Hainmueller et al., 2014; Hainmueller & Hopkins, 2015). Recent
educational research has applied similar approaches to investigate
teachers’ preferences for specific working conditions, such as commute
time, class size, salary, school facilities, resources for students, health
insurance offered, tenure perspective and students’ characteristics (e.g.
Horng, 2009; Johnston, 2020; Lovison & Mo, 2022; Viano et al., 2021).
Horng (2009) and Viano et al. (2021) applied an adaptive conjoint
approach: options’ attributes were not randomized but depended on

3 Given the diversity in educational policies across Spanish regions, this study
needed to focus on a specific area. We chose Catalonia not only because it is one
of Spain’s most developed and urbanized regions but also because of its diverse
educational landscape. This diversity includes school ownership, with a sig-
nificant presence of subsidized private schools, and varied educational ap-
proaches and teacher policies, making it a particularly relevant case study, as
shown in Table 1.
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Table 1
School and teacher policies in the three cases under study.
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Case GDP per School policies Teacher Policies
ita, . . . . .
lc;[; (a $) PBA? Leadership School choice Work regulation Professional Autonomy Salaries
[1]

Norway 114,930 Thick and medium- Horizontal and Restricted choice. Professional High and institutionalized. Income above
stakes. Test results collegial. Highly Marginal % of knowledge and Teachers actively participate OECD average.
used for school collaborative school private autonomy-based in school decisions (85.6%). Salary
improvement. culture. subsidized regulation. Highly satisfaction above

schools (1.6%). qualified status. average.

Catalonia 46,333 Thin and low-stakes. Horizontal- but Controlled Bureaucratic and High, but not Income above

(Spain) [2] School results are not recent reforms choice. High % of  subject matter institutionalized (de facto OECD average.
published and hardly encourage the private expertise-based autonomy). Teachers Salary
used by schools. principal to becomea  subsidized regulation. participate in school satisfaction above

staff manager.
[2].
Hierarchical
principals decide on
teachers’ salaries and
promotion.

Chile 30,209 Thick and high stakes.
Test results are
published and used to
evaluate teachers’

effectiveness.

schools (24.2%)

Free choice. Very
high % of private
subsidized
schools (51%).

decisions (75.7%) [2]. average [2].

Income below
OECD average.

Market & standards-
based regulation.

Medium-high, restricted by
school management.

Flexible work Teachers’ participation in Salary
arrangements. school decisions below OECD  satisfaction below
average (58.9%). average.

[1] Gross Domestic Product (GDP) at purchasing power parity (PPP) per capita.

[2] Spanish average.

@ In this column, we delineate not only the varying stakes of accountability (high and low) but also the ‘thickness’ of the accountability system, which pertains to the
diversity and number of accountability tools embedded in the system that impact the daily operations of schools.
Source: Authors, based on data from OECD (2016, 2020); Hogberg and Lindgren (2021); Voisin and Dumay (2020); World Bank (2024).

respondents’ answers to previous questions. The approach used by
Lovison and Mo (2022) and Johnston (2020) was experimental, similar
to the one applied in this paper. Nonetheless, our research approach and
goals differ from theirs in that our focus is not on understanding why
teachers decide to join a specific school over another, which could help
understand teacher turnover in contexts where teachers have the choice
of their workplace. Although we also ask respondents to choose between
two hypothetical working scenarios (schools), our goal is to explore
teachers’ preferences in relation to work dimensions affected by new
NPM reforms, so as to foster reflection on how teacher motivation and
satisfaction can be built and sustained through public policy.

Our experiment has a choice-based conjoint design. We asked re-
spondents to choose between two alternative working scenarios
(schools) that randomly vary on several attributes referring to five work
dimensions, which have been directly or indirectly altered by NPM-
inspired policies. The instructions read: “Below we present you with two
pairs of schools that differ in some aspects. Please indicate which school you
would prefer to work in, if you could choose one of them. Which of the two
schools would you prefer?“. As mentioned above, the dimensions were:
school composition/students, assessment of teaching quality, goal
setting, relations, and external outcome-based financial incentives. To
ensure that each attribute of a given dimension appeared with equal
frequency, as Table 2 shows, each dimension is made up of the same
number of possible attributes (Huber & Zwerina, 1996). The order in
which the dimensions appeared to the respondent was also randomized
each time to prevent an order effect (Saris & Gallhofer, 2014), that is,
systematic differences in responses caused by the sequence in which
dimensions are presented. Table 2 presents each dimension, as well as
the attributes that were randomly selected for each dimension.

The conjoint experiment was inserted in the teacher questionnaire of
the Reformed project (Levatino, 2021), which was administered to a
representative sample of primary and lower secondary schools located in
urban areas of three contexts under study. Table 3 illustrates an example
of a task displayed to the respondents, including the instruction, a
random pair of fully randomized scenarios (schools), and the question
they were asked to answer.

Each respondent was presented sequentially with two pairs of
working scenarios (schools) with fully randomized attributes and was
asked to choose between them. Full randomization implies that, in some
cases, the working scenarios displayed were completely different, while

Table 2
Conjoint experiment: dimensions and attributes.

