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An Evaluation of the New York School Choice
Scholarships Program: The First Year

(Executive Summary)

The School Choice Scholarships Foundation (SCSF) announced in February 1997
that it would provide 1,300 scholarships so that children from low-income families
currently attending public schools could transfer to private schools. The scholarships
were worth up to $1,400 annually and could be redeemed for at least three years at both
religious and secular schools. SCSF received initial application forms from over 20,000
students between February and late April 1997. Scholarship recipients were selected in a
lottery held in May 1997 and began school the following fall.

In this paper we report the first-year results for an evaluation of the SCSF
program. The evaluation takes advantage of the fact that the SCSF lottery allowed for the
conduct of a natural randomized experiment, in which students were allocated randomly
to scholarship and control groups.

Our major findings from a survey of scholarship parents and students, as
compared to a similar group of families in the control group, are as follows:

Outcomes:

After one year, students who received a scholarship scored higher in math and
reading tests. Overall, the differences between all those in grades two through
five who used their scholarships to attend a private school and the control
group of students were smallaround two percentile points in both subjects.
However, sizeable differences were observed among those students who were
in the fourth and fifth gradesfour percentile points in reading and six points
in math.

Parents of scholarship users are much more satisfied with their children's
education. Nearly half the scholarship users give their school an "A", as
compared to only one-eighth of the control group. Scholarship families were
substantially more satisfied than the control group with every dimension of
school life about which they were asked. For example, over half of the
scholarship parents were very satisfied with the academic quality of the
school, as compared to one-sixth of the control group. Similarly, 49 percent
of the scholarship parents expressed the highest satisfaction with "what's
taught in school," as compared to 19 percent of the control group.
Scholarship students in third, fourth, and fifth grade are less likely to give it a
failing grade.

Parents reported that scholarship students attended smaller schools and were
being educated in smaller classes. On average, the schools attended by
scholarship students had 110 fewer students than the schools attended by

2

4



students in the control group. Furthermore, the classes in which scholarship
students were being taught had two fewer students on average than the classes
attended by the control group. Consistent with these findings, 36 percent of
the scholarship parents reported being "very satisfied" with the class size at
their school, but only 13 percent of the control group of parents reported a
similar level of satisfaction.

Scholarship students were less likely than the control group to have access to
a library, cafeteria, nurse's office, child counselors and special programs for
non-English speakers and students with learning difficulties.

As compared to those in the control group, parents of scholarship students
were more likely to report that the following were not a serious problem at
their school: students destroying property, being late for school, missing
classes, fighting, cheating, and engaging in racial conflict. Twenty two
percent of the parents in the control group were very satisfied with school
safety, but almost half of scholarship parents were.

Scholarship students were asked to do more homework, parents say. Fifty-
one percent of the scholarship parents reported that their child had at least an
hour of homework a day, as compared to 36 percent of the control-group
parents. Sixteen percent of the control group of parents but only 10 percent of
the scholarship parents reported that homework was too easy. Scholarship
students were more likely than control-group students to report having
difficulty with homework but were less likely to say their work was marked
and returned to them.

Parents of scholarship students report more frequent school communications
from their child's school and from their child's teachers.

Scholarship students are considerably more likely than the children in the
control group to be subject to a dress code and to be required to wear a school
uniform; they are less likely to be required to obtain a "hall pass" when
leaving the classroom.

Student mobility rates among schools within the school year are the same for
the scholarship students and the members of the control group.

Expulsion and suspension rates were low for both scholarship students and
members of the control group. No difference between the two groups was
detected.

Using a scholarship reduced somewhat the racial isolation of minority
students. Eighteen percent of scholarship parents replied that less than half of
those in their child's classroom were of minority background, while just 11
percent of the parents in the control group gave this response. Conversely, 37
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percent of the control-group parents said all the students in the classroom were
minority, as compared to just 28 percent of the scholarship parents.

Parental self reports of their involvement in school and engagement in the
education of their children was very high and much the same for both
scholarship parents and those in the control group.

Making Use of a Scholarship Offer:

Seventy-five percent of those offered scholarships made use of them.
Families who made use of the scholarships were of somewhat higher income
than those who did not. The expense of a private school was the most
frequently given reason for not using a scholarship. Failure to pass an
admissions test was hardly ever mentioned.

Over 75 percent of the parents of scholarship users said that among the
reasons "very important" for their choice of school were school safety,
academic quality, what was taught in school, and school discipline. The
school's location, the children's friends, and the sports program were least
frequently mentioned as very important. Religious instruction was mentioned
as very important by approximately half the parents.

Thirty-four percent of scholarship parents said that, apart from their SCSF
scholarship, they relied on family income to help pay for their private-school
tuition. Twenty-two percent of the parents said their child had received a
school scholarship, and 6 percent reported that they the school paid for some
or, in a few cases, all of their remaining tuition. Sixteen percent of the
respondents indicated that relatives and friends helped out.

Participation in the Program:

Families of scholarship applicants were similar to those eligible for participation
in terms of income. However, they were more dependant on governmental assistance and
more likely to be African American. On the other hand, mothers of scholarship students
had more education and were more likely to report working full-time.

This is the first opportunity to estimate the impacts of a school choice pilot
program by means of an evaluation that has all the following characteristics:

a lottery that allocated scholarships randomly to eligible applicants;

a lottery that was administered by an independent evaluation team that can
guarantee its integrity;
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baseline data on student test performance and family background
characteristics that were collected from a high percentage of the students and
their families prior to the lottery;

data on a broad range of characteristics that were collected from a high
percentage of the test group and control group one year later.
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An Evaluation of the New York School Choice Scholarships Program:

The First Year

Over the past few years, legislative proposals have been introduced in Congress
and many state legislatures. These proposals would offer families vouchers or
scholarships so that they may choose among a wide range of schools, public and private,
religious and secular. In 1990 a pilot program giving public students access to secular
private schools in the City of Milwaukee was enacted by the Wisconsin legislature; in
1996 the legislature expanded this program to include religious schools. After surviving
a constitutional challenge in state courts, the program went into effect in the fall of 1998.
A similar program enacted for Cleveland by the Ohio legislature is beginning its third
year of operation in the fall of 1998. At the federal level, a pilot program for the District
of Columbia received congressional approval in 1998 but was vetoed by President Bill
Clinton.

Many interest groups, political leaders and policy analysts have debated the
desirability of continuing and expanding these school choice programs. Supporters of
school choice assert that:

low-income, inner-city children learn more in private schools;

a more orderly educational climate in private schools enhances learning
opportunities;

private schools use their limited resources more efficiently;

families develop closer communications with schools they themselves choose;

school choice reduces the amount of mobility from school to school both
within the school year and from one year to the next;

choice fosters racial and ethnic integration.'

These claims are challenged by school choice critics who argue that:

any perceived learning gains in private schools are due to the more selected
nature of private-school families;

private schools select out the "best and the brightest," leaving behind the
disadvantaged;

private-school rules, such as uniforms and dress codes, interfere with a child's
creativity;
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low-income families choose schools more on the basis of location, religious
affiliation, and sports programs than educational quality;

public schools have a broader range of programs to serve needy populations;

when choices are available, mismatches often occur and private schools expel
problem students, adding to the instability of the education of children from
low-income, inner-city families;

private schools balkanize the population into racially and ethnically
homogenous educational environments.2

Much of the debate over school choice has acquired a particularly intense tone in
part because high-quality information about school-choice programs is limited. Although
many studies comparing public and private schools have been published, they have been
criticized for comparing dissimilar populations. Even when statistical adjustments are
made, it remains unclear whether findings actually describe differences between public
and private schools or simply differences in the kinds of students and families attending
them.3

The best way to make sure that two populations are similar is to assign individuals
randomly to treatment and control groups. This procedure is standard in medical
research. It has also been used recently in a number of educational studies, such as the
Tennessee Star study that found that smaller classes had positive effects among students
in kindergarten and first grade.4 Until now, this type of research design has not been used
carefully to study the question of school choice.

In this paper we report outcomes from a randomized experiment made possible by
the New York School Choice Scholarships Foundation (SCSF), a privately-funded school
choice program. 5 The program provides the first opportunity to estimate the impacts of a
school choice pilot program that has the following characteristics:

a lottery that allocated scholarships randomly to applicants;

a lottery that was administered by an independent evaluation team that can
guarantee its integrity;

baseline data on student test performance and family background
characteristics that were collected from a high percentage of the students and
their families prior to the lottery;

data on a broad range of characteristics that were collected from a high
percentage of the test group and control group one year later.
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In this report, we provide information on the SCSF program one year after
students started using their school-choice scholarships. Similar reports are planned for at
least the next two years of the program.

Our major findings, in summary form, are as follows:

Outcomes:

After one year, students who received a scholarship scored higher in math and
reading tests. Overall, the differences between all those in grades two through
five who used their scholarships to attend a private school and the control
group of students were smallaround two percentile points in both subjects.
However, sizeable differences were observed among those students who were
in the fourth and fifth gradesfour percentile points in reading and six points
in math.

Parents of scholarship users are much more satisfied with their children's
education. Nearly half the scholarship users give their school an "A", while
only one-eighth of the control group does. Scholarship families were
substantially more satisfied than the control group with every dimension of
school life about which they were asked. For example, over half of the
scholarship parents were very satisfied with the academic quality of the
school, as compared to one-sixth of the control group. Similarly, 49 percent
of the scholarship parents expressed the highest satisfaction with "what's
taught in school," as compared to 19 percent of the control group. Scholarship
students in third, fourth, and fifth grade are less likely to give it a failing
grade.

Parents reported that scholarship students attended smaller schools and were
being educated in smaller classes. On average, the schools attended by
scholarship students had 110 fewer students than the schools attended by
students in the control group. Furthermore, the classes in which scholarship
students were being taught had two fewer students on average than the classes
attended by the control group. Consistent with these findings, 36 percent of
the scholarship parents reported being "very satisfied" with the class size at
their school, but only 13 percent of the control group of parents reported a
similar level of satisfaction.

Scholarship students were less likely than the control group to have access to
a library, cafeteria, nurse's office, child counselors and special programs for
non-English speakers and students with learning difficulties.

As compared to those in the control group, parents of scholarship students
were more likely to report that the following were not a serious problem at
their school: students destroying property, being late for school, missing
classes, fighting, cheating, and engaging in racial conflict. Twenty two
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percent of the parents in the control group were very satisfied with school
safety, but almost half of scholarship parents were.

Scholarship students were asked to do more homework, parents say. Fifty-
one percent of the scholarship parents reported that their child had at least an
hour of homework a day, as compared to 36 percent of the control-group
parents. Sixteen percent of the control group of parents but only 10 percent of
the scholarship parents reported that homework was too easy. Scholarship
students were more likely than control-group students to report having
difficulty with homework but were less likely to say their work was marked
and returned to them.

Parents of scholarship students report more frequent school communications
from their child's school and from their child's teachers.

Scholarship students are considerably more likely than the children in the
control group to be subject to a dress code and to be required to wear a school
uniform; they are less likely to be required to obtain a "hall pass" when
leaving the classroom.

Student mobility rates among schools within the school year are the same for
the scholarship students and the members of the control group.

Expulsion and suspension rates were low for both scholarship students and
members of the control group. No difference between the two groups was
detected.

Using a scholarship reduced somewhat the racial isolation of minority
students. Eighteen percent of scholarship parents replied that less than half of
those in their child's classroom were of minority background, while just 11
percent of the parents in the control group gave this response. Conversely, 37
percent of the control-group parents said all the students in the classroom were
minority, as compared to just 28 percent of the scholarship parents.

Parental self reports of their involvement in school and engagement in the
education of their children was very high and much the same for both
scholarship parents and those in the control group.

Making Use of a Scholarship Offer:

Seventy-five percent of those offered scholarships made use of them.
Families who made use of the scholarships were of somewhat higher income
than those who did not. The expense of a private school was the most
frequently given reason for not using a scholarship. Failure to pass an
admissions test was hardly ever mentioned.
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Over 75 percent of the parents of scholarship users said that among the
reasons "very important" for their choice of school were school safety,
academic quality, what was taught in school, and school discipline. The
school's location, the children's friends, and the sports program were least
frequently mentioned as very important. Religious instruction was mentioned
as very important by approximately half the parents.

Thirty-four percent of scholarship parents said that, apart from their SCSF
scholarship, they relied on family income to help pay for their remaining
private-school tuition. Twenty-two percent of the parents said their child had
received a school scholarship, and 6 percent reported that the school paid for
some or, in a few cases, all of their tuition. Sixteen percent of the respondents
indicated that relatives and friends helped out.

Participation in the SCSF program:

Families of scholarship applicants were similar to those eligible for participation
in terms of income. However, they were more dependent on government assistance and
more likely to be African American. On the other hand, mothers of scholarship students
had more education and were more likely to report working full-time.

In the remainder of this report, we describe the program sponsored by the SCSF,
the data collection, analysis and reporting procedures that the evaluation team employed,
and detailed findings from the evaluation for the first year of the program.

Description of the School Choice Scholarships Foundation Program

In February 1997 SCSF announced that it would provide 1,300 scholarships worth
up to $1,400 annually for at least three years to children from low-income families
currently attending public schools. The scholarship could be used to help pay the cost of
attending a private school, either religious or secular. SCSF received initial application
forms from over twenty thousand students between February and late April 1997.

In order to become eligible for a scholarship, children had to be entering grades
one through five, live in New York City, attend a public school at the time of application,
and come from families with incomes such that they qualified for the U. S. government's
free school lunch program. To ascertain eligibility, students and an adult member of their
family were asked to attend verification sessions during which family income and their
child's public-school attendance was documented.

Because of the large number of families submitting initial application forms, it
was not feasible to invite all families to verification sessions. To give all families an
equal chance of participating, a preliminary lottery was used to determine which families
would be invited to verification sessions. Only families who attended the sessions and
documented their eligibility were included in the final lottery.
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The final lottery was held in mid-May 1997. Mathematica Policy Research
(MPR) administered the lottery; SCSF announced the winners. Within the parameters
established by SCSF, all applicants had an equal chance of winning the lottery. SCSF
decided in advance to allocate 85 percent of the scholarships to applicants from public
schools whose average test scores were less than the citywide median. Consequently,
applicants from these schools, who represented about 70 percent of all applicants, were
assigned a higher probability of winning a scholarship. In the information reported in the
tables, results have been adjusted by weighting cases differentially so that they can be
generalized to all applicants who would have come to the verification sessions had they
been invited, regardless of whether or not they attended a low-performing school.

Subsequent to the lottery, SCSF assisted families in finding private school
placements. In mid-September 1997, SCSF reported that places had been found and
recorded at some 225 private schools for 1,168 scholarship recipients, approximately 75
percent of all those offered scholarships.

Evaluation Procedures

The evaluation procedures that were utilized conform to those used in randomized
experiments. Baseline data were collected prior to the beginning of the scholarship
program; one of the conditions for participating in the program was agreement to provide
confidential baseline and follow-up information. Responses were obtained one year later
from'in-percent of all families participating in the evaluation.6

Collection of Baseline Data

During the sessions at which eligibility was verified, students were asked to take
the Iowa Test in Basic Skills (ITBS) in reading and mathematics. Students in
kindergarten applying for a scholarship for first grade were exempted from this
requirement. Parents were asked to fill out questionnaires reporting information on their
satisfaction with the school their child was currently attending, their involvement in their
child's education, and their demographic characteristics. These sessions took place
during March, April, and early May 1997 on Saturday mornings and on vacation days.
The sessions were held at private schools, where students could take tests in a classroom
setting. In most cases, private school teachers served as proctors under the overall
supervision of the staff of Mathematica Policy Research (MPR).

While the child was taking a test that took more than an hour, responses to
questionnaires were completed in a separate room by the adult accompanying the child to
the testing session. This procedure had the advantage of giving administrators the
opportunity to stress that responses to the questionnaire would be held in strict
confidence and used for statistical purposes only. It also provided respondents the time
to complete the questionnaire at leisure and the opportunity to ask any questions
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concerning the meaning of particular questions. Questionnaires were available in both
English and Spanish.

Anticipating that a variety of caretakers might be accompanying children,
questions were designed in such a way as to allow any caretaker familiar with the child's
school experiences to respond to the questions. Although grandmothers and other
relatives and guardians also filled out the questionnaire, in over 90 percent of the cases
one of the parents answered the questions. The remainder of the report, for ease of
presentation, refers to opinions expressed as those of parents.

In November 1997 MPR and the Harvard Program on Education Policy and
Governance (PEPG) issued a report that provided information on baseline test scores and
demographic characteristics of applicants, scholarship winners, those who used their
scholarships, and those who did not. Because scholarships were allocated by a lottery,
there were few differences between scholarship recipients and non-recipients; however,
baseline test scores of non-recipients were somewhat higher (see appendix). Those
scholarship recipients who made use of the scholarship were more educated and were
somewhat less disadvantaged in other respects than those who did not make use of the
scholarship; however, those making use of the scholarship were more likely to be African
American. Baseline test scores did not differ significantly between those using the
scholarship and those who did not.7

Collection of First-Year Follow-up Information

To evaluate the effects of the scholarship on students and their families, MPR
selected at random students from 1,000 families who had received a scholarship and 960
families who had attended a verification session but had not received a scholarship.
Procedures used to select the control group are described elsewhere.8 In April, May and
June of 1998, these families were invited to attend sessions during which students took
the ITBS in mathematics and reading, and adult members of their family completed
surveys that asked a wide range of questions about the educational experiences of their
oldest child within the age range eligible for a scholarship. Students in grades three, four
and five were also asked to complete short questionnaires. (See appendix for
questionnaires).

Testing and questionnaire administration procedures were similar to those that
had been followed one year previously. Both the scholarship students and students in the
control group were tested in locations other than the school they were currently attending.
Each student's performance was given a national percentile ranking that varies between
one and one hundred. The national average is fifty.

Eighty-three percent of those selected for participation agreed to attend the testing
and questionnaire sessions held in April and May 1998. This high response rate was
achieved in part because SCSF conditioned the renewal of scholarships on participation
in the evaluation; non-scholarship winners selected to become members of the control
group were compensated for their expenses and told that they could automatically reapply
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for a new lottery if they participated in these follow-up sessions. The appendix compares
the characteristics of respondents and non-respondents.

Data Analysis and Reporting Procedures

The analysis of the data from the first year of the SCSF program takes advantage
of the fact that a lottery was used to award scholarships. As a result, it is possible to
compare two groups of students that were similar, on average, in almost all respects
except that the members of the control group were not offered a scholarship.

Since some families did not participate in the testing and questionnaire
administration sessions held in the spring of 1998, some departure from an ideal
randomized experiment occurred. However, as is discussed in the Appendix, the
response rate was unusually high, especially in light of the fact that data were being
collected from a low-income, inner city population in the nation's largest city. We have
made adjustments in the weight given to individual cases in order to take into account
differential response rates.9

This report provides data that help to answer the following two questions, both of
which have clear policy implications:

1. What was the impact of the offer of a SCSF scholarship to a group of low-
income scholarship applicants, as measured by test scores and as perceived by
the applicants themselves?

2. What was the impact of participation in the SCSF program on those families
who made use of their scholarship to attend a private school?

The analytical techniques needed to answer each question differ in important
ways. The first question can be answered straightforwardly by comparing the responses
of those who were offered a scholarship with the responses of the control group. Because
scholarships were awarded at random, the two groups may be assumed to be, on average,
statistically equivalent, save the offer of a scholarship. Any differences between the two
groups can be attributed to the offer.10

To compute program impacts on children's test scores, we estimated a statistical
model that took into account students' scholarship or control-group status, baseline
reading and math test scores, and variables used to define the randomization process.
Baseline test scores were included to: 1) adjust for baseline differences between the
treatment and control gpiroups on the achievement tests and 2) to increase the precision of
the estimated impacts. 11 To compute program impacts on the parent and student survey
outcomes we used a similar approach; however, we did not include the baseline test
scores to predict parent and student responses.
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The answer to the first question is provided in columns one and two of many of
the tables in this report (Tables 5-18). Column one of these tables provides the responses
of those offered a scholarship; column two is the difference in the responses of those
offered a scholarship and a control group. Subtracting column two from column one
generates the responses of the control group.

For some policy analysts, this first question is the crucial policy question: What
happens when a school choice program is put into effect? What are the impacts on the
population of low-income families who were interested in a school-choice scholarship?
This is similar to a question often asked in medical research: What will happen if a
particular pill is marketed? How will the health of potential users be altered, whether or
not all patients use the pill as prescribed?

But other analysts want an answer to question two as well. They want to know
what are the consequences of actually participating in the program, that is, making use of
the scholarship and attending a private school. More exactly, they want to know what
difference it makes whether low-income, inner-city families attend a public or a private
school. In medical research, the parallel question is: What are the consequences of
actually taking a pill, as prescribed?

The answer to this second question requires a comparison between scholarship
users and similar individuals in the control group.I2 Column three provides the responses
of scholarship users and column four the difference between users and the responses of
those members of the control group who, it is estimated, would have used the
scholarship.

In short, when we provide information that answers the two questions enumerated
above, we present the information in four columns, as follows:

1. Response of all those offered a scholarship.
2. Estimated impact of being offered a scholarship.
3. Responses of all those who made use of a scholarship.
4. Estimated impact of using a scholarship.

Control Group

The impact of program participation, as estimated in column four, is still subject
to possible error. Ten percent of the control group placed their students in private schools,
despite the fact that the family did not receive a New York School Choice Scholarship.
Instead, they found an alternative way of financing a private education. As a result, the
scholarship parents are being compared to a control group that also contains a number of
families with children in private schools, making the estimates of programmatic impacts
reported below conservative indications of differences between public and private
schools in New York City.I3
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Response Bias

It is well known that people tend to over-estimate their good behaviors and under-
estimate their less attractive ones. Very likely, we are more likely to over-estimate our
smiles than our frowns, our vitamin than our fat intake, our minutes spent in exercise than
those spent as a couch potato.

Students and parents are no different. They are likely to over-estimate the time
spent at homework, volunteering for school, and educational expectations for their child.
Parents may also view the school their child attends through rose-tinted glasses; after all,
few responsible parents are likely to admit to themselves or to others that they are
sending their child to a terrible school.

The interpretation of data from the parental and student surveys in New York City
needs to take into account this very human tendency. No special weight should be placed
on the actual frequency with which any particular type of event is said to take place. For
example, one should not take too seriously the claim by children in third through fifth
grade that they spend, on average, approximately one hour and twenty minutes a day
doing their homework.

But if absolute levels may not be estimated accurately, there is no reason to
believe that the two groups of parentsscholarship recipients and members of the control
groupdiffer in the accuracy of their reports. After all, individualswere assigned
randomly to the two groups, and any reporting bias should be similar for the two groups.
Thus, this report will interpret differences between groups rather than the absolute value

obtained by any one group.

Generalization of Findings

One must qualify any generalizations from the results of this pilot program to a
large-scale voucher program that would involve all children in New York City or other
central cities. Only a tiny fraction of low-income students in New York public schools
were offered scholarships, and they constituted only a small proportion of the students
attending New York private schools. The impact of a much larger program could
conceivably have quite different program outcomes.

The positive outcomes reported herein nonetheless may prove encouraging to
those who seek to extend and expand school choices for low-income, inner-city families.
It is hoped that careful research will accompany larger pilot programs established by
private philanthropists and/or public authorities.

Participation in Scholarship Program

Critics of school choice have argued that choice programs do not give low-income
families a viable choice of schools. In the words of educational sociologist Amy Wells,
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"White and higher-SES [socio-economic status] families will no doubt be in a position to
take greater advantage of the educational market."14 Defenders of private schools have
replied that private schools have an ethnically and economically diverse population. For
example, they have said that the social composition of Catholic schools in New York
City does not differ substantially from that of public schools.15

Applying for a Scholarship

To be eligible to apply for a scholarship, a family had to qualify for the federal
free lunch program, have a child currently in a public school, and live in New York City.
To have one's name entered into the lottery, applicants had to participate in eligibility
verification sessions at which their children were tested and parents filled out
questionnaires. It is possible that the application process attracted a population
substantially different from a cross-section of all those eligible.

To estimate the extent to which the applicant population differed from a cross-
section of the population, Rachel Deyette at Harvard's Kennedy School of Government
obtained demographic information on the population that would have been eligible had
scholarships been offered in 1990, the last year in which a U. S. census was taken.16

Her estimate is based on data collected at a time in which New York's economic
and social conditions differed from those prevailing at the time parents were surveyed.
For one thing, 1990 was a recession year, and 1997, the year of application, was in the
midst of a boom. Also, education levels of the adult population have risen. Nonetheless,
Deyette's data provide a useful estimate of the extent to which the applicant population
differs from those eligible.

Deyette finds no significant difference in the income of applicants as compared to
the eligible population, once income is adjusted for inflation between 1990 and 1997 (see
table 1). Father employment rates are similar. Also, the residential mobility of the
applicant population is about the same as among the eligible population. And applicant
mothers are only slightly more likely to be foreign born than is the eligible population.

Applicants were more likely to be dependent on government assistance for
income. Also, the applicant population is less likely to be non-Hispanic white and more
likely to be African American. If these findings suggest that the applicant population was
particularly disadvantaged, other findings point in the opposite direction. Mothers and
fathers are considerably more likely to have some college education, English is more
likely to be the language spoken in the household, and mothers are more likely to be
employed either full or part-time.
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Selecting a School

School critics often disagree with proponents of school choice about the
importance of educational considerations in the selection of the school. Critics argue that
low-income families are more concerned about location, sports programs, or religious
instruction than about academic quality per se. For example, the Carnegie Foundation for
the Advancement of Teaching has claimed that "when parents do select another school,
academic concerns often are not central to the decision."17 Similarly, an American
Federation of Teachers' report on the Cleveland voucher program suggests that parents
sought scholarships, not because of "'failing' public schools" but "for religious reasons or
because they already had a sibling attending the same school."18 Public intellectual
Nicholas Lemann makes the point most provocatively: When a major impediment to the
achievement of poor children is "their parents' impoverishment, poor education, lax
discipline, and scant interest in education," he asks, isn't it absurd to think that these same
parents will become "tough, savvy demanding education consumers" once they have the
right to choose?19 Disputing these contentions, supporters of school choice claim that
low-income parents, like other parents, place the highest priority on the educational
quality of the school.

To ascertain the considerations New York parents had in mind when selecting a
school, parents were asked how important was the academic quality of the school, class
size, safety, availability of religious instruction, the sports program, and several other
dimensions that are often thought to be of interest. Parents were also given the option of
saying the school selected "was the only choice available."

School safety, "what's taught in class," teacher quality, academic quality and
discipline were the most frequently mentioned factors cited as "very important" to
scholarship users. Over three-fourths of the scholarship users ticked off the "very
important" box after these five items (Table 2). The items least frequently mentioned as
"very important" to scholarship users were attending a neighborhood school, a child's
friends, and the sports program. Only about a quarter of the parents checked these items
as "very important." Approximately half of the parents said religious considerations
were very important.

Obtaining the School of Choice

Most parents of scholarship users in New York report that they were able to send
their child to a preferred private school. Despite the fact that scholarships were not
awarded until May 1997, just a couple of months prior to the end of the previous school
year, over 72 percent of those offered a scholarship reported success in finding a school
they wanted (Table 3).20 Surprisingly, fully 60 percent of the families in the control
group also said their children went to a desired school. While these differences are
statistically significant, they are not very large, suggesting that being offered a
scholarship may not greatly affect families' chances of sending their children to schools
they consider acceptable.

19 17



Those who did not obtain the school of their choice were asked what they thought
were the reasons why. Parents were invited to list more than one reason, if they wished.
The most common reason given by parents offered the scholarship was that the family
could not afford one of their preferred schools, a response given by 14 percent (Table 3).
Other reasons mentioned by families included the following: the family had applied too
late, the child was not given a space, and/or no space was available at the school. Each of
these factors was listed by somewhat less than 7 percent of all those offered a
scholarship. Transportation and inconvenient location were each given as a reason by
about 2 percent. Only a few parents gave other reasons, such as failure to pass the
admission test, family not being a member of the church affiliated with the school, or
communication problems.21

Paying for School

Most families who accepted an SCSF scholarship needed to find additional
resources to pay the tuition at their child's private school. To find out where families
obtained additional resources, we asked scholarship parents how they paid the tuition.
When responding to this question, parents were invited to list more than one source of
revenue, if appropriate. Eighty-three percent said they received and used a SCSF
scholarship (Table 4), but according to SCSF records the other 17 percent received the
scholarship as wel1.22

Other than an SCSF scholarship, the most frequently mentioned source of tuition
revenue is family income, a source mentioned by 34 percent of the scholarship users.
Twenty-two percent of these parents said their child had received a school scholarship,
and 6 percent said they the school paid for some or, in a few cases, all of their tuition.
Sixteen percent of the respondents said that relatives and friends helped out. Only 4
percent said they paid for tuition by donating time and fund-raising support.

Experiences in School

The effect on students of attending a private school has been a matter of
considerable debate. Critics of school choice argue that choice will lead to ethnic and
racial segregation,23 while supporters reply that the private sector is more integrated than
the public sector.24 Critics say that many private schools do not give students the
necessary freedom to develop broadly, while supporters say that privately run schools are
more orderly, making it easier for children to learn. Choice critics say that public schools
have better facilities and more elaborate programs capable of serving a diverse
population.25 Choice supporters claim that private schools have necessary facilities and
do a better job of incorporating all children into a common framework.

These topics are often debated with limited, low-quality information. In this
section we provide, for the first time, information from a randomized experiment on
school facilities, program, ethnic composition, and the disciplinary climate in public and
private schools.
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School Facilities

Most observers expect to find in central-city public schools larger, more
expensive, more complex, and more sophisticated facilities than are available in central-
city private schools. With a few exceptions, reports from applicant parents in New York
City are consistent with the conventional wisdom.

First of all, public schools are larger. As estimated by parents, the effect of taking
a scholarship was to reduce the size of the school a child attended by 110 students (Table
5). Private schools attended by scholarship recipients were also less likely to have a
library, a cafeteria, a nurse's office, child counselors, and special programs for non-
English speakers and students with learning programs. The biggest difference was for
programs for non-English speaking students. Fifty-five percent of the scholarship
parents reported such a program in their school, as compared to three-quarters of the
control-group parents. Most other differences were not as large; for example, almost 83
percent of the scholarship families reported their school had a nurse's office, as compared
to 93 percent of the parents in the control group (Table 5).

In a couple of instances, private school parents reported more extensive facilities
and programs. For example, they were somewhat more likely to say their school had a
computer laboratory and a music program. In other cases such as programs in arts,
programs for advanced learners, and after-school programs, no differences between the
two groups were evident.

Private school parents also reported that their children were in smaller classes. As
estimated by parents, the effect of using a scholarship was to reduce the size of the
child's class by 2.1 students (Table 5). Inasmuch as recent research indicates that class
size has important positive effects on student learning, especially among younger
children, private-school supporters may interpret this as an indication that schools in the
private sector use scarce educational resources more efficiently.26

In sum, classes and schools are smaller in the private sector, but public schools
have a wider range of facilities and programs. These larger, more complex facilities do
not seem to satisfy the parents who applied for scholarships, however. On the contrary,
approximately 36 percent of the scholarship users were very satisfied with school
facilities, as compared to less than 14 percent of the parents in the control group (Table
5).

Ethnic Composition of School

Using a scholarship in New York City slightly reduced somewhat the racial
isolation of minority students. Parents were asked, "What percentage of the students in
this child's classroom are minority?" To this question, 17 percent of the scholarship users
replied that less than half of the students in the classroom were of minority background.
Only 11 percent of the parents in the control group gave this response. Conversely, 37
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percent of the control-group parents said their child's classroom was all- minority, as
compared to just 28 percent of the parents of scholarship users (Table 6).

Special Education

In the debate over school choice, special education has received a good deal of
attention. Critics of school choice say that private schools ignore the needs of those with
physical and mental disabilities.27 Defenders of school choice often claim that many of
those diagnosed as disabled can learn in regular classrooms and that special arrangements
can be made for others.

To illuminate this question, parents were asked about their child's special
education needs and the availability of school programs to meet these needs. Only 4
percent of those offered a scholarship said their child had a physical handicap, and just 11
percent said their child had learning difficulties (Table 7). Of those with learning
difficulties, scholarship users were more likely to say the facility met the child's needs
very well. Nearly 50 percent of the private-school parents said they met the learning
needs very well, as compared to a third of the control group of parents. The percentages
for those with physical difficulties were 33 and 17 percent, respectively, though these
differences were not statistically significant.

Because only a small percentage of families who applied for scholarships had
special education needs, these results are hardly definitive. What can be said is that of
that small percentage of families of disabled children who apply for scholarships, private
schools seem as well or better equipped to meet their needs as are public schools. At
least that is what parents reported.

School Climate

The scholarship program had a major impact on the daily life of students at
school, if parental reports are accurate. Scholarship parents were more likely to report
that the following were not a serious problem at their school: students destroying
property, being late for school, missing classes, fighting, cheating, and racial conflict.
For example, 44 percent of the parents with students in private schools thought fighting
was a serious problem at their school, but nearly two-thirds percent of the control group
of parents said it was (Table 8). The percentages perceiving tardiness as a problem were
38 for the scholarship user, 57 for the control group. Nearly 30 percent of scholarship
users, but 44 percent of the control group, said destruction of property was a serious
problem.

Although student reports of the climate in their school and classroom are not as
sharply differentiated as those of parents, they are consistent with parental assessments.
As can be seen in Table 8, scholarship users were more likely to report that "rules for
behavior are strict," fewer of their friends use "bad language" and "students are proud to
go to this school."
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Public and private schools seem to use different control mechanisms for
maintaining discipline. Private schools seem to emphasize dress and orderliness; public
schools use rules and regulations. Almost all private schools seem to require students to
wear a school uniform. No less than 97 percent of the scholarship parents reported their
school required uniforms, as compared to 33 percent of the parents in the control group
(Table 8). Similarly, 95 percent of the scholarship parents reported that certain kinds of
clothing are forbidden, but less than half of the control group do. On the other hand,
sign-in sheets and hall passes are more frequently employed by public schools. Virtually
all of the control group reported that parents must sign-in when they come to school, but
only four-fifths of the scholarship parents reported such a regulation. To leave their
class, control-group students must obtain a hall pass, say about 86 percent of the control
group parentsbut only about 71 percent of the scholarship parents say this is required.

Homework

Students in private schools are asked to do more homework, parents say. Fifty-
five percent of the scholarship users reported that their child had at least an hour of
homework a day, whereas only 36 percent of the control-group parents reported this
much homework (Table 9). Private school parents were also less likely to say the
homework was too easy.

Student assessment of their homework situation varied somewhat from that of the
parents. However, question-wording was sufficiently different for parents and students
that the results do not directly contradict each other. Students were asked to indicate
whether or not it was true that they "had trouble keeping up with the homework." Nearly
30 percent of the scholarship students said this was true, but only 22 percent of the
students in the control group did (Table 9). Later on, students were asked "how much" of
their homework they "usually" did. If the students are to be believed, they are model
students, because about 80 percent of both groups of students claim to do "all" of their
homework. Nearly half claimed their homework is "graded and returned" to them
"always or most of the time." Students in the control group were more likely to say their
homework is graded and returned to them "always or most of the time." The figures
were 51 and 39 percent, respectively.

School Communications with Parents

Parents of scholarship users report much higher levels of communications from
their school about their child. Although no significant differences in the frequency of
parent-teacher conferences were reported, the data presented in Table 10 indicates that a
higher percentage of scholarship users reported :

being more informed about student grades halfway through the grading
period;
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being notified when their child is sent to the office the first time for disruptive
behavior;

parents speaking to classes about their jobs;

parents participating in instruction;

parent open-house or back-to-school night held at the school;

parents receiving notes about their child from the teacher;

parents receiving a newsletter about what is going on in school;

parents being informed by school when the child is absent.

The largest differences in school communication practices involved parents
receiving newsletters, parents participating in instruction, parents receiving notes from
teachers, and parents speaking about their jobs. For example, nearly 90 percent of the
scholarship users reported receiving notes from teachers as compared to just over three-
fourths of the parents in the control group.

Religious Practices

The SCSF program had an impact on the religious practices of the families.
Parents of scholarship users reported taking their child more frequently to religious
services than parents of the control group. Students who were scholarship users
confirmed their parents' report. As compared to the students in the control group,
scholarship users more often said they received religious instruction outside of school,
participated in church youth groups and attended religious services (Table 11). About a
third of the scholarship students, but only a little more than one-fifth of the control group,
said they have been receiving religious instruction outside of school. Almost half of
scholarship users participated in church youth groups, as compared to less than a third of
the students in the control group. Finally, scholarship users had attended church services
more frequently than members of the control group.

The higher level of religious activity among scholarship users was, in all
likelihood, a genuine program impact, not a function of any selectivity in the population
using the scholarship. It is important to emphasize once again that the award of a
scholarship was made randomly, making it likely that students engaged in similar levels
of religious activity prior to the beginning of the pilot program. And in fact, one year
previously, when parents were asked about their religious affiliations in the in the
baseline survey, no significant differences in religious affiliation between the two groups
could be detected.
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School-Family Relationships

Supporters of school choice claim that when parents choose a school, the family
becomes more engaged in their child's education. Working together, schools and parents
create a more effective educational environment for their children.28 But choice critics
argue that any observed differences in parental engagement with private schools is due to
the selected nature of the families who choose private schools in the first place.

Parental Involvement in School Activities and Children's Education

The evidence after one year provides little evidence that school choice increases
family engagement in their children's education. Both parents in the scholarship and the
control group claim to be very active in school affairs, and, given the fact that they made
the effort to apply for a scholarship, it is entirely possible that these self-reports are not
greatly exaggerated. More to the point, the scholarship program seems to have little effect
on parental involvement in school life.

As can be seen in Table 12, those receiving a scholarship do not differ
significantly from the control group along the following dimensions: number of hours
spent volunteering in a child's school, membership in the PTA or similar organization,
number of hours spent as a volunteer in this school organization, or the number of times
the parent talked with someone at the school about their child's schoolwork, behavior,
attendance, special classes, or accomplishments.

The item on which the two groups of parents differ substantially has to do with
"raising money for the school" and "volunteering to work in the school." As one might
expect, private schools are more likely to enlist parents in these activities (Table 13).

