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Memorandum
TO: Interested Parties

FROM: Tom Janenda
Neera Tanden

RE: Vouchers

The Senate will be debating vouchers as an amendment to the District of Columbia
Appropriations bill today with debate expected to continue until at least Tuesday. Democratic
Senators are presently planning to filibuster the amendment - the first cloture vote is expected
Tuesday.

We thought the following materials would be useful for those who are talking to reporters and
otherwise influencing the debate on vouchers. We have put together a packet which includes:

. An RNC press release urging the President to support vouchers. The release was sent out

today.
. A document showing that Republican pollsters and political consultants are pushing

vouchers and other initiatives as a political strategy for the ‘98 elections.

. A document highlighting that voters have rejected vouchers by large margins each and
every time they have been put on a state-wide ballots.

. A two-pager detailing that Congressional Republicans are attacking the one school choice
proposal we know works - charter schools - through the Gorton Amendment, which block
grants the charter school program as well as other education funding.

. An article in the National Review by Chester Finn, President Reagan’s Assistant
Secretary for Education, in which he wrote that “charter schools are easily the most
promising education-reform strategy around.”’[National Review, 9/15/97]




To: National Desk, Political and Education writers
Contact: Tim Fitzpatrick of the Republican National Committee, 202-863-8550

WASHINGTON, Sept. 25 /U.S. Newswire/ -- This morning, Republican National Committee
Chairman Jim Nicholson hosted the third in a series of occasional press breakfasts with
Republican governors from around the nation. His guest today was Utah Gov. Michael O.
Leavitt, a past Chairman of the Republican Governors Association and the Western Governors
Association. Chairman Nicholson made the following remarks on the topic of education:

"'One of the most important issues for Republicans today is education reform. Today we are
joined by Gov. Mike Leavitt, a leader among Governors in improving our education system.
Before I introduce Gov. Leavitt, [ would like to address the topic of education for a moment.

“Today President Clinton is going to Little Rock, Arkansas, for the 40th anniversary
ceremony of the Little Rock Central High desegregation.

It was important to open those schools doors in 1957. But we need to open the schools doors
in 1997 as well. Because in 1997, the problem is not getting minority kids into schools -- it's
getting them out of schools that are unsafe and where no learning is taking place.

“'Right now the government forces too many poor children, many of them African-American
and Hispanic, to spend their days in such deficient schools.

"'I challenge Bill Clinton to free the children. [ challenge Bill Clinton to open the school doors
of America, to help parents choose the best schools for their children -- whether those schools
are public or private, charter or magnet, secular or religious.

“1t's well and good to celebrate the civil rights victories of 1957. Now it's time to achieve a
civil rights victory for 1997 by supporting school choice.

""Students from poorer neighborhoods often require extra help and motivation to achieve their
fullest potential. Gov. Mike Leavitt is meeting that need with his 'Highly Impacted Schools'
program, helping more children get the attention they need to excel.

""Gov. Leavitt is meeting the challenges of providing higher education to more young people,
and his work in establishing the Western Governors' University is giving more students greater
access to college through technology education. He has a personal interest in education as well.
As the father of five children, he has the same concerns about education as millions of parents
across Utah and across the nation."
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CONGRESSIONAL REPUBLICANS’ EDUCATION AGENDA:
DRIVEN BY POLITICS AND POLLSTERS

“Clinton holds a 20+ point lead over us in perceived ability to handle education. If we
want to gain seats in 1998, we had better get started in 1997 by closing the education
policy and communication gap.”-- Frank Luntz, a pollster for the GOP, in The Luntz
Research Companies, Language of the 21st Century, 1997

In the 105th Congress, Congressional Republicans have taken on a number of education
initiatives - blocking voluntary national tests, creating tax shelters for those who send their
children to private schools, and private school vouchers. At the same time, Republican

consultants and pollsters have publicly argued that Republicans must engage on education in order
to be competitive in the 1998 election cycle.

Ralph Reed and Action on Education: Ralph Reed, former director of the Christian
Coalition and now a Republican political consultant, recently wrote a memo to Republican
leaders advising them on political strategies for the 1998 election cycle. The memo titled
“Achieving Victory in 1998, including the following advice on education: “Our candidates
must make education a major theme in the 1998 campaign. The education issue will whipsaw
Republicans in 1998 and 2000 unless they get in front of a wave of concern among voters that

is only now landing on the beaches of the political landscape....” [Ralph Reed, 9/8/97
(emphasis added)]
»

Ralph Reed has also said, "We control Congress. Therefore, we need to find some issues
like the Coverdell amendment that are slam-dunks for our side and force Clinton to veto
them, if he dares."[Gannett News Service, 8/22/97 (emphasis added)]

» And he has said, "School choice is an outstanding issue with Republicans because it
resonates with their traditional white base in the suburbs. ...At the same time, it's a great
way to take the traditional view that Republicans are the party favoring the wealthy and

being out of touch with the poor and minorities and invert that image."[Washington Post,
9/7/97 (emphasis added)]

Frank Luntz, Republican Pollster, Argues for Action on Education Because of the Polls.
According to Frank Luntz, a pollster for the GOP, “Clinton holds a 20+ point lead over us in
perceived ability to handle education. If we want to gain seats in 1998, we had better get

started in 1997 by closing the education policy and communication gap.”[Frank Luntz, The

Luntz Research Companies, Language of the 21st Century, 1997, (Strategy Book distributed to
all House Republicans before August Recess)(emphasis added)]

Republicans See Education As An Election Issue: “Representative John Linder of Georgia,
the chairman of the National Republican Campaign Committee, has said Republicans ‘will do

something bold on education’ in 1998 as part of the election-year message.”’[ Washington
Times, 9/5/97(emphasis added)]



Republican Pollsters Push for Action on Education: Tony Fabrizio, former pollster for
Republican Presidential Nominee Bob Dole, has said, “Nothing has been done in our party to
take the offensive on child and education_issues.”[Time, 8/25/97]

Republican Flip-Flopping on National Action on Education: “After years of arguing that
education is not a federal issue, Republicans are now embracing it.... Republicans hope to use

Y

education savings accounts to gain ground on the education issue.”[Washington Times, 9/5/97]

Another Republican Wedge Issue: After Governor Arne Carson’s Radio Address on school
choice and education accounts, the AP wrote: “Carlson’s comments [on private school choice]
reflect Republican strategy for the 1998 midterm elections: Try to undercut Democrats'
strength in polls on education matters by making school choice a wedge issue.”[AP, 8/16/97]



REPUBLICANS & PRIVATE SCHOOL VOUCHERS:
AMERICANS HAVE REJECTED VOUCHERS AT EVERY TURN

Republican Congressional Leaders are pushing legislation to create taxpayer-funded private
school vouchers. They have offered an amendment to the District of Columbia Appropriations
bill that would subsidize private or parochial education for 2,000 children in the District.
However, when they discuss their proposal, there is one fact backers never mention. In each of
the four states where private school voucher programs have been put to the voters in a state-wide
referendum, they have been defeated by large margins, usually by a vote of two to one. In fact,
the voucher idea has never garnered more than 37% of the vote.

Vouchers Defeated by the Voters

California: In 1994, California voters rejected Proposition 174 by a margin of 70% to 30%.
The measure would have offered parents a voucher for $2,500 to pay for private
schools.[California Department of Education, 9/11/97]

Washington State: In November of 1996, Washington voters defeated Initiative 173, which
would have provided school tuition vouchers by a margin of 65% to 35%.[Eacts on File World
News Digest, 11/7/96; The Ethnic NewsWatch, 11/6/96]

Colorado: In November of 1992,Colorado voters defeated the Choice School Reform Ballot
Initiative by a vote of 62% to 37%.[Heritage Foundation Reports, 7/97]

Oregon: In 1990, Oregon voters defeated a voucher plan that would have granted tax credits
of up to $2,500 to families who wanted to send their children to parochial schools by a vote of
68% to 32%.[New York Times, 11/14/90]




CONGRESSIONAL REPUBLICANS & SCHOOL CHOICE

ATTACKING THE ONE “CHOICE” THAT’S WORKING -- CHARTER SCHOOLS

“The fast-spreading charter-school movement is challenging three hoary axioms about American
education: that only private schools can elude bureaucratic micro management, that worthwhile
school choice can be achieved only through vouchers, and that the left-leaning politics of public
education have barred the schoolhouse door against any encroachment by entrepreneurial
capitalism.... [T]wo years of visits, interviews, and surveys have convinced us that charter schools are
easily the most promising education-reform strategy around.”

---Chester Finn, Reagan’s Assistant Secretary for Education, in the National Review, 9/15/97

President Clinton Strongly Supports Public School Choice and Charter Schools

As Govemor of Arkansas, Bill Clinton was a leading proponent of public school choice to
give parents the option of sending their children to any public school within the-state. As part
of its efforts to promote public school choice, the Clinton Administration is helping teachers,
parents and community groups start charter schools -- innovative public schools that stay open
only as long as they produce results and meet the highest standards. Today, 700 charter
schools are in existence - there was only one when the President took office. And the
President's proposed budget doubles funding to help start charter schools so that there will be
more than 3,000 charter schools at the dawn of the 21st century.

CONGRESSIONAL REPUBLICANS AND CHARTER SCHOOLS

Republican efforts to block grant education spending may eliminate all charter school funds. By
a 51-49 vote, Senate Republicans approved the Gorton amendment to the Labor/Health and Human
Services/Education Appropriations Bill, which would convert several aid programs for schools into
block grants for local school districts. The Senate amendment tosses federal education money into one
pot and distributes it in an arbitrary way. It would eliminate the present charter school funding
program and turn it into a block grant. Localities could choose to zero out all funding for this
successful initiative which offers parents a choice among public schools.[AP, 9/12/97]

CHARTER SCHOOLS WORK, ACCORDING TO REAGAN’S ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR EDUCATION,
CHESTER FINN. Mr. Finn recently wrote in the conservative weekly magazine The National Review
of the success of charter schools in offering parents choice and increasing the quality of the education
their children receive: “The fast-spreading charter-school movement is challenging three hoary axioms
about American education: that only private schools can elude bureaucratic micro management, that
worthwhile school choice can be achieved only through vouchers, and that the left-leaning politics of
public education have barred the schoolhouse door against any encroachment by entrepreneurial
capitalism.... [T]wo years of visits, interviews, and surveys have convinced us that charter schools
are easily the most promising education-reform strategy around.”[National Review, 9/15/97]




REPUBLICAN GOVERNORS - SUPPORTING AND EXPANDING CHARTER SCHOOLS
BECcAUSE THEY WORK

Texas Republican Goverpor George Bush
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Governor George W. Bush has said of charter schools, “They work. Competition is something
schools shouldn't be afraid of and charter schools bring competition to the public school
system.”[The Fort Worth Star-Telegram, 11/13/96]

“Charter schools inject competition into the public education system. I intend to ask the
Legislature for a lot more charter schools for our state.”[ Austin American-Statesman, 11/13/96]
Governor Bush has pushed for expanding the number of Charter Schools in Texas from 20 to 100.
[Dallas Morning News, 8/31/97]

California Republican Governor Pete Wilson

»

Wilson has said that California’s Charter Schools Plan will "allow Californians to design schools
that are more responsive to the needs of the community, establish alternative teaching
methods, give parents a choice, and, most importantly, improve pupil learning."[San Francisco
Chronicle, 9/22/92] .

During his attempts to expand the number of charter schools, Governor Wilson said, "We must
provide others with this same opportunity--a true choice to restore excellence and accountability
in this state's public schools.”[Los Angeles Times, 3/8/96]

Governor Wilson has supported dramatically increasing the number of charter schools in
California from 100 to 300.[City News Service, 5/23/96]

Michigan Republican Governor John Engler

»

Of his Charter School plan, Governor Engler has said, "It's the most sweetening reform in a
century... There's no question ... we have the nation's most- extensive charter school
legislation."[United Press [nternational, 12/24/93]

Governor Engler was one of the first governors in the country to push for charter schools.[Daily
Report Card, 10/6/93]
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Or as the shop-worn doggerel goes,
“The sage on the stage gives wav to the
guide on the side.”

The notion thar all learning should be
“naruralistic,” like the untutored learn-
ing ot the mother tongue, and that pub-
lic schools must institutionalize this
process in all domains, tlies in the face
of common sense, long experience, and
scientific research. It also ignores the
pracucal realities of providing mass edu-
cation tor a heterogencous population.

Another fallacy is that knowledge 1s
less important than knowledge-seeking
skills, since the explosion of knowledge
todav makes it impossible to learn
evervthing about a subject. Thus schools
shouldn’t bother with “mere tacts” burt
should focus instead on teaching “ac-
cessing skills” and such “higher order” or
“metacognitive skills™ as “critical think-
ing,” “problem solving,” etc.

However, since critical thinking is not
a detachable tool but instead involves
thinking critically abour something, the
more knowledge one possesses (in do-
mains such as literature, carpentry, his-
torv, brick laving, mathematics, etc.),
the more analogies one will have at
one’s disposal for thinking critically
abour something new. To emphasize
“critical thinking” as an all-purpose skill
while de-emphasizing knowledge acrual-
lv serves to decrease a student’s ability
to think critically.

The formalistic-tool conceprt of learn-
ing is consistent with the bureaucratic
mindset which elevates form and pro-
cess over substance. It 1s, however, at
vanance with what we know abourt
learning. Yet despite clear evidence of
failure the education establishment not
only pugnaciously detends its ideology,
but also aggressively spreads it at every
opportunity. To make matters even
worse, the trend among education
bureaucrats todav is actually awav trom
educarion, as detined by academic goals,
and toward indoctrination, which at-
tempts to mold actitudes in accordance
with current tads, whether they be selt-
esteem and feel-good psychology, or the
political correctness of post-modernism
and multiculturalism. The results will be
1 dumbed-down and propagandized
population with minorities lagging even
turther behind.

In short, rather than grapple with the
tough problems of educating minority
children, the education establishment
supports a coercive and punitive regime
of racial and ethnic preferences designed
to engineer proportional representation.

BADK TO SKOOL

The regime of preterences, however, is
drawing to a close, and the next trontier
of civil rights is opening up. Battles
tought on this new tront will be waged
against this determined establishment in
an ctfort to shake it loose trom our in-
stiturions of public education. This will
take the torm of struggles for magnet
schools, charter schools, school choice,
and the necessarv breaking of the mo-
nopoly ot teacher certitication now held
by universitv schools ot education. We
can be sure that the educrats, with their

vast resources drawn trom public rev-
enues and with their etfective organiza-
tion, will resist these measures at everv
step and 1n every way possible. '

What will we give minorities once
preterences disappear? The answer is
that “we™ are “theyv,” united in a com-
mon struggle to take back our schools
and thereby to advance berter education
everywhere, and in so doing to promote
the more equal distriburion of the im-
portant resource of intellectual capital
among all our children. a

The New School

Charter schools offer the benefits of both public schools

and private schools.

CHESTER E. FINN JR.. BRUNO V. MANNO.
LOUANN BIERLEIN & GREGG VANOUREK

HE fast-spreading charter-school

movement is challenging three

hoarv axioms about American
education: that only private schools can
elude bureaucratic micromanagement,
that worthwhile school choice can be
achieved onlv through vouchers, and
that the left-leaning politics of public
education have barred the schoolhouse
door against anv encroachment by en-
trepreneurial capitalism.

No, this familiar trio hasn’t been van-
quished, and this is no time to relax.
But all three assumpuions are in recreat
before what some are calling the “rein-
vention of public education®™—a bartery
of new sorts of schools and educational
practices, among which charter schools
are the most significant. Today, some
seven hundred of these are in operation,
enrolling about 170,000 youngsters.
Twentv-nine states have authorized
charter schools. In some jurisdictions—
notably Arizona, Michigan, California,
Colorado, Texas, and Massachusetts—
thev have become major parts of the
education-reform scene. In the District
of Columbia, despite a rocky start, the
prospect of a dozen charter schools is
the brightest spot in a grim picture.

What exacdy is a charter school?
Visualize a hybrid, a public school with
some of the most highly prized fearures
of private schools. As a public institu-

tion, it is open to all who wish to ar-
tend, paid for with tax dollars. and ac-
countable to state or local suthorities
tor good performance (especially stud-
ent achievement) and decent behavior
(e.g., non-discrimination). It has au-
thority to operate for a specified period
—normally five vears—and gets its char-
ter renewed only if it delivers good re-
sults. [n the manner ot a private school,
however, it is self-governing, free trom
most regulations, able to hire whomever
it likes, in control of 1ts own (secular)
curriculum, and atrended onlv by
voungsters whose parents choose it.

No such schools existed five vears
ago. That thev enjov wide bi-partisan
support today—President Clinton has
called for three thousand of them by
decade’s end—indicates the appeal of
this concept. But opposition is intensi-
tving, too, and there are signs that the
charter label is being applied loosely.
Indeed. some states that boast of “char-
ter laws” actually enacted such weak
measures that the teachers unions are
applauding—because any schools creat-
ed on those terms will lack real indepen-
dence in vital areas such as personnel.

The authors are on the research staff of the
Hudson Institute. Their new report is avail-
able on the web at http://www.edexcel-
lence.net
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SHOWCASE OF RECOMMENDED SCHOOLS

ACADEMIC FREEDOM?

At too many colleges today, “academic freedom” means the
tfreedom to lock God out of the curriculum, leaving a slavish
dependency upon today's fads. In stark contrase to this worldly
vision, fortunately, a truly Roman Catholic college is to be
“completely dedicated to the research of all aspects of truth
in their essential connection with the supreme Truch,

who s God.” (Pope John Pawl 1)

At Christendom College, academic freedom is freedom to
discover the truth about God, man and the universe.

JOINUS AND BE LIBERATED!

Contact: Paul Heisler, Admissions Oftice. [34 Christendom Drive
Front Royal, VA 226304 1-300-877-5456
heep://www.ewtn.com/christdm
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A RomaN CaTtHotic COLLEGE

Thar’s so, tor example, with the “char-
ter” laws of Kansas, Georgia, Mississip-
p1, and Rhode [sland.

Sull,. "independent public school of
choice™ is no longer an oxvmoron. Nor
15 it unique to the United States. Mar-
garet Thatcher’s England headed down
this path ftirst with “grant-maintained”
schools thar opt our of their local school
burcaucracies and become sclt-govern-
ing, tunded by block grants trom White-
hall. New Zcaland has made all its pub-
lic schools quasi-independent.

Some U.S. charter schools (especially
in California) are tormer public schools
that wrested their freedom trom the
superintendent’s  office.  Several states
permit private schools to convert to
charter status, too. But most are start-
tfrom-scratch schools, tounded by par-
ents, teachers, community  organiza-
tions, even for-protit tirms.

Yes, capitalism is welcome in much of
the charter world. Companies thar de-
sign and manage schools are springing
up and cither obtaining their own char-
ters or (more commonly) contracting to

run schools whose charters are held by
parent or community groups. Scveral
small firms are managing two or three
charter schools apiece this vear, and two
nationally known outtits (the Edison
Project and Educational Alternatives,
Inc.) are responsible for more—a tull
dozen in Edison’s case. Whether thev’ll
yield a profit for their investors remains

The educational
choices afforded by
charter schools are

dazzling.

to be seen—but the schools appear to be
educational successes.

Instead of running entire schools,
other private firms are taking small bites
trom the charter apple, turnishing, tor
example, hot lunches, tutoring, testing,
or technology. Some of this is happen-
ing 1n regular public schools, too.

Elementarv/secondarv education is a
$300-billion enterprise, and private ven-
dors (school-bus companies, textbook
publishers) have marketed their wares
to it tor decades. Whar is changing is
the willingness ot schools to entrust in-
structional and managerial responsibili-
ties to outside sources.

How signiticant are the educational
choices atforded by charter schools?
With the crucial exceprion of religious
chotce, thev’re dazzling. In a town
where all the regular schools are “pro-
gressive™ or “child-centered,™ a back-to-
basics charter school is a treasure for
disgruntled families. We've also been in
communities whose 1950s-stvle public
schools don't suit 1990s-stvle yuppic
parents. In such situations, a charter
school that offers open  classrooms,
mixed-ability grouping, and “develop-
mentallv appropriate™ instruction is a
pearl beyond price.

The price, moreover, is zero—at lcast,
for the customers, because charter
schools don’t charge tuition. For low-
income tamilies in  particular, the
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charter oprion 15 an extraordinary boon.

That 1s why, contrary to ¢ritics” claims
that these schools would skim oft al-
readv-fortunate kids, we find that 40
per cent of charter-school pupils come
trom familics poor e¢nough to quality
tor tederal lunch subsidies. Halt are mi-
norities tcompared with one-third of
the kids 1n conventional public schools).
Charters also appear to be enrolling
many disabled and non-English-speak-
ing students.