DIMENSION ATTRIBUTES

School composition
(Students)

Advantaged (easy-to-teach students)

Mixed ability (diversity of learning paces)
Struggling (hard-to-teach students)

Teachers are assessed based on students’
national test results

Teachers are assessed based on classroom
observation

- Teachers are assessed based on teacher’s
portfolio

Goals are well defined and well communicated
Goals are not always clear and well
communicated

No performance goals are set

The principal is engaged and very supportive

Assessment of teaching
quality

Goal-setting

Relational dimension

(supportive engagement) - Parents are engaged and very supportive
- The other teachers are engaged and very
supportive
Outcome-based financial - Yearly salary bonus for individual teachers
rewards according to teaching assessment results

Yearly budgetary rewards for the school
according to teaching assessments results at the
school level

No salary bonuses or budgetary rewards
attached to the teaching assessment

in others, they differed only in certain attributes. This also means that no
combination of attributes was restricted. As is common in conjoint ex-
periments, we employed an independent design, whereby one respon-
dent only visualized two pairs of working scenarios. Indeed, in conjoint
experiments, the number of possible combinations of attributes is huge,
and “only a small fraction” might ever be observed (Hainmueller &
Hopkins, 2015, p. 535), It is sufficient to present a small number of
possible scenarios (in some experiments, less than 0.04 percent has been
reported) to estimate all attribute-level main effects on an uncorrelated
basis (Green et al., 2001: S59). Straightforward estimates largely rely on
successful randomization, ensuring orthogonality and balance, as
explained in subsection 4.4.
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Table 3

Conjoint experiment: example of task displayed to the respondents.

Below we present you with two pairs of schools that differ in some aspects. Please indicate
which school you would prefer to work in, if you could choose one of them.
Which of the two schools would you prefer?

School A School B
School Advantaged (easy-to-teach Struggling (hard-to-teach
composition students) students)
(Students)
Assessment of Teachers are assessed based Teachers are assessed based
teaching on teacher’s portfolio on students’ national test
quality results

Goal-setting

Goals are not always clear
and well communicated

No performance goals are set

Relational Parents are engaged and very ~ The other teachers are
dimension supportive engaged and very supportive

Outcome-based Yearly salary bonus for Yearly budgetary rewards for
financial individual teachers the school according to
incentives according to teaching teaching assessments results

assessment results

at the school level

Which school would you prefer?
School A o
School B o

4.3. Challenges of the methodological approach

One challenge of the conjoint approach is the inherent complexity of
the task that the respondents complete, which could lead to unmea-
ningful responses. This complexity can arise from a high number of di-
mensions and attributes, potentially imposing a high cognitive load on
respondents. To address this challenge, we decided to keep the number
of the analyzed work dimensions and attributes low. The presentation of
two pairs of profiles on each screen also reduces respondents’ cognitive
bias and the risk of satisficing (Krosnick, 1999). Besides, we ask re-
spondents to answer the choice task twice. Recent research has shown
that researchers can request respondents to repeat the task even up to 30
times without being afraid of data quality deterioration (Bansak et al.,
2018).

In terms of external validity, the artificial nature of the scenarios
could also represent a challenge if the scenarios do not reflect situations
that respondents find in their own countries, leading to confusion or
disengagement. To address this challenge, we simplified the tasks by
displaying fewer attributes (a maximum of three) for each dimension.
Additionally, we made an effort to ensure they are plausible and realistic
in all the countries involved. On this point, it should also be pointed out
that recent empirical research (Hainmueller et al., 2015) has shown that
conjoint experiments tend to perform very well (and better than other
types of survey experiments) in terms of external validity.

4.4. Teachers’ sampling procedure

In order to sample teachers, we employed a three-stage sampling
procedure (Ferrer-Esteban, 2023) to ensure representativeness of both
schools and teachers in the areas of interest. This sampling strategy was
adapted in each context according to feasibility criteria, mainly
considering data availability.

The first step was constructing the schools’ sampling frame,
following the criterion that schools should be located in urban areas. The
decision to focus on urban areas was taken according to one of the goals
of the Reformed project, which is to analyze how schools respond to PBA
within local education spaces, where market dynamics of school choice
and between-school competition are found (Jabbar, 2015). The decision
to establish whether an area is urban varied by country. In Norway, a
country with large, inhabited areas and sparsely dense urban centers, we
combined the indicator of population density with the municipality size,
as well as whether the urban settlement areas are classified as ‘central’
by the Norwegian Statistics Bureau. In Chile, we focused on three
provinces, in which the municipalities are mainly urban contexts:
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Santiago, Valparaiso and Concepcion. We then excluded those munici-
palities with a density of less than 150 inhabitants per square kilometer.
Finally, in Catalonia (Spain), we combined the classification of large
urban areas of the Ministry of Public Works and Transport with the in-
dicator of population density.

In the second sampling stage, schools were drawn with systematic
probability proportional to size (PPS), which means sorting the schools
of the sample frame within an explicit stratum, by the implicit stratifi-
cation variables. The sample size of each explicit stratum was deter-
mined with a proportional allocation. The sampling strategy was
adapted to each geographical context and the availability of data. In
Norway, the explicit stratum was defined by school ownership, and the
implicit stratification variables were educational levels, geographical
area, and school size (number of teachers). In Chile, the explicit stratum
was defined by school ownership (public, subsidized, and private
schools), and then the implicit stratification variables were municipality
and school size (number of teachers). In Catalonia (Spain), the explicit
stratum was defined by school ownership (public, subsidized schools),
and the implicit stratification variables were educational levels, prov-
ince, and municipality.

Finally, in the third sampling stage, we employed a random selection
of teachers, both subject and classroom teachers, within schools to
ensure an unbiased representation and cover all teaching and evaluation
approaches. In Chile and Catalonia, we randomly sampled 20 teachers in
each school, according to the following eligibility criteria: teachers
working in the classroom for more than 10 h per week, teachers with
subjects both evaluated and not evaluated by standardized tests,
teachers working at least part-time and not on parental leave. The
procedure for selecting teachers was as follows: first, we created two
spreadsheets. One spreadsheet included a list of all teachers in the school
whose subjects were evaluated through standardized tests, while the
other included all teachers whose subjects were not tested. Then, a
random number was generated for each teacher in both lists. The lists
were then sorted in ascending order based on the generated random
numbers, and the top ten teachers of each list were selected to form the
sample. On the other hand, a random selection of teachers was not
possible in Norway; thus, everyone who met the eligibility criteria was
invited to be surveyed.

4.5. Validity and quality checks

4.5.1. Representativeness and external validity

To achieve external validity, except for Norway, we randomly
selected the teachers who were surveyed. Although a maximum number
of 20 teachers per school were randomly selected, given the difficulties
in accessing schools, the instructions given to the surveyors were to
ensure a minimum response rate among the randomly selected teachers,
which varied by country. The main criterion was to obtain a margin of
error of three percent with a 95% confidence interval and, given the
survey’s multiple purposes, a value of p = .5. As can be seen in Table 4,
in all three countries we obtained a very low margin of error: two and a
half percent in Norway, three point three percent in Spain (Catalonia),
and two point eight percent in Chile. In Chile and Norway, we surveyed
more teachers per school than the minimum number established.
Although in Catalonia we did not reach the minimum number of be-
tween 13 and 14 teachers per school, we still managed to survey an
average of 11 teachers per school and be just above that percentage
(3.3%).

Even with such small error margins, we face certain limitations that
we consider when analyzing our results. Since in all the countries not all
the 20 selected teachers per school participated in the survey and, in the
case of Norway, the selection of teachers was not random, there is risk of
selection bias that could affect the sample composition. We cannot
address this bias because we do not have information on the individual
observable characteristics of the population, making it impossible to
compare it with our sample. Nonetheless, it is important to highlight an
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Table 4
Teacher sample and margin of error.
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Teacher population (selected urban areas)  Surveyed schools

Teachers to be surveyed to have a 3%
margin of error

Surveyed teachers

Margin of error obtained

Total Per school Total Per school
Chile 40,000 81 1,040 13 1,185 14.6 2.8%
Catalonia (Spain) 95,000 78 1,056 13.5 852 11.0 3.3%
Norway 20,300 159 1,014 6.4 1,389 8.7 2.5%

inherent aspect of survey experiments. Recent studies have found sim-
ilarities between results obtained from convenience samples and those
based on population samples, reinforcing the validity of using non-
probability samples in experimental research (Mullinix et al., 2015).
This stems from the nature of the conjoint technique used in our study,
which unlike observational studies, ensures the absence of correlations
between the attributes of the presented working scenarios and the
respondent characteristics. This provides an unbiased estimation of the
causal effect of each attribute in explaining the respondents’ preferences
and enables us to compare the effects of multiple attributes on the same
scale (Druckman & Leeper, 2012).

4.5.2. Internal validity

The core principle of experiments is randomization that assures the
quality of the achieved experimental data collected and their internal
validity, that is, unbiased causal effects’ estimations. In conjoint ex-
periments, successful randomization implies the absence of correlation
between the attributes displayed in the scenarios, as well as between the
attributes and respondent’s characteristics. To test whether these two
properties of conjoint experiments, known as orthogonality and balance,
are fulfilled in our experiment, we calculate bivariate Pearson’s corre-
lations (r) between the conjoint attributes and between the conjoint
attributes and some key characteristics of the respondents. As shown in
Appendix A (Tables 1 and 2), all correlations are all close to zero
demonstrating that both principles are met (cf. Campbell & Stanley,
1963). As a result, the estimates are unbiased and internally valid (see
Kuhfeld et al., 1994). Additionally, as can be consulted in Appendix A
(Table 3), all the conjoint attributes and levels were equally likely to be
displayed.

4.6. Empirical models

To analyze the data of the conjoint experiment, collected among
2,924 teachers, we reorganized the dataset so that each scenario, k, of
task, j, presented to a respondent, i, is in a different row, so that we
generated a total of 11,292 observations.

Whether respondent, i, chooses a working scenario, k, in task, j, is
modeled as a function of a vector that contains the attributes of the
scenarios proposed to the respondent in that task:

Yik =XijP + ek

As respondents answer two tasks, we cluster standard errors by re-
spondents to take into account that answers given by the same re-
spondents are related. As the design does not have restricted profiles,
and randomization was uniform across profiles (all combinations of
attributes are equally likely to be displayed), the coefficients obtained
with a linear regression coincide with the average marginal component
effects (AMCEs), i.e. “the average difference in the probability that an
option will be preferred when comparing an attribute with its reference
category where the average is taken over all possible combinations of
the other attributes” (Hainmueller et al., 2014, p. 19). More specifically,
we coded the responses to the question on the preferred scenario as a
binary variable, namely, 1 if the scenario was chosen and 0 otherwise
(dependent variable). We regressed this dependent variable on a series
of categorical variables that, for each dimension, took a different value
according to the attributes visualized by the respondents. The linear

regression thus provides estimates of to what extent a given attribute
negatively or positively affected the probability of a given working
scenario to be chosen by the surveyed teachers.

To address our first and third research questions, we identify the
most significant dimensions for teachers and compare it across the three
policy settings. Using the coefficients obtained with the linear regres-
sion, the following formula allow us to calculate the preference score for
each dimension, i.e. the relative importance of a dimension in explaining
the choice compared to the others (Kotri, 2006):

(maxu, — minu,)

Zl(max U, — minu, )
=

Sa=

where S, is the relative importance of a dimension, max u, is the utility
of the dimension’s most preferred attribute, and min u, is the utility of
the dimension’s least preferred attribute. As can be remarked, prefer-
ence scores refer to the dimension utility range, i.e. difference between
the highest and the lowest coefficients of the attributes of a dimension.
The larger the range, the greater the relative importance of a dimension
in influencing a teacher’s choice of a given working scenario. Preference
scores indicate the relative importance of a dimension compared with
the other dimensions displayed. This means that they are relative to the
other dimensions used in this study and should therefore not be inter-
preted in an absolute manner.