Nor has the program yet had any significant impact on parental involvement in
their children's education. Parents were asked how often they helped their child with
homework, talked with their child, attended with their child a variety of events, such as
school activities, concerts, social gatherings, the library and so forth. In every case, the
answers given by the scholarship users and members of the control group were
essentially the same.

Student Adjustment to Choice Schools

At least according to their survey responses, scholarship students do not seem to
have serious problems adjusting to their new classmates. They reported the same average
number of friends in schools as did the students in the control group. And scholarship
students were no more likely to say that they often "feel "made fun of' by other students"
than were the control-group students, further evidence of adaptation to the new school.
However, scholarship parents do not seem to have as much information about their
children's friends as they would have, had they remained in their prior school. Thirty-six
percent of the control group, but just 27 percent of the scholarship students, reported that
their parents knew at least four of their school friends (Table 14). One possible reason
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for this difference is that all scholarship students attended new schools and most likely
made new school friends, while most of the students in the control group probably
remained at the same school and, presumably, maintained many pre-existing friendships.

Parental and Student Satisfaction

Most studies of scholarship or voucher programs for low-income minority
families have found that families receiving the scholarships are much more satisfied with
their schooling than are families who remain in public schools.29 The results from New
York confirm the earlier findings. When asked to assess their school overall, private
schools receive a significantly higher grade than do public schools. The effect of the
scholarship program on those who take the scholarship is to raise the parental evaluation
of the school by three-fourths of a grade. Over two-fifths of the scholarship users give
their school an "A", while only one-eighth of the control group do (see Table 15).

We also examined parental satisfaction with specific dimensions of school life.
On every aspect of a school about which parents were questioned, scholarship parents
were substantially more satisfied than parents of the control group. The percentage of
parents "very satisfied" with a private school was significantly higher for all of the
following: location of the school, school safety, teaching, parental involvement, class
size, school facility, student respect for teachers, teacher communication with parents
with respect to their child's progress, extent to which child can observe religious
traditions, parental support for the school, discipline, clarity of school goals, staff
teamwork, teaching, academic quality, the sports program and what is taught in school
(Table 15). For example, more than half of the scholarship parents were very satisfied
with the academic quality of the school, while just one-sixth of the control group were.
Similarly, 49 percent of the scholarship parents expressed the highest satisfaction with
"what's taught in school," as compared to 18 percent of the control group.

The scholarship program had the smallest impact on parental satisfaction with
school location. One half of the scholarship parents were very satisfied with the school's
location, but over a third of the control group of parents were also very satisfied.
Differences between the two groups were considerably larger in every other domain.

Differences in student reports of satisfaction were in the same direction but not as
large as those reported by parents. In the short questionnaire administered to those in
third through fifth grade, students were asked to give an overall grade for their school.
The data in Table 15 indicate that scholarship users were less likely to give failing grades
of "D" and "F."

Continuing in the Program

It is generally thought that students do better if they can remain in the same
school throughout the school year and from one year to the next. Does school choice
destabilize a child's educational experience? In his evaluation of the Milwaukee school
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choice program, John Witte said that one of his concerns was the high rate of attrition
from private schools.3° And a number of choice critics have raised questions about the
readiness of private schools to expel students who do not "fit in."31 But other studies
have found that students from low-income families are more likely to remain in the same
school throughout the school year and from one year to the next.32

The SCSF pilot program provides an opportunity to examine this question with
data from a randomized experiment. In general, the findings confirm the conclusion that
school choice does not disrupt the education of low-income students.

Changing Schools During the School Year

A very high percentage of all students in the study were said to have remained in
the same school the entire year, much higher than is typical of inner-city minority
children in general. This is probably due to the fact that the families who applied for
scholarships were strongly committed to their children's education. No differences in
school mobility rates are apparent between the two groups. As can be seen in Table 16,
95 percent of both the scholarship parents and those in the control group reported that
their child had remained in the same school throughout the school year. Similarly,
suspension rates were much the same for both groups. Six percent of the parents in the
control group and 4 percent of the scholarship users reported their child had been
suspended.3

Those who did change schools were asked to list their reasons. Among both
groups, the reasons given were fairly evenly distributed across the variety of alternatives
provided in the questionnaire. The most frequently mentioned reason was a move away
from the school (see Table 16).34

In short, school mobility was very low and virtually identical for both scholarship
users and members of the control group. School expulsion or suspension was a trivial
factor, affecting less than one percent of each group.

Plans for Next Year

Scholarship recipients say they are more likely to attend the same school next
year than are the members of the control group. More than 80 percent of the families
using a scholarship said they expect their child to be back at the same school, as
compared to about 78 percent of the control group (Table 17).

Approximately 5 percent of scholarship parents said they were changing schools
because they did not find the quality of the school acceptable, and another 5 percent said
they were planning on moving away from the school. The next most frequently
mentioned reasons, given by less than 2 percent of scholarship parents, were expense and
an inconvenient location. Less than one percent of all scholarship users said they had
been asked by their school "not to return."
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A larger percentage of the families in the control group were planning to change
schools next year. Nearly one quarter of the control group expected their child to be
going to a different school. However, 13 percent of those changing schools said it was
because their child was graduatingpresumably from elementary into middle school, a
break found in New York public but not in most New York private schools. If these
families are put to one side, the percentage of those in the control group thinking of
changing schools is about 16 percent, about the rate among scholarship parents. Nine
percent of all control-group families said the quality of their school was not acceptable.
One percent of all control group members said they were changing schools because their
child had been asked not to return.

Test Performance

Most school-choice experiments conducted thus far have not conformed to a
classic randomized experiment. Privately funded programs in Indianapolis, San Antonio,
and Milwaukee admitted students on a first-come, first-served basis. In the state-funded
program in Cleveland, scholarship winners were initially selected by means of a lottery,
but eventually all applicants were offered a scholarship, thereby precluding the conduct
of a randomized experiment. In Milwaukee vouchers were awarded by a lottery, if
schools were over-subscribed; however, the lottery was not conducted by the evaluation
team and data collection was incomplete.35

Because of the limitations on prior research, this evaluation provides an improved
opportunity to estimate the impacts on test scores of 1) an offer of a school-choice
scholarship; and 2) attendance at a private school on the part of the scholarship recipient.

Results

Column two of Table 18 reports the average impact of a scholarship offer on a
student's test scores in reading and mathematics for all students, for students in grades 2,
3, 4, and 5, and, to increase the number of observations, for the combined group of
fourth and fifth graders. Because baseline test scores were not collected from applicants
then in kindergarten, no first-grade results are reported. Column four reports the average
programmatic impact on students' national percentile ranking, that is the impact on test
scores of attendance at a private school by a scholarship student.

As can be seen in column two of Table 18, the estimated impact of being offered
a scholarship on all students in grades two through five is small but positive in both
reading and mathematics. The impact on the national percentile ranking is 1.6 in
mathematics and 1.7 in reading. The impact of using a scholarship to attend a choice
school is 2 percentile points in math and 2.2 percentile points in reading. These effects
are statistically significant.
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The picture changes noticeably when one examines the results by grade level. For
grades 2, 4 and 5, the impact of being offered a scholarship on math performance varies
between 3.2 and 5.4 percentile points. For reading, the impact varies between 2.7 and 5.1
percentile points. Effects in math are statistically significant for grades 2, 4 and 5, and in
reading they are statistically significant for grade 5. In third grade, the estimated effects
are 1.6 in math and 1.5 in reading; these effects are not statistically significant.

The impact on math of a scholarship students' attendance at a private school for
one year for grades 2, 4, and 5 are 4.4, 7.0 and 4.5 percentile points respectively. The
impact on reading for grade 2, 4 and 5 are 3.8, 2.8 and 5.8 points respectively. The
effects on math are statistically significant for all three grades, and for reading, they are
significant in fifth grade only. The effects among third graders are 2.0 points in math
and 1.8 points in reading; these results are not statistically significant. We do not know
why results differ for grade three.

The results for fourth and fifth grade students combined are worthy of special
attention, because they are based on a larger number of observations and thus are more
stable. For these students, the impact of a scholarship offer on math scores is 4.7
percentile points and on reading scores is 3.2 points. The impact of a scholarship's
student attendance in a private school for the two subjects is 5.9 and 4.0 points,
respectively.

Effect Size

The size of the impacts of New York's SCSF program can be assessed by
comparing them to the results of an evaluation of another randomized experiment, the
reduction in the average class sizes in Tennessee from approximately 25 to 15 students.
In Table 19 the results from the Tennessee intervention are presented in standard
deviations.

A standard deviation is a statistical measure that can be used to compare the size
of programmatic impacts among different kinds of interventions, even though raw
measures differ. In the case of the class size evaluation in Tennessee, no statistically
significant effects were identified for students beyond the first grade. Among first
graders, effect sizes varied between .15 and .30 standard deviations, as is shown in Table
19. In his comment on these effects, Mosteller has observed, "Although effect sizes of
the magnitude of 0.1, 0.2, or 0.3 may not seem to be impressive gains for a single
individual, for a population they can be quite substantial." Elsewhere, he observes, "an
increase of one-fourth of a standard deviation can amount to a considerable gain in
performance."36 Congress has apparently been persuaded by the effect sizes observed in
Tennessee. After extensive policy deliberations in which the Tennessee evaluation was
frequently mentioned, Congress in 1998 enacted legislation authorizing a more than one
billion dollar expenditure for the purpose of reducing the size of elementary school
classes.

The effect sizes observed in this evaluation of the New York scholarship program
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do not differ materially from those observed in Tennessee. While the largest effects in
the class-size evaluation were observed in first grade, in this evaluation of school choice
the effects that survive the most rigorous tests of statistical significance are observed in
grades four and five. As can be seen in Table 19, for the two grades combined, the
effects of being offered a scholarship were, on average, .18 standard deviations in math
and .14 in reading. The effects of attendance at a private school were, on average, .23
and .18, not much different from the .2 to .3 effects observed in the first grade of the
Tennessee Study the only grade where incremental class size effects were even
detected. Following Mosteller's guidelines, these effect sizes, observed after just one
year in the program, can be said to be "quite substantial."

It is interesting to note that the significant effects of the class-size intervention
occurred in first grade, while the larger and more stable effects of the school-choice
intervention were observed among fourth and fifth graders. It may be that younger
children benefit especially from smaller classes, while in inner cities the advantages of
school choice are greater for somewhat older children. Nationwide assessments of U.S.
public schools indicate that learning begins to falter after age nine.37 Our evidence is
consistent with these results.

The Tennessee study of class size found that initial gains were sustained in
subsequent years, but they found no incremental gains beyond those achieved in the first
year. It will be interesting to see whether the gains observed in the school-choice
program's first year are sustained and/or enlarged in subsequent years. This evaluation is
scheduled to continue for at least two more years.
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Table 1. Characteristics of Applicants and Population
Eligible to Apply for SCSF Scholarship

Applicants Eligible Population
Demographic Characteristics:

Household Income

$0-$4,999 30.0% 28.3%
$5,000-$10,999 36.2 36.7
$11,000-$24,999 30.5 31.4
$25,000-$39,999 3.2 3.6
More than $40,000 0.1 0.0
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Average Income (1996 dollars) $9,583 $9,538

Percent Receiving:

Welfare 59.1% 54.1%
Social Security 12.4 5.7
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Mother's Education

Grade 1 - 12, no H.S. grad 18.3% 54.2%
High School Grad (or GED) 27.5 26.7
Less than 2 yrs post-second. 21.7 12.4
2+ years of trade, vocational,
or business school 3.8 1.7
2+ yrs academic post-second. 19.4 1.4
Bachelor's Degree 6.0 2.8
Graduate Degree 1.8 0.9
Unreported 1.5 0.0
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Father's Education

Some High School or Below 27.7% 58.4%
High School Grad (or GED) 35.7 22.5
Some College 26.0 11.1
College Grad and Above 10.4 8.0
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Mother's Employment

Working (full time) 20.7% 13.0%
Working (part time) 15.4 7.4
Unemploy., looking for work 47.5 8.5
Unemploy., not in labor force 16.4 71.2
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Father's Employment

Working (full time) 46.3% 44.0%
Working (part time) 10.4 15.5
Unemploy., looking for work 26.1 12.6
Unemploy., not in labor force 17.2 27.9
Total 100.0% 100.0%
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Table 1 Continued
Applicants Eligible Population

Mother's time at residence

Moved in this or last year 20.5% 18.5%
Moved in more than 2 yrs ago 79.5 81.5
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Father's time at residence

Moved in this or last year 29.7% 22.5%
Moved in more than 2 yrs ago 70.3 77.5
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Mother's Ethnicity

African-American 44.1% 33.0%
Hispanic 47.0 53.8
White 4.7 11.8
Asian 0.9 4.7
Other 3.1 0.0
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Father's Ethnicity

African-American 43.5% 23.6%
Hispanic 46.8 50.6
White 4.6 19.7
Asian 1.1 12.4
Other 3.9 0.0
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Percent Foreign Born Mothers

Born outside the U.S. 38.5% 32.8%
Born inside the U.S. 61.5 67.2
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Percent Foreign Born Fathers

Born outside the U.S. 45.7% 53.3%
Born inside the U.S. 54.3 46.7
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Language Spoken

English 77.1% 41.6%
Spanish 20.1 48.5
Other 2.8 9.9
Total 100.0% 100.0%

(N)' 4619-10751 267-1070

Weighted values reported.

Values of (N) are the range in the unweighted number of people who responded to specific items.

3G 34



Table 2: Consideration in Choice of School

School Characteristic Scholarship Users Say 'Very Important'
(percentage)

What is taught in class 83
Teacher Quality 83
Safety 81
School Discipline 79
Academic Quality 77
Class Size 69
Religious Instruction 56
School Facility 54
Convenient Location 51
Neighborhood public school 28
Child's Friends 25
Sports Program 25
School only choice available 25

(N)i
664-682

Weighted values reported.

' Values of (N) are the range in the unweighted number of people who responded to specific items.
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Table 3: Percentage of Families Whose Child Attended Preferred School

Control Group'
(percentage)

Scholarship Offered2
(percentage)

Effect of Scholarship3
(percentage)

Attended preferred school: 60 72 12...

Reason for not attending
preferred school:4

Could not pay school cost 23 14 -9.
No space available 5 7 2
Applied too late
Transportation problems

1

1

5

4
4*
4.

School location 1 3 1
Child not given space 7 4
Child failed admission test 2 2 0
Not affiliated with church 1 1 1

Moved away from school 1 0 0
No reason given 1 0 -1.*

(N)5 758 838

Weighted values reported. Effect of offer is statistically significant at .1 level, two tailed test; Effect of
offer is statistically significant at .05 level, two-tailed test; Effect significant at .01 level, two-tailed test.

All applicants not offered a scholarship. Ten percent of the control group reported placing their child in a
private school; the remainder were in public school.
2 Those who were offered a scholarship, whether or not they made use of it.
3 Differences in outcomes between those offered a scholarship and those in control group.

Parents could give more than one reason for not sending their child to a preferred school.
s Unweighted number of respondents.
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Table 4: Sources of Money Used to Pay for School Tuition

Sources of Revenue' Scholarship Users Relying Partially on
this Source (percentage)

SCSF Scholarship 84%
Family income 34
Received and used school scholarship 22
Money from relatives or friends 16
School pays for some of tuition 5
Donated time and fund-raising 4
School pays for all tuition 1

661-668

Weighted values reported.

I Respondents could cite more than one source of revenue used to pay for a child's school's tuition.
2 Values of (N) are the range in the unweighted number of people who responded to specific items.
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Table 5: Size and Quality of School Facilities

Facilities Scholarship
Offered'

Scholarship Offer
Effect2

Scholarship
User'

Programmatic
Effect4

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Average school size: 381.3 -109.0 352.5 -140.7"

Average class size: 24.2 23.6 -2.7'"

Percentage v. satisfied
with school facilities: 36 22'" 42 28
Percentage with the
following resources:

Special program for
non-English speakers 55 -21" 48 -29
Special programs for
learning disabled 67 -12' 62 -17

Nurses' office 83 -10" 80 -14'"

Child counselor 78 -6 76 -8"

Library 89 87 -7
"

Cafeteria 91 -4 90

Special programs for
advanced learners 63 3 64 4

After-school program 91 3 92 4

Gym 92 3. 92 4"

Arts program 80 4 81 5

Computer lab 88 5" 89 6"

Music program 81 6 83 8
Individual tutors 61 7" 63 9"

(N)5 796-832 652-696

Weighted values reported. Effect of offer is statistically significant at .1 level, two tailed test; Effect of
offer is statistically significant at .05 level, two-tailed test; Effect significant at .01 level, two-tailed test.

Those who were offered a scholarship, whether or not they made use of it.
2 Percentage of control group with a characteristic may be ascertained by calculating the difference between
columns 1 and 2.
3 Those who were offered a scholarship and identified by SCSF staff as having used the scholarship to
attend a private school.
4 Estimated effect of participation in the program, using a two-stage least squares model, as described in the
Appendix. Percentage of control group with a characteristic may be ascertained by taking the difference
between columns 3 and 4.
5 Values of (N) are the range in the unweighted number of people who responded to specific items.
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Table 6: Ethnic and Racial Isolation in Classroom

Scholarship
Offered

(percentage)

Scholarship Offer
Effect

(percentage)

Scholarship
User

(percentage)

Programmatic
Effect

(percentage)
(1) (2) (3) (4)

What percentage of
students in child's class
are minority?

Less than half 17 6*** 18 7
About half 21 -1 20 -1
More than half 32 2 33 3
Everyone 30 28
Total 100 100 100 100

(N) 796-832 652-696

See notes to Table 5.
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Table 7: Special Education Facilities and Programs

Scholarship
Offered

(percentage)

Scholarship
Offer Effect
(percentage)

Scholarship
User

(percentage)

Programmatic
Effect

(percentage)
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Children with physical
disabilities: 4 1 4 2

Children with learning
disabilities: 11 0 11 0

Enrolled in ESL course: 8 0 8 0

Percentage who believe
school doing 'very well
at attending to these
needs?'

Physical disabilities 28 12 33 16

Learning disabilities 42 12 47 16

ESL 69 22** 79 33**

(N) 832-837 692-695

See notes to Table 5.

These figures are calculated as a percent of those parents with disabled or non-English speaking children,
not as a percent of the entire population.

-) .\.
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Table 8: School Climate

Scholarship
Offered

(percentage)

Scholarship Offer
Effect

(percentage)

Scholarship
User

(percentage)

Programmatic
Effect

(percentage)
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Parents report as
serious problem..

Fighting 44 -20. 39 -26***

Tardiness 42 -15. 38 -19.
Kids missing class 38 -12. 35 -15
Kids destroy property 32 -12 29 -15.
Cheating 35 -6 33 -8
Racial Conflict 32 -5' 31 -7'

Parents report on
school rules:

School uniform 82 49 97 64...

Certain forms of dress
forbidden 85 35.... 95 44...

Visitors must sign in at
main office 83 -11... 79 -15.
Hall passes required to
leave class 74 -11. 71 -15...

(N) 817-832 676-691

Student reports:

Students are proud to
attend this school 63 9 66 12
Behavior rules strict 67 5 68 6

Students get along
with teachers 60 7 62

Feel 'put down' by
teachers 23 -4 21 -5

Students with 4 or
more friends that use
bad language 19 -2 19 -3

(N) 547-578 461-487

See notes to Table 5.
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Table 9: Homework

Scholarship
Offered

(percentage)

Scholarship Offer
Effect

(percentage)

Scholarship
User

(percentage)

Programmatic
Effect

(percentage)
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Parents reports:

Child has more than one
hour of homework 51 15*** 55 19
Homework too easy 10 8 -8***

(N)i 834-839 693-698

Student reports:

Trouble keeping up
with homework 28 6* 29 7.

Did all homework 82 2 82 2

Teachers return
homework most of time 42 -9*** 39 -12***

(N)2 573-609 486-514

See notes to Table 5.

I These values of (N) are drawn from the parent survey.
2 These values of (N) are drawn from the student survey.
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Table 10: School Communication With Parents

Scholarship
Offered

(percentage)

Scholarship
Offer Effect
(percentage)

Scholarship
User

(percentage)

Programmatic
Effect

(percentage)
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Grade information: 90 8* 93 10*
Notified of disruptive
behavior: 87 6*** 89 8***

Parents speak to classes
about jobs: 43 9*** 45 12***

Parents participate in
instruction: 62 12*** 66 16***

Parent night: 92 5 93 6***

Regular Parent-Teacher
Conferences: 93 3 94 4**

Parents receive notes
from teacher: 88 9* 91 If
Parents receive
newsletter: 82 15. 86 19***

(N) 816-831 679-693

See notes to Table 5.
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Table 11: Religious Practices

Scholarship
Offered

(percentage)

Scholarship Offer
Effect

(percentage)

Scholarship
User

(percentage)

Programmatic
Effect

(percentage)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Parents reports:

Attending religious
services more than once
a month: 76 3 77 4

(N) 795 662

Student reports:

Religious instruction
outside school 29 8 30 10..

Attend religious
services 60 24* 67 30...

Participate in church
group 45 13. 48 17...

(N) 562-577 480-496

See notes to Table 5.
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Table 12: Parental Involvement in School

Percentage of parents
belonged to PTA

Average number of times
talked to someone at school
about the following:'

Raising money for school

Volunteering at school

Child's schoolwork

Placing child in special
classes

Child's accomplishments

(N) 772-821 640-686

Scholarship
Offered

Scholarship Offer
Effect

Scholarship
User

Programmatic
Effect

(1) (2) (3) (4)

13% -5%*** 11% -7%***

1.07 0.35 1.17 0.46***

0.69 -0.18*** 0.63 -0.23

1.98 0.09 2.01 0.12

0.47 -0.04 0.46 -0.05

1.70 0.15* 1.75 0.20*

See notes to Table 5.

I The index is scored 0 if a parent never spoke with someone at the child's school about activity, 1 for one,
2.5 for 2 or 3 times and 4.5 for 4 or more times.
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Table 13: Parental Involvement in Child's Education

Average number of times parents
did the following:

Helped child with homework

Helped child with reading, math

Talked with child about school

Attend school activity w/ child

Worked on school projects

Attend concerts, movies, plays

Attended religious services

Attend social gathering w/ child

Went to restaurant with child

Spent time together

Went to library

(N) 784-820 651-681

Scholarship
Offered

Scholarship Offer
Effect

Scholarship
User

Programmatic
Effect

(1) (2) (3) (4)

5.27 -0.07 5.24 -0.09

4.78 -0.03 4.75 -0.04

5.61 -0.10 5.57 -0.13

1.80 0.03 1.81 0.03

4.00 -0.08 3.95 -0.11

2.84 0.11 2.87 0.14

3.28 0.29** 3.35 0.38

2.51 -0.05 2.50 -0.07

3.40 0.06 3.40 0.07

5.25 -0.02 5.23 -0.02

4.04 0.19 4.09 0.24

See notes to Table 5.
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Table 14: Student Adjustment of Choice Schools

Students with at least four friends

Parents who know at least four of
child's friends

Students who feel "made fun of
by other students

(N)

Scholarship
Offered

(percentage)

Scholarship
Offer Effect
(percentage)

Scholarship
User

(percentage)

Programmatic
Effect

(percentage)
(1) (2) (3) (4)

67 -1 67 -1

30 27 -9**

39 -4 38 -5

576-580 485-488

See notes to Table 5.
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Table 15: Parental and Student Satisfaction With School

Scholarship
Offered

Scholarship
Offer Effect

Scholarship
User

Programmatic
Effect

(Percent 'Very Satisfied')
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Parental Satisfaction..'

Observe relig. trad. 42 31*** 49 40***

Class size 36 23*** 42 30***

Discipline 50 33*** 59 43***

Academic quality 46 28*** 54 36***

Student respect for
teachers 50 29*** 58 37***

Parental support 38 25*** 43 32***

Teaching values 47 29*** 55 37***

What taught in school 49 31*** 58 40***

School safety 49 27*** 57 36***

Teaching 54 31 63 40*

Teacher-Parent
Communication 51 25*** 58 33***

Clarity school goals 39 25*** 46 32***

Staff teamwork 37 22*** 43 28
Sports program 23 14*** 27 19***

School facility 36 22*** 42 28***

Parental Involvement 35 16*** 40 21***

Location 50 16*** 54 20***

Gave school an 'A' 42 27*** 50 36***

(N) 803-828 672-689

Student reports:

Gave school an 'A' 54 6 56 7

Gave school 'D', 'F' 5 3

(N) 619 524

See notes to Table 5.

For the following measures we report the average of an index which is scored 1 for very dissatisfied, 2 for
dissatisfied, 3 for satisfied and 4 for very satisfied.
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Table 16: Students Changing School During School Year

Suspended for
disciplinary reasons:

Attended same school
for entire school year:

Reasons why did not
attend same school for
entire year:

Moved away

Quality of School

School too expensive

Suspended/expelled

Preferred public school

Inconvenient location

Preferred priv. school

(N) 832-842 672-681

Scholarship
Offered

(percentage)

Scholarship Offer
Effect

(percentage)

Scholarship
User

(percentage)

Programmatic
Effect

(percentage)
(1) (2) (3) (4)

4 -2 4 -2

95 0 95 0

2 -1 1 -1

1 0 0 0

1 1** 2

0 0 1 0

0 -1 0 -1

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

See notes to Table 5.
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Table 17: School Matriculation Plans for Next School Year

Child will attend same
school next year?

Reasons why student
not attend same school
next year:

Quality of school

Moving

Graduating

Preferred priv. school

Inconvenient location

School too expensive

Children in same schl.

Asked not to return

Preferred public school

(N)

Scholarship
Offered

(percentage)

Scholarship Offer
Effect

(percentage)

Scholarship
User

(percentage)

Programmatic
Effect

(percentage)
(1) (2) (3) (4)

80 12*** 84 15*

5 -2 5 -2

5 -2 5 -1

3 -11** 2 -12*

2 0 1 0

2 0 1 -1

2 2 1
1 0 1 0

0 0 0 0

0 0* 0 0

823 684

See notes to Table 5.
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Table 18: Test Score Effects

Scholarship
Offered

(percentile)

Scholarship
Offer Effect
(percentile)

Scholarship
User

(percentile)

Programmatic
Effect

(percentile)

(N)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Math:

Grade 2 21.40 3.19. 23.02 4.41' 376
(2.44) (3.39)

Grade 3 20.85 -1.63 20.38 -1.97 393
(2.26) (2.74)

Grade 4 30.91 5.42. 32.64 6.97- 390
(2.25) (2.98)

Grade 5 30.07 3.93' 28.54 4.47' - 282
(2.64) (3.04)

Grades 4 & 5 30.56 4.71 31.19 5.86- 672
(1.76) (2.21)

All Grades 25.36 1.58. 25.75 2.00 1441
(1.21) (1.54)

Reading:

Grade 2 27.49 2.75 28.59 3.80 376
(2.35) (3.30)

Grade 3 22.80 -1.50 23.04 -1.81 .393
(1.58) (1.91)

Grade 4 29.05 2.15 29.75 2.76 390
(1.87) (2.40)

Grade 5 27.11 5.10. 26.74 5.81- 282
(2.02) (2.31)

Grades 4 & 5 28.24 3.19 28.63 3.97- 672
(1.36) (1.69)

All Grades 26.49 1.71 27.00 2.16- 1441
(1.02) (1.30)

significant at .1 level, one-tailed test using bootstrapped standard errors; significant at .05 level; significant
at .01 level. Bootstrapped standard errors reported in parentheses. Conventional tests of significance yield the
same results, except that the program effect in reading for fourth and fifth graders is significant at .05 level and
for all grades, it is significant at the .1 level. Also, see notes to Table 5.

51



Table 19: A Comparison of School Choice and Class Size
Reduction Effects on Student Test Scores

Effects of Being Offered Treatment Effects of Receiving Treatment
Math I Reading Math I Reading

New York Scholarship Program:

Grade 2 0.15 0.12 0.21 0.17

Grade 3 -0.07 -0.07 -0.08 -0.09

Grade 4 0.21 0.10 0.27 0.12

Grade 5 0.16 0.23 0.18 0.27

Grades 4 & 5 0.18 0.14 0.23 0.18

All Grades 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.10

Tennessee School Size Study:

Grade 1 (Stanford Achievement Test) 0.32 0.30

Grade 1 (Tenn. Basic Skills First Test)

Grade 2 (Stanford Achievement Test)

Grade 2 (Tenn. Basic Skills First Test)

Grade 3 (Stanford Achievement Test)

Grade 3 (Tenn. Basic Skills First Test)

0.15

none'

none

none

none

0.25

none

none

none

none

Effect sizes measured in standard deviations. Sources: see endnote 36.

I No significant incremental effects detected, positive or negative, beyond the first year.
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Appendix

Computing Impacts of Being Offered a Scholarship

To compute the impact of being offered a scholarship we use a simple statistical
model that includes as independent variables an indicator for treatment status (offered a
scholarship or in the control group) and a set of indicators that show the stratum from
which a family was selected; the stratum are based on (1) five discrete points at which
families applied for scholarships, (2) whether a child attended a public school with below
average achievement, and (3) the number of children within the family. When computing
the impact on students= achievement test scores, we also included students= baseline
reading and math achievement. Baseline test scores were included as predictors because
of the small differences observed between students in the treatment group and the control
group when comparing baseline characteristics. The basic form of the model is:

I30 +131T1+ Xi 132 + ei

where Ti equals 1 if we offered a family a scholarship and 0 otherwise (families were
randomly selected for the scholarship and control groups); Xi is a vector that includes
indicator variables for each of the stratum used in the random selection of scholarship
families and baseline test scores when computing impacts on achievement; yi is the
outcome of interest; ci is a random error term that captures the effects of unobserved
factors that influence the outcome; and the 13 >s are parameters or vectors of parameters

to be estimated. The parameter of most interest is because it shows the impact of
being offered a scholarship on the outcome. We estimate the model parameters by using
ordinary least squares.

Computing the Impacts of Program Participation

A simple comparison of an outcome for families in the scholarship group (those
whom we offered a scholarship) and the control group shows the impact of being offered
a scholarship, no matter whether a family sent their child to a private/parochial school or
not. Our data show that about 20 percent of the families whom we offered a scholarship
did not use one. To estimate the impact of taking a scholarship (attending a private
school), we need to estimate a statistical model. The statistical model focuses on (1) the
relationship between being offered a scholarship and taking the scholarship and (2) the
relationship between taking the scholarship and family and student outcomes. These
relationships can be expressed as:
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= ao + + Xi a2 + Epi

Yi Po + PI Pi + Xi 132 ± SYi

where Ti equals 1 if we offered a family a scholarship and 0 otherwise (families were
randomly selected for the scholarship and control groups); Xi is a vector that includes
indicator variables for each of the stratum used in the random selection of scholarship
families and baseline test scores when computing impacts on achievement; p, equals 1 if
a family took a scholarship (attended a private school) and 0 otherwise; y, is the outcome
of interest; sp, and sy, are correlated random error terms that capture the effects of
unobserved factors that influence both participation and the outcome; and a >s and 13 >s
are parameters or vectors of parameters to be estimated. The parameter of most interest
is p, because it shows the impact of taking a scholarship on the outcome. We estimate
the model parameters by using instrumental variables. This technique allows us to
compute asymptotically unbiased and efficient estimates of the parameters since it takes
into account the presence of both measured and unmeasured factors that influence
participation and the outcome (see Angrist, Imbens, and Rubin 1996). To implement the
instrumental variables estimator, we first estimate the parameters of the participation
equation with ordinary least squares and compute the predicted value of p, . Next, we
estimate the outcome equation with ordinary least squares and use the predicted value of
p, in place of the observed value.

In our tables we present (1) the average for each outcome for families in the
scholarship group who took a scholarship and (2) the impact of taking a scholarship. In
the text we also describe the average of outcomes for families in the control group who
we would have expected to participate if we had given them the opportunity to receive a
scholarship. The first quantity is easily obtained by computing the average for
scholarship users and the impact is derived from the statistical model described
previously. To compute the average for members of the control group who would have
participated if given the opportunity to participate, we can use an alternative expression
for computing the impacts of program participation (taking a scholarship):

E(yT Ip = 1) - E(Ycjp = 1) = [E(yT) - E(yc)] / Pr(p = 1)

E(Yc IP = = E(YT I p = 1)-[E(Y)- EVA/ Pr(p = )

where [E(yT) - E(y5] / Pr(p = 1) = 13, .1 The last expression tells us that the outcome for
controls, which is unobserved, can be computed from easily calculated quantities.
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Adjusting Sample Weights for Non-Response

Families within the sample had different probabilities of being offered a scholarship.
To reflect these differences in the probability of selection and to reflect the composition
of the population of eligible applicants, we weight the sample data. The weights are
constructed by taking the inverse of the probability of being selected for a scholarship. In
this sample, the average weight was about 2.4. A family with a weight of 2.4 shows that
this family is standing in for 1.4 other families in the pool of applicants as well as itself.
The weights, which were adjusted for nonresponse at baseline and for the same family
applying multiple times, range in size from about .5 to 15.2

About 17 percent of all families included in the first follow-up survey did not
complete a survey form. Comparison of the characteristics of respondents and non-
respondents suggest that the groups differ on a variety of dimensions including age of the
students, parents= satisfaction with the schools they children attended when they applied
for a scholarship, and the number of resources they had in the home. To adjust for this
nonresponse we computed the probability of responding based on a logit model. The
independent variables in the logit model included family characteristics, such as
race/ethnicity, number of siblings, language spoken at home, mother=s education, and
family income, and other variables used to stratify the sample when we collected the
baseline data. Aftercomputing the predicted probability of responding, we adjusted the
baseline weight as follows:

Wi=1/[fi*pi*pri]

where f, includes the adjustment factors used for deriving the baseline weight, pi is the
probability of being selected for a scholarship (control group), IN; is the probability of
responding for the follow-up survey, and W, is the new weight variable. Families that
did not respond to the follow-up survey were assigned a weight of zero.

For the student data, we found that 76 percent of the students respond to the survey
and that we had test scores for 78 percent of the students. To adjust the weights for the
student level data; we followed the same procedures that were used for the parent data.
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Baseline Characteristics for Treatment and Control Groups
(Mean Values Reported)

Variable Control
group

Test
group

Difference t-stat Sig.

Grade of Student ('96-'97)
Kindergarten 0.17 0.15 0.01 0.89
First 0.20 0.18 0.02 0.95 _
Second 0.22 0.21 0.01 0.34 _
Third 0.22 0.24 -0.02 -1.17 _
Fourth 0.20 0.21 -0.02 -0.87 _

Years student attended this school 2.44 2.42 0.02 0.33 _

Satisfaction with aspects of current school
Location 2.93 3.01 -0.08 -2.05 T

School Safety 2.74 2.79 -0.05 -1.37 _
Teaching 2.70 2.65 0.06 1.39
How much school involves parents 2.70 2.71 -0.00 -0.14
Class sizes 2.32 2.33 -0.01 -0.31 _
School Facilities 2.62 2.60 0.02 0.52 _
Student respect of teachers 2.85 2.88 -0.03 -0.73 _
Parent-teacher communication 2.80 2.80 -0.01 -0.21
Observation of religious traditions 2.30 2.25 0.05 1.16

Student in gifted classes 0.13 0.12 0.01 0.62 _

Student received help for disability 0.10 0.13 -0.03 -1.90

Mother's educational expectations for child 16.68 16.75 -0.06 -0.75
(10=some HS, 12=HS grad, 14=some
college, 16=college grad, 18=more than
college)

Education level of mother or female guardian
Some high school (did not graduate) 0.21 0.22 -0.01 -0.75
High school graduate or GED 0.27 0.24 0.02 1.01

Some college 0.41 0.41 0.00 0.09
Graduated from 4-year college 0.07 0.08 -0.00 -0.36
More than 4-year college degree 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.52
Don't know 0.01 0.02 -0.01 -1.50

Race/ethnicity of mother/female guardian
White 0.05 0.06 -0.01 -0.60
Black 0.44 0.46 -0.02 -0.77
Puerto Rican 0.19 0.18 0.01 0.83
Hispanic other than Puerto Rican 0.27 0.26 0.01 0.72 _
Other 0.04 0.05 -0.01 -0.59 _

Birth place of mother/female guardian
Born in United States 0.62 0.60 0.02 0.89
Born in Puerto Rico 0.08 0.07 0.00 0.33
Born outside U.S. and Puerto Rico 0.30 0.33 -0.03 -1.18
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Variable Control
group

Test
group

difference t-stat Sig.

Length of residence of mother in months 35.50 36.03 -0.53 -0.93 _
Job status of mother/female guardian

Full-time job 0.21 0.22 -0.00 -0.24
Part-time job 0.15 0.16 -0.01

_
-0.45

Not working now but looking for work 0.47 0.47 0.00
_

0.07 _
Not working and not looking for work 0.15 0.15 0.01 0.51 _
Don't know 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.40 _

Religious affiliation of female guardian -Catholic 0.49 0.51 -0.02 -0.74 -Religion other than Catholic 0.44 0.44 0.00 0.09 -None 0.06 0.05 0.02 1.41

Number of children in home 2.38 2.39 -0.01 -0.09 _
In child's home (percent saying yes):

A daily newspaper 0.84 0.85 -0.01 -0.79
An encyclopedia 0.70 0.71 -0.01 -0.40
A dictionary 0.98 0.97 0.01 1.56
More than 50 books 0.85 0.85 0.00 0.09

Member of household receiving assistance:
Food stamps 0.66 0.66 0.00 0.15
Welfare 0.57 0.57 0.00 0.09
Social Security 0.12 0.12 0.00 0.20
Medicaid 0.66 0.63 0.03 1.24
Supplemental Security Income 0.12 0.14 -0.02 -1.36

Family income 9,457.44 9,555.95 -98.51 -0.29

Reading scores adjusted for grade level 27.40 22.52 4.88 3.20

Math scores adjusted for grade level 20.23 16.87 3.36 2.35

English spoken at home 0.75 0.78 -0.03 -1.45 _

This expression for program impacts draws on Bloom=s earlier work (1984).

2 The weights also were divided by 2 so that they would sum to the size of the population we are trying to
represent and not twice the population (scholarship families sum to half the population total and control
families sum to half the population total).
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