316 CAROLINE M. HOXBy

- Forthcoming, “Does Competition among, Public Schools Benefit Students and
Taxpayers?” American Feonomic Review. '
Kirkpatrick, David W. 1990. Choice in Schooling. Loyola University Press.
Moe, Terry. 1995, Private Vouchers. Stanford, Calif.: Hoover Institution Press,
Moui.ton, Brent R, 1986. “Random Group Effects and the Precision of Regression
Estimates.” Journal of . Econometries 32(3): 385-97.
Murnane, Richard J. 1984. “A Review Essay—Comparisons of Public and Private Schools:
Lessons from the Uproar.” Journal of Human Resources 19(2): 263-77, .
Parent.—Tcacher Association of the United States. 1991, “The Second PTA/Chrysler
National Parent Survey: A Study of Parental Involvement in Children’s Education,” Los
Angeles: Newsweek, Inc.
— 1993, “The Third PTA National Education Survey: A Study of Attitudes and
. lli::hawor Regarding Childrens Education.” Los Angeles: Newswecek, Inc.
iebout, Charles. 1956. “A Pure Theory of Local Public Expenditures.” lournal of Polit
Economy 64(2); 416-24, ? Joumal f Pl
Tucker, Allyson, and William Lauber. 1995. School Chosce Programs: Whats Happening in
the States. Washington: Herltage Foundation. ‘ '
us. 'Dcparrment‘of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement. 1991,
Private Schools in the United States: A Statistical Profile, with Comparison to Public Schools
Government Printing Office. : l
Williams, Mary Frase. 1983. “Parents and School Choice: A Household Survey.” U.S.

Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement. Govern-
ment Printing Office.

PAUL E. PETERSON .
DAVID E. MYERS
WILLIAM G. HOWELL

DANIEL P. MAYER

The Effects of
School Choice in
New York Cizy

VER THE PAST FEW YEARS, the Congress and many state legislatures

have put forward proposals that would offer families vouchers or
scholarships so that they may choose among a wide range of public and pri-
vate schools, In 1990 the Wisconsin legislature enacted a pilot program giv-
ing public school students access to secular private schools in the City of
Milwaukee; in 1996 the legislature expanded this program to include reli-
gious schools. After surviving a constitutional challenge in state coutts, the
program went into effect in the fall of 1998. A similar program for
Cleveland, enacted by the Ohio legislature, began its third year of operation
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in the fall of 1998. Florida has established a program scheduled to go into
effect in fall 1999. 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 and other ongoing
school choice programs. Supporters of school choice assert the following:

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

~the more orderly educational climate in private schools enhances
learning opportunities;

—private schools use their limited resources more efficiently;

—tamilies develop closer communications'with schools that they have
chosen themselves;

—school choice reduces the amount of mobility from school to school,
both within the school year "and from one year to the nexg; and

—choice fosters racial and ethnic integration.!

Critics challenge these claims by arguing as follows:

—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;

—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 school rules, such as uniforms and dress codes, interfere with
a child’s creativity;

—private schools balkanize the population into racially and ethnically
homogeneous educational environments.? -

1. Recent works that make a case for school choice include Brand] (1998); Coulson (1999); Cobb
(1992); Bonsteel and Bonilla (1997). For a collection of essays that report mainly positive effects of
school choice, see Peterson and Fassel {1998).

2, See Ascher, Fruchter, and Berne (1996); Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching (1992); Gutmann (1987); Levin (1998); Fuller, Elmore, and Orfield (1996); Rasell and
Rothstein (1993); Cookson (1994).
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Much of the debate over school choice is particulatly intense, 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 describe actual differences between public and private schools or
simply differences in the kinds of students and families that attend them.?

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 résearch. Recently, it has also been used in a number
of educational studies, such as Tennessec’s Project STAR, which finds that
first grade students learn more if classes are smaller. Until now, though,
this type of research design has not been used carefully to study the ques-
tion of school choice.

In this paper we report outcomes from a randomized experiment in
New York City made possible by the privately funded School Choice
Scholarships Foundation (SCSE). Under the pilot program, a lottery allo-
cates scholarships randomly to applicants, the lottery is administered by an
independent evaluation team that can guarantee its integrity, and baseline

data on student test performance and family background characteristics.

are collected from students and their families prior to the lottery. The first
year follow-up has a response rate of approximately 83 percent. Inasmuch
as data of this quality have not previously been available, the program pro-
vides the best opportunity to estimate the effects of a school choice pro-
gram on student test performance and parental perceptions of school life.

The School Choice Scholarships Foundation Program

o i
In February 1997, the SCSF announced that it would provide 1,300 schol-
arships worth up to $1,400 annually for four years to children from low-
income families who were then attending public schools. The scholarships
could be applied toward the cost of attending a private school, either reli-
gious or secular. SCSE received initial application forms from over 20,000

3. Major studies that find positive educational benefits from attending private schools include
Coleman, Hoffer, and Kilgore (1982); Chubb and Moe (1990); Neal (1996). Critiques of these stud-
ies are found in Goldberger and Cain (1982); Wilms (1985).

4. See Moseeller (1995), Also, see chapter 6 by Frederick Mosteller and chapter 7 by Eric
Hanushek in this volume.
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students between February and late April 1997. In order to become eligi-
ble for a scholarship, children had to be entering grades one through five
in fall 1997, live in New York City, attend a public school at the time of
application, and come from families with incomes low enough to qualify
for the federal free school lunch program. To ascertain eligibility, students
and an adult member of their family were asked to attend meetings to ver-
ify their family income and public school attendance. Only families who
attended these sessions and documented their eligibility were considered
for a scholarship.

Since many more families applied than scholarships were available, a lot-
tery was held to ensure that every family had a fair chance of being offered
a scholarship. This evaluation compares two statistically equivalent groups:
1,000 scholarship families and 960 “control” families, randomly chosen
from those who had applied.® After the lottery, the SCSF assisted scholar-
ship families in finding private school placements. In mid-September 1997,
the foundation reported that places had been found at 225 private schools
for approximately 75 percent of all those offered scholarships.

Data Collection

During the verification sessions, students were asked to take the Iowa Tests

of Basic Skills in reading and mathematics. Students in kindergarten apply-
ing for a scholarship for first grade were exempted from this requirement.
Parents were asked to provide information on their satisfaction with the
school their children were then attending, their involvement in their chil-
dren’s educatlon, and their demographic characteristics.® These sessions
took place during March, April, and early May 1997.

The response rate on the baseline surveys and tests was 100 percent,
because completion of the instrutnents was a prerequisite to participating in
the program, Since scholarships were allocated by a lottery, there were few
differences between scholarship recipients and the control group. However,
the baseline test scores of nonrecipients were somewhat higher.”

S. The procedures for constructing the analysis sample with 1,000 scholarship families and
- 960 control families are described in Hill, Rubin, and Thomas (1998).

6. Questionnaires are available from Mathematica Policy Reseatch on request.

7. These findings are reported in Peterson and others (1997) and also at (hup://data.fas.
harvard.edu/pepgl (June 19993}
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The first-year follow-up data were collected in April, May, and June of
1998. The families were invited to-attend sessions during which students

‘took the Jowa Test in Basic Skills in. mathematics and reading and adult

family members 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.

Eighty-three percent of those selected for participation attended the
testing and questionnaire sessions. This high response rate was achieved in
part because the SCSF-conditioned the renewal of scholarships on partici-
pation in the evaluation. Nonrecipients who were selected for the control
group were compensated for their expenses and told that they would auto-
matically be ellglble to apply for a new lottery if they parthlpated in these
follow-up sessions.”? -

Data Analysis and Reporting Procedures

‘The analysis of the data from the first year of the SCSF program takes
advantage of the fact that the scholarships were awarded by lottery. As a
result, it is possible to compare two groups of students who were similar, on
average, in almost all respects except that the members of the control group
were not offered scholarships. Two questions frame the analysis reported
here. First, what was the effect of the offer of a scholarship on a group of
low-income applicants, as measured by test scores and as perceived by the
applicants themselves? And second, what was the effect of attending a pri-
vate school?

For some analysts, the crucial policy question is as follows: what hap-
pens when a school choice program is put into effect? What are the
impacts on the population of low-income families who apply for 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?

8. For a comparison of the characteristics of tespondents and nonrespondents, see Peterson and

others (1998); also at (http://data.fas.harvard.edu/pepgl [June 19991).
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But other analysts also want an answer to a second question: what is the
impact of attending a private school? Specifically, they want to know what
difference it makes whether children from low-income innet-city families
attend public or private schools. The parallel question in medical research
is: what are the consequences of actually taking a pill, as prescribed? The
answer to this second question requires comparison between private school
students and similar individuals remaining in public school.””