To compare the importance that teachers assign to each attribute on
the same scale (and not in reference to a specific baseline category) and
to enable comparison within and across countries (second and third
research questions), after having estimated the AMCEs with the linear
regression, we calculate the conditional marginal means to compare
preferences between different subgroups, i.e. teachers’ preferences in
the three countries studied. Indeed, Leeper et al. (2020) highlight that
comparing the results of the linear regression to check for differences
and similarities in preferences of different subgroups can be misleading
as the subgroup preferences concerning the reference categories nor-
mally differ. Besides, marginal means allow us to visualize and compare
regarding the reference categories of each dimension. We also perform
F-tests to check for the presence of any significant differences between
the results obtained in the three contexts.

5. Results and discussion

In this section, we first report results on the importance of each work
dimension to understand what matters most to teachers in the three
countries (subsection 5.1). Next, in subsection 5.2, we display the
relative importance of each attribute in explaining teachers’ choices in
relation with each work dimension. In both subsections, we compare the
results across the three cases, dimension by dimension, initially out-
lining the findings of the conjoint experiment. We interpret these results,
considering factors such as professional context, school governance, and
accountability regulatory frameworks in each country.

One feature that should be considered when interpreting these re-
sults is the relative nature of the preferences. When using conjoint ex-
periments, we measure how respondents evaluate one option in
comparison to the others. This method allows us to understand how
attributes weigh against each other, and determine which attributes are
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the most preferred and influential in decisions, but does not indicate
absolute preferences. While it captures the order of preferences among
the attributes displayed, it does not inform us of the intensity or
importance that such preferences have for teachers. Understanding this
limitation is crucial to avoid misconceptions when considering the
policy implications of our findings.

To improve clarity and facilitate intuitive understanding, we have
chosen to graphically present the key findings (preference scores and
marginal means) within the main body of the paper. A tabular repre-
sentation of all results, including overall and country-specific AMCE
estimates, can be found in Appendix B.

5.1. Relative importance of the work dimensions by country

To identify which work dimensions, among the ones included in our
study, are most significant for teachers, we display the preference scores
for each dimension in Fig. 1. As can be seen, the work dimensions that
matter the most for teachers are, in this order, goal-setting, assessment
of teaching quality, and the existence of outcome-based financial in-
centives. Yet, there are some differences between countries that merit
discussion.

Contrary to Norway and Chile, when choosing their preferred
working scenario, teachers in Catalonia (Spain) prioritize how their
work is evaluated over the clarity and communication of goals. How
goals are defined and communicated emerges as the second most
important dimension. This could be related to the fact that in Catalonia
the modality of teacher evaluation is predominantly bureaucratic, and
new forms of external and performance-based evaluation generate both
expectation and concern. While the dimension of teaching quality’s
assessment is central in Catalonia, it is considered secondary in Chile
and Norway. The most important dimension when deciding the
preferred working scenario in Norway and Chile is goal-setting, with
significant importance also given to the presence or absence of outcome-
based financial rewards. The dimension to which teachers in all coun-
tries give least importance when choosing a working scenario is the
support received from different school actors.

5.2. Teachers’ preferences regarding specific attributes by each work
dimension

The analyses of teachers’ preferences regarding specific policies and
practices (or attributes) highlight important differences between the
three countries in relation to most work dimensions. The pairwise
comparisons (Omnibus F-tests) carried out between the three cases
across all the attributes to identify statistically significant differences
show that these overall differences are non-zero (Chile-Norway: F (11,
8549) = 30.58, p < 0.001; Chile-Catalonia: F (11, 7082) = 9.97, p <
0.001; Norway-Catalonia: F (11, 6567) = 5.83, p < 0.001). As there are
highly significant differences between the results in the three cases, we
present the results for each case separately by means of side-by-side
graphs (Fig. 2). A single graph with pooled results would average out,
and therefore neutralize, the results regarding attributes with opposite
effects on the choice.”

Fig. 2 contains three side-by-side graphs displaying the marginal
mean of each attribute (dot) with 95% confidence intervals (line) for
each of the countries under analysis. In each graph, when the dot rep-
resenting an attribute is located on the right side of the figure, it in-
dicates that this attribute increases the likelihood of the scenario being
preferred; when the dot is located on the left side, this means that the
attribute discourages teachers from choosing the scenario. Each graph
provides rich information on the statistical significance of the effect of
each attribute and allows for statistical comparison between the

4 The tabular presentation of all results, including the pooled results of the
linear regression (AMCEs), can be found in Appendix B.
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attributes within each country. More specifically, when the line
accompanying the dot crosses the 0.5 line, the result is not statistically
significant. The overlap between the lines referring to different attri-
butes indicates that there is no statistically significant difference be-
tween the importance given to the attributes; while when there is no
overlap, this means that the difference is statistically significant.

Next, we present and discuss the results obtained for each dimension
separately. Apart from presenting and discussing the results country by
country, we also compare the results across countries. To check for any
statistically significant difference across countries, for each dimension,
we performed F-tests comparing two equations: one estimating only the
effects of the attributes, and another measuring the interaction between
the case and the attributes. Results of these tests are presented within the
text for each dimension.