Some tamilies are even leaving private
schools tor charters—11 per cent of the
enrollment in our sample—and others (3

EAOK TO SKOOL

per cenry are swirching  from  home-
schooling to charters. Another 3 per cent
ot charter pupils are tormer dropouts.

As for results, the charter phenom-
¢non is too new tor pupil achievement
to be tully appraised. But carly signs are
promising. Test scores in Massachusetts
and Arizona. for example, indicate that
charter schools are doing betrer than
conventional schools, with similar or
tougher kids.

We've spent the past two vears studv-
ing these schools—visiting sixty of them
in tourteen states and interviewing hun-
dreds of their consutuents. A tew are

places we wouldn't send our own kids:
one or two were a hetle weird. But the
grear majority of these schools are what
most families crave: small, safe places
with coherent academic missions and
high standards, schools led and statted
by people who believe in those missions
and care abour kids' acrually meeting
the standards, schools full of students
and teachers who want to be there—not
least  because nobody s obliged o
remain.

We also gathered survev data from
students, parents, and teachers. The num-
bers attest to the needs these schools

Abstaining from Sex Education

c AST month,” warned Debra
L Haffner, president of the Sex-
uality Information and Edu-
cation Council of the United States
(SIECUS), “the Federal Government
released guidelines tor a new program
that has as its ‘exclusive’ purpose teach-
ing the social, psvchological, and health
gains to be realized by abstaining from
sexual acnvity.”

Miss Haffner’s April letter sounded
the tocsin for a massive state-by-state
effort, mounted in the legislatures and
the press, to block the teaching ot absti-
nence in the schools. So when public
healch officials from all fifty states, con-
rra SIECUS, submirted grant applica-
tions to install such programs, conserva-
tives counted it a coup.

The $50 million in “abstinence ed”
grants will constitute the first significant
counterbalance to the $200 million in
family-planning tunds dispensed annual-
v under Titde X of the Public Health
Service Act. Title X funds have played a
major role in advancing the SIECUS
agenda of “comprehensive sexuality ed-
ucation”—carlv and intensive instruc-
uon in sexual anatomv and technique,
unintormed by anv value base but the
moral autonomy of the child and the
purported objectivity of the educartor.

“Enacted in 1970,” says Gracie Hsu,
policv analyst for the Family Research
Council, “Title X was supposed to help

Mr. Nadler is editor of K. C. Jones, a Mid-

L western political monthly.

reduce the unplanned-pregnancy rate,
especially in the teenage population.
However, Title X has not only failed to
reduce the teenage pregnancy rate, but
tecnage reproductive health has drasti-
cally worsened in every category.” Miss
Hsu cites explosions in the incidence of
adolescent abortion, sexually transmit-
ted disease, and unwed motherhood as
spawn of the Title X approach.

In reaction to the persistence of these
problems, Congress authorized $250
million in abstinence-education grants
under Title V of the Weltare Reform
Act. The five-vear program creates a
“laboratory of the states” in implement-
ing a new approach to sex education.
With timely assists from two House
committee chairmen—Tom Bliley at
Commerce and Bill Archer at Ways and
Means—the language of the act fairly
represents the position of moral tradi-
tionalists. The legislation tunds only
programs which promote abstinence
from premarital sex as “the expected
standard for all school-aged children.”
Title V refers to abstinence as “the only
certain way to avoid out-of-wedlock
pregnancy, sexually transmitted  dis-
cases, and other associated health prob-
lems.”

Of the various items on the social
conservatives’ agenda, reforming sex ed-
ucation seemed unlikely under this Ad-
ministration. President William Jeffer-
son Clinton is, in word and deed, the
most ardent advocate of comprehensive
sexuality education ever to occupy the

Oval Ottice. But within two vears of his
first 1nauguration, Clinton’s preferred
approach had suffered swunning sct-
backs, both as politics and as policy.

Joycelyn Elders’s elevation to the post
of Surgeon General answered no right-
wing pravers—but it should have. An
advocate of school-based instruction in
petting and auto-eroticism, and ot con-
dom-dstuburtion, Dr. Elders proudly
publicized the obscurer tenets of the
sex-education orthodoxy. What she said
wasn't new. Tens of thousands of
protessionals—teachers and teachers-in-
training—had heard comparable mes-
sages routinely through in-service sem-
inars or department otferings. What Dr.
Elders brought to the debare was pub-
licity. Through her, the average Amen-
can achieved a general notion of what
present-day sex ed actually amounts to:
one part cerebral petting zoo, one part
flash-card anatomy. The Surgeon Gen-
eral’s anu-religious, anu-family, anti-
male diatribes translated the esoterica of
sex educators into street English.

HILE Dr. Elders’s subse-
quent public traumas eroded
the political viability of com-
prehensive sexualiry education, a group
of its academic triends were undermin-
ing its intellectual credibility. In “The
Failure of Sex Education,” Barbara Da-
toe Whitchead described sex education
as “a policy crafted ourside the precincts
of the academv. It is not rooted 1n a dis-
cipline, or even a set of disciplines, but
can best be described as a jumble of
popular therapies and philosophics, in-
cluding self-help therapies, selt-esteem
and assertiveness training, sexology, and
certain strands of feminism™ (Atlanzic
Monthly, October 1994).
In 1993—nearly thirty vears after
SIECUS first described the general the-
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meer and the high levels of saustaction
that theyv are producing. Consider five
bits ot evidence:

First, charter students and parents
both report clear educational improve-
ment. Among children who pertormed
“poorlv” in their previous school (as
judged by their parents), for example,
nearly half are now doing “excellent” or
“above average” work. Students ot all
races report sizable academic gains.

Sccond, students and parents like their
charter schools. Three-titths of the kids
sav their teachers are better. Halt are
more interested in their schoolwork.

BAJOK TO sSKOOL

Three-titths sav the charter school s
safer and has better discipline than the
school their child would otherwise be
artending. Four ourt of five plan to keep
their ¢hild in the charter school as long
as 1t's available.

Third, tamilies and reachers are turn-
ing to charter schools tor educational
reasons. When asked why thev chose
their present school, charter parents’ top
answers are small size, higher stand-
ards, the schools’ cducanional philos-
ophy, greater opportunities tor parental
involvement, and better teachers. Ma-
jor factors cited by teachers include

school philosophy. class size, the pres-
ence of like-minded colleagues. commit-
ted parents, and greacer reacher authori-
Ty,

Fourth, sausfaction levels are highest
when it comes to educational mateers
{curriculum, rteaching, etc.) and lowest
in peripheral areas (tood, sports, cte.),
indicating that charters are successtully
deploving their limited resources on the
basics. When we asked students what
thev like best abour their charter school,
the most trequent answers were: “good
teachers,™ “thev reach it undl I learn ie,”
and “thev don’t let me tall behind.™ Not

ory—researchers began to disaggregate
the impact of the various strands of
“comprehensive  sexuality  education.”
The analyses were authored not by par-
tisans of the Christian Right, but by
luminaries of peer-reviewed medical
research journals.

In “Factors Influencing First Inter-
course for Teenage Men,” researchers
Leighton Ku, Frevn Sonenstein, and
Joseph Pleek studied the relationship
berween sex educanion and sexual initia-
tion by instructional topic. They divided
sex education into four content cate-

The researchers
veserved their greatest
ire for role-playing
with no hint as to the
expected outcome.

gories: biological knowledge, birth-con-
trol methods, AIDS education, and “re-
sistance skills”"—how to say “no” to sex.

“In analysis ot the tull sample,” wrote
Ku and associates, “prior AIDS educa-
tion and resistance skills are each associ-
ated with significant decreases in the
risk of first intercourse (AIDS educa-
tion: 26 per cent reduction; resistance
skills: 29 per cent reduction). Signifi-
cant increases in the odds ratios were
detected tor prior instruction in birth
contro! (30 per cent increase) or in the
biological aspects of sex (32 per cent in-
crease).”

Put simply: what worked in postpon-
ing sexual activity among teens, and its
atrendant ills, was fear (AIDS aware-
ness) and derective abstinence (resistance
skills). What accelerated teen sex was
adult validation ot pre-marital carnal

knowledge. But for the caveat that tear
of God might replace fear of AIDS, this
is what the Religious Right had always
maintained.

This study of first intercourse, pub-
lished in the November/December 1993
Public Health Reports, undermined the
foundations of comprehensive sexuality
education by revealing its implicit
behavioral tendencies. It remained for a
blue-ribbon panel, commissioned by the
Centers tor Disease Control (CDC), to
dismantle it in detail.

Reviewing the literature on school-
based sex-educacion programs for their
effectiveness in preventing teen preg-
nancy, co-authors Doug Kirby (ETR
Associates), Janet Collins (CDC), Mar-
ion Howard (Emory University), Freya
Sonenstein (Urban Institute), and Laurie
Zabin (Johns Hopkins) compiled the
best available teen-sex surveys and im-
plementation data on sex-education pro-
grams. Based on their svnthesis of best
practices, Kirby and his colleagues—
strong sex-education advocates, all—
challenged the SIECUS orthodoxy plari-
tude by platitude in the Mav/June 1994
issue of Public Health Reports.

Programs that reduced reen pregnan-
¢y were not open-ended in their objec-
tives, but based on “the development of
conservative group norms.” Teachers
were not neutral facilitators of morally
autonomous wards, but active advocates
who “presented a clear stand and em-
phasized clear behavior values.” In ef-
fective programs, teens were provided
information that “was not unnecessarily
derailed or comprehensive.” Rather, in-
struction focused on encouraging de-
sired behaviors.

The researchers reserved their greatest
ire for “role-playing” in which the in-
structor/facilitator gave no hint as to
the expected outcome.

Comprehensive sexuality education as
promoted by SIECUS was shown to be
as methodologically inept as it was the-
oretically perverse.

Despite their string of victories, leg-
islative, political, and intellecrual, advo-
cates for Judaco—Christian sexual abso-
lutes remain cautious—particularly those
who have tought these wars the longest.
At a receatr.Washington conference of
abstinence educators and their allies, a
persistent theme was the facility with
which a hostile bureaucracy could hijack
congressional intent. Already Rep. Bill
Archer has foughr (and won) a sharp
batde with the Department df Healch
and Human Services to assure that the
governors—mostly Republican—will re-
main involved in approving Title V
grants. But horror stories are accumu-
lating in the states: from Nebraska, a d:-
rective to combine absrinence programs
with the tindings ot a hostile panel;
from Tennessee, a program to fund
atter-school sports with Tide V funds:
from Wisconsin, a proposal to base ab-
stinence grants on their compatibility
with SIECUS guidelines.

HEIR unexpected congressional

victory on sex cducation leaves

triumphant conservatives in pos-
session of a land-mined field tn hostle
terrain, occupiers of a torward position
in a defensive war. What i1s best about
Title V is that the outcome is now in
doubt—an improvement trom the con-
sequences of Title X. The state-by-state
grant process enables conservatives to
intervene in whar public-school chiidren
are told about the facts of life at levels
of government closer to home. If a “lab-
oratory of the states” is not what we
would wish for our children, it is cer-
rainly preferable to mandatorv moral
freefall. —RicHARD NADLER
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1 bad pupils-cve summary of what
schools are supposed to do.

Finally, the teachers prize the protes-
stonal opportunities they find in charter
schools. More than 90 per cent are sats-
ficd with thetr school’s educational phi-
losophy, with their fellow reachers, and
with thetr students: over three-quarrers
are pleased with their school’s admin-
istrators and the level ot teacher decision-
making, and thev like the challenge of
starting a new school. Fewer than 3 per
cent would rather teach elsewhere.

ENS ot thousands of American

tamilies  have to avail

themselves of these new-stvle
schools. Yer the charter movement has
reached a tatetul intersecrion. It it is
able to tollow one path, thousands of
these  schools-of-choice  will - develop,
offering true educational alternatives
tor millions of tfamilies. Down the other
path lies a tuture not too ditferent from
the present: a handtul of schools serving
a smallish population ot determined
parents and students who had fared
poorly elsewhere.

The second path. alas, seems the like-
lier. The toes of charter schools—both
teachers unions and their allies in the
education establishment—are doing their
utmost to block access to the first. In
tact, the toes are now almost as wary of
charter schools as of vouchers—nor least
because the charter idea has wider polit-
wal appeal and ts spreading taster.

Statutory caps on the number of char-
ter schools are a tavorite weapon of the
cstablishment. In Massachusertts, where
the legislature just inched up its 25-
school limir, the Commonwealth re-
cetved 123 proposals over the past three
vears. In Texas, which recently raised
the ceiling trom 20 to 100 schools,
nearly 300 applications are  expected.
tThe Lone Star State has abour 6,300
public and 1,300 private schools.) When
New Jersev issued its new charter appli-
cation package a couple of months ago,
over 500 requests for copies arrived
within davs.

Discriminatory tinancial arrangements
are another weapon. Capital funding tor
charter schools is almost non-existent
todav—which is why so many of them
operate in shabby, rented quarters. Only
a few states grant them per-pupil oper-
ating budgets equal to those of conven-
tional schools. Most jurisdictions don't
turn on the tiscal spigot until the kids
arrive (1.¢., no start-up funding). Scver-
al permit local school boards to charge

chosen

TADK TO "KOOL
far “overhead™ tees. And Washingron—
despite Mr. Clinton’s protessed support
and the popularity ot the charrer con-
cept among GOP  lawmuakers—comes
nowhere near assuring these schools the
tederal aid that their students would get
in ordinary public schools.

A third weapon is lingering burcau-
cratic control ot crucial parts of 2
school’s tinances or program. Recall
that the whole idea of chartering a
school 1s to give it operating treedom in
return tor results-based accountabilitv—
the reverse ot traditional school prac-
tice, which micromanages the produc-
tion process while turning a blind eve to
the quality of the product. A well-craft-
ed charter program keeps a few essential
rules in place (in matrers such as health,
safety, and civil rights) and checks the
backgrounds of would-be charter opera-
rors and staff. It sets academic standards
tor the schools to atrain. But that's it
All else hinges on whether a school de-
livers the results it promises—and can
atrract and hold customers.

That’s how it’s supposed to work. But
in many jurisdictions the enemies of
charter schools have kept reels of ad-
ditional red rape in place. Most Cali-
tornia charters have no real tiscal au-
tonomy. New Jersev’s charter law
retains a form ot teacher tenure. North
Carolina won't let charter teachers par-
ticipate in the state reurement system
unless their school is under the thumb
of a local board. In Colorado local
boards can maintain constanr anxicry by
issuing charters that last onlv a vear at a
time.

So long as barriers like these remain
in place, charter schools will remain a

modest cducanional sideshow rather than
awidely accessible aleernative.

That's todav's battleground, and char-
ter foes have recently enjoved many vie-
tories on it. Enabling bills were killed
this vear in Washingron state. Alabama,
Induana, Missouri, Nevada,  Virginia.
and  Tennessee. Gov. Pataki’s  once-
robust proposal 1s barely breathing in
Albanyv. The new statutes in IHlinois and
Pennsvivama are weak. And where char-
ter schools got ot to a strong stare,
their enemies dre regrouping. Raising
the cap in Massachusetrs was a bloody
political ordeal—and halt the Bav State’s
new charters will be subordinate to local
boards and umons. In Colorado, Gov.
Rov Romer recentdy vetoed a bl to
give charter schools a fairer financial
shake: although Romer was an carlv
charter  bouster, Colorado’s  potent
school board and teacher groups tinallv
bent him to their will. (That means just
a tew dozen charters in a state with
1,400 conventional schools.)

Not all charter opponents are tound
on the-left, however, or 1n the school
establishment. Many conservatives have
been skittish about these schools be-
cause thev are a sub-species of “public™

educanion and susceptible to reversals of

tortune at the hands ot government.
Obviously, charrer schoolsr are not a
cure-all for American education. Thev're
not immune to curricular tads, tiscal
blunders, and personnel mistakes. (Thar's
why five have closed—or been shut
down.) Nevertheless, two vears of visits,
interviews, and survevs have convinced
us that charter schools are casilv the
most promising education-retorm strat-
cgy around. O

Education

and Race

The performance of minority students in affluent
areas refutes the prevailing educational shibboletbs.

ARTHUR Hu

ESEGREGATION is at a
crossroads. As many analysts
are declaring the integration
experiment a failure, Harvard’s desegre-
gation guru, Garv Ortield, keeps wlling
us that minority educaton could be
fixed if only we desegregated more. Edu-

cators and the media rourinely stam city
schools tor poor minority performance
while holding up atfluent suburban dis-
tricts as models because ot their better

Mr. Hu is a writer living in Kirkland.
Washington.

52

NATIONAL REVIEW / SEPTEMBER

15, 1997




William R. Kincaid

P S

09/17/97 02:03:34 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Michael Cohen/OPD/EOP

cc:
Subject: DC Schools

Mike--
fyi -

1 am going to have Allison copy some materials that | got from Sandy Battle at ED re: I. DC voucher
legislation and 2) ED support for DC education reform efforts. The latter is a summary that was done
for Riley to prep for a meeting with Becton in July. Sandy says that ED is currently working on a fleshed
out memo (| believe to present to Raines) on things ED can do to assist DC with school improvement.

—- Bill
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THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION’S EFFORTS TO SUPPORT
EDUCATION REFORM IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

This memo descrives the Department of Education’s (ED’s) strategy to support education reform
1n the Distnct of Columbia as well as some possible new bold actions the Clinton Administration
could take that build on the existing strategy.

Based on cxtensive consultations with ED, experts and research recommended by ED, and on best
practices supplied by ED, General Julius Becton, CEO of the DC Public Schools, has developed a
one-year education reform plan and will be developing a long-term plan. General Becton’s efforts
concentrate on achieving fundamental improvements over the next three years in the following core
areas: academics, school facilities and safety, and personnel and financial management systems.
To support General Becton’s efforts, ED has established three goals:

Goal 1: Make sure programs in DC are in compliance with federal laws and
effective.
Goal 2: Help DCPS put challenging academic Standards, performance assessments,

professional development and accountability into the overall system.

Goal 3: Assist DC with school-level reform efforts in a specific number of schools
each year, including establishing charter schools and using methods and
strategies that research has shown to be effective in the inner cities.

GOAL 1: Make Sure DC Programs Are in Compliance with Federal Laws and
Effective

ED has been moving vigorously to ensure that federal funds are spent in a way that is faithful
to the law. DCPS is now taking steps to fix its internal administrative systems, including its
contracts, personnel and accounting systems. DCPS has accepted some, but not all, of the
ED’s recommendations and offers of assistance in this area.

A. Requiring full independent audit of DCPS use of federal funds. At ED’s
urging, DCPS issued a request for proposals from independent accounting firms for
a comprehensive audit of DCPS’s use of federal funds, its internal financial and
programmatic controls, and its recent past practices. DCPS is now reviewing bids.

B. Helping with and Conducting Audits. ED’s Inspector General is helping DCPS
with its audits, including one audit to accurately count the number of DCPS
students and another investigating allegations of misuse of federal Safe and Drug
Free Schools funds. DCPS is reviewing bids for the first audit. ED will soon be
releasing the results of the other audit, which will document misuse of federal
funds. -
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C. Assisting with Specific Department-Funded Programs and Activities. ED
continues to work aggressively with DCPS to address financial and programmatic
issues in specific federally funded program. As described below, in many cases
ED 1s withholding federal funds until DCPS develops quality. detailed plans for the
funds:

Special Education. Based on serious ongoing non-compliance with special
education programs (IDEA), ED is in the process of negotiating an agreement with
DCPS on a compliance plan. Earlier this month, ED rejected DCPS’s proposed
compliance plan and asked DCPS to revise it and add more specifics.

ual Progra Programs for Limi nglish Proficient St s. DCPS
never implemented a 1994 settlement agreement to ensure equal educational
opportunities for limited English proficient students. ED is now in the process of
negotiating a new and more- specific settlement agreement to bring DCPS into
compliance with the law, with the goal of reaching agreement in August.

] ts. ED is in negotiations with DCPS
on a recent complamt regarding discriminatory discipline on the basis of national
origin against Hispanic students. In response to the complaint, DCPS is removing
the principal involved, forming a Diversity Taskforce to address discipline, and
hired a special assistant for Multi cultural Education.

Adulr Educgrion. DC has had difficulty providing the 25% match required to
receive federal funding for adult education. In March 1996, DC stopped funding
adult education programs despite a requirement in the DC School Reform Act of
1995 that it implement a “comprehensive and effective adult education and literacy
program.” ED is working with DC on a strategy, but it is unclear whether DC
will use local funds for adult education in the future.