Thus in addressing these two questions below, we present four types of
information: the responses of all those offered a scholarship, the estimated
impact of being offered a scholarship, the responses of all those who
attended private school, and the estimated impact of attending private
school. )

The analytical techniques needed to address these two questions 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 for the offer of a scholarship. Any differences in outcomes
between the two groups can be attributed to the offer,™

To compute the effects of a scholarship offer on children’s test scores, we
estimate statistical models that take into account whether a student was
offered a scholarship, as well as baseline reading and math test scores and
variables that define the randomization process. Baseline test scores were
included to adjust for chance differences between the scores of treatment
and control groups on the achievement tests, and to increase the precision
of the estimated impacts. We use a similar approach to compute the effects
of the program on the parent and student survey responses. However, we

9. Te compute the program’s impact on those who atrended private school, we used an instru-
mental vatiables estimator; see Angrist, Imbens, and Rubin (1996). By comparing those in private
school with members of the control geoup remaining in public school, we can estimate the impact of
attending a private school.

10. As discussed in the appendix to Petetson and-others (1998), differential response rates for
test and control groups could account for some differences between the two groups. The observed
results most likely to be affected by differential response rates have to do with likelihood of remain-
ing in school throughout the school year and of returning to the same school the next year. Since
nonrespondents are dikely to be more mobile, differences between test and control group may be
underestimated. The response rate for the treatment group was B4 percent; for the control group,
80 percent.
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do not include baseline‘ data in equations predicting parent and student
responses,'!

A Context for Interpreting Program Effects

When considering the effects that we report in this chapter, two contextual
issues must be taken into account: first, the possibility of response bias
from both the treatment group and the control group, and second, the
population to which 6he can generalize the findings.

RESPONSE BIAS, It is well known that people tend to overestimate their
good behaviors and underestimate their less attractive ones. Students and par-
ents are no different. They are likely to overestimate the time spent on home-
work and volunteering for school, as well as their educational expectations for
their children. Parents may also view the schoot their children attend through
rose-tinted glasses; few responsible parents are likely to admit to themselves or
to others that they are sending their children to terrible schools.

The interpretation of data from the parental and student surveys in the
SCSF program must take into account this very human tendency. No spe-
cial weight should be placed on the frequency with which a particular
type of event is said to take place. For example, one should not take too
seriously the claim of third through fifth grade students that they spend,
on average, approximately one hour and twenty minutes a day doing
homework. But if absolute levels may not be estimated accurately, there is
no reason to believe that the two groups of parents differ in the accuracy

11. Since all eligible children within a family could receive a scholarship, some families had two or
mate children in the evaluation, The presence of several children from the game family produces clus-
tering cffects. When clustering is present and analyses are conducted under the assumption of simple
random sampling—that is, that all observations are independent—sescarchers may underestimate the
standacd error of the estimated impact, overestimate test statistics, and conclude inappropriately that a
difference between the treatment group and the control group is statistically significant. To better
approximate the true standard error, in the test score analyses we supplement conventional estimates
with estimates using the “bootstrap” method; see Stine (1990); Effron (1982). ‘This method provides
a direct estimate of the variability in the effect of a treatment without having to make an assumption
about the independence of the observations in the sample.

Prier research has generally found that the effects of attendance at private schools on test scores are
cither positive o insignificant, and therefore the one-tailed test of significance Is preferred in the rest
score analysis. However, in the analysis of responses from parents and children the two-tailed test is pre-
ferred, because there exist few prior studies on which o base expectations.
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of their reports, since individuals were assigned randomly to the two
groups. Therefore we emphasize differences between groups, rather than
absolute values obtained for any one group.

GENERALIZATION. Only a tiny fraction of low-income students in the
New York public schools were offered scholarships, and these constituted
only a small proportion of the students attending New York private
schools. A much larger program could conceivably have quite different
outcomes, Also, generalizations must be made cautiously whenever appli-
cants differ from the eligible population, as we discuss below.

Characteristics of Applicants

Critics of school choice argue that vouchers do not give low-income families
a viable choice of schools, In the words of education sociologist Amy Wells,
“white and higher-SES [socioeconomic status] families will no doubt be in a
position to take greater advantage of the educational market.”? Defenders of
private schools reply that private schools have an ethnically and economically
diverse population, For example, it has been pointed out that the social com-
position of the Catholic school student population does not differ substan-
tially from that of public schools in New York City."?

To be eligible to apply for an SCSF 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, It is possi-
ble that the application process attracted a population substantially differ-
ent from a cross-section of all those eligible.

To estimate the extent to which the applicant population differed from
a cross-section of the eligible population, Rachel Deyette of the Kennedy
School of Government has obtained demographic information on those
who would have been eligible had scholarships been offered in 1990, the
last year in which a national census was taken.'¥ Her estimate is based on

12. Wells (1996, p. 47).

13. Blue Ribbon Panel on Catholic Schools (1993).

14. Deyette (1999). Information is drawn from the Integrated Public Use Microdara Seties data set
of the census, created at the University of Minnesota,
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data collected when economic and social conditions in New York differed
from those when parents were surveyed. For example, 1990 was a recession
year whereas 1997, the year of application, was in the midst of a boom
period. Also, education levels of the adult population rose over this period.
Nonetheless, her estimates provide a preliminary basis for comparison.

Deyette finds no significant difference between the median income of
applicants and that of the eligible population, once income is adjusted for
inflation between 1990 and 1997. Her findings for employment rates for
fathers are similar. The residential mobility of the applicant population
and the eligible population is about the same, and applicant mothers are
only slightly more likely to be forcign born than mothers in the eligible
population.

The applicants do differ from the eligible population in other respects,
however. Applicants are 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. But if these
findings suggest that the applicant population is particularly disadvan-
taged, other findings point in the opposite direction. In the applicant
population, mothers and fathers are considerably more likely to have
some college education, English is more likely to be the primary lan-
guage of the household, and mothers are more likely to be employed
either full or part time.

Program Effects

In tables 12-1 to 12-6, we report program effects in two ways, The first two
columns show the impact of being offered a scholarship, and the third and
fourth columns show the impact of actually attendipg a private school.
Specifically, the first column provides the responses of those offered a schol-
arship; the second column gives the difference between the responses of
those offered a scholarship and the control group. Subtracting the second
column from the first generates the responses of the control group.
Similarly, the third column provides the responses of those with children in
private school, and the fourth column gives the estimated difference
between the responses of those in private school and those membets of the
control group who remained in public school. For the control group, the
percentages reported in the text can be obtained by subtracting the fourth
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columa from the third column.’ To facilicate clear discussion of these find-
ings, we comment only on the differences between those in private schools
and the appropriate control group.

Experiences in School

Table 12-1 shows that attendance at a private school had a substantial im-
pact on the daily life of students at school, according to parental reports.
Private school parents were less likely to report the following as serious
problems at school: students destroying property, being late for school,
missing classes, fighting, cheating, and racial conflict. For example, 39 pet-
cent of the private school patents thought fighting was a serious problem
ac their school, compared with over two-thirds of parents in the control
group. For tardiness, 38 percent of the private school parents vetsus 60 per-
cent of the control group perceived this as a serious problem. Nearly
30 percent of private school parents but 47 percent of the control group
said destruction of property was a serious problem.

Although student reports of the climate in schools and classrooms are
not as sharply differentiated, they are consistent with parental assessments,
Scholarship students, for example, were more likely to report that students
got along with teachers and were proud to go to their school.

It appears that public and private schools use somewhat different mech-
anisms to maintain discipline. Private schools seem to emphasize dress and
orderliness; public schools use rules and regulations. No less than 97 per-
cent of the private school parents reported that their schools required uni-
forms, as compared with 26 percent of parents in the control group.
Similarly, 94 percent of the private school parents reported that certain
kinds of clothing were forbidden, whereas less than half of the control
group did so. By contrast, sign-in sheets and hall passes are more frequently
employed by public schools. More than 95 percent of the control group
reported that parents had to sign in when they came to school, compared
with only about 80 percent of the private school parents. To leave their
classes, 87 percent of students in the control group had to obtain hall
passes, according to their parents, whereas only about 71 percent of the pri-
vate school parents said that this was a requirement.

15. If a value in the fourth column is negative, the percentage for the control group is obained by
adding the third and fourth columns.
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Table 12-1. Effects of the School Choice Scholarship Fund Program
on School Climate*

. Percent
Attends Private
Sample Scholarship  Scholarship private school
and report offered offer qﬁ%ﬂt school effect
FBarents
Serious problems
Fighting 44 —2(%+* 39 —29%r*
Tardiness S 42 —15¥ 38 22wk
Kids miss class { 38 —12%* 35 —1g¥ex
Kids destroy property 32 —12%** 29 —18**
Cheating 35 -7 33 —10%*
Racial conflice 32 —5* 3l —7*
School rules
School uniform 82 g 97 2 Sadd
Cettain dress forbidden 85 35%* 94 S0+
Visitors must sign in 83 ol 79 —17%x
Hall passes required 74 ) P 71 ~1G***
N 817-32 e 676-91
Students
Proud to attend this school 64 grax 66 |24
Behavior rules strict 68 6 69 8
Get along with teachers 60 S** 61 g
Feel “put down” by teachers 21 —4 . 20 -6
Have four or more friends
who use bad language 20 -3 19 4
N 547-78 cas 404-30

: rs’ calculations. :

:f’g;::g.ii:(;h\?alues are reported. The first column reports effects for all applicants. offered a scholar]
ship, the second reports differences in outcomes between those offered a scholarship and th.;‘ contro
group, the third reports effects for those attending a private school, and the fourdh reports di cr.cn_ce\:
between those attending a private school and the contzol group (see text for further de.talls). Statlstlﬁ.
significance at the 0.1 level {two-tailed test} is denoted by *; at the 0.05 level (two-tailed test), by **;

and at the 0.01 level (two-tailed tesc) by ***.
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Table 12-2. Effects of the SCSF Program on Homework®

Percent
Attends Private
Sample Scholarship  Scholarship private school
and repors offered offer effect school effec
Parent '
Child has more than
one hour of homework 51 15%%% 55 21+
Homework too easy 10 G 8 —g*
N 834-39 v 693-98
Student
Trouble keeping up with
homework 25, 2 25 3
Do all homework 83 4 84 6
Teachers return homework
most of time 44 g 40 e
N 573-609 e 486-514

Source: Authors' caleulations,
a. See table 12-1, note 4, for interpretation of rable.

Homework

Table 12-2 reports the program’s effects on homework. According to pat-
ents, students in private schools are asked to do more homework. OFf the
private school parents, 55 percent reported that their child had at least one
hour of homework a day, whereas only a third of parents in the control
group repotted as much homework. Private school parents were also less
likely to say that the homework was too easy.

Students’ assessments of their homework situation varied somewhat
from that of their parents. However, the wording of the questions for par-
ents and students is sufficiently different that the results do not directly
contradict each other. Students were asked whether it was true that they
“had trouble keeping up with the homework,” Twenty-five percent of pri-
vate school students said this was true, but 22 percent of the students in the
control group gave a similar response. Students were also asked “how
much” of their homework they “usually” did. If their answers are to be
believed, they are model students: about 80 percent of both groups claimed
to do “all” of their homework, Over half of the students in. the contrel
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Tablé 12-3. Effects of the SCSF Program on Communication
between School and Parents® :

Percent
Atends Private

Scholarship ~ Scholarship  private sehool
Parent report offered offer effect school effect
Receive grade information 920 grr* 93 11rx
Notified of distuptive behavior 87 G 89 1o***
Speak to classes about jobs 43 gres 46 135
Participate in instruction = ™" 62 1k 66 18%**
Parent nights 92 SErx 93 7
Regular parent-teacher conferences 923 3* 94 5*
Receive notes from teacher 88 g 91 13***
Receive newsletter 82 154 86 22r*
N 816-31 . 569-764

Source: Authors’ calculations.
a. See table 12-1, note a, for interpretation of rable.

group were mote likely to say that their homework was graded and
returned to them “always or most of the time,” but only about 40 percent
of the private school students gave this response.

Parental Involvement and Communication with Schools

Private school parents report more extensive communication and in-
volvement with their children’s schools. The data presented in table
12-3 indicate that a higher percentage of parents of students in private
schools reported that they were more informed about student grades
halfway through the grading period, were notified the first time their
children were sent to the office for disruptive behavior, spoke to classes
about their jobs, participated in instruction, were-at schools that held
more open houses or back-to-school nights, received notes from teachers
about their children, received a school newsletter, and were informed by
school when their children were absent and had more frequent parent-
teacher conferences.

The largest diffesences in parental involvement and school communica-
tion practices involve parents receiving newsletters, participating in
instruction, receiving notes from teachers, and speaking about their jobs.
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For example, about 90 percent of the private school parents reported
receiving notes from teachers, as compared with just over three-fourths of
the patents in the control group.

Continuing in the Program

It is generally thought that students do better if they 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 choice program, John Witte expressed concern at
the high rate of attrition from private schools.' A number of critics of
school choice have raised questions about the readiness of private schools
to expel students who do not “fit in.”"” But other studies have found that
private school 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.'* The SCSF pilot program provides an opportunity to examine this
question. [n general, our findings indicate that school choice does not dis-
rupt the education of low-income students.

Table 12-4 reports program effects on students changing school during
the school year. A very high percentage of all students in the study report-
edly remained in the same school for the entite year, much higher than is
typical of inner-city minority children.’ No differences in school mobility
rates are apparent between children in private schools and the control
group: 95 percent of both groups reported that their children had re-
mained in the same school throughout the school year.?? Similarly, sus-
pension rates were much the same for both groups: 7 percent of the parents
in the control group and 4 percent of the private school parents reported
that their children had been suspended.

Those who did change schools were asked to list their reasons. Among
both groups, answers were faitly evenly distributed across the variety of
alternatives provided in the questionnaire. The most frequently mentioned

16. Witte (1991).

17. See, for example, Murphy, Nelson, and Rosenberg (1997).

18. See Greene, Howell, and Petetson (1998).

19. Witte, Bailey, andThorn (1992, pp. 19-20).

20. These percentages may underestimate the actual rates of schoo] mobility for both groups. The
families that did not atrend the follow-up sessions are probably more likely to have moved, making it
tmore difficult for evaluation staff to locate them. If 50, their chifdren would be more likely to have
changed schools,
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Table 12-4. Effects of the SCSF Program on Changing School
during the School Year®

Percent
. Attends -Private
Scholarship  Scholarship  privare school
Parent repore offered offer effeet school effect
Child suspended for disciplinary
reasons 4 -2 4 -3
Child attended same school.
throughout school year 95 0 95 0
Reasons for changing school®
Moved away 2 -1 1 -1
School quality 1 0 0 0**
Too expensive 1 | 2 2
Suspended or expelled 0 0 0 0
Prefer public school 0 -1 0 -1
Inconvenient location 0 0 0 0
Prefer private school 0 0 0 0
N 83242 e 783-86

Source: Authors’ calculations,
a. See table 12-1, note a, for interpretation of table.
b, Denominator includes responses of parents of both those who stay and these who leave.

were that the school was too expensive or that the family had moved away.
No other reason was given by more than 1 percent of parents. School qual-
ity was cited by four scholarship parents and seven members of the control
group. Seven scholarship parents and four members of the control group
said that expense was a factor, Only three scholarship wsers and two mem-
bers of the control group said that their child had been expelled or sus-
pended. In short, school mobility was very low and virtually ide.nncal for
both those in private and public schools. Expulsion was a trivial factor,
affecting less than 1 percent of each group. : .
Table 12-5 reports program effects on students’ plans for the fo'llowmg
year. According to their parents, scholarship recipients are more likely to
attend the same school next year than are members of the control group.
Of the families in private schools, 84 percent said they expected their child
to be back at the same school the following year, as compared with 67 per-

cent of the control group.
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Table 12-5. Effects of the SCSF Program on Plans for Next School Yeart

Percent

Atzends Private
_ - Scholarship  Scholarship  private schoal
Parent repore offered offer effect school effect
Child will attend same school
fnext year 80 12%%* 84 17
Reasons for changing school®
School quality 5 -2 5 -2
Moving 5 -2 5 -1
Graduating 3 1T 2 —1 2%
Prefer {other) private school 2 0 1 0
Inconvenient location 2 0 1 -1
Too expensive 2 I 2 1=
Want to keep all children in
same school 1 0 1 0
Asked not to return 0 0 0 0
Prefer public scheol ] 0* 0 0
N 823 ves 768

Source: Authors’ calculations,
4. See table 12-1, note a, for interpretation of table,
b. In these calculations, denominater includes both those who stay and those who leave.

Approximately 5 percent of scholarship patents said that they were
changing schools because they did not find the quality of the school accept-
able, and another 5 percent said that they were planning to move. The
next most frequently mentioned reasons for changing school, given by less
than 2 percent of scholarship parents, were expense and an inconvenient
location. Less than one percent of all scholarship users said that their school
had asked them “not to return,”

The situation was much the same for the control group. Thirty-one
percent of parents in the control group did not expect their children to be
attending the same school next year. However, 14 percent of the parents
in the control group said this was because their child was graduating—
presumably from elementary to middle school. This institutional break is
found in public schools but not in most private schools in New York. If
these families are put to one side, the percentage of those in the control
group who say that they are thinking of changing schools is about 19 pet-
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cent, only slightly more than the 14 percent of scholarship pa‘rcnts who
expected their child to change school (for reasons other than graduation).

‘Seven percent of all families in the control group said that they were mov-

ing because the quality of their school was not acceptable. Less than 1 per-
cent of the control group said that their children had been asked not to
return to their carrent school.

lest Performance

Most previous school thoice experiments have not conformed to the clas-
sic 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 win-
ners were initially selected by means of a lottery, but eventually all appli-
cants were offered a scholarship. In Milwaukee, vouchers were awarded by
a lottery if schools were oversubscribed; however, the lottery was not con-
ducted by the evaluation team and darta collection was incomplete.?* The
evaluation of the SCSE program provides an improved opportunity to esti-
mate the test score effects of a scholarship program.

Table 12-6 reports the average impact of a scholarship on a student’s test
scores in reading and mathematics for all students, for students in each of
grades two through five, and, to increase the stability of the results, for
fourth and fifth graders combined. Because baseline test scores were not
collected from applicants then in kindergarten, we do not report first grade
results, The estimated impact after one year of attending a private school
on all students in grades two through five is small in both reading and
mathematics: less than 2 percentile points in each subject, a statistically
insignificant effect.

This picture changes when one examines the results by grade level. The
effects of attending a private school for one year on students’ math scores
in grades two, four, and five are, respectively, 5 percentile points, 7 per-
centile points, and 5 percentile points. The effects on reading for the same
grades are, respectively, 4 percentile points, 1 percentile point, and 6 per-
centile points. The impacts on math scores are statistically significant for all
three grades; for reading, they are significant in fifth grade only. For third
grade, the effects in math and reading are -3 and -2 points, respectively;

21. Results from these evaluations are reported in Peterson and Hassel (1998),



334 PETERSON, MYERS, HOWELL, AND MAYER

Table 12-6. Effects of the SCSF Program on Test Scores

Percentiles
_ Attends Private
Tost and Scholarship ~ Scholarship  private school Sample
grade level offered offer effece school effece size
Math
Grade 2 20.3 3.6 21.5 5.3* 371
(2.1 (3.6
Grade 3 20.2 -1.9 20.7 2.4 396
(2.3) (2.9)
Grade 4 30.5 4 8Hx 32.3 6.6M** 395
’ (2.3 (3.3
Grade 5 29.0 3.9* 29.4 5.1%* . 294
C@s) (3.2)
Grades 4 and 5 29.9 4,2%% 31.1 5.6%** 689
(1.7) (2.3)
All grades 24.6 1.2 253 1.6 1,456
(1.2) (1.6)
Reading
Grade 2 26.0 2.9 26.4 © 4.2 371
2.4 (3.6)
Grade 3 22,2 2.4 230 -3.1 396
(1.6} (2.1)
Grade4 28.1 06 - 28.9 0.9 395
(1.7) (2.5}
Grade 5 26.6 44> 26.9 5.8+ 294
(1.8)° (2.4)
Grades 4 and 5 27.4 2.5% 28.2 3.4 689
(1.3) (1.8)
All grades 25.6 L1 26.3 L5 1,456
(1.0) {1.4)

Source: Authors’ calculations.

a. Measure is score on Iowa Tests of Basic Skills. Scores have been adjusted for students who either
were “held back” or “skipped” a year in school. Weighted values are reported. For intetpretation of firse
through fourth columns, see table 12-1, note a. Statistical significance at the 0.1 level (one-tailed test)
is denoted by *; at the 0.05 level (one-tailed test), by **; and at the 0,01 level (one-tailed test) by ***,
Bootstrapped standard errors are shown in parentheses. Conventional tests of significance yield the
same results. .
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Table 12-7. Effects of School Choice and Class Size Reduction on Test Scores

Standard deviations -

Effect of Effect of
being offered attending Effect of
scholarship private school smaller class

Program and grade level ~ Math Reading Math Reading Math  Reading

New Yotk scholarship®
Grades 4 and 5 0.15 0.k 022 0.16

‘Tennessee class size®
Grade 1 (5) - ... cas . 0.32  0.30
Grade 1 (T) .. el . e 0.15 0.25
Source: Authors’ caleulations; Mosteller (1995).

a. Measure is scorc on Towa Tests of Basic Skills in reading and math.
b. Measurcs are Stanford Achicvement Test (S) and Tennessee Basic Skills Rirst Tesc (T).

the math 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 observa-
tions, and thus are more stable. For these students, the effect of attending
a private school is 6 points for math and 3 points for reading.

Effect Sizes

The magnitude of the effects of attending a private school can be assessed
by comparing them with the results of the evaluation of another random-
ized experiment: Tennessec’s Project STAR. As discussed by Frederick
Mosteller in chapter 6 above, this program reduced average class sizes from
approximately twenty-five students to fifteen. Table 12-7 presents results
from the interventions in New York and Tennessee in terms of effect sizes;
that is, effects expressed in standard deviations. In this way, one can com-
pare the sizes of programmatic effects on different outcomes, even though
raw measures differ.

In the case of the class size evaluation in Tennessee, no statistically sig-
nificant effects were identified for students beyond the first grade. Among
first graders, effect sizes vary between 0.15 and 0.32 standard deviation, as
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shown in table 12-7. Of these effects Mosteller observes, “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 substan-
tial.” He also notes that “an increase of one-fourth of a standard deviation
can amount to a considerable gain in performance.”? The Congress has
apparently been persuaded by the effect sizes observed in Tennessee. In
1998, after extensive policy deliberations in which the Fennessee evalua-
tion was frequently mentioned, the Congress enacted legislation authoriz-
ing an expenditure of more than $1 billion for the purpose of reducing the
size of elementary school classes across the country.

The fourth and fifth grade effect sizes observed in our evaluation of the
scholarship program in New York do not differ materially from the first
grade effects observed in ‘Tennessee, the largest effects observed in that eval-
uation. As can be seen in table 12-7, for grades four and five combined, the
effects of using a scholarship to attend a private school on reading and math
achievement were, on average, about 0.16 standard deviation for reading
and 0.24 standard deviation for math. These are not much different from
the first grade effects found in the Tennessee study, where observed effect
sizes varied berween 0.15 and 0.32 standard deviation. In short, substantial
private school effects on test scores of fourth and fifth grade students were
observed after just one year in the program.

The Tennessee class size study finds that initial gains are sustained in sub-
sequent years, but it does not find any incremental gains after the first year,
It will be interesting to see whether the gains observed in the first year of
New York’s school choice program are sustained or enlarged in subsequent
years. The evaluation is scheduled to continue for at least two more years.

Conclusion

Until now, there has not been a well-implemented randomized experiment
on school choice, and as a result high-quality information about the effects
of such programs has been limited. We find that low-income New York
City students in grades four and five who attend private schools score
higher in math and reading tests after one year than do students in the con-
trol group. In addition, parents report that the climate in the schools at-

22. Mosteller (1995, pp. 119-20), On the effects of reductions in class size, see also chaper 6 by
Mosteller and chapter 7 by Eric Hanushek in this volume.
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tended by scholarship recipients is, on average, better than that in the
schools attended by the control group—for example, there were fewer dis-
ruptive events, there was more communication between school and par-
ents, and teachers required students to complete more homework,

Although the effects are promising, it remains to be seen whether they
will continue and grow. If gains are observed over the next couple of years,
and if the results from these scholarship recipients can be generalized to all
disadvantaged inner city students, then school choice may constitute a
mechanism that will help achieve equality of educational opportunity.
Further research needs to be done to assess the long-term effects and the
systemic impact of school choice initiatives. Evaluations of systemic impact
should address questions such as how private and parochial schools
respond to the resulting increase in demand, how public schools respond
when large numbers of students chose to leave, and what happens to the
students who choose to remain in the public schools.
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