5.2.1. Dimension #1: goal-setting

In all three countries, teachers prefer to work in schools with well-
defined and well-communicated objectives. Although Chilean teachers
seem to attribute greater importance to having clear and well defined
objectives, the overlap of the confidence intervals indicates that there
are no significant differences in relation to this dimension between the
three countries. While differences are observed among all countries, the
preferences between Norway and the other two countries are clearer and
statistically significant at the 1% level (Chile-Norway: F (3, 8565) =
9.42, p < 0.001; Chile-Catalonia: F (3, 7098) = 2.91, p = 0.033, Norway-
Catalonia: F (3, 6583) = 3.39, p = 0.017).

In all three contexts, results show that teachers prefer having clear
objectives over operating without them or with vague ones. In Chile, a
clear hierarchy of preferences is observed according to the definition
and communication of the objectives, with a preference for well-defined
and well-communicated objectives, a moderate non-preference towards
the existence of ‘goals even if they are not clear’, and a manifest rejec-
tion of the absence of goals. A plausible explanation is the long-lasting
outcomes-based management regime in Chile, which is an essential
part of teacher work and school management. This has led teachers to
rely more on goal-setting and strategic planning practices (Avalos &
Bellei, 2019).

In Norway, the rejection of the absence of objectives is less pro-
nounced than in Chile. This could be explained by the greater level of
professional autonomy of teachers and a greater capacity to define their
own goals (Montecinos et al., 2020). In Catalonia, teachers similarly
favor clear objectives, akin to Norway and Chile, but with less intensity.
This may partly reflect the value placed on teaching autonomy and
horizontality, and the recent, but still underdeveloped implementation
of outcomes-based management in schools (Verger & Curran, 2014).

5.2.2. Dimension #2: assessment of teaching quality

The teacher evaluation dimension is where we find more similarities
between teachers’ preferences in the three countries. This dimension is
indeed the only one in relation to which teachers, independently of the
country setting, agree and do not show any statistically significant dif-
ferences (Chile-Norway: F (3, 8565) = 0.63, p = 0.595; Chile-Catalonia:
F (3, 7098) = 1.37, p = 0.251; Norway-Catalonia: F (3, 6583) = 2.37,p
= 0.194). Teachers in the three countries prefer to be evaluated for their
classroom practices through observation and dislike being evaluated by
performance according to external standardized tests.

Classroom observation is the most preferred assessment method of
teacher quality in the three countries, ahead of standardized tests and
the teacher portfolio. Teachers prefer observation as an assessment
method, as opposed to external tests that focus on student achievement,
or to the teaching portfolio, which is based on the self-evaluation of
one’s own work. Teachers might welcome classroom observation as they
are likely to see it as professionally driven, since it is often associated
with peer evaluation. Furthermore, this instrument tends to provide
immediate and meaningful feedback to teachers, thus facilitating the
improvement of teaching strategies and approaches, especially when it
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comes from an experienced colleague (O’Leary, 2022; Range et al.,
2013).

In contrast, teachers coincide in rejecting external standardized tests
as a teaching quality assessment tool — despite teachers’ experience with
this type of instrument differs substantially in the three countries. This
phenomenon is likely to be linked to the reductionist nature of
performance-based assessments, which focus on a narrow part of
teachers’ work, ignoring the teaching process and privileging learning
outcomes (Au, 2007; Mintrop & Sunderman, 2013). It may also have to
do with the technical difficulties — when attempted-of separating
teaching quality from the influence of schools’ social composition on
results, reason why these assessments are frequently perceived as unfair
measures of teaching quality (Baker et al., 2010).

Finally, the teacher portfolio is a assessment tool that rather gener-
ates indifference among teachers in the three countries, even though it is
a qualitative, process-assessment strategy that teachers tend to prefer to
performance-based assessments, and that has spread among pedagogical
circles. Although teachers prefer the teacher portfolio over evaluations
based on standardized tests, they do not consider it positively. In Chile,
where teacher portfolios are a core component of teacher evaluation,
they are perceived as negatively as the standardized tests. This may be
because teachers conceive this method as burdensome paperwork
(Heneman III et al., 2006; Santiago et al., 2013) with limited effective-
ness, especially in the absence of meaningful feedback (Tummons,
2010).

5.2.3. Dimension #3: outcome-based financial incentives

Regarding outcome-based financial incentives, in all three countries
there is a preference for collective budgetary rewards (that is, rewards
that go to schools, instead of to the individuals). Apart from this element
in common, many other differences emerge. In fact, the differences be-
tween the countries in this dimension are statistically significant (Chile-
Norway: F (3, 8565) = 72.20, p < 0.001; Chile-Catalonia: F (3, 7098) =
19.54, p < 0.001; Norway-Catalonia: F (3, 6583) = 9.92, p < 0.001).

In Norway, teachers prefer not to have any incentive scheme at all,
although they prefer budgetary rewards for the school to any type of
individual salary bonus. In Chile, the situation is the opposite: teachers
prefer both individual salary bonuses and rewards to schools as incen-
tive policies, while expressing a great rejection towards the absence of
monetary incentives. Finally, in Catalonia, teachers dislike individual
salary bonuses and prefer budgetary rewards that go to the school.
However, this result should be interpreted with caution, as this dimen-
sion is less determinant in Catalonia than in the other two countries, as
indicated by the preference score.

Salary bonuses in Chile, a common and normalized policy, are likely
more valued due to lower teacher salaries and satisfaction levels
compared to Norway and Catalonia. In Chile, 65% of lower secondary
teachers are in schools where appraisals can lead to salary increases, a
practice only found in 4% of Norwegian schools (OECD, 2020). Nor-
wegian and Catalan teachers enjoy salaries above the OECD average and
higher satisfaction with their salaries, which is something that could
explain why they place less emphasis on individual bonuses. Chilean
teachers, facing lower salaries even after purchasing power adjustments
and less salary satisfaction, might view these bonuses as a necessary
supplement to their inadequate income.

The rejection of individual salary bonuses in Norway and Catalonia
might also be linked to the characteristics of professional relationships.
In contexts of great collegiality among teachers, such as the Norwegian
one (OECD, 2020), or horizontal work relations, as in Catalonia, where,
as we will show below, there is a greater preference for the support
received from colleagues, individual incentives might be perceived as a
threat to cohesion and collaboration. This finding would echo several
international experiences that indicate that, when incentives are
assigned to individual teachers, they have a potentially divisive impact
on the school’s teaching staff (e.g. Marsden, 2004; Sutherland et al.,
2018).
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5.2.4. Dimension #4: school composition (students)

The ‘School composition’ dimension concerns the sociodemographic
characteristics of the students in class. The attributes in this dimension
refer to working in disadvantaged environments (with so-called hard-to-
teach students), in advantaged contexts (with, presumably, easier-to-teach
students), or with mixed-ability students. As Fig. 2 shows, teachers in the
three countries have a clear preference for working in environments
with mixed-ability students, while preferences in relation to the other
attributes show statistically significant differences between Chile and
the other two countries. The F-test shows clear statistically significant
differences between Chilean and Norwegian teachers (F (3, 8565) =
8.97, p < 0.001, and between Chileans and Catalans (F (3, 7098) = 3.63,
p = 0.012), while the differences between Norwegians and Catalans are
unclear, at the limit of significance of 10% (F (3, 6583) = 2.37, p =
0.068).

As Fig. 2 displays, the results concerning the attribute ‘teaching
struggling students’, which is usually associated with teachers’ prosocial
value orientation, are more accentuated in Chile and Catalonia (Spain).
In both countries, we observe a non-preference for working in envi-
ronments with a socially advantaged composition, while in Norway this
attribute is unimportant, as it is not statistically significant. In contrast,
Norway is the only country where teachers declare a clear, statistically
significant, non-preference for working in socially complex environ-
ments. This result is consistent with other studies that indicate Norway
scores comparatively lower in pro-social values as motivators for
teachers entering the profession. According to these studies, Norwegian
teachers strongly uphold egalitarian principles in education and often
work in socially balanced schools. Consequently, in this country, there is
less need to externalize pro-social motives (Watt et al., 2012).

Nonetheless, it is worth noting that, in Catalonia and Chile, the
preference towards socially challenging contexts does not appear to be
significant. This may be because the Catalan and Chilean education
systems are highly segmented, which makes teachers aware of the
challenges involved in working in highly vulnerable schools. Such
school contexts often have insufficient administrative support, high
teacher turnover rates, narrowed pedagogical and organizational pro-
cesses, and school environments with discipline issues (Glazer, 2021).
Hence, not opting for disadvantaged contexts would suggest that pref-
erences based on personal utility implicitly outweigh those centered on
prosocial considerations.

Results in Fig. 2 also reflect teacher cross-country preference for
working in environments with mixed-ability students. Thus, they opt for
heterogeneous school contexts, which are not socially segregated,
neither at the top nor at the bottom of the socioeconomic gradient. As a
preference, teachers are more inclined to deal with the challenges found
in contexts characterized by diversity, but would avoid challenging
contexts where hard-to-teach students are concentrated. In Catalonia,
the preference for mixed-ability classes aligns with recent discourses
advocating for student distribution across schools, as a measure to tackle
school segregation and educational inequality (Sindic de Greuges,
2019). Promoting the distribution of socially disadvantaged students
across schools has also been a theme of educational debate and reform in
Chile in the last decade (Avalos & Bellei, 2019). As far as Norway is
concerned, this preference would be in line with the principle and
practice of unity and equality in Norwegian schools, ensuring students of
different profiles and learning paces learn together (Lyng & Blichfeldt,
2003).

5.2.5. Dimension #b5: relational dimension

Regarding the relational dimension, there are similarities in the
preferences expressed by Norwegian and Catalan teachers, while there
are differences with respect to Chilean teachers. These differences are
highly statistically significant between Norway and Chile, and between
Chile and Catalonia, whereas no significant differences appear between
Norway and Catalonia (Chile-Norway: F (3, 8565) = 10.29, p < 0.001;
Chile-Catalonia: F (3, 7098) = 8.37, p < 0.001; Norway-Catalonia: F (3,
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6583) = 0.70, p = 0.526).

Firstly, we note that receiving support from families is not a statis-
tically significant preference in any of the countries, nor are there sig-
nificant differences between them. In contrast, there are differences
regarding support that comes from the school principal or from col-
leagues: for Chilean teachers it is more important to have supportive
principals, whereas in Norway and Catalonia it is of most importance to
have supportive colleagues. Even though support is the least determi-
nant dimension in the three countries, there are reasons to believe that
differences in school governance traditions explain these differences.

In Chile, the most plausible explanation is that a model of profes-
sionalization of the managerial role of school principals has been
installed. This has led to greater acceptance of the leading and hierar-
chical role of the principal, and to the expected support from this figure
to develop a good work (Weinstein & Munoz, 2012). In contrast, in both
Norway and Catalonia, a tradition of democratic and horizontal school
governance would explain why peer support is more important than
principal support. In Catalonia, principals are often seen as equals
(primus inter pares), with their professional roles still evolving despite
legislative efforts to distinguish them from teaching roles (Verger &
Curran, 2014). Consequently, Catalan teachers view principals as col-
leagues rather than distinct managerial figures. In Norway, teacher
collaboration, particularly in student learning discussions and evalua-
tion standardization, is highly prevalent and integral to the profession,
as highlighted in TALIS 2018 (OECD, 2020). This ingrained and
taken-for-granted culture of peer support and collaboration may also
explain why within-school support ranks lowest in importance among
teachers in these three countries.

6. Conclusions

This paper explores teachers’ preferences regarding specific work
dimensions that have been affected by recent school governance re-
forms, offering original insights into the policies and practices that
teachers may find more motivating and engaging. The paper also ex-
amines the complex interplay between teachers’ preferences and
educational policy settings, professional traditions, and working con-
ditions. One of its strengths is proposing an experimental methodology
that overcomes the limitations of traditional survey question-based
research. This approach allows the unbiased identification of the rela-
tive importance of some work dimensions and attributes in shaping
teachers’ preferences, while mitigating potential social desirability
biases. Another strength of the study lies in its comparative perspective,
which underscores the importance of contextualizing teachers’ prefer-
ences. This allows us to propose several possible explanations and hy-
potheses that will enrich future research endeavors.

The findings reveal that the value teachers place on specific work
aspects and corresponding school policies varies significantly with
context, thus encouraging an approach that considers teachers’ prefer-
ences as shaped by their broader work environment. In Chile, a country
with a long-established high-stakes test-based accountability system,
teachers prioritize attributes associated with extrinsic motivation and
goal-setting. The importance given to outcome-based financial in-
centives in this country reflects a widely internalized policy norm in a
context with teachers’ wages below the adjusted international average.
In Norway, while we observe a similar hierarchy of importance, the
underlying reasons differ significantly from those in Chile. In Norway,
despite valuing extrinsic motivators like budgetary rewards to the
schools, the major focus is on the absence rather than the presence of
outcome-based incentives,. Whereas in Catalonia, the emphasis is not on
external financial rewards but on collective incentives for schools.
There, as also happens in Norway, teachers prioritize aspects related to
teaching quality assessment methods (favoring qualitative and peer-
review approaches) and the definition and communication of perfor-
mance goals.

Teachers in the three countries exhibit significant differences in
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valuing rewards such as productivity salary bonuses, something that
seems to be influenced by the extent of implementation of these mea-
sures (Ryan & Deci, 2020), but also by teachers’ work conditions. In
Chile, individual financial incentives are perceived as a compensation
for low salaries and align with the long-standing tradition of
outcomes-based management in education. Conversely, in Norway,
where collegiality is highly valued, individual bonuses might be seen as
potentially threatening positive collegial relationships.

Nonetheless, teachers worldwide also share certain preferences,
supporting Letendre (2021)’s notion of transnational commonalities in
teaching beliefs. Internationally favored aspects include working in so-
cially mixed classes, employing qualitative and process-oriented teach-
ing assessment methods (like classroom observation), having clear,
well-communicated goals, and collective budgetary rewards at the
school level. Generally, teachers across different regions concur on the
significance of overarching school reform principles like goal-setting
and teacher assessment, while commonly rejecting contentious NPM
tools that foster competition, hierarchies, and performance pressure.

The practical implications of these findings underscore the impor-
tance of adopting a nuanced approach to educational policy that takes
into account teacher preferences. Across diverse contexts, our findings
invite decision-makers to focus on policies that nurture teacher profes-
sionalism and foster collaboration, as well as desegregation policies that
promote social diversity in schools. Prioritizing these aspects can bolster
teacher motivation and engagement, ultimately creating a more
conducive educational environment and improved student outcomes. To
optimize the effectiveness of these policies, it is crucial to tailor them to
reflect the cultural and policy landscape of each country. For example, in
countries like Norway, where intrinsic motivation and collegiality hold
significant value, policy designs should lean towards fostering intrinsic
rewards, emphasizing collective achievements, and employing qualita-
tive assessment methods. Conversely, in places like Chile, where finan-
cial considerations significantly influence teacher engagement, school
governance policies need to cater teachers’ material needs and expec-
tations. This tailored approach ensures that educational policies are
better aligned with the unique policy expectations and preferences of
teachers in different settings, thereby enhancing their sense of fulfill-
ment and positively impacting educational settings.

While this study contributes valuable insights, it is not without
limitations, necessitating further research. One limitation pertains to the
focus on a restricted set of work dimensions and the relative nature of
preference scores. Future research may wish to further validate the set of
work dimensions and attributes presented in our experiment. Addi-
tionally, future studies should explore whether the way in which the
attributes are presented may influence the results obtained. Further-
more, the hypotheses and explanations we proposed in this study to
explain our findings require further exploration.

Future research should examine teachers’ preferences within indi-
vidual countries to see how school conditions, collegial dynamics, per-
formance pressures, and pedagogical beliefs interact and affect teachers’
work preferences. Further studies could also explore relations between
teachers’ preferences for outcome-based financial incentives and factors
like average teacher salaries or a country’s GDP. Moreover, the identi-
fied preferences could guide subsequent research into the causal re-
lationships between preferred working conditions and key outcomes
such as teachers’” well-being, engagement, and performance.

To sum up, our findings emphasize the need to consider professional
traditions, regulations, general working conditions, and educational
policy context for a comprehensive understanding of teachers’ work
preferences and policy priorities. This research suggests adopting school
policies that take into account teachers’ ideas aiming at bolstering their
motivation and satisfaction. Despite its assumed pro-social, personal,
and vocational nature, teacher motivation and engagement can be
nurtured and sustained through public policy. This consideration is
crucial, as policies resonating with teachers not only foster their well-
being and elevate morale, but also enhance excellent and engaging
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1 2 3 4 5
1. School composition/Students 1.0000
2. Assessment of teaching quality —0.0093 1.0000
3. Goal-setting 0.0155 0.0113 1.0000
4. Relations/Support —0.0023 —0.0144 0.0023 1.0000
5. Outcome-based financial rewards —0.0067 —0.0030 —0.0038 0.0074 1.0000
Source: Reformed database. Catalonia, Norway, and Chile.
Table A2
Correlations between conjoint attributes and respondents’ characteristics.
Case School where respondent is working Type of provider Gender
School composition/Students 0.0160 0.0100 —0.0029 —0.0105
Assessment of teaching quality —0.0008 —0.0095 0.0173 —0.0068
Goal-setting —0.0051 —0.0055 0.0003 —0.0083
Relations/Support 0.0064 0.0074 —0.0088 —0.0100
Outcome-based financial rewards —0.0024 —0.0041 —0.0086 —0.0105
Source: Reformed database. Catalonia, Norway, and Chile.
Table A3
Frequencies of conjoint attributes and levels.
ATTRIBUTES AND LEVELS N %
School composition/Students
Mixed ability (diversity of learning paces) 3687 32.65
Advantaged (easy-to-teach) 3766 33.35
Struggling (hard-to-teach) 3839 34.00
Assessment of teaching quality
Classroom observation 3774 33.42
External standardized tests 3814 33.78
Teacher portfolio 3704 32.80
Goal-setting
Not always clear and well-communicated 3705 32.81
Well defined and well-communicated 3811 33.75
No goals are set 3776 33.44
Relations/Support
From families 3818 33.81
From the principal 3695 32.72
From colleagues 3779 33.47
Outcome based financial rewards
No salary bonuses nor rewards 3867 34.25
Salary bonus for individual teacher 3679 32.58
Budgetary reward to the school 3746 33.17
Total N tables 11,292 100

Source: Reformed database. Catalonia, Norway, and Chile.
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Appendix B. Tabular estimates

Table B1

Average marginal component effect (AMCE) estimates.

Teaching and Teacher Education 146 (2024) 104631

Pooled results

Catalonia

Chile

Norway

School composition/Students

Mixed ability (diversity of learning paces)
Advantaged (easy-to-teach)

Struggling (hard-to-teach)

Assessment of teaching quality
Classroom observation

External standardized tests

Teacher portfolio

Goal-setting

Ref.
0.099%** (0.01)
—0.105*** (0.01)

Ref.
—0.166*** (0.01)
—0.109*** (0.01)

Not always clear and well-communicated Ref.
Well-defined and well-communicated 0.193*** (0.01)
No goal set —0.009 (0.01)
Relations/Support

From families Ref.

From the principal 0.009 (0.01)
From colleagues 0.012 (0.01)
Outcome-based financial incentives

No salary bonuses nor rewards Ref.

Salary bonus for individual teacher —0.014 (0.01)

Budgetary reward to the school
Fixed effects

0.057** (0.01)
Case & School

Ref.
0.098*** (0.02)
—0.085*** (0.02)

Ref.
—0.228*** (0.02)
—0.123*** (0.02)

Ref.
—0.144*** (0.02)
—0.100*** (0.02)

Ref.
—0.141*** (0.02)
—0.113%** (0.02)

Ref.
—0.052** (0.02)
—0.132*** (0.02)

Ref. Ref. Ref.

0.144*** (0.02) 0.181%** (0.02) 0.242*** (0.02)
—0.024 (0.02) —0.075%** (0.02) 0.075%** (0.02)
Ref. Ref. Ref.

0.043 (0.02) 0.009 (0.02) —0.006 (0.02)
0.036 (0.02) —0.054** (0.02) 0.067*** (0.02)
Ref. Ref. Ref.

—0.046 (0.02) 0.182%** (0.02) —0.212%** (0.02)

0.070** (0.02)
School

0.154*** (0.02)
School

—0.058** (0.02)
School

N. observations 11292 2602 4584 4106

Source: Reformed database. Catalonia, Norway, and Chile.

Table B2

Conditional marginal means.*

Catalonia Chile Norway
est. SE est. SE est. SE

School composition/Students
Mixed ability (diversity of learning paces) 0.562 0.01 0.581 0.01 0.563 0.01
Advantaged (easy-to-teach) 0.464 0.01 0.437 0.01 0.512 0.01
Struggling (hard-to-teach) 0.477 0.01 0.481 0.01 0.432 0.01
Assessment of teaching quality
Classroom observation 0.618 0.01 0.585 0.01 0.589 0.01
External standardized tests 0.390 0.01 0.444 0.01 0.419 0.01
Teacher portfolio 0.495 0.01 0.472 0.01 0.491 0.01
Goal-setting
Not always clear and well-communicated 0.458 0.01 0.465 0.01 0.393 0.01
Well-defined and well-communicated 0.603 0.01 0.646 0.01 0.656 0.01
No goal set 0.434 0.01 0.390 0.01 0.468 0.01
Relations/Support
From families 0.502 0.01 0.515 0.01 0.479 0.01
From the principal 0.459 0.01 0.524 0.01 0.473 0.01
From colleagues 0.539 0.01 0.461 0.01 0.546 0.01
Outcome-based financial incentives
No salary bonuses nor rewards 0.493 0.01 0.388 0.01 0.588 0.01
Salary bonus for individual teacher 0.447 0.01 0.570 0.01 0.377 0.01
Budgetary reward to the school 0.563 0.02 0.543 0.01 0.530 0.01
School fixed effects YES YES YES
N. observations 2,602 4,584 4,106

*Results displayed graphically in Fig. 2 of the manuscript.
Source: Reformed database. Catalonia, Norway, and Chile.
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