Homeless Education. DC continues to decline federal McKinney Act funding for
the education of homeless children on the grounds that it cannot afford to
participate. DC is the only eligible jurisdiction not taking advantage of McKinney
Act funding.

Vocational f£ducation. ED is concemed that DCPS is incorrectly allocating Perkins
funds to schools and using as much as one-third of federal funds for administration.
ED is working with DCPS to correct both irregularities.

Goals 2000. ED awarded DCPS $1.4 million in FY96 Goals 2000 funds, but is
withholding FY97 funding until DCPS develops an adequate plan, with specific
goals and detailed steps to reach each goal. DCPS expects to submit such a plan
to ED this month.
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Technology. ED is withholding DC’s Technology Literacy Challenge Grant funding
until it has an adequate comprehensive technology plan, and has been helping DC to
develop such a plan. Based on the draft plan submitted to ED carlier this month, ED
expects to be able to award DC its funding --the last jurisdiction in the country to
receive funding.

Schoal-to-Work QOpportunities. ED has extended the application period for DC to
apply for federal School-to-Work funds. ED is providing significant technical
assistance to DC on the development of its application and is using its national
School-to-Work funds to pay for an independent private-sector assessment of DC’s
acuvities and recommendations. This process is about to begin and will last several
rmonths. DC is potentially eligible for more than $9 million in federal funds. ED
will also continue to explore options for federal agencies to operate career
academies within the public school system.

Safe and Drug Free Schools. General Becton has made improving school security
a top priority, and hopes to broaden their use of Safe and Drug Free Schools funds
beyond drug prevention, to hire more security guards and better train the guards.
and to learn from other urban school’s experience. ED has provided DCPS with
options, and will be providing information on best practices and recommendations,
and will be bringing security chiefs and crime experts to DC to provide advice.
ED will explore the potential for the Justice Department to develop a training
program for DCPS security guards.

GOAL 2: Help DC put challenging academic standards, performance assessments,
professional development and accountability into its overall system.

Over the past months, ED provided assistance, and advised DC on selection of systemwide
standards and assessrnents and putting professional development and accountability into the
overall system. Rebuilding DC’s school system will be a complex, long-term process. We
are working with DC on school reform top-down and bottom-up. DC is using Goals 2000
as its ‘road map’ for reform efforts and we have brought in Federal and non-federal experts
in various subject areas(urban school districts reform strategies, management, curriculum
and assessment) who are available to offer substantive feedback.

Accountability intg overall system. We are working with DC to implement strong
accountability mechanisms for students, teachers and principals focused on results,
including student assessment at regular intervals to measure progress toward achievement
of higher standards. DCPS is currently considering using ‘Annual School-Level Report
Cards’ a system by which reports on progress and problem arcas on a school-by-school basis
would be shared within the system and with the public. .
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Challenging Academic Stgndards. By Fall 1997, DC plans to implement systemwide
standards with aligned intemationally bench-marked student assessments that will guide

curncular choices and professional development for teachers. We recommended that DC
initially will focus on reading and math and then expand to other subjects.

Professional Development. Through a public/private partnership, DCPS and the Center for
Excellence in Municipal Management at George Washington University(GW) will establish
a joint Leadership and Management Institute opening in mid-August for principals and key
central office staff. We will help with the design of this effort.

Early Awareness Program and Information Campaign. While fundamentally
restructuring programs to improve student leaming, ED will establish an Early Awareness
Program and Information Campaign to help motivate DCPS students to further their
education beyond the secondary education level. ED’s program will help DC students and
parents understand the steps they need to take dunng the middle and junior high school years
to get ready for college and the financial and other incentives available to them.

GOAL 3: Assist DC with school-level reform efforts in a specific number of schools
each year using methods and strategies that research has shown to be
cffective in the inner cities and using charter schools.

A. Implementing Bottom-Up Individual Elementary School Change. DCPS has 110
elementary schools. In Fall 1997 DCPS will have intervention strategies in place -using
research-based models and outside support -- for each of the 23 schools most in trouble
(with the lowest academic performing students). Each model and the number of schools
using each is discussed below.

Learning City Program Model. Temple University’s Laboratory for Student Success will
provide ongoing on-site help to improve 6 elementary schools focusing on classtroom
instruction, governance, parent and community involvement and staff development work.

Success for All. Johns Hopkins will work with 8 elemi:ntary schools using Success for All
--designed to prevent or intervenc in the development of leaming problems early.

Early_intervention for Children with Reading Problems. This NTH research model will be
used in 9 schools. 400 students each from two grades (K-1 only) will be followed for 3
years. The project focuses on instructional factors underlying the prevention and remediation
of reading problems in culturally and linguistically diverse student populations.

B. Other Special strategies for Reading and At-Risk Populations. We offered to
work with DC’s Title I schools to ensure that they are addressing the needs of all students.
DCPS is beginning negotiation with outside ‘experts’ to provide support for other

u
®
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schools (e.g., the New American Schools Development Corporation). In addition to the NIH
program above, DC is going to utilize other special strategies for helping students with
reading.

Reading Recavery. Although costly, DC is planning to train 600 elementary teachers and 25
principals in developmental reading strategies and in reading and wnting across the
curriculum. DC is planning to assign Reading Resource or Reading Recovery teachers to
every school with students scoring ‘below basic’ on recently administered the Stanford 9
reading achievement test. Several years ago DCPS trained 30 DC teachers in Reading
Recovery; due to the cost of the program, only a few are now working as Reading Recovery
teachers.

DC Reads Jnitintive. ED is helping DC with a reading initiative -- based on the President’s
America Reads Challenge. DC’s reading iniuative will operate at two levels. [t will be an
umbrella for all literacy efforts in DC and starting in the Fall about 300 work study students,
AmeriCorps members and other volunteers will tutor (3rd and 6th grade) in 18 of DC’s
lowest performing elementary schools.

ED’s Worksite Reading/Tutoring. ED also established a Worksite reading/tutoring program
for low performing elementary schools (grades K-3) in which more than 160 ED employees
participate. This summer we transported students from 4 schools to each of ED’s §
buildings for tutoring. We will continue our tutoring program at Garrison Elementary, the
“Adopt A School” relationship with Amidon Elementary, and dedicating staff to provide
assistance to DCPS through calling our DC Desk.

C. Implementing School Change Models for Middle, Junior High and High
Schools.

Although the present DC strategy primarily targets elementary schools, DC is considering
using CRESPAR Talent Development Model which starts with the assertion that all
children can learn in demanding, high-expectations academic settings. DC’s Renaissance
2000 high schools (5 high schools involved in comprehensive school reform) will implement
various components of the CRESPAR Talent Development High School model. To help
advance reform efforts. ED is working to inform other Middle and Jumor High Schools of
innovative models; we identified neighboring school districts and arranged for site visits,

D. Charter Schools, We have been working actively with DCPS and others on their
charter schools strategy. ED assisted DCPS in implementing the District of Columbia School
Reform Act of 1995 and implementing the DCPS grant in ED’s Public Charter School
program under Title X of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. ED provided a list
of names to the Mayor to create the DC Public Charter School Board. As part of its efforts,
ED has increased its funding for and provision of technical assistance. ED also has been
making experts available to share expertise, experiences, and promising practices with staff
{rom the central office of DCPS, the two eligible DC chartering authorities, persons
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interested in establishing charter schools in DC and the approved DC charter schools.

DC’s two eligible chartering authorities are accepting applications for opening new charter
schools for upcoming school years; they can approve a total of 20 charter schools each year.
Last August, the DC Board of Education approved five charter schools. Two are open

-- Options Public Charter School and Marcus Garvey Public Charter School. We expect that
two will open during the 1997-98 academic year.

We have the money and the interest to make Charter Schools successful in really good way.
We expect to see 15-20 new charter schools each year starting in 1998-99. We need to
ensure that this effort includes the dissemination of information to potential interested
parents and we should consider possibly paying the transportation cost for students.

POSSIBLE ADDITIONAL ACTIONS:

If additional funding were available for DC within the balanced budget plan, it could be used
to build on the existing education reform strategy in any one of several ways outline
below.

1. School Construction Initiative. Even before we enact a national school
construction plan, we could provide DC with funding over four years for school
renovation. DC received more than $18 million earlier this year from the federal
government from the privatization of Connie Lee, but DC still has substantial unmet
neceds and there is bipartisan support for helping DC address this need.

2. Reading Initiative. In February, President Clinton and General Becton announced
DC Reads, DC's initial response to the President’s America Reads Challenge. The
Administration could build on DC Reads, an in-school tutoring prograrmn that uses
AmeriCorps members and local College Work Study students, by providing funding
for an aggressive teacher professional development strategy as well as for a
reading-focused after-school day care program. In conjunction with Title I funding,
$20 million a year for five years could have a dramatic impact, enabling the
retraining of al] Title I teachers. '

3. After School Initiative. The Vice President’s Family Conference highlighted the
national need and support for after-school programs. Either standing alone or in
conjunction with a Reading Initiative, an After-School Initiative would address the
need for safe places for children after school, help bring communities together around
their schools, and provide a place for additional tutoring and services.

4. Failing Middle Schools Initiative. The exisung DC strategy primarily targets
elementary schools, using charter schools and innovative and proven school-level
reforms strategies. Additional funding would allow DC to expand these efforts to



12:47AM OFFICE OF DEPUTY SEC P.E8/E8

7

include the neediest junior high schools.

5. College Access Initiative. The Administration could enhance DC public school

ch

July 15, 1997

ildren’s access to college in several ways:

Transform UDC into a combination community college and four-ycar
college, DC does not have any community colleges and UDC is its only 4-year
public college. The Administration could provide $5 million a year to DC
conditioned on its being used to transform UDC into a combined community
college and four-year public college with a limited number of salient departments
(e.g. English, history, biological sciences, physical sciences, mathematics,
psychology, and social sciences)

Subsidize needy DC students attending Virginia, Maryland, and DC
colleges. ED has had some discussions with OMB on options to allow DC
students to attend Virginia, Maryland or DC colleges and universities at the in-
state tuition ratc or at the average state tuition rate, and on options to allow DC
students to enroll in land grant colleges anywhere in the United States at the same
cost as in-state students. The attached table estimates the cost of allowing DC
residents to obtain in-state tuition at any land grant college, assuming the federal
government pays the difference between the in-state and out-of-state student
COsts.
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school, and the maximum would be the full AEPP. The AEPP would be adjusted to
account for the additional costs of cducating pupils with disabilities. Scholarships
would not be considered to be taxable income to the parents of participating pupils
or federal aid to participating schools. Participating schools must comply with Title
VI of the Civil Rights Act, but would not otherwise be subject to regulation by ED
beyond those regulations in effect on the date of enactment or established under this
proposal. An evaluation of the program would be conducted by ED. This proposal
is similar to H.R. 3467, introduced in the 104th Congress (see below).

H.R 318, introduced by Representative Solomon, would authorize tax credits
of up to $1,000 per pupil per year for expenses of tuition, fees, books, supplies, and
equipment for pupils attending private elementery or secondary schools, as well as
public or private vocational schools or institutions of higher education. This is similar
to HR. 156, introduced in the 104th Congress (see below).

The “District of Columbia Student Opportunity Scholarship Act of 1997" was
mtroduced in the House as H.R. 1797 by Representative Armey, ef al., and in the
Senate as S. 847 by Senator Coats, ef al. The proposal is similar to one that was

A contained in the House-passed and conference versions of H.R. 2546 of the 104th
Congress (see the next section of this report). This legislation would authorize the
provision of scholarships to District of Columbia resident students in grades K-12
from low-income families to attend public or private schools in the District or nearby
suburbs (“tuition scholarships™), or to pay the costs of supplementary academic
programs outside regular school hours for students attending District of Columbia
Public Schools (DCPS) (“enhanced achievement scholarships”). The authorized
appropriation level for this program would be $7 million for FY1998, rising to $10
million for each of FY2000-FY2002, plus a one-time authorization of $250,000 for
program evaluation. No more than $500,000 of the appropriations for any year may
be used for program administration or any purpose other than aid to students.

This program would be administered by a non-governmental District of
Columbia Scholarship Corporation. The Corporation's Board would have 7 members
— 3 appointed by the President from nominations by the Speaker of the House (in
consultation with Minority Leader), 3 appointed by the President from nominations
by the Majority Leader of the Senate (in consultation with Minority Leader), and |
appointed by the Mayor. All Board members must be D.C. residents, and none may
be D.C. or Federal Government employees (unless they are on leave). Board
members would serve for S-year terms, and would receive stipends of $150 per day,
up to $5,000 per year. In carrying out its functions, the Board is to consult with the
District of Columbia Board of Education, the Superintendent of the DCPS, other
entities with jurisdiction over the DCPS (such as the current Board of Trustees named
by the District of Columbia Financial Responsibility and Management Assistance
Authority), and other scholarship programs in the District of Columbia.

Students in grades K-12 who are residents of the District of Columbia with
family income below 185% of the standard federal poverty income threshold for
families of the relevant size would be eligible for scholarships. During the initial years
of the program (1997-99), first priority in the awarding of scholarships would go to
students who have been attending DCPS schools (or are about to enter kindergarten
in DCPS schools). In all years, prionty would also be given to previous scholarship
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recipients. Thus, the proposal places an empbhasis at first on pupils who are attending
public schools in D.C., but pupils already in private school may receive scholarships
after these first priority pupils are served in 1997-99 (and previous recipients in 2000
and beyond). In addition, the Corporation would be required to “attempt to ensure
an equitable distribution of scholarship funds to students at diverse academic
achievement levels” (Section 4(c)).

There would be two types of scholarships: (&) “tuition scholarships™ could be
used to pay the costs of tuition and fees'® at a public or prvate (including a
religiously-affiliated) schoal in D.C. or the inner ring of suburban jurisdictions'’; and
(b) “enhanced achievement scholarships™ could pay the costs of tuition, fees, and
transportation for “a program of instruction ... which enhances student achievement
of the core curriculum and is operated outside of regular schoo! hours to supplement
the regular school program” (Section 4(d)(2)). The amount of tuition scholarships
would be the lesser of $3,200’® or 100% of tuition'”, fees, and transportation costs if
family income is elow the poverty level, and the lesser of $2,400 or 75% of tuition,
fees, and transportation costs if family income is between 100% and 185% of poverty.
The amount of enhanced achievement scholarships would be the lesser of tuition,
fees, and transportation or $500 for all students with family income below 185% of
poverty. In all cases, the bill states that scholarships would be considered to be aid
to the student, not the institution.

In order for its students to be eligible for either a tuition or an enhanced
achievement scholarship, an educational institution generally must have been in
operation for at least 3 years, with at least 25 students. Alternatively, institutions may
obtain provisional, 1-year certification after providing a variety of information to the
Corporation (e.g., a business plan, course of study, list of the institution’s board of
directors, etc.). Certification of eligibility may be revoked for “good cause” (such as
failure to meet program requirements) or if 25% or more of the scholarship recipients
at the school fail to “make appropriate pragress” (Section 6(d)). Institutions must file
annual reports on their budget; and may not discriminate on the basis of race, color,

' There is some ambiguity in the bill regarding whether tuition scholarships could be
used to pay transportation casts — Section 4(d)(1), “Use of Scholarship”, does not in¢lude
transportation costs, but Scction 5(c), “Scholarship Payments and Amounts”, includes
transportation costs. Presumably, this ambiguity will be resolved if the bill receives further
consideration.

' These include Montgomery and Prince Georges counties in Maryland, plus Arlington
and Fairfax countics, and the cities of Alexandria and Falls Church in Virginia.

* Each of the specific maximum dollar amounts for scholarships ($3,200, $2,400, and
$500) would be increased in the future by increases in the Consumer Price Index.

” Participating schools may not charge scholarship recipients tuition and fees in excess
of the amounts charged to other District of Columbia resident students attending the school.
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or national origin®™, and must comply with Title IV of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 !
Further, the bill states that, “[N]othing in this Act shall affect the rights of students,
or the obligations of the District of Columbia public schools, under the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act” (Section 9).

Participating educational institutions would be required to make annual reports
to the Corporation containing a variety of data on student achievement, disciplinary
actions, academic program, parental involvement, etc. The Corporation would also
be required to submit an annual report to the Congress, including information on how
program funds have been expended, and the initial achievement levels of scholarship
recipients. The U.S. General Accounting Office would be required to contract for an
evaluation of the scholarship program within 4 years of the bill's enactment. The
evaluation would include comparisons of scholarship recipients and similar but non-
participating students in the DCPS with respect to test scores, graduation rates,
parental satisfaction, and impact of the program on the DCPS. A one-time
appropriation of $250,000 would be authorized for the evaluation,

Finally, the Senate-passed version of H.R. 2014, the Revenue Reconciliation
Act of 1997, would allow withdrawals from newly-authorized, tax-advantaged
education savings accounts for elementary and secondary education expenses,
including private school wition. The Senate version of H.R. 2014, now being
considered by a conference committee, would authorize a new form of Education
Individual Retirement Accounts, the earnings from which would be exempt from
federal income taxes. These accounts could be established on behalf of children under
the age of 18 years; up to $2,000, plus the amount of a related tax credit of up to
$500 per year for children aged 13-16, could be invested in the account for each child.
The proceeds from these accounts could be withdrawn without penalty only if used
to pay tuition and other qualified expenses of attending a postsecondary or elementary
or secondary school (including private schools), postsecondary tuition prepayment
programs, or expenses related to home schooling,.

Legislative Proposals in the 104th Congress. The 104th Congress considered
several legislative proposals that would have provided federal support for public and
private school choice. The Congress considered a choice program that was included
in the conference version of H.R. 2546, FY 1996 appropriations legislation for the
District of Columbia (D.C.). While the House passed original and conference
versions of this legislation that included authorization for a privare-public school
scholarship program, the Senate failed to invoke cloture on a filibuster against the

* Discrimination on the basis of religion, sex, or age, which is currently prohibited for
educational institutions that are deemed to be federal aid recipients, would not be explicitly
prohibited under the bill. '

! The bill as introduced states that schools must comply with Title IV of the Civil Rights
Act. However, since Titlc IV does not directly prohibit discrimination (its provisions dcal
mostly with technical assistance to public school systems undergoing desegregation), it is
possible that the reference was intended to be to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act, which
prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national origin in federally assisted
programs.
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Table 39.—Enroiiment in public elementary and secondary schools, by level and state:
Fall 1980 to tall 1995 ‘

Fall 1980 Fall 1981 Fall 1982 Fall 1983 Fall 1984 Fall 1985 Fall 1986 Fall 1987 Fall 1988 Fall 1989 Fall 1990
State or other area
Total Total Total Total Total Total Total Total Total Total Total
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

United States ................... 40,877,481 40,044,093 | 39,565,610 | 39,252,308 | 39,208,252 | 39,421,961 | 39,753,172 | 40,008,213 | 40,188,690 | 40,542,707 | 41,216,683
Alabama .. 758,72t 743,448 724,037 721,901 712,586 730,460 733,735 729,234 724,751 723,743 721,806
Alaska* ... 86,514 90,858 89,413 98,206 104,599 107.345 107.848 106,869 106,481 109,280 113,903
Arizona 513,790 507.199 510,296 506,682 530,062 548,252 534,538 572,421 574,890 607,615 639,853
Arkansas 447,700 437121 432,565 432,120 432,668 433,410 437,438 437.036 436,387 434 960 436,286
California 4,076.421 4,045,156 4,065,486 4,089.017 4,151,110 4,255,554 4,377,989 4,488.398 4,618,120 4,771,978 4,950,474
Colorado ......ccoceeeeeiiiiercienne 546,033 644,174 545,209 542,196 545,427 560.642 558,415 560.236 560,081 562,755 574,213
Connecticut® .._........cccccoeeee. 531.459 505,386 '486,470 477,585 468,145 462,026 468.847 465,465 460,637 461,560 469,123
Del (T 99,403 95,072 92,646 91,406 91,767 92,901 94,410 95,659 96.678 97,808 99,658
District of Columbia 100,049 94,975 91,105 88,843 87,397 87,092 85,612 86,435 84,792 81,301 80,694
Florida 1,510,225 1,487,721 1,484,734 1,495,543 1,524,107 1,562,283 1,607,320 1,664,774 1,720,930 1,789,925 1,861,592
Georgia ... 1,068,737 1,056,117 1,053,689 1,050.859 1,062,315 1,079,594 1,096.425 1,110,947 1,107,994 1,126,535 1,151,687
Hawaii 165,068 162.805 162,024 162,241 163,860 164,169 164.640 166,160 167,488 169,493 171,708
ldaho . 203,247 204.524 202.973 206,352 208,080 208.669 208,391 212,444 214,615 214,932 220.840
Hlinois 1,983.463 1,924,084 1,880,289 1,853.316 1,834,355 1,826,478 1,825,185 1,811,446 1,794,916 1,797,355 1.821,407
Indiana 1,055,589 1,025,172 999,542 984,384 972,659 966,106 966,780 964,129 960,994 954,165 954,525
533,857 516,216 504,983 497,287 491,011 485,332 481,286 480,826 478,200 478,486 483,652

Kansas 415,291 409,909 407,074 405,222 405,347 410,229 416,091 421,112 426,596 430.864 437.034
Kentucky .. 669,798 658,350 651,084 647 414 644,421 643,833 642,778 642,696 637,627 630,688 636.401
Louisiana .. 777.560 782,053 784,027 800,193 800,941 788,349 795,188 793,093 786,683 783,025 784,757
Maine 222,497 216,293 211,986 209,753 207,537 206.101 211,752 211,817 212,902 213,775 215,149
Maryland 750,665 721,841 699.201 683.491 673,840 671.560 675,747 683.797 688.947 698,806 715,176
Massachusetts ... 1,021,885 947,037 908,984 876,844 859.3N 844,330 833.918 825,320 823,428 825.588 834314
Michigan ... 1,797,052 1,724,787 1,674,697 1,635,963 1,609,448 1,602,747 1,597,154 1,589,287 1,682,785 1,576,785 1,584,431
Minnesota . 754,318 733,741 715,190 705,236 701,697 705,140 711134 721,481 726,950 739,553 756,374
Mississippi ... 477,059 471,615 468,294 467,744 466,058 471,195 498,639 505,550 503,326 502,020 502,417
Missoufi .............. 844,648 818,705 802,535 795,453 793,793 795,107 800.606 802,060 806,639 807,934 816,558
Montana ... 155,193 153,435 152,335 153.646 154,412 153,869 153.327 152,207 152,191 151,265 152,974
Nebraska .. 280,430 273.340 269.009 266,998 265.599 265,819 267,139 268,100 269,434 270,920 274,081
Nevada ... 149,481 151,339 151,104 150,442 |. 151,633 154,948 161,239 168,353 176,474 186,834 201,316
New Hampshire . 167,232 163,827 160,197 159,030 158,614 160,974 163.717 166,045 169,413 171,696 172,785
New Jersey ... 1,246.008 1,199,643 1,172,520 1,147,841 1,129.223 1,116,194 1,107,467 1,092,982 1,080.871 1.076.005 1,089.646
New Mexico 271,198 268,091 268.632 269.711 272,478 277,551 281,943 287.229 292,425 296,057 301.881
New York ... 2.871.724 2,783,017 2,718,678 2,674818 2645811 2.621.378 2.607.719 2,594,070 2,573,715 2,565,441 2,598,337
North Carolina . 1.129.376 1.108.960 1.096.815 1,089.606 1,088.724 1.086.165 1.085.248 1,085.976 1,083,156 1,080,744 1,086,871
North Dakota 116.885 117.708 117.078 117,213 118,711 118,570 118.703 119,004 118.809 117,816 117,825
Ohio ....... 1.957.381 1.898.501 1,860.245 1.827.300 1,805,440 1,793,965 1,793.508 1.793.431 1,778.544 1.764.410 1,771,089
Oklahoma . 577.807 582,572 593,825 591,389 589,690 592,327 593183 584,212 580.426 578,580 579,087
Oregon 464.599 457,165 448,184 447,109 446,884 447.527 449.307 455,895 461,752 472,394 472,394
Pennsylvamia 1,909.292 1.839.015 1.783.969 1,737,952 1.701.880 1.683.221 1.674.161 1,668,542 1,659,714 1,655,279 1,667,834
Rhode fsland ...... 148,956 143,414 139,959 136.412 134,610 133.949 134,650 134.800 133,585 135,729 138.813
South Carolina ... 619.223 609,158 608,518 604,553 602.718 606,643 611,629 614,921 615,774 616,177 622,112
South Dakota .. .. 128.507 125,657 123,897 123,060 123314 124,291 125.458 126,817 126,910 127.329 129,164
Tennessee .. 853.569 838,297 828.264 822,057 817212 813,753 818.073 823,783 821.580 819,660 824,595
Texas ... 2,800.073 2,935.547 2.985,659 2,989.796 3,040,305 3.131.705 3.209.515 3.236,787 3.283.707 3.328.514 3.382,887
Utah 343618 355,554 370,183 378,208 390.141 403,305 415,994 423,386 431,119 438,554 446,652
Vermont ... .. 95.815 93.183 91.454 90.416 90.089 90,157 92.112 92.755 93,381 84,779 95,762
Virginia ... 1,010,371 989,548 975,727 966.110 965.222 968,104 975,135 979.417 982,393 985,346 998,601
Washington . 757.639 750.188 739.215 736.239 741177 749.706 761,428 775,755 790.918 810,232 839,709
West Virginia 383.503 377.772 375,115 371.251 362.941 357.923 351.837 344,236 335.912 327.540 322,389
Wisconsin ... 830,247 804.262 784,830 774,646 767.542 768.234 767.818 772,363 774,857 782,905 797,621
Wyoming ... 98.305 99.541 101,665 99.254 101.261 102,779 100.955 98.455 97,793 97,172 98,226

Qutlying areas

American Samoa .. 9647 9.896 — 10,124 — — 11.055 11,248 11,764 12,258 12,463
Guam 26.420 25.084 25,676 26.249 — 26,043 25,675 25.936 26.041 26.493 26.391
Northern Mananas ..., — 5.300 — 4,499 4,841 — — 5819 6,079 6.101 6.449
Puerto Aico ... 712.880 721,419 708,794 701.925 692.923 686.914 679.48% 672.837 661.693 651,225 £44,734
Virgin Istands 25.201 25,525 25,699 26.126 26,122 25,448 24,435 24.020 23,492 21,193 21,750
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Table 39.—Enroliment in public elementary and secondary schools, by fevel and state:
Fall 1980 to fall 1995—Continued -

Fall 1991 Fall 1992 Fall 1993 Fall 1994 Estimatgd fall
19951
Kinder- Kinder- Kinder-
State or other areas Total Total arten Grades 9 to Total garten Grades 9 to Total garten Grades 9 to
through 12 through 12 through 12 Total
grade 82 grade 82 grade 82
1 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
United States ............. 42,046,878 | 42,023,312 | 31,088,304 [ 11,735,008 | 43,464,916 | 31,504,032 11,960,884 | 44,108,775 | 31,884,333 | 12,214,442 44,661,558
Alabama . 722,004 731,634 535,248 196,386 734,288 535,637 198,651 736.472 ' 535,187 201,285 3735947
Alaska“ ... 118,680 122,487 91,640 30.847 125,948 93.601 32,347 127,057 93,719 33,338 3125,257
Arizona 656.980 673.477 497,917 175,560 709,453 526.412 183,041 737,424 542,904 194,520 £766.498
Arkansas . 438518 441,490 317,598 123,892 444 271 317.713 126,558 447 565 319,282 128,283 3454,278
Califomia 5.107,145 5,254,844 3.850.790 1,404,054 5,327.231 3.903,137 1,424,094 5,407,043 3,955,434 1,451,609 5,447,846
Colorado 593.030 612,635 451,321 161,314 625,062 459,930 165,132 640,521 469,755 170,766 3656.279
Connecticut® . 481,050 488,476 361.548 126.928 496,298 368.632 127.666 506,824 375.638 131,186 3514,627
Delaware ... 102,196 104,321 75.983 28,338 105,547 76.617 28,930 106,813 76.819 29,994 3108.461
District of Colu 80618 80,937 61,133 19,804 80.678 61,434 19,244 80,450 62,126 18,324 379,802
Florida 1,932,131 1,981,407 1,469.850 511,557 2,040,763 1,515,194 525,569 2,108,968 1,567,328 541,640 2,172,794
Georgia ... 1,177,569 1,207,186 891.647 315.539 1,235.304 910,425 324,879 1,270,948 934,650 336,298 31,311,126
Hawaii .. 174,747 177,448 128.610 48.838 180,410 131,638 48,772 183,795 133.675 50.120 2186.574
Idaho 225.680 231.668 164,634 67.034 236.774 166,999 69.775 240,448 168.887 71,561 3243,097
linois 1,848,166 1,873,567 1,344,549 529,018 1.893.078 1,356.329 536.749 1,916,172 1,368,041 548.131 1,927,519
Indiana .... 956,988 960.630 677.249 283.381 965.633 679.066 286.567 968.933 678,943 289,990 980.198
lowa ... 491,363 494,839 348.648 146,191 498.519 348,006 150.513 499,550 344,754 154,796 3502,301
Kansas . 445390 451,536 328.244 123.292 457,614 329.708 127.906 460.838 328.211 131,627 464,088
Kentucky . 646,024 655.041 469,897 185,144 655,265 467.315 187.950 657.642 467,005 190,637 638.634
Louisiana . 794,128 797,985 590,824 207,161 800.560 587,430 213,070 797,933 583,892 214,041 3781,142
Maine .......cooviiiis 216,400 216,453 156.368 60,085 216.995 156.528 60.467 212,601 155,903 56,698 3219,225
Maryland 736.238 751,850 555.565 196,285 772,638 569,497 203.141 790.938 580,903 210,035 2805.580
Massachusetts 846,155 859,948 629.649 230.299 877,726 645518 232,208 893.727 658,507 235.220 5310,020
Michigan ... 1,593,561 1,603.610 1,164,879 438.731 1,599.377 1,159,968 439.409 1,614,784 1,170,251 444 533 1,643,100
Minnesota 773,571 793,724 569,298 224,426 810,233 576,980 233,253 821,693 581,426 240,267 835.418
Mississippi . 504,127 506,668 370.006 136.662 505.907 368,688 137.219 505,962 366,846 139,116 3503,602
Missouri 842,965 859.357 621,712 237,645 866,378 622,171 244,207 878.541 628,286 250,255 1873,638
Montana .. 155,779 160.011 115.315 44,696 163.009 116,668 46,341 164 341 116,748 47,593 7165,499
Nebraska 279,552 282,414 202,439 79,975 285,097 203,426 81,671 287,100 203.055 84,045 3289,733
Nevada ... 211,810 222,974 165.348 57.626 235,800 175,054 60.746 250,747 185,336 65,411 3265,041
New Hampshire 177138 181,247 133,182 48,065 185,360 136.211 49,149 189,319 138,851 50,468 190,450
New Jersey ... 1,109,796 1,130,560 817.661 312,899 1,151,307 843,526 307,781 1,174,206 862,331 311.875 51,197.560
New Mexico 308,667 315,668 217.418 98,250 322,292 226,287 96.005 327.248 229,168 98,080 328,463
New York ... 2,643.993 2,689.686 1.893.303 796,383 2,733.813 1,920,609 813,204 2,766,208 1,949,245 816,963 2.830.000
North Carolina 1,097 598 1,114,083 810.576 303.507 1,133,231 828.171 305.060 1,156,767 847,463 309.304 31,165.385
North Dakota .... 118,376 118,734 84,569 34,165 119,127 84,127 35,000 119.288 83,419 35,869 3119,090
Ohio ... 1,783.767 1,795,199 1,283.869 511,330 1,807.319 1,290,197 517122 1,814,290 1,295,289 519,001 31,838.411
Oklahoma 588.263 597.096 438,796 158,300 604,076 441,094 162,982 609.718 442 607 167,111 5616,497
Oregon ... 498.614 510.122 365.416 144,706 516,611 368.141 148,470 521.845 371,967 149,978 31527914
Pennsylvania . 1,692,797 1.717.613 1.215.974 501,639 1,744,082 1,233.113 510,969 1.765.891 1,244,103 521,788 1,801.870
Rhode Island ... 142,144 143,798 105677 38.121 145,676 107,047 38.629 147,487 107,913 39,574 3148978
South Carolina .. 627.470 640.464 467.305 173.159 643,696 466,951 176.745 648,673 468.798 179.875 3637.519
South Dakota . 131,576 134,573 97.882 36.691 142,825 102.281 40,544 143,482 101,805 41677 3144114
Tennessee . 833,651 855.231 621.801 233,430 866.557 630.015 236.542 881.355 640.534 240,821 3880.960
Texas 3.464,371 3,541,769 2,634,346 907.423 3,608,262 2.681.053 927,209 3.677.171 2.720.623 956.548 33,740.260
Utah ... 456,430 463,870 329,883 133.987 471,365 329,926 141,439 474,675 328,482 146,193 3473666
Vermont ... 97,137 98.558 73,865 24,693 102.755 74,828 27.927 104,533 75.590 28,943 3105.965
Virginia 1.016,204 1,031,925 757.847 274,078 1,045.471 767.347 278,124 1,060.809 774,319 286.490 31,079.854
Washington ... 869,327 896.475 651.743 244732 915,952 660.424 255528 938.314 673.107 265,207 3951.696
Waest Virginia . 320.249 318.296 219.037 99,259 314,383 215,784 98.599 310511 212,808 97.703 3306.451
Wisconsin .. 814671 829.415 588.447 240,968 844,001 595.717 248,284 860.686 601,215 259.471 869.172
Wyoming ... o 102.074 100.313 71,798 28.515 100.899 71,402 29.497 100,369 70.185 30.184 399.859
Outlying areas

American Samoa . ... 13,365 13.994 10.582 3.412 14,484 10.974 3510 14.445 11,054 3.391 514,406
Guam ... ... 28.334 30.077 22,428 7.649 30.920 23.153 7.767 32,185 24,189 7.996 $33.502
Northern Mananas .. 7.096 8.086 6.133 1,953 8.188 6.380 1.808 8.429 6.559 1,870 310.634
Puerto Rico ........ 642,332 637.034 469,764 167,270 631.460 464.117 167.343 621,121 455,653 165,468 3621.370
Virgin Islands 22.346 22.887 16.804 6.083 22.752 16.706 6.046 23.126 16.659 6.467 322.221

' Data estimated by state education agencies.
2Inciudes a relatively small number of prekindergarten students.

3Actual data.

4 Beginning in 1983, data include students enrolled in public schools on federal bases
and other special arrangements.
$Data estimated by the National Center tor Education Statistics.

6 Beginning in 1986, data include state vocationaiftechnical schools.
—Data not available.

NOTE.—Some data have been revised from previously published figures.

SQURCE: U.S. Department of Education. National Center for Education Statistics.
Common Core of Data surveys. (This table was prepared August 1996.)



September 16, 1997

DC Public Schools
Input for Conversation with Moran

This will be a distraction from General Becton efforts.

General Becton and the Trustees are moving on many fronts: charter schools, district-
wide content standards and assessments and school-level reform efforts. The proposed
academic reform measures -- being undertaken by Becton and the Trustees-- while an
improvement (at the district-wide level) the system needs more immediate resources to
expand the number and intensity of school-level reform efforts. (The Department could
help.)

The Stanford-9 test scores in Math and Reading are so dismal that the Congress should
support massive resources to help the greatest number of kids. DCPS recently publicized
scores Stanford-9 test for 3rd-and 8th-graders.

At 3rd grade: 1/3 of the kids score below the basic level in reading and math.
At 8th grade: 72% scored below the basic level in math and 1/3 scored below the
basic level in reading.

We need skills training for the kids who are in high school. The Stanford-9 test scores in
Math will show at the 10th grade -- schools with 99% of the students scoring below the
basic level. District-wide --at the 10th grade -- 90% of the students score below basic.
(NB: These 10th grade scores are NOT yet public.)

Vouchers \ scholarships may make the Republicans feel good but it does not give poor
kids true choice. They would be available to only a small portion of the population and
will have no real effect on the system. Since a very large number of DCPS students are
low-income -- scholarships for 2000 kids -- will not help the vast majority of similarly
situated students.

For school-vear 1996-97-- of the 78,648 Students who were enrolled
49.177 Students were cligible for free lunch plus
3.250 Students were eligible for reduced lunch

c:\data\mail\dcps.916



September 16, 1997

DC Public Schools
Input for Conversation with Moran

This will be a distraction from General Becton efforts.

General Becton and the Trustees are moving on many fronts: charter schools, district-
wide content standards and assessments and school-level reform efforts. The proposed
academic reform measures -- being undertaken by Becton and the Trustees-- while an
improvement (at the district-wide level) the system needs more immediate resources to
expand the number and intensity of school-level reform efforts. (The Department could
help.)

The Stanford-9 test scores in Math and Reading are so dismal that the Congress should
support massive resources to help the greatest number of kids. DCPS recently publicized
scores Stanford-9 test for 3rd-and 8th-graders.

At 3rd grade: 1/3 of the kids score below the basic level in reading and math.
At 8th grade: 72% scored below the basic level in math and 1/3 scored below the
basic level in reading.

Vouchers \ scholarships may make the Republicans feel good but it does not give poor
kids true choice. They would be available to only a small portion of the population and
will have no real effect on the system. Since a very large number of DCPS students are
low-income -- scholarships for 2000 kids -- will not help the vast majority of similarly
situated students.

For school-year 1996-97-- of the 78,648 Students who were enrolled _
49,177 Students were eligible for free lunch plus
3,250 Students were eligible for reduced lunch
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Table 62.—Private elementary and secondary schools, enroliment, teachers, and high school graduates, by state: 1

Fall 1993
Number of schools Enroliment Teachers High school graduates,
State 1992-93
Standard Standard Standard
Total prkn Total pies Total 6"0? Total Standard
error
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Unlited States? ........... 26,093 205 4,836,442 12,875 338,162 1,319 247,278 697
Alabama .......cccocceeeecennnne 410 79 72,630 4,724 5,424 456 4,174 348
Alaska ......ocovccrinenrenenns 66 - 5,884 0 476 _ 213 —
AMZONG ..ot 263 - 41,957 — 2,796 — 2,415 —
Arkansas . 179 30 29,011 3,995 2,023 335 1,023 —
California .........occovveverneene 3,145 65 569,062 1,987 35,170 248 24,436 65
Colorado .......cccoovmvvernnnene 391 68 63,732 7,798 41157 632 1,826 283
Connecticut 360 22 70,198 1,875 6,345 125 6,291 46
Delaware ...... 90 —_ 22,308 —_ 1,780 —_ 1,446 —
District of Colul . 80 - 15,854 — 1,544 — 1,054 —_
Florida ......cocccvimnieenenans 1,262 83 233,743 3,789 16,842 424 9,820 54
[CT:ToT (o1 ORI 580 81 97,726 3,686 8,283 300 5,630 127
Hawaii 121 — 30,537 — 2,144 — 1,886 —
Idaho .. 78 - 8,019 — 5§52 — 341 —
inois ..... 1,347 12 293,038 794 17,550 70 14,724 98
Indiana 619 _ 91,986 _ 6,139 — 4,061 —
[0 290 30 50,602 211 3,291 34 2,495 —
Kansas ... 206 —_ 37,045 — 2,382 — 1,668 —
Kentucky 296 — 68,058 — 3,815 — 2,949 —
Louisiana ... 458 19 145,512 4,036 9,286 301 7,844 —
MaiNe .....ccccveveecrirereecrrenes 140 — 16,999 — 1,535 — 1,914 —
Maryland .........ccceeinen 522 — 112,481 — 8,646 — 5,648 —
Massachusetts . . 648 29 126,744 1,362 11,329 168 10,281 —_
Michigan ........ 1,075 —_ 187,741 — 11,322 — 8,925 —
Minnesota . 542 — 86,051 — 5,595 — 3,453 —
Mississippi .... 221 30 58,655 1,564 3,995 150 3,901 180
Missouri 719 69 117,466 616 7,973 85 5,839 212
Montana . 82 — 9,111 — 684 — 355 —
Nebraska 223 — 39,564 — ' 2,575 —_ 1,904 —_
Nevada .......... . 58 — 10,723 - 654 —_ 646 —
New Hampshire .............. 130 — 18,386 -— 1,742 —_ 1,730 -
New Jersey 878 — 195,921 — 14,281 — 11,025 —
New Mexico 166 —_ 20,007 — 1,569 - 1,029 —
New York ...... 1,985 59 473,119 4,776 34,771 482 26,625 125
North Carolina .. . 463 18 69,000 1,803 5,746 147 2,983 —_
North Dakota ..........ccconneee 59 — 7,577 —_ 529 — 332 —_
[ 3]1 RN 1,016 58 246,805 3,480 14,872 306 12,398 172
Oklahoma .. . 190 62 25,837 3,584 2,250 450 1,536 288
Oregon ...... 250 — 34,092 — 2,254 — 1,700 —_
Pennsylvania . 1,846 54 342,298 4,260 21,880 235 18,532 304
Rhode Island ................... 112 - 23,153 —_ 1,835 _ 1,408 _
South Carolina ................ 297 21 51,600 1,819 3989 | - 155 2,383 —
South Dakota 96 - 9,575 — 707 —_ 254 —
Tennessee 496 54 84,538 2,909 6,684 162 4,970 —
Texas 1,353 98 211,337 7,591 16,726 708 8,447 469
S Utah 66 _ 9,793 —_ 749 —_ 590 —_
& VOIMON! oo 85 - 9,107 - 945 — 1,120 —
(;‘.?' Virginia ...... 515 55 84,438 4584 7,391 621 4,580 —
B+ washington .. 486 53 70,205 1,858 4,798 348 2,644 —_
& Woest Virginia . 145 - 13,539 — 1,085 - 672 —
:-1@ Wisconsin .. . 954 _ 141,762 —_ 8,927 —_ 5129 —
a;.}; WYoming ....c..ceevrneerenes 35 - 1,919 — 167 — 31 —

tincludes special education, vocationaltechnical education, and alternative schools.
Excludes prekindergarten enroliment.

2The National Center for Education Statistics employed an area frame sample to ac-
count for noninclusion of schools at the natlonal level. However, caution should be exer-
cised in Interpreting state by state characteristics since the samples were not designed
to produce such numbers.

—Insufficient data to compute a standard error.

NOTE.—Tabulation includes only schools that offer first grade or above.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
“Private School Survey, 1993-94." (This table was prepared August 1995.)
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Focus solely on post-sec vs. el-sec

Post-sec:

El-Sec:

adults

training

historical development out of private schools
state assistance, but no guarantee

children--church/state concerns greater

wide range of functions, including citizen development

historical development of local common schools and community control
state commitments to serving every child
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Opinions Are Mixed on School Choice

By T REsa W LRER
e e T

The < lear consensus amany educators
i the Anerican public s that school
chotce is 4 good thing —when 1t comes 0
public schools. When choice is extended to
include private schools, however, deep di-
Vistuns emerge.

Adults in the latest Wall Street Jour-
nal, NBC News poll favor public-school
choice by 7270 10 25%. The Clinton admin-
stration and most educators think it will
strengthen the public-school syvstem if
parents are given the opuon of sending
their children to anv school in their dis-
trict or to magnet schools, which huild a
strong curriculum around a particular
area such as science or the arts.

But the real battleground 1s vver ex-
tending choice 10 private schools using
taxpayer dollars; 327 of Americans op-
pose it. while 457 are 1n favor. The Clin-
ton administration, teachers” unions and

WAL Sk s Jiu s

most political iberals oppose using public
money 10 tund private-school education.
Most conservatives lirmly support tax-
tunded vouchers or tax deductions to send
children to private schools.

Despite the split in vpinion, frustration
with public education may be causing peo-
ple to reconsider the issue. which they op-
posed 2-to-1 nearly three years ago.

“People are unhappy with the system,
s0 thev're searching for alternatives.”
says Fred Yang, an associate of Wall
Street Journal/NBC News pollster Peter
Hart. ~But there is still a negative reac-
tion [to private-school choice| because
some people assume that this is just an-
other tax break for the rich.”

Educators charge these initiatives
would drain much-needed financial re-
sources from public education and cause
a migration of talented and intelligent
students to private schools —leaving noth-
ing but a crop of below-average students

A Choice in Education

Do you favor or oppose providing tax-funded
vouchers or tax deductions to parents who
send their children to private schools?

751 ‘
: « Favor |
B Oppose
50
5 -
9

July 1994 Aug. 98 Mareh ‘97

Do you tavor or oppose the following
education proposals?

NOT
OPPOSE § SURE
Allowing parents to send § L% 2%
their children to any
public schaof in their

local school district

'i’rovidin.g-p I;-‘!u;med_" .

vouchers or tax deduc-
fions to parents who
send their children to:

Private schools

Private or religious
schaols

in its wake.

But supporters. including many Re-
publicans and conservatives, vehemently
disagree. They argue that America i$ built
on choice and want that right extende] to
education. Parents are already using
vouchers to choose private schools in
places like Milwaukee and Cleveland.

“Any choice is better than none: it's
unconscionable to trap kids in bad
schools,”” says Chester Finn, a senior fel-
low at the Hudson [nstitute in Washing-
ton, D.C. "When you give people choice
you allow them to vote with their feet.
People tend to work better in schools they
want to be in than schools they're in
against their will.” Therefore, competi-
tion will force public schools to improve
themselves—and make 1t difficult for bad
schools to survive.

One problem is lack of information
about the choice issue. “The average par-~
ent in an urban area is nnt well-informed
enough about choice and is, therefore, at
a disadvantage,”” says Shetla Simmons,
director of the Center for the Advance-
ment of Public Education at the National
Education Association.

More important is the hot-button topic
of religion. When parents choose a pri-
vate school they are most often opting for
religious education. About 23% of schools
are private, but aimost 79 of private
schools are religiously affiliated. Experts
cite fewer discipline problems and
greater safety in private schools as rea-
sons for their popularity. But don't count
religion out. *A lot of people are starting
to think that it's a good thing for kids;
these schools are better at imparting val-
ues, morals, ethics and character,” Mr.
rinn says.

Supporters also claim achievement is
higher in private schools; detractors insist
there is no statistical difference. The bat-
tle of academic studies so far has been
fought 10 a draw.

/
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PANEL ENVISIONS NAEP MEASURING RANGE

OF ABILITY

n the 2lst century, the "nation's

report card” should measure not only

what students know and can do but
also how they solve problems, a
blue-ribbon panel of scholars, educators
and researchers recommended Friday.

By 2015, the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) should
zero in on students' individual use of
knowledge and their performance on
group tasks, the National Academy of
Education says in a report to the
Education Department.

The approach would broaden NAEP's
definition of achievement to include the
use of factual knowledge and skills in
problem-solving.

In doing so, the academy says, the test
should become more inclusive of
students with disabilities and limited
English skiils, one of the existing goals
for NAEP (ED, Feb. 28).

The panel says computers could help
collect the new data.

For example, computers can track
patterns students use in performing test

exercises, such as the number of times a
student tries a particular strategy and
fails, and the sequence of the student's
efforts on a task.

Computers also can determine how
much time a student spends on a task.

But the most important contribution
may be computers' ability to provide an
adaptive assessment. By tracking items
answered correctly and incorrectly,
computers can select tasks that are in the
proper difficulty range for students. In
addition, they can tailor reading tasks to
the student's levei.

When it comes to group activities, the
panel suggests using computers and
videotapes to score individuals'
contributions.

Videotape can provide tremendous
information on how students go about
problem-solving, said project director
George Bohmstadt, senior vice president
at the American [nstitutes for Research,
pointing to their recent use in an
international study (ED, Nov. 21, 1996).

The panel set forth a research and

;;lanning agenda that starts immediately
for ED's National Center for Education
Statistics and the National Assessment
Governing Board, which administer and
set policy for NAEP, respectively.

To have the new generation of NAEP
ready by 2015, NCES must begin
researching items such as the use of
computer technology for administering
and scoring the tests.

The panel calls on Congress to
guarantee funding for NAEP for
four-year cycles, rather than continuing
to set funding only annually.

NCES and the governing board will
consider the panel's recommendations,
but no time frame has been set for taking
them up. _

"Assessment in Transition:
Monitoring the Nation's Educational
Progress” is $32 from National Academy
of Education, CERAS Bldg., Room 108,
Stanford,  Calif.  94305- 3084,
(415)725-1003 —Regina
Lightfoot-Clarkil

Education Daily
April 7, 1997

NEWS BRIEF: VOUCHER OPPONENTS LAUNCH
COUNTEROFFENSIVE

he NAACP and a civil liberties

group have joined forces to

promote public schoois and fight
private school voucher proposals in 25
states.

At a Thursday event in Baltimore,
NAACP President Kweisi Mfume—a
former Maryland
congressman—criticized the Christian
Coalition for pushing vouchers, calling
_them "snake oil" for inner cities.

NAACP and People For the American
Way (PFAW), a liberal watchdog group,

formed the partnership to focus on
improving public schools rather than
giving parents public money to send their
children to private schools.

Elliot Mincberg, PFAW's legal
director, said the two groups plan to
"initiate a counter strategy” in urban
communities and “promote more
effective solutions.”

Among their goals for public schools
are more parental involvement, better
technology in the classroom, smaller
schools and tougher academic standards.

In addition to a voucher bill that was
introduced in the Senate this year,
opponents say voucher initiatives have
been unveiled or will be introduced soon

in 25 state legislatures, including
California, Florida, Illinois, Michigan,
New Jersey, New York, Ohio,

Pennsylvania, Tennessee and Texas.

Mincberg said the anti-voucher rally
was held in part to counter a Christian
Coalition event planned for Baltimore
next month. —Dave Boyerll
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Abstract

In 1990, Wisconsin became the first state in the country to provide vouchers to low income
students to attend non-sectarian private schools. In this paper, I use a variety of estimation strategies
and samples to estimate the effect of the program on math and reading scores. First, since schools
selected students randomly from among their applicants if the school was oversubscribed, I compare
the academic achievement of students who were selected to those who were not selected. Second,
I present instrumental variables estimates of the effectiveness of private schools (relative to public
schools) using the initial selection as an instrumental variable for attendance at a private school.
Finally, I used a fixed-effects strategy to compare students enrolled in the private schools to a sample
of students from the Milwaukee public schools. I find that the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program
appears to have had a positive effect on the math achievement of those who attended a private
school; but had no benefits for reading scores. I have found the results to be fairly robust to data
imputations and sample attrition, however these limitations should be kept in mind when

interpreting the results.

Cecilia Elena Rouse
Industrial Relations Section
Firestone Library
Princeton University
Princeton, NJ 08544
rouse@princeton.edu



At the cornerstone of many school reform proposals lies the premise that private schools are
more efficient than public schools. This premise is particularly prominent in the current "school
choice” debate. Proponents of school choice argue that governments should offer tuition vouchers
to families who wish to send their children to private, rather than public schools. If private schools
are indeed more effective than public schools, a voucher program may offer a cost-effective way to
improve the quality of education. The key evidence of more effective private schooling is a study

by Coleman, Hoffer, and Kilgore (1982a,b) who used the first year of the High School and Beyond

data to show that students in private schools have higher achievement levels than those in public
schools. Critics of school choice programs have argued that private schools would not necessarily
do a better job educatinglstudents who are currently attending public schools. Rather, they argue
that the observed superiority of private school students arises from the selection process that leads
higher-achieving students to attend private schools (Goldberger and Cain (1982))".

Ideally, the issue of the relative effectiveness of private versus public schooling could be
addressed by a social experiment in which children in a well-defined universe were randomly
assigned to a private school (the "treatment group"), while others were assigned to attend public
schools (the "control group"). After some period of time, one could compare outcomes, such as test
scores, high school graduation rates, or labor market success between the treatment and control
groups. Since, on average, the only differences between the groups would be their initial assignment
-- which was randomly determined — any differences in outcomes could be attributable to the type

of school attended? While such an experiment has never been implemented, the legislative

! See, as well, the collection of articles in the Sociology of Education (1982) and the Harvard
Education Review (1981), as well as the review pieces by Cookson (1993), Murnane (1984), and Witte
(1992).

2 Short of an experiment, one could also look for an exogenous event that is correlated with the
likelihood that an individual attends a private school but is uncorrelated with the error term in the
outcome equation. Evans and Schwab (1995) conduct such an analysis on the relative value of
Catholic high schools using whether the individual is Catholic as the exogenous event. They
conclude that students who attend Catholic schools are more likely to finish high school and to enter
a four-year college than students who attend public schools.
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requirements of a recently enacted school voucher program in Milwaukee, Wisconsin allow one to
come close to such an idealized experiment.

In 1990, Wisconsin became the first state in the country to implement a school choice program
that would provide vouchers to low income students to attend non-sectarian private schools.®> The
number of students in any yéar was limited to 1% of the Milwaukee public school membership in
the first four years, but was expanded to 1.5% in 1994. Only students whose family income was at
or below 1.75 times the national poverty line were eligible to apply. In principle, a family of three
with an income of approximately $21,000 would be eligible to apply to the program; in practice, as
shown in Table 1, the mean family income of applicants was approximately $12,300. The choice
students were considerably more disadvantaged than the average student in the Milwaukee public
schools (whose average family income was $24,000), and the average non-choice private school
student in Milwaukee (whose average family income was about $43,000; Witte, Thorn, and Pritchard
(1995)). The means in Table 1 also show that choice applicants were more likely to be minority and
had lower math and reading test scores than the average student in the Milwaukee public schools.
These test scores are nationally normed, suggesting that the students who applied to choice were
scoring considelrably lower than the national average, as well. On the other hand, the parental
education for choice applicants, at least for those responding to the surveys, was comparable (or even
a little higher) than non-applicants from the Milwaukee public schools.

As the program limited participation to independent, secular private schools, the participating
schools were not representative of all private schools in Milwaukee, as the majority of private school
enrollments were likely in religious schools (Witte, Thorn, and Pritchard (1995)). That said, until the

constitutionality of whether religious schools can participate in voucher programs has been decided,

® There was an attempt to include religious schools in the program, however the Wisconsin
supreme court ruled that it would violate the separation between church and state. I only briefly
describe the program here. For more details, see Witte, Thorn, Pritchard, and Claibourn (1994) and
Witte, Sterr, and Thorn (1995). I use the terms "private schools" and "choice schools" interchangeably.



Table 1

Mean Characteristics of Applicants to the Choice Program
and Students in the Milwaukee Public Schools

Applicants Milwaukee Public
Selected Not Selected School Sample
African-American 0.721 0.780 0.550
0.011) 0.012) (0.007)
Hispanic 0.217 0.154 0.097
(0.011) 0.011) (0.004)
"First" Math Score 34.560 35.073 43.353
(National Percentile Ranking) (1.196) (1.552) (0.494)
"First" Math Test Score, Missing 0.704 0.779 0.382
0.012) 0.012) (0.007)
"First” Reading Score 33.869 34.341 40.227
(National Percentile Ranking) (1.050) (1.369) (0.462)
"First" Reading Score, Missing 0.699 0.781 0.382
0.012) (0.012) (0.007)
Family Income (+ 1000) $12.123 $12.715 $23.897
0.297) (0.509) (0.534)
Family Income, Missing 0.491 0.760 0.727
(0.013) (0.012) (0.006)
Mother’s Education 12.559 12.399 12.108
(0.067) 0.109) (0.055)
Mother’s Education, Missing 0.555 0.763 0.724
(0.013) 0.012) (0.006)
Father’'s Education 12.048 11.521 12.250
(0.092) (0.152) (0.068)
Father’s Education, Missing 0.697 0.846 0.796
(0.012) (0.010) (0.005)
Grade of Application 2,997 3.875 3.477
(0.079) (0.119) (0.058)
Has Test Score Two Years After 0.536 0.284 0.535
Application (0.015) (0.019) (0.009)
Has Test Score Three Years After 0.467 0.236 0.405
Application (0.017) 0.024) (0.009)
Has Test Score Four Years After 0.407 0.183 0.364
Application (0.025) 0.027) 0.011)
(Maximum) Number of Observations 1544 1219 5318

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses. For applicants to the choice schools, the “first” test scores are
the "pre-application test scores” (the test scores from the year of application) or earlier ones if the pre-
application test scores are missing; for students in the Milwaukee public schools, the “first” test scores are
the first non-missing (post-1989) test scores. See text or Data Appendix for how I construct a "year of
application” for the Milwaukee public school sample. The data in this table do not represent my analysis
sample.
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the experience in Milwaukee will be relevant for other cities considering such reforms. In the first
year, 7 private schools participated; by 1995, this number had risen to 12. And, the schools
represented a variety of educational approaches including Montessori and Waldorf schools, and
schools with bilingual and African-American cultural emphases. These schools were not elite private.
schools. For example, the voucher was worth approximately $3,200 in 1994-1995 which contrasts
with a range of tuition and fees for schools participating in the choice program of $1,080-$4,000 (in
1993-1994). In fact, the voucher program helped to improve the financial status of several of the
participating schools. While one could believe, a priori, that a program providing vouchers to elite
private schools, such as Exeter and Andover, would result in higher achievement gains, it is not so
clear that a program providing vouchers to local non-sectarian private schools (that are willing to
participate) would have such effects.*

Finally, choice schools were only allowed to admit up to 49% of their students as part of the
choice program, and were not allowed to discriminate in which students they took. This was
interpreted to mean that if the school was oversubscribed, the students would be randomly selected
from among the applicants. If a choice school was not oversubscribed, it was required to take all
who applied, with only a few exclusions.

It is this feature of the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program that I primarily analyze in this
paper. By using applicants who are not selected as a control group, I take advantage of this quasi-
natural experiment to estimate whether private school vouchers could improve school achievement

of participating students in the short-run, and whether non-sectarian private schools are, indeed,

* On the other hand, in Table 1, the sample from the Milwaukee public schools scored, on
average, at the 4345 percentile which suggests that the Milwaukee public schools are performing
below the national average. Coleman, Hoffer, and Kilgore (1982a,b) find that other-private schools
perform at least as well as "Catholic schools".
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better than public schools.> 1 also use a fixed-effects estimator to compare the achievement effects
of students in the private schools to a random sample of students in the Milwaukee public schools.

I am not the first to analyze the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program. The original evaluation
of the fourth year of the program, conducted by Witte, Sterr, and Thorn (1995), compared the test
scores of students in the choice schools to a random sample of all Milwaukee public school students
and to low-income students (comparison groups) and concluded there were no significant relative
achievement gains among the choice students. A subsequent analysis by Greene, Peterson, Du,
Boeger, and Frazier (1996) criticized the Witte, Sterr, and Thorn study by noting that students in their
comparison group were from substantially more advantaged family backgrounds than students in
the choice program. Although Witte, Sterr, and Thorn argue that their comparison group is, in fact,

comparable to choice students, conditional on observable covariates, it is nevertheless possible that

unobserved factors remain which would tend to obscure any relative achievement gains among the
choice student population. As an alternative to the use of a general comparison group, Greene, et.
al. propose the use of the unsuccessful applicants as a "quasi-experimental” control group. Relative
to the unsuccessful applicants, Greene, et. al. conclude that the choice students made statistically
significant test score gains by their third and fourth years in the program. However, the analysis by
Greene, et. al. makes a potentially important assumption by excluding from the choice group students
who were successfully admitted to the choice schools, but did not attend them, or only attended for
a short period of time.

I begin my analysis by returning to the "true” source of exogenous variation in the Milwaukee

® Because the choice program was so small, it cannot provide an analysis of the potential benefits
of "school choice". In the most unrestricted school choice program, all (or a substantial fraction) of
the students in the public schools would be eligible to attend a private school. Since state funding
would be tied to student enrollments, the public schools would have an incentive to improve, leading
to no differences in the outcomes of students in "public" and "private” schools. Analysis of the
Milwaukee Parental Choice Program can, however, indicate whether parents would prefer to send
their children to a private school (see Witte, Sterr, and Thorn (1995)), and whether, in the short run,
the academic achievement of those children that attend the private schools would likely increase.
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Choice program — that of selection into the pool of students eligible to attend a choice school. I
argue that a complete evaluation of the program’s effects on student achievement should consider
not only whether private schools are better than public schools (as do Greene, et. al (1996) and Witte,
Sterr, and Thorn (1995)), but also whether students who are selected to attend a choice school will
actually enroll and remain there. I do so by estimating the effect of being selected to attend a private
school on student achievement. I next present instrumental variables estimates of the effectiveness
of private schools using the initial selection as an instrumental variable for attendance at a private
school; I also present fixed-effects estimates of the private school effect using both the unsuccessful
applicants and the sample of students in the Milwaukee public schools as comparison groups. I find
that students selected for the choice program scored approximately 1-2 extra percentage points per
year in math compared to the control group, and those who were enrolled in a private school scored
approximately 1.5-2 percentage points more per year those who were in the Milwaukee public
schools. 1 do not observe differences in the reading scores. I have found the results to be fairly
robust to data imputations and sample attrition, however these limitations should be kept in mind
when interpreting the results.

In the next section I lay out the empirical framework, in section three I describe my sample,

I present the results in section four, and conclude in section five.

IL. Empirical Strategy
A Evaluating the Choice Program vs. Establishing Whether Private Schools are Better

In an "ideal" experiment the random assignment process completely determines the status of
individuals in the treatment and control groups. In many experimental settings involving human
subjects, however, there is slippage between the random assignment status of experimental subjects
and whether or not they actually receive the treatment. For example, in randomized trials of

medicines, some individuals in the treatment group may fail to take the prescribed treatment (see,
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for example, Coronary Drug Project (1980) and Efron and Feldman (1991)). In some social
experiments, the slippage can occur in both directions. For example, in a job training experiment,
some people assigned to the treatment group may fail to show up, whereas others in the control
group may receive training from other providers (Hausman and Wise (1985) and Heckman and Smith
(1994)).% In the specific context of the Milwaukee Choice program, the slippage between random
assignment status — whether the individual was chosen to attend a choice school -- and "treatment
status” — whether an individual actually attended a choice school - is significant because the
treatment lasted over several years. In fact, only about 50 percent of students who were randomly
selected to attend choice schools in the first year of the program were still attending the school two
years later. In order to understand the nature of alternative estimates of the relative effect of private
schooling in this setting, it is necessary to develop a model that takes account of the link between the
random selection process and the decision to attend a choice school.

Consider the following linear probability model that models child i’s actual attendance at a
choice school in year t-1, P, (P, = 1 for students who attend a choice school; P,,, = 0 for those who
do not), as a function of i’s initial selection status, S, (S; = 1 for students who were selected, S; = 0 for

those who were not):

Ppy=a+pS,+Xg+Zg' +v,,. M

Here, X; and Z, are vectors of individual characteristics (to be distinguished later). Note that if
individuals were forced to attend the school to which they were assigned, then p=1 and a=g=g’=0.
More generally, however, students’ attendance decisions depend on a variety of factors, such as their

family’s residential location, whether the school is attended by friends or siblings, and so forth. In

¢ Another example is that of the Vietnam draft lottery. Angrist (1991) explains racial differences
in the effect of the lottery on enlistment by the fact that the effect of the draft lottery on enlistment
was greater for Whites than for non-Whites.



this case, the parameter p may be smaller than 1.

Consider next an outcome equation for the test score of student i in year t. To fix ideas,
suppose that test scores depend on the characteristics of i and on her attendance at a choice school
in the previous year. (I discuss the specification of the outcome equation more fully in the next

section.) Specifically, assume that the test score of student i in year t (T,) is determined by:

Ty=o+ PP, + Xy +ZD +¢,. )
In equation (2), the parameter p reflects the relative effectiveness of choice schools over the public
schools attended by students in the sample.

Finally, it is useful to combine equations (1) and (2) into a reduced-form equation:

Ty = mg + %, 8; + XIL + ZJL, + vy, . 3
Note that m=pB. Thus, the reduced-form effect of selection into the group eligible to attend choice
schools is a combination of two effects: the effect of selection on the relative likelihood of attending
a choice school (p) — what might be called a "takeup effect”, and the "true” effect of choice schools
on student achievement (). In the treatment literature (e.g. Rubin (1974), Efron and Feldman (1991)),
the parameter =, is referred to as the "intent to treat” effect.

There are at least two reasons why we might be interested in m, rather than the constituent
parameters p and B. First, it is the only policy instrument available to policy makers. If the state of
Wisconsin decides to provide educational vouchers to all low income students, not all will take
advantage of the program and not all who enroll will remain. For example, see Table 2. Of the
approximately 300 students who applied in 1990 and were selected to attend a choice school, 98%

ever enrolled in a choice school, but only 76% remained through the first spring semester.” By the

71 can only observe if a student was still enrolled in the choice program in the spring if he took
an achievement test. If a student was absent the day of the test, this measure has the potential to
inflate the attrition from the program. As a result, for this table, if a student is observed to be
enrolled the following year, I also assume he is enrolled in the current year (thus, for example, if a
student is observed to be enrolled in the spring of 1992 and he applied in 1990, I assume he was



Table 2

Numbers of Applicants, Selections, and Enrollments

Year of "First” Application

1990 1991 1992 . 1993

Number of Applicants 408 375 314 232
Number Selected 301 310 182 161
# Ever Enrolled in Private 294 281 169 136
School in Fall
# Ever Enrolled in Private 228 255 164 110
School in Spring
Enrolled in Spring of:

1991 228

1992 175 255

1993 125 180 162

1994 86 125 128 110

Notes: The year of "first" application is the first year that a student ever applied if they were never
selected, and the first year that a student applied and was selected if they applied more than once.
"Enrolled” means that a student was enrolled in a private school. Enrolled in the fall means that they
were enrolled as of October of the year; enrolled in the spring means they took the Iowa Tests of Basic
Skills in a private school indicating that they were still enrolled in the private school in the spring. The
numbers in this table are based on African-American and Hispanic students who applied in grades K-8
between 1990 and 1993 (i.e., my analysis sample).
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second spring, approximately 58% remained. There are similar patterns in later cohorts. Clearly, p
can be substantially less than one. In the extreme case in which p=0, even if private schools are much
better at educating children than the public schools, there will be no achievement gains from the
program. Thus, the reduced form estimates reflect the overall potential gains from offering the
vouchers. Secondly, as in many experimental settihgs, the randomization only occurred in the intent
to treat and as such, the reduced-form estimate is the only unambiguously unbiased estimate that
one can obtain from an ordinary least squares (OLS) regression, assuming the initial selection was
truly random.

However, the reduced-form estimate is rather unsatisfying for those parents and policy
makers who desire an estimate of the benefits that are likely to accrue to those who actually enroll
and remain in a private school for a specified period of time (the effect of "treatment on the treated”).
That is, it does not establish whether private schools are better than public schools precisely because
not all who are assigned to attend a private school do so. Unfortunately, it is also more difficult to
estimate whether private schools are better than public schools using the Milwaukee data. If,
conditional on X; and Z, take-up and attrition from the program is orthogonal to the error term in
equation (2), the estimate of p in equation (2) by OLS will generate an unbiased estimate of the
effectiveness of private schools relative to public schools. Greene, et. al. (1996) make this assumption
when they exclude from their analysis children who were selected but did not enroll in a private
school, and those who left the choice program and re-enrolled in a Milwaukee public school.
However, in practice it is unlikely that students who do not take up the program or who leave the
program are a random sample of students who applied to the program. In particular, students who

are not being well served by the private schools may be more likely to leave, and those who do not

enrolled in the spring of 1991 as well.)



take up the program may not expect to be well served.®

I can, however, use the initial selection as an instrumental variable that is correlated with P;,,
and uncorrelated with the error term in the education production function. The instrumental
variables estimate of B will provide a consistent estimate of a "causal" effect of attending private
school for a period of time on test scores (Angrist, Imbens, and Rubin (forthcoming)). However, not
all students who start at a private school remain there, rather some receive partial treatment; and I
do not have a second instrumental variable that is correlated with students leaving the choice
program (and not correlated with the error in equation (2)). However, I can define the treatment
in many ways. For example, I can define the treatment as having attended private school for 1, 2,
3, or 4 years and compare the effect to those who have not attended for as long. For, no matter how
one defines P, (the treatment), the initial selection is still random.

However, with these definitions of treatment, one must interpret both the OLS and IV

estimates of equation (2) with caution. Suppose that the true education production function were,

Ty =84+ BoPyy * YDy + oy @)

where, as in equation (2), T;, represents the test score of student i in year t, P, is whether the student
was enrolled in a private school, D, indicates if a student had previously been enrolled in a private
school in the choice program but is now enrolled in a Milwaukee public school (i.e. the student
received partial treatment), B, represents the achievement gains of students who attended private

school relative to students who never attended a private school, y is the partial treatment effect of

® Take up was particularly a problem in the first year of the Milwaukee Voucher Program as it
was not clear that the program would be declared constitutional. For evidence that there may have
been negative selection in the take up in the first year, see Appendix Table 1a.

%1 have tried using the miles to the nearest choice school as a second instrumental variable that
is correlated with leaving the choice program (and, hopefully, uncorrelated with the error term in
the education production function), however the estimated standard errors were so large as to render
the exercise uninformative.
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private school for those who left the program, and w, is an error term. (I have excluded the vectors,
X; and Z; for convenience.) In this case, the OLS estimate of f in equation (2) is likely to be an
underestimate of the effect of private school relative to students who have never attended a private
school. The reason is that the base group will include students who received partial treatment. That

is,

Bos = Bo * & - o/ ©)

where @ is the selection bias in the OLS estimate of B, and p’ is the proportion of students in the
Milwaukee public schools who attended a choice school for some period of time. Except in the cases
where there are no students who receive partial treatment or there is no effect of receiving partial
treatment (p’=0 or y=0), or the selection effect is particularly large, the OLS estimate will be too
small, i.e., Bors<By-

The opposite problem occurs with the IV estimate of B, as I do not have a second
instrumental variable to identify a separate effect for those students who leave the choice program.
To see this, consider the point made above that the reduced-form estimate of the "intent to treat” is
a function of take-up and the causal effect of private schools on achievement scores, i.e., m,=pB, or
B=(n,/p)=(8T,/8S,,)/(®P,,/8S,,). This estimate is known as the Wald estimator when the
instrumental variable is binary and is equivalent to the IV estimator.”® To consider the potential bias

in the IV estimate'!, re-write the true education production function (equation (4)) as,

T, = 8, + BopSy, + W(1-p)S;, + @

where S, is whether the individual had been randomly selected to pérticipate in the choice program,

10 See Wald (1940) and Durbin (1954).

1 See Gruber (1996) for a similar derivation.
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and p is the proportion of students selected who are actually enrolled in a private school. Further,

consider a modified version of equation (1),

P, =a+ P8y * Vit-1 1

where, again, the vectors X; and Z; have been suppressed. From these equations,

8T,

i
. 38,
= 1 [2) 8
by 8Py Pox ¥
8S

it-1

assuming that dp/8S;=0 (i.e. that the marginal take-up is zero) and letting ©=(1-p)/p.> If y = 0
(those who receive partial treatment receive no additional benefits), then By = B,. In general,
however, as long as those who receive partial treatment receive some benefit (and p<1), the IV
estimate will be upward biased, i.e., By > B,. Combining the biases in the OLS and IV estimators,
we can generally expect that B, < B, < By if private schools generate achievement gains for those
who attend for some period of time.

Finally, evaluations using experimental data are not panaceas. One problem with the model
outlined above is that I must assume a constant treatment effect across the population in order for
the IV estimate to provide a consistent estimate of the common treatment effect. If, however, the
effectiveness of private schools varies across the population (there are heterogeneous treatment
effects), then the IV estimate may not provide a consistent estimate of even the average treatment
effect. Unfortunately, to relax the assumption of a constant treatment effect would require larger
samples than available with these data (Heckman (1995a,b), Manski (1992,1995)). A second problem

is that randomization must occur at some point in the experiment and because in this program

2] estimate a similar range of estimates of the IV bias when I let 8p/85#0. In this case, @=[(1-p)-
Si(5p/8S))/ [p+S,(dp /3S)1.
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randomization was based on an applicant pool, both the causal and reduced-form estimates reflect

the effect of the program or the effect of private schools relative to public schools among students

interested in attending a private school. It is not the treatment effect that one would estimate for the

general population (Angrist, Imbens, and Rubin (forthcoming), Heckman and Smith (1993)). To
assess how sensitive the results are to using the not-selected applicants and to estimate an effect of
private schools that would come closer to a treatment effect for the entire at-risk population, I
conclude by estimating OLS and fixed-effects estimates using the sample of students from the

Milwaukee public schools.

B. Modelling Educational Achievement

A second issue to consider is the proper form of the education production function. In the
most basic equation, students’ outcomes are modeled as a function of schooling inputs, such as
whether the student attended a private school, as in equation (2). By only including one dummy
variable indicating attendance at a private school, such a model implies that private schools generate
a one time increase in student achievement but that the rate of learning is similar between public and
private schools. A more sophisticated model estimates a change in student achievement as a function
of schooling inputs (a value-added specification) or includes individual fixed-effects to compensate
for a lack of previous schooling inputs and to control for any unobserved differences between
students in private and public schools (Hanushek (1979)). This specification suggests that private
schools may change the slope of the equation, but because most data have only one or two years of
schooling information, one cannot separately identify whether the private schools have changed the
slope of the education function, the intercept, or both.

However, the longitudinal structure of the Milwaukee data allows me to estimate richer and
less restrictive models. In particular, I can estimate the effects of having been in a private school for

some period of time as it is quite possible that a child’s achievement does not improve immediately
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as she may need some time to adjust to her new environment.” In the basic model, I simply include

dummy variables indicating how long the student has attended a private school, that is,

4
Ty=w-~ kEIBkPit-k + Xy + ZT + ¢, ©)

where P, are dummy variables indicating the number of years at private school, and the vector
By reflects the impact of previous attendance at private school on current test scores. For example,
a pattern in which B, > B,; would suggest that the impact of private schools rises over time, i.e.,
private schools increase the rate at which children learn. I also constrain the year-to-year gains to
be equal, and estimate the linear effect of years in the program on student achievement. Finally, I
estimate a spline function that allows me to test for an intercept shift, a change in the slope, and

discontinuities in the slope,

T,= o+ “;/rPiz—l + &Y, + Yy Py
88,(Y; 1-2) + Bod (¥, -DPy
83d,(Yy1-3) + Bsd(¥yy1-3Py.,

X'+ Z.'I‘I + c{,

+

(V)]

+

+

1 This is the argument advanced by Greene, et. al. (1996). Also, according to John Witte, the
private schools in the choice program reported they were more concerned about getting the children
interested in learning in the first couple of years than in increasing their test scores. Others have
interacted school resources with schooling to estimate the effect of school quality on the slope of the
production function. See, for example, Akin and Garfinkel (1980), and Behrman and Birdsall (1983).

1 use the notation of P, suggesting enrollment in a private school, but I also estimate these
specifications for the reduced-form equations.
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where Y, is the number of years since the student applied to the choice program®, d, = 1 if the
student has been in the choice program for at least two years, and d, =1 if a student has been in the

choice program at least three years.

III. Sample

The samples I analyze in this paper are drawn from the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program
public release data files (Witte and Thorn (1995)). These files contain administrative data on
information such as test scores, race, sex, grade level, whether the student applied and was accepted
to the choice program, etc., as well as some descriptive information about the Milwaukee public
schools the students are currently attending, or attended either pre- or post-enrolling in a choice
school. In addition, there is family background information based on respondents to a survey
administered each fall and spring to all first time choice applicants from the previous year, and to
families from the Milwaukee public school sample in 1991. In total, there are data on approximately
2300 applicants to the choice program, and on a sample of approximately 5300 students from the
Milwaukee public schools.

The most difficult feature of the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program public use data set for
the modelling framework suggested by equations (1)-(3) is the fact that the data do not indicate the
choice school to which a student applied. This is a problem because S,, the probability of selection,

is only random conditional on knowing to which school and grade a student applied. This is because

applicants to some schools in a certain grade were more likely to be selected than applicants to other
schools and/or grades. Therefore, if one does not control for the "application lotteries” (indicators
for the school and grade to which an individual applied), any estimated effect of private schools
could be spurious. Formally, this implies that the vector of control characteristics included in

equations (1)-(3) must include indicators for the specific "application lotteries”. In the notation of

'® Note that Y;,, will be negative for the pre-application test score observations.
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equations (1)-(3), these are represented by the vector, Z;. Although one cannot observe the precise
school to which an individual applied, Greene, et. al. (1996) note that one can infer the lottery in
which an individual participated by knowing an individual’s race, grade to which she applied, and
year of application. They do so by highlighting that over 80 percent of the choice students were
enrolled in one of three schools. Almost all students who applied to one of these schools were
Hispanic, and almost all students who applied to the two others were African-American. Thus, for
African-American and Hispanic students, selection can be assumed random, conditional on a set of
dummy variables that represent interactions between a child’s race, the grade to which he applied
and the year of application.’®

For purposes of most of the analysis in this paper, I use a subsample of the Milwaukee data:
those who applied as a voucher student to attend one of the choice schools. I outline, in detail, how
I constructed the sample in the Data Appendix, although I highlight some features here. First, I
consider a student as having been selected for the choice program if they applied and were selected.
I consider a student to have been in the choice program if they took an achievement test while in a
private school.” For students who either are never selected or are selected the first time they
applied, I consider the year of application to be the first year they applied. For those who applied
more than once, were initially not selected, but were selected later, I consider their year of application
the year in which they were selected. I determine the grade to which a student applied from the

grade level of his achievement test the following spring.® My basic analysis sample consists of

'¢ There are 72 application lotteries (2 races*9 grades*4 years) when all four application cohorts
are used. The median number of students in each lottery is about 28.

7 This means that I do not classify as choice students (in the structural analysis) some students
who enrolled in a private school in the fall, but had left the school by the spring.

*® These are largely the same definitions used by Greene, et. al. (1996). Generally speaking the
results are robust to alternative definitions of the year of application and the grade to which a
student applied. The one exception is that the third year results (as in Appendix Tables 1a and 1b)
are sensitive to the grade at application; that is, using alternative ways of determining the grade to
which the student applied, the coefficient drops in magnitude and significance.
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African-American and Hispanic students who applied to the choice program between 1990 and 1993
for grades K-8.” Sample descriptive statistics are in Appendix Table 2.

I attempt to assess whether the selection was random in Table 3. In the upper panel, I regress
the characteristic in the top row on whether the student was selected and (approximately 72) dummy
variables indicating the student’s applicant pool. In each case, I only include those individuals for
whom there is non-missing information on the family background characteristic. It is clear that in
four of the five cases, selection appears insignificantly related to the characteristic at the top. In the
bottom panel, I "free up" the relationship between being selected and the individual’s applicant pool
by interacting whether the individual was selected with the applicant pool dummy variables. I
present the p-value of the F-test of the joint significance of the interactions. In this case I treat each
applicant pool as a separate lottery and test whether, jointly, selection appeared to be random.
Whether the individual is female and the student’s pre-application test score appear uncorrelated
with selection. On the other hand, family income, mother’s education, and father’s education are not.
These last three measures, however, are all drawn from a survey of choice applicants and the fact
that the interactions are not jointly zero may reflect the survey response more than the randomization
of the experiment. As a result, I consider selection broadly randomly, conditional on the
approximations to the applicant pools.

That said, there are notable places where slippage between the actual application lotteries and
these constructed lotteries could theoretically occur. First, the grade at the school may not have been
oversubscribed. Second, race may not completely determine to which school an individual applied
(note, in particular, that African-Americans are assumed to apply to one of two schools). Third,

students could apply to more than one school, although I cannot adjust for that with these data.

¥ As the lowa Tests of Basic Skills does not appear to have been administered to students in
grades 9-12, my analysis excludes the private high schools that participated in the program (so do
Greene, et. al. (1996) and Witte, et. al (1995). The high schools were predominately “alternative” high
schools designed for at-risk students.



Table 3

Was Selection Conditionally Random?
Conditional Differences in Characteristics Between those Selected to Attend Private School and Those Not Selected

Pre-Application Test Mother’s Father’s
Female Score Family Income Education Education
Constrained Estimate:
Selected to Attend Private School 0.055 1.779 34291 0.290 0.478
(0.034) (1.779) (852.63) 0.177) 0.157)
[0.104] [0.318] [0.402] [0.102] [0.002]
Unconstrained Estimate:
p-value of F-test on the joint
significance of interactions between 0.713 0.498 0.038 0.017 0.018
being selected and one’s applicant
pool
Number of Observations 1321 553 709 621 651

Notes: The first row is the regression coefficient on being selected from a regression of the characteristic in the top row on whether selected and
applicant pool fixed-effects. Standard errors are in parentheses and p-values are in brackets. The p-values in the second row are based on a
regression of the characteristic in the top row on dummies indicating the student’s applicant pool and interactions between the applicant pool and
whether the student was selected. The pre-application test score is the math test score.
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Fourth, the imputation of the grade of application assumes that students continue to progress at
grade level. Finally, if the sibling of a student is already enrolled in the choice program, then the
student is admitted without having to go through the randomization.

Because I am not completely confident that the approximation perfectly matches the actual
application lotteries, I control for whether the student is female, the family income of the student, and
in the cross-sectional analyses by year, the student’s pre-application test score (these constitute the
elements in the vector X; in equations (1)-(3)).” As noted above, the family income has a high rate
of missing values as only 60% of those selected and about 43% of those not selected have non-missing
values. One may be concerned that including this measure biases against finding an effect of the
program due to the differential response rates. A typical concern might be that only the wealthier
families among those not selected may have responded to the survey. However, as shown in Table
3, those who were selected had marginally higher levels of family income and parental education
than those who were not selected. Thus, while controlling for family income may come at some cost,
I believe that it results in a more credible estimate of the effectiveness of the program. The pre-
application test score is from the year the student applied to the program. Approximately one-half
of the students are missing these test scores (over one-half of those missing scores applied to
kindergarten or first grade) and so I also include a dummy variable indicating that it is missing. In
the analyses in which I stack the data (and create a panel), any pre-application test scores are
included as additional (pre-application) observations. I also use the panel data to estimate models
with individual fixed-effects which completely avoids the problem of missing observable covariates.

The test scores are the normal curve equivalent reading and math scores from the lowa Tests
of Basic Skills. These tests were administered to the choice students every spring. They were also

administered to Chapter I students every year. Other students in the Milwaukee public schools were

? 1 have also tried controlling for mother’s and father’s education as well, with similar results.
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tested less frequently (reportedly in grades 2, 5, and 7).? Beginning in 1993, schools were no longer
required to administer the entire battery of math sub-tests in order to receive Chapter I funds, rather
they were only required to administer the problem solving component? As a result, I do not
observe a "total math score” for a substantial fraction of students in the Milwaukee public schools.”
At the same time, the public release version of the data do not include the problem solving
component of the math tests for the students in the choice program. Fortunately, a subset of students
in the Milwaukee public schools were administered the entire battery of math tests. Therefore, I
impute the total math score by regressing the total score on the problem solving component using
the random sample of students in the Milwaukee public schools who did not apply to choice and
who took the entire test (see the Data Appendix for the equations). I use the predicted total score
for those with only the problem solving component, and include a dummy variable indicating
whether the score was imputed. I explore the likely effect of this imputation by comparing it with
alternative ways of handling the missing data in Appendix Table 3. I believe that the results are

fairly robust to alternative ways of handling this missing data problem.

IV. Results
A Evaluating the Choice Program: Reduced-Form Estimates
I begin by estimating the mean effect of selection to the choice program on math and reading

test scores for each calendar year, i.e., equation (2). The results are in Tables 4a and 4b. In the upper

2 There are very few students in the Milwaukee public schools with test scores from every spring,
and the pattern of missing grades does not obviously suggest that all students were tested in grades
2,5 and 7.

2 And in 1995, the Milwaukee public schools began administering state mandated tests rather
than the lowa Tests of Basic Skills (Witte, Sterr, and Thorn (1995)); as such I cannot evaluate the
program using the 1995 test scores.

2 In 1993 approximately 40% of the control group is missing the total score, and the percentage
rises to 68% in 1994.



Table 4a

The Mean Effect of Selection to the Choice Program on Math Scores: By Year of the Test

Without Other Covariates

1991 1992 1993 1994

4)) (2) 3 @
Selected to Attend Private 3.143 0.219 3.493 2.793
School (2.895) (2.035) (1.895) (2.167)
Female -0.607 -1.029 1.089 1.518
(2.288) (1.587) (1.394) (1.417)

Imputed Test Score 1.475 1.505

(2.097) (1.951)

R? 0.128 0.059 0.125 0.165

Number of Observations 280 585 668 740

With Other Covariates

1991 1992 1993 1994

) ) 7 8)
Selected to Attend Private 1.851 -0.078 2.775 3.498
School (2.612) (1.966) (1.790) (2.021)
Female -0.675 -0.690 1.194 1.384
(2.052) (1.513) (1.317) (1.316)
Imputed Test Score 1.819 1.113
(2.009) (1.811)
Family Income (+1000) 0.335 0.355 0.342 0.362
(0.161) (0.128) (0.108) (0.105)
Family Income Missing -2.115 -0.432 -1.020 -0.772
(2.090) (1.534) (1.331) (1.317)
Pre-Test Math Score 0.586 0.490 0.472 0.584
(0.075) (0.068) (0.057) (0.057)
Pre-Test Score Missing -1.023 -3.085 -0.692 -1.616
(2.370) (1.879) (1.602) (1.682)
R? 0.313 0.154 0.228 0.290

Number of Observations 280 585 668 740

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses. All regressions include a constant and "applicant pool” fixed
effects.



Table 4b

The Mean Effect of Selection to the Choice Program on Reading Scores:
By Year of the Test

Without Other Covariates

1991 1992 1993 1994
(1) 2) 3) 4)
Selected to Attend Private 5.626 1.841 -0.278 1.536
School (2.599) (1.788) (1.618) (1.691)
Female 2518 4.047 2.255 3.696
(2.058) (1.426) (1.270) (1.272)
R? 0.077 0.082 0.083 0.097
Number of Observations 270 573 675 731
With Other Covariates
1991 1992 1993 1994
5) (6) v (8)
Selected to Attend Private 5.953 1.588 -0.775 1.463
School (2.357) (1.745) (1.553) (1.594)
Female 1.408 3.922 2.472 3.905
(1.861) (1.367) (1.211) (1.186)
Family Income (+1000) 0.246 0.246 0.411 0.288
(0.140) (0.115) (0.099) (0.095)
Family Income Missing -1.424 -0.470 0.142 -2.236
(1.880) (1.396) (1.214) 1.177)
Pre-Test Reading Score 0.732 0.481 0.440 0.595
(0.093) (0.070) (0.060) (0.060)
Pre-Test Score Missing 0.326 -3.514 0.033 -1.180
(2.114) (1.654) (1.493) (1.493)
R? 0.267 0.164 0.177 0.226
Number of Observations 270 573 675 731

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses. All regressions include a constant and "applicant pool” fixed
effects.
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panels of both tables, I report estimates of the "intent to treat” without controlling for family income
and pre-application test scores; in the bottom panel I report estimates that control for these
covariates® In all cases, I include a constant and fixed effects for the applicant pools described
above. In the upper panel of Table 4a, I generally find that the students selected to attend private
school scored approximately 3 (roughly) percentage points higher on the math test, although the
treatment effect is only statistically significant (at the 10% level) for 1995 (column (3)). In the bottom
panel when I control for other covariates, the estimated coefficient falls in 1991, 1992, and 1993 by
about 2040%. On the other hand, the estimate from 1994 increases by 25%. Again, the point
estimates suggest that the program has a mean effect of raising math test scores 2-3 percentage
points, the p-value of the effect in 1993 is 0.122 and that in 1994 is 0.084.

The results for reading scores are in Table 4b. In both panels, I estimate a large, 5.6-6
percentage point increase in reading scores in 1990 (that is statistically significant at the 5 percent
level) for those selected to the choice program. However, the point estimates in later years suggest
a smaller intent to treat effect of only about 1.5 percentage points, although the standard errors are
generally so large as to make inference difficult. Note, again, that the effect of conditioning on family
background leads to an increase in the coefficient in one year (1991) and a slight decrease in all
others.

In Tables 5a and 5b, I estimate whether the choice program altered the slope of the education
production function, rather than just the intercept, by estimating the effect of years since selection
on test scores, both constraining the effect to be linear and allowing the effect to differ by year and

cohort. In the top panel of Table 5a, I estimate the linear effect of years since selection on math test

1 do not control for the grade of the student at the time of the test. This appears to make little
difference to the coefficient estimates on the effect of the choice program. I, however, note the
instances in which it does affect the estimates for the control group. 1do not include the grade in
the results presented here since whether a child is at grade level could be considered an outcome
itself while also being a policy instrument of the school. It appears that approximately 5% of the
students are held back in any year (and the overall rate does not differ between the public and
private schools). Controlling for whether the student was held back does not affect the results.



Table 5a

The Effect of Selection to the Choice Program on Math Scores:
By Year and Years Since Selection

Year of Test Score

1991 1992 1993 1994
1) ¥)) 3) 4)
Number of years since 1.851 0.272 1.116 1.685
selection (2.612) (1.169) (0.798) (0.689)
R? 0.313 0.154 0.227 0.293
Number of Observations 280 585 668 740
Year of Test Score
1991 1992 1993 1994
®) (6) @) @®

Ist year after selection 1.851 -2.311 3.785 -1.377
(Year 1) (2.612) (3.120) (2.977) (4.404)
2nd year after selection 1.360 0.699 1.146
(Year 2) (2.509) (3.128) (3.282)
3rd year after selection 3.514 1.868
(Year 3) (2.796) (4.182)
4th year after selection 9.328
(Year 4) (3.354)
p-value of F-test of jt. sign. of 0.653 0.383 0.091
being selected
p-value of H,: Yearl=Year2 0.357 0.460 0.631
p-value of Hy: Year2=year3 0.494 0.888
p-value of Hy: Yeard4=Year3 0.154
p-value of Hy: Year3=Yearl 0.946 0.582
p-value of Hy: Year4=Year2 0.072
p-value of Hy: Year4=Yearl 0.049
R? 0.313 0.155 0.229 0.295
Number of Observations 280 585 668 740

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses. All regressions include a constant, "applicant pool” fixed
effects, a dummy indicating if female, family income, and pre-application math test score, and indicators
if income and pre-test score are missing. Columns (3), (4), (7), and (8) also include a dummy indicating
if the test score was imputed.



Table 5b

The Effect of Selection to the Choice Program on Reading Scores:
By Year and Years Since Selection

Year of Test Score

1991 1992 1993 1994
¢)) V) 3) 4
Number of years since 5.593 1.102 0.121 0.576
selection (2.357) (1.035) 0.709) (0.564)
R? 0.267 0.165 0.176 0.226
Number of Observations 270 573 675 731
Year of Test Score
1991 1992 1993 1994
6 6 ) t:)

Ist year after selection 5.593 0.155 -3.619 3.138
(Year 1) (2.357) (2.779) (2.634) (3.938)
2nd year after selection 2.498 -1.360 -0.812
(Year 2) (2.221) (2.840) (2.698)
3rd year after selection 2.379 1.366
(Year 3) (2.562) (3.488)
4th year after selection 3.306
(Year 4) (2.961)
p-value of F-test of jt. sign. of 0.531 0.396 0.712
being selected
p-value of H;: Yearl=Year2 0.508 0.558 0.407
p-value of Hy: Year2=year3 0.327 0.620
p-value of Hy: Yeard=Year3 0.670
p-value of Hy: Year3=Yearl 0.103 0.735
p-value of Hy: Year4=Year2 0.304
p-value of Hy: Year4=Yearl 0.973
R? 0.267 0.165 0.180 0.227
Number of Observations 270 573 675 731

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses. All regressions include a constant, “applicant pool” fixed
effects, a dummy indicating if female, family income and pre-application reading test score, and indicators
if income and pre-test score are missing.



20

scores in each year. In 1993 (column (3)), each additional year since being selected led to a 1.1
percentage point increase in math scores (p-value of 0.16). In 1994, the effect was even larger, 1.7
percentage points, and the yearly increase is significantly different from zero.

Note that in 1991 the only cohort included in the analysis is the group of students who
applied in 1990; in 1992, the cohorts who applied in 1990 and 1991 are included, and so on. Thus,
in the bottom panel one can follow a cohort by comparing the coefficients on the diagonals. For
example, the lowest diagonal represents the yearly progress of the 1990 cohort; the diagonal just
above it represents the progress of the 1991 cohort. In the first year, the 1990 cohort had an increase
in test scores of 1.9 percentage points; in 1991, the same cohort had a difference of 1.4 percentage
points. However, by 1993, the gap between those selected and those not selected had grown to 3.5
percentage points and by 1994 the gap was 9.3 percentage points. (The fourth year is the only one
that is statistically significantly different from earlier years, and it is only different from the first and
second years.) The 1991 cohort had a similar growth in their test scores, although the coefficient
estimates are not significantly different from zero. The point estimates in this table suggest that there
may have been faster math achievement gains among the private school students than among the
public school students.

The magnitudes of the point estimates for reading, in Table 5b, are not so clear. In the top
panel, I again find that the yearly increase, though positive, is far from statistically significant in 1992-
1994. In the bottom panel, the yearly progress of the 1990 applicant cohort was not monotonic as
they experienced a huge increase in test scores in the first year that was unmatched in subsequent
years. On the other hand, the coefficient estimates for both the 1991 and 1992 cohorts suggest yearly
gains, although the standard errors are quite large as well. In general, the results from Tables 5a and
5b suggest that being selected to a choice program may have altered the path of educational
achievement, and not just the mean, although the confidence intervals are generally large.

In the previous tables, I estimated separate effects for each cohort in each year. There may
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be some efficiency gain by fitting a pooled model that assumes the yearly effects are similar across
cohorts and years. To implement this pooled model, I created a panel data set from my analysis
sample, treating each year in which students took an achievement test (including pre-application
tests) as a separate observation. I then estimated spline functions (see equation (10)) which allow me
to measure the achievement path of the control group and test for discontinuities in the slope of the
achievement gains. I present OLS estimates with Huber standard errors that allow for individual
correlations and that are also robust to heteroskedasticity. I also present models that include
individual fixed-effects.” In Tables 6a-6¢ I only present the effects on math test scores as I found no
significant discontinuities or significant differences between the control and treatment groups for
reading scores.?

The basic results for the pooled model are in Table 6a. In the first specification (columns (1)
and (2)), I estimate a basic spline function in which I allow only the intercept and slope to differ
between the control and treatment groups. The estimates in column (1) are by OLS and those in
column (2) include individual fixed-effects (FE). Both columns indicate that the intercept for those
selected to the choice program is slightly lower than that for the control group, although the
difference is not statistically different from zero. On the other hand, it appears that the two groups
have significantly different slope estimates. The math test score for those who were not selected for
the program decreased, on average, approximately one percentage point per year, however this may
be due to students being in higher grades.” The test scores of those selected for the program

increased an additional (statistically significant) 1.5 percentage points per year.

1 have also estimated generalized least squares random effects models with similar results.
% The results for reading scores are available from the author upon request.

¥ When I control for the grade at the time of the test, the control group actually had a positive
(and significant) 4 percentage point increase in test scores per year. The magnitude and statistical
significance of the coefficient on the interaction between years since application and whether selected
remains basically unchanged.



Table 6a

The Effect of Selection to the Choice Program on Math Scores, 1991-1994: OLS and Fixed-Effects (FE) Spline Functions

OLS FE OLS FE OLS FE OLS FE
oY) @ 3 @ o) (6) @ 8)

Selected to attend private school -0.841 -1.539 -0.062 -1.125 -0.197 -1.430 -0.271 -1.133
() (1.061) (0.962) (1.347) (1.287) (1.108) (1.032) (1.355) (1.297)
Number of years since application -1.056 -0.952 -0.698 -0.760 -0.809 -0.830 -0.744 -0.773
) (0.384) (0.350) (0.440) (0.380) (0.403) (0.362) (0.443) 0.381)
Number of years since application*Selected 1.509 1.487 0.459 0916 0.779 1.252 0.744 0.944
®) (0.510) (0.468) (0.868) (0.815) (0.580) (0.543) (0.879) (0.830)
2 2 Years (5%) -2.412 -1.575 -0.841 -0.887
(1.445) (1.245) (2113) (1.917)

(2 2 years)*Selected (f’5) 3516 2.199 0.757 1.436
(1.845) (1.647) (2.524) (2.335)

2 3 Years (%', -5.465 -3.149 -4.128 -1.799
(2.815) (2.476) (4.071) (3.813)

(2 3 Years)*Selected (') 8.028 3.735 6.752 1.967
(3.242) (2.847) (4.545) (4.194)

p-value of Hy: 8'=0, &,=0, &',=0 0.006 0.012 0.003 0.011 0.010 0.027
p-value of H,: p’=0, ,=0, p',=0 0.007 0.011 0.002 0.004 0.007 0.027
p-value of Hy: &,=0, §,=0 0.151 0.402
p-value of Hy: B,=0, f,=0 0.066 0.366
p-value of Hy: 8,=0"; 0571 0.866
p-value of Hy: B,=p; : 0.359 0.930
R? 0.098 0.008 0.099 0.009 0.099 0.009 0.010 0.009

Notes: There are 3283 observations. Standard errors are in parentheses. The OLS columns report Huber standard errors that allow for correlations
"within" an individual (since these data are stacked). The OLS regressions include a constant, "applicant pool” fixed effects, a dummy indicating
if female, family income, and an indicator if income is missing. All regressions include a dummy indicating if the test score was imputed.



The Effect of Selection to the Choice Program on Math Scores, 1991-1994: Robustness of Spline Functions

Table 6b

(OLS Estimates)

Basic Regression’

Spline Function with

Discontinuities

¢} ) 3) (1) (2) 3)
Selected to attend private school (') -0.841 -2.335 -0.079 -0.062 -3.395 0.167
(1.061) (1.392) (1.112) (1.347) (1.693) (1.355)
Number of years since application (%) -1.056 -0.559 -0.871 -0.698 -0.566 -0.798
(0.384) (0.484) 0.411) (0.440) (0.498) (0.447)
Number of years since application*Selected 1.509 1.454 0.755 0.459 2.305 0.720
®) (0.510) (0.773) (0.581) (0.868) (1.093) (0.879)
2 3 Years (',) -2412 0.391 -0.960
(1.445) (3.702) (2.133)
(2 3 years)*Selected (6,) 3.516 -2.372 0.855
(1.845) (4.158) (2.537)
p-value of Hy: =0, &,=0 0.006 0.518 0.093
p-value of Hy =0, ;=0 0.007 0.104 0.449
R? 0.098 0.114 0.100 0.099 0.114 0.100
Number of Observations 3283 2102 3096 3283 2102 3096

Notes: Huber standard errors (that allow for correlations within an individual) are in parentheses. All regressions include a constant,
"applicant pool” fixed effects, a dummy indicating if female, family income, an indicator if income is missing, and a dummy indicating

if the test score was imputed.

" Column Descriptions:
Column 1:  Uses Full Sample

Column 2:  Only Uses 1991-1993 Cohorts

Column 3: Excludes 1994 Test Scores for 1990 Cohort



Table 6¢

The Effect of Selection to the Choice Program on Math Scores, 1991-1994:

Robustness of Spline Functions
(Individual Fixed-Effects Estimates)

Basic Regression”

M (2) 3)
Selected to attend private school (') -1.539 -3.024 -1.494

(0.962) (1.297) (1.040)
Number of years since application (&) -0.952 -0.691 -0.756

(0.350) (0.402) (0.369)
Number of years since application*Selected 1.487 1.955 1.156
(s9) (0.468) (0.686) (0.547)
R? 0.008 0.010 0.005
Number of Observations 3283 2102 3096

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses. All regressions include individual fixed-effects and

a dummy indicating if the test score was imputed.

" Column Descriptions:
Column 1:  Uses Full Sample
Column 2:  Only Uses 1991-1993 Cohorts
Column 3:  Excludes 1994 Test Scores for 1990 Cohort
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In the remaining columns, I attempt to establish if there were discontinuities in the
achievement gains, as Greene, et. al. (1996) argue that the choice program led to significant jumps
in achievement in the third year and then again in the fourth year. In columns (3) and (4) I allow
for a discontinuity three years after selection. Now, the linear effect of being selected for the program
(B’) suggests a positive, but insignificant yearly increase in test scores of about 0.5-1 percentage point.
On the other hand, the OLS estimate suggests there was a break in the slope at the third year for the
treatment group that is statistically significant. In columns (5) and (6) I allow for a break in the slope
in the fourth-year, and not the third, and a find similar result for the OLS estimate. The fixed-effects
estimate, in column (6), indicates the linear effect of being selected was positive (and significant at
the 5% level), but there was an insignificant increase in test scores in the fourth year. Finally in the
last two columns I allow for discontinuities in both the third and the fourth years. Allowing for both
reveals that the discontinuity in the third year estimated in column (3) was likely driven by the
increase in the fourth year; further, the jump in test scores in the fourth year is no longer significant
for either the OLS or fixed-effects estimates. Also note that the control group had a significant
downward jump in test scores in the fourth year, as well, increasing the intent to treat effect.

As highlighted in Table 5a, the mean difference in test scores between those selected and
those not selected was much higher in the fourth year for the 1990 applicant cohort than for any
other year or cohort. To assess the extent to which the results might be driven by this cohort, I tried
using alternative samples. First, I used the full sample. Second, I estimated the spline functions
excluding the 1990 cohort. Third, I excluded the 1994 test scores for 1990 cohort, but included their
1991-1993 test scores. The results are in Tables 6b and 6c. The first three columns of Table 6b are
the basic spline functions that do not allow for discontinuities in the yearly gains; the second three

columns allow for a discontinuity in the third year® The results for the basic spline function in the

# Given that I did not estimate significant discontinuities using the fixed-effects estimator, I do
not present those results in Table 6¢. I continue to find no significant effects using the alternative
samples; these results are available from the author upon request.
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first three columns are quite similar across the first two samples. The test scores of those selected
for the program increase by about 1.5 percentage points each year above those who were not
selected. Excluding the 1994 test scores for the 1990 cohort, however, the coefficient on the yearly
increase in test scores drops by about one-half, and the estimate is no longer statistically significant.
This differs from the fixed-effects estimates in Table 6¢ in which I estimate a (statistically significant)
yearly increase of 1-2 percentage points per year using all three samples.

In the last three columns of Table 6b I allow for a discontinuity in the third year. In this
specification, the three samples all suggest positive (in columns (1) and (3)), although insignificant,
yearly gains in the treatment group relative to the control group. However, the discontinuity in the
third year only obtains in the first column which includes the 1994 test scores from the 1990 cohort.
Thus, while the yearly gains appear fairly robust, it is much less clear that there are discontinuities
in the trend

Before I turn to "causal" estimates of the relative effectiveness of private schools, I assess the
potentially important effect of sample attrition on the parameter estimates. For example, only 46%
of students who applied in 1990 had non-missing 1994 test scores (49% among those selected for the
program and 35% among those not selected). Test scores may be missing for four reasons. First, the
student may have still been enrolled in a choice or Milwaukee public school, but was absent the day
of the test. Test score data missing for this reason can likely be considered random. Second, as
mentioned earlier, students in the Milwaukee public schools were not necessarily tested every year.
For those who were not tested because the school did not test their grade level, their scores could
also be considered randomly missing. However, Chapter I students were allegedly tested every year
which would suggest that those missing data from the Milwaukee public schools come from families

with higher incomes than those who were tested more frequently (or that a student whose family

® I have also tried excluding those students who leave the choice school because they reached
the terminal grade for the school. The results remain essentially unchanged.
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income increases would be tested frequently in the earlier years, but tested less frequently in later
years). Third, it appears as though students in grades 9-12 were not tested; therefore, older
applicants would be missing test scores in later years. Finally, any student who enrolled in a private
school not in the choice program or who transferred to a public school outside of Milwaukee is
missing test scores.® Again, it is not clear that one should assume this group is randomly missing
from the sample.

Figures la-1d are kernel densities of the distributions of (conditional) pre-application test
scores by whether the student is missing a test score in 1994 or not, separately for the treatment and
control groups.® The distributions of the pre-application math scores are in Figures 1a and 1b. For
both those selected for the program and those not selected, the pre-application math test score
distributions of those missing the 1994 math test score and those with test scores largely overlap.
Among the controls, however, it appears that those without test scores are of slightly lower "ability".
On the other hand, for the treatment group, it appears that those without 1994 test scores are of
slightly higher "ability". Together, these figures suggest that the previous estimates do not overstate
the effectiveness of the choice program on math scores, and may well understate its effectiveness.
Similar distributions for reading scores are in Figures 1c and 1d. There is even more overlap in the
distributions for the reading scores, although in both figures, those with 1994 reading test scores

appear to be marginally positively selected.

¥ Witte (1996) argues that a large fraction of students who were not selected in the lotteries chose
to attend another private school (not participating in the choice program). This was made easier by
a parallel, privately funded program (Partners for Advancing Values in Education (PAVE)) that
provided scholarships for Catholic schools. It is for this reason that Witte, Sterr, and Thorn (1995)
prefer to use the random sample of students from the Milwaukee public schools as a comparison

group.

% These test scores are adjusted for whether the student is female, family income and applicant
pool fixed effects, and for the math scores, whether the test was imputed because the student only
took the problem solving component of the math test.
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I more formally assess the likely effect of missing test scores on the results in Table 7 In
this table I employ four alternative methods for handling the missing test score data. In the first
column I present OLS estimates using my analysis sample. In column (2) I use a two-step Heckman
selection correction in which I exclude the grade of the student in the year of the test from the second
stage.® The point estimates for both the math and reading scores increase when I use a Heckman
selection correction, and in both cases the estimate of A is negative and significant. One problem with
using a Heckman selection correction in this context is that there is not one underlying reason for
the missing test scores. As a result, there is no single latent variable that may underlie the first stage
probit.

In columns (3) and (4) I attempt to impute a test score for those missing a test score in two
ways. In column (3) I first regress the current test score on the pre-application test score and, for the
math scores, a dummy indicating whether the current test score was imputed (to account for the fact
that the student did not take the entire battery of math tests).* I run separate regressions for the
treatment and control groups. I then use the predicted test score as the current test score for those
with missing data. For reading scores, this imputation does not substantively change the results from
those in column (1). However, for math, the point estimate decreases by one-half and becomes
statistically insignificant. In column (4) I impute the current test score by computing each student’s
decile in the (conditional) pre-application test score distribution. I then assign the mean test score
from the corresponding decile in the test score distribution for those missing test scores in the current

year. The point estimates using this approach are similar to those in column (1) for both reading and

% For this analysis, I exclude individuals who are missing test scores and are enrolled in either
a pre-kindergarten program or in grades 9-12.

% 1 use the grade at the time of the test as it was alleged that in the Milwaukee public schools,
the tests were more consistently given in certain grades. First-stage estimates are available from the
author upon request.

* The "pre-application test score” in this context is the test score from the year of application. I
have also tried using higher orders of the pre-application test score with very similar results.



Table 7
OLS Estimates of the Effect of Selection to the Choice Program on Math and Reading Scores: Robustness to Sample Attrition

Two-Step Heckman  Impute Missing by  Impute Missing by ~ Only use those with no

Baseline Selection Method 1* Method 2" missing test score data
¢} @ 3 C)) &)
Math Scores

Selected to attend private school 0.841 -6.223 0.562 0.147 -2.083
(a’p) (1.187) (1.238) (0.698) (0.710) (1.629)
Number of years since application -1.056 -1.416 -0.359 -0.457 -1.366
®) (0.399) (0.362) 0.179) (0.182) 0.611)
Number of years since : 1.509 2574 0718 1.222 2.358
application*Selected (§) 0.574) (0.569) (0.325) 0.331) 0.822)
A -8.999

(0.875)
R? 0.098 0.072 0.068 0.128
Number of Observations 3283 6389 6389 6389 1607

Reading Scores

Selected to attend private school 1576 -1.556 0.892 1.984 2010
(ap) (1.051) (1.148) (0.591) (0.628) (1.388)
Number of years since application 0.794 -1.170 -0.506 -0.565 0.721
®) 0.331) (0.328) 0.147) (0.156) (0.489)
Number of years since -0.200 0424 -0.046 -0.158 0.133
application*Selected (8" (0.517) 0.520 0.278) 0.296) 0.727)
A -6.254

0.899
R? 0.067 0.049 0.049 0.105
Number of Observations 3268 6391 6391 6391 1567

Not&s Standard errors are 1n parentheses. See note to lable 5b lor other regressors.

The grade of the individual at the time of the test and interactions of the grade with whether the individual was randomly selected are excluded
from the first stage equation.

"Method 1" regresses the current test score on pre-application test score, and for math whether the current test score was imputed (because the
student did not take the entire test battery) separately for the treatment and control groups. The predicted current test score is used to impute the actual
test score if the test score is missing.

" "Method 2" assigns those missing the current test score their application cohort’s mean test score for the decile of the selected or not-selected
distribution corresponding to their decile in their application cohort’s pre-application test score distribution.
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math.® Finally, in column (5) I restrict my sample to those without missing test scores (note that the
sample size falls dramatically). These point estimates are a little higher than those in column (1) for
math, and are now positive, but insignificant, for reading.

These results (together with Figures 1c and 1d) suggest that missing reading test scores are
not likely a large source of bias for the estimates of the intent to treat. For math, the evidence
broadly indicates that the finding of a significant and positive effect of being selected for the program
is robust to the missing test scores, although one should keep the sample attrition in mind when
interpreting the results.

In all, being selected to participate in the choice program appears to have increased the math
achievement of low-income, minority students by about 1-2 percentage points per year. Given a
standard deviation of about 19, this suggests effect sizes on the order of 0.050-0.11¢ which are quite
large for education production functions (see, for example, Greenwald, Hedges, and Laine (in press)).
On the other hand, the effects on the reading scores are not as large and are statistically

indistinguishable from zero.

B. "Causal” Estimates of the Effectiveness of Private Schools

In this section, I estimate OLS models of the effect of attending private school on test scores,
and instrumental variables (IV) estimates using the initial selection as the instrumental variable. Note
that I define "attending a private school” as having taken an achievement test in a choice school in
the particular year. The first-stage estimates (equation (1)) are presented in Table 8. In all years,
having been randomly selected to participate in the choice program increases a student’s likelihood

of actually attending a private school by about 70 percentage points.* The estimate is statistically

* Note, however, that I have not adjusted the standard errors to reflect the two-step estimation
strategy; the standard errors in columns (3) and (4) are likely understated.

% A few students who were not selected initially were enrolled in the choice program in the
following spring. They were likely admitted off of a waiting list.



Table 8

Linear Probability Estimates of the Effect of Being Selected on Private School Attendance
(First-Stage Estimates)

Dependent Variable

In Private In Private In Private In Private
School in School in School in School in
1991 1992 1993 1994
(D " (2) 3) 4)
Selected 0.761 0.703 0.679 0.681
(0.050) (0.038) (0.039) (0.040)
R? 0.589 0.529 0478 0.476
Number of 280 585 668 740

Observations

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses. All regressions include a constant, "applicant pool”
fixed effects, a dummy indicating if female, family income, and pre-application math test score,
and indicators if income and pre-test score are missing.



27

significant in all years, as well.

The mean achievement differences between students in the private schools and those in the
public schools are presented in Table 9. The first four columns present the OLS estimates, and the
last four the IV estimates. For the math scores, in three of the four years, the OLS estimates suggest
that those who attended a private school scored lower on the math test than those who were not
enrolled in a private school in that year, although these differences are not statistically significant.
If, however, there is an achievement effect for those who receive partial treatment (i.e., attend a
private school and then leave and return to a Milwaukee public school), the OLS estimate is likely
to be an underestimate of the full treatment effect (see equation (5)). In the later years in these data,
p’=~0.5-0.65; and, on average, those who have left the choice program received approximately one-half
of the treatment as those stayed. Therefore, assuming that B,=2y, one would expect the OLS
estimate to understate the full effect by 30-50% (plus an adjustment for the selection effect). That the
OLS coefficient estimates are zero, or slightly negative, suggests that those who received partial
treatment may have benefitted as much as, or even slightly more than, those who received full
treatment. These OLS estimates could be interpreted as a lower bound on the full treatment effect.

As discussed in Section II, the IV estimate is a re-scaled version of the reduced-form
parameter, namely By=(n,/p). Therefore, using the estimates of p from Table 8, we would expect
that, on average, the IV estimate will be approximately 1.4x,. And this is the case. For example, in
Table 9, the 1991 IV estimate is 2.43 which is 1.85/0.76 (which are the estimates of ©, and p from
Tables 4a and Table 8). In general, the IV estimates show that students who were enrolled in the
private schools scored approximately 3 percentage points higher than those not enrolled in a private
school, although the effect is only significant in 1994. For reading, both the OLS and IV estimates
suggest a significant 5-8 percentage point gain for those enrolled in private schools in 1991, although
this is not evident in other years. Finally, as noted in equation (8) in Section II, these IV estimates

likely provide an upper bound on the full treatment effect because of non-compliance. Again using



Table 9

The Mean "Causal" Effect of Private School Attendance on Math Scores: By Year

OLS v
Year of Test Score Year of Test Score
1991 1992 1993 1994 1991 1992 1993 1994
Math Scores
Attended private -0.759 -0.730  2.581 -0.336 2433 -0.110 3.238 4.327
school (2365 (1.737) (1.797) (2.377) (3.447) (2.795) (2.468) (2.681)
R? 0312 0.154 0.228 0.287
No. of 280 585 668 740 280 585 668 740
Observations
Reading Scores

Attended private 5139 1.211 -0.854 0.352 7822 2284 -1.135 2155
school (2.115) (1.548) (1.316) (1.286) (3.109) (2.511) (2.275) (2.354)
R? 0.265 0.164 0.177 0.225
No. of 270 573 675 731 270 573 675 731
Observations

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses. See notes to Table 5 for other regressors. The
instrument is whether the student was randomly selected for the program.
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the estimates of p from Table 8, ® ranges from about 0.5 to 0.7. And, assuming that f,=2y, the IV
estimates likely overstate the full treatment effect by about 25%-35%.”

In Table 10a, I estimate basic spline functions by OLS and IV while also assessing the
influence of the 1990 cohort on the estimates; in Table 10b, I include individual fixed-effects.
Focusing on the IV estimates in Table 10a, in the first specification which includes the entire sample,
I estimate that those students who attended a private school had a lower (although statistically
insignificant) initial math test score, but that they had significantly higher yearly gains than those not
enrolled in a private school. The results in columns (2) and (3) which exclude the 1990 cohort and
do not include the 1994 test scores for the 1990 cohort respectively, broadly support the trend derived
from the full sample, although both suggest a slower yearly increase in test scores.® The results in
Table 10b which include individual fixed-effects are quite similar.

The IV estimates for the reading test scores (in the lower panels) indicate that students
enrolled in the private schools generally start with higher (but insignificant) scores than those not
enrolled in the private schools, although there do not appear to be significantly greater yearly
gains.®

Taken together, the range of credible estimates of the causal effect of private schools on yearly
increases in math scores using the applicant pool control group is about 2 percentage points per year

(after adjusting for the upward IV bias), although there is no measurable effect on reading scores.

¥ The bias may actually be larger as it appears that in this program, y=B, which would imply
a bias of about 100%. For evidence, see the OLS results in this table, and the results in Table 11 or
Appendix Table 1a.

% When I use the Greene, et. al. (1996) sample restrictions, I also find there are significant yearly
gains in the test scores, except when I exclude the 1990 cohort or exclude the 1994 test scores for the
1990 cohort. In addition, I do not estimate statistically significant jumps in the linear trend at either
the 3rd or 4th years.

? I have also tried excluding the 1991 test scores for the 1990 cohort with similar results.



Table 10a
OLS and IV Estimates of the Effect of Private Schools on the Rate of Growth in Test Scores

OLS v
o) @ 3 1 @ 3
Math Scores
Selected to attend private school (o)) -2.203 -4.565 -2.046 -1.313 -2.855 -0.277
(1.153) (1.490) (1.204) (1.290) (1.638) (1.307)
Number of years since application (5") -0.659 -0.652 -0.814 -1.473 -0.662 -1.052
(0.346) (0.438) (0.363) 0.521) 0.637) (0.521)
Number of years since 1.555 2.833 1.627 2.883 2.051 1.432
application*Private School (§") 0.621) (0.899) 0.671) (0.975) (1.302) (1.010)
R? 0.098 0.117 0.100
Number of Observations 3283 2102 3096 3283 2102 3096
Reading Scores
Selected to attend private school (a’) 0.013 -3.923 -0.086 1.693 -1.578 1.960
(1.055) (1.403) (1.129) (1.147) (1.501) (1.210)
Number of years since application (") -0.744 -0.190 -0.632 -0.810 -0.103 -0.629
0.253) (0.330) (0.281) (0.355) (0.432) (0.373)
Number of years since 0.317 1.688 0.253 -0.016 0.344 -0.535
application*Private School (8" (0.528) (0.800) (0.602) (0.878) (1.200) (0.940)
R? : 0.066 0.068 0.063
Number of Observations 3268 2086 3081 3268 2086 3081

Notes: Huber standard errors (that allow for individual correlation) are in parentheses. See note to Table 5b for other regressors. The instruments
are whether randomly selected, and whether randomly selected interacted with years since application.

Column Descriptions:
Column 1: Uses Full Sample
Column 2: Only Uses 1991-1993 Cohorts
Column 3: Excludes 1994 Test Scores for 1990 Cohort



Table 10b
OLS and IV Estimates of the Effect of Private Schools on the Rate of Growth in Test Scores
{Individual Fixed-Effects)

OLS with FE IV with FE
¢)) 2 €)) 1 @ 3
Math Scores
Selected to attend private school (o) -2.724 -4.995 -2.828 -2.126 -3.776 -1.917
(0.991) (1.345) (1.077) (1.149) (1.499) (1.219)
Number of years since application (5) -0.496 -0.503 -0.611 -1.204 -0.802 -0.865
0.277) (0.355) (0.303) (0.452) (0.482) (0.450)
Number of years since 1.167 2.439 1.473 2.644 2737 1.776
application*Private School (") (0.504) 0.773) (0.598) (0.920) (1.114) (0.950)
R? 0.007 0.015 0.007
Number of Observations 3283 2102 3096 3283 2102 3096
Reading Scores
Selected to attend private school (') 0.379 -2.580 0.372 1.335 -2.110 0.869
(0.937) (1.292) (1.029) (1.058) (1.420) (1.145)
Number of years since application (6") -0.431 -0.135 -0.302 -0.364 -0.201 -0.416
(0.220) (0.286) (0.247) 0.314) (0.361) (0.333)
Number of years since -0.565 0.455 -0.766 -1.005 0.492 -0.591
application*Private School (§") (0.461) 0.736) (0.561) (0.803) (1.055) (0.867)
R? 0.006 0.005 0.005

Number of Observations 3268 2086 3081 3268 2086 3081

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses. All spedifications include individual fixed-effects, and for the math scores, an indicator if the total test
score was imputed. The instruments are whether randomly selected, and whether randomly selected interacted with years since application.

Column Descriptions:
Column 1: Uses Full Sample
Column 2: Only Uses 1991-1993 Cohorts
Column 3: Excludes 1994 Test Scores for 1990 Cohort
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C. Estimating the Effect of Private Schools Using the Milwaukee Public School Comparison Group

While these results are partially consistent with those estimated by Greene, et. al. (1996), the
math score results conflict with those of Witte, Sterr, and Thorn (1995). Given that the primary
difference between the studies is in the choice of control or comparison group, in this section I
estimate a basic spline function using the random sample of students from the Milwaukee public
schools. One reason why treatment effects may not emerge when using the sample of students from
the Milwaukee public schools is that they may not be a representative sample of students eligible for
the choice program. They may be too advantaged. As noted in Table 1, the mean family income of
the students in the Milwaukee public schools is roughly twice that of students who applied to the
choice program. However, if this is the case, even if mean differences in the choice students and the
Milwaukee public school students are not statistically different from one another, the choice students
may have experienced a faster growth in test scores. Further, including individual fixed-effects
would control for any time-invariant unobserved differences between the choice students and the
comparison sample.

Using this comparison sample also has some advantages over the applicant pool control
group. First, many of the rejected applicants may have left the Milwaukee public schools to attend
other private schools. For example, in Table 1 only 28% of non-selected applicants have test scores
two years after application compared to 54% of the choice students who were admitted. This could
result in a non-representative control group and is particularly a problem for the later years when
the sample sizes for the control group are quite small. Second, I could not truly identify the schools
to which students applied, and was therefore not completely confident of the application lotteries;
the analysis using the Milwaukee public school students does not use such information. Third, I can
include the entire population of choice students, not just African-Americans and Hispanics. Finally,
the estimated effects of private school are relative to the entire population of public school students,

and not just a group of public school students interested in attending private school.
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For this analysis, I continue to use my sample of applicants to the choice program. In order
to incorporate the students in the Milwaukee public school sample, I need to create an artificial "year
of application” for them in order to have a year of reference from which to measure the yearly
changes in scores. 1 do so by considering 1990 the "year of application” for students in the
Milwaukee public schools who have a valid 1991 test score. For those Without a 1991 test score, 1
consider their "year of application” to be 1991 if they have a valid 1992 test score, and so forth. This
allows me to compare the yearly test score progress of consistent cohorts. Any tests taken before this
"year of application” are also included and they allow me to identify the mean effect of attending a
choice school while controlling for individual fixed-effects.” Finally, for the OLS estimates I
continue to control for family income, and also mother’s and father’s education, and the race of the
student.*! I allow a different intercept for students enrolled in a choice school, those in the choice
applicant control group (i.e., those who were not selected and were never enrolled in a choice
school), and those who were either selected for a choice school and did not enroll or who were
enrolled at one time but had returned to the Milwaukee public schools (i.e., they received partial
treatment). I also allow these groups to have different slope estimates. These categories are mutually
exclusive in any test year.

Results using OLS (with Huber standard errors) and individual fixed-effects are in Table 11.
I present results using only a sample of African-Americans and Hispanics (for comparison with
earlier results), and using all students (not missing sex or race). In columns (1)«(4), I find that the

students who were enrolled in a choice school had lower math test score intercepts than students in

“ Witte, Sterr, and Thorn (1995) control for the previous year’s test score which restricts the yearly
growth to be constant each year. I get results more similar to his when I control for the previous
year's test score.

“'1 cannot control for the applicant pool fixed effects when using the Milwaukee public school
sample. The point estimates are almost identical with and without them for the sample using only
the applicant pool (without individual fixed-effects). In addition, I do not include the grade level of
the test of the student for comparison with earlier tables. This has very little effect on the results.



Table 11

OLS and Individual Fixed-Effects Estimates of the Effect of Private Schools on the Rate of Growth in Test Scores
Using the Milwaukee Public School Sample as a Comparison Group

Math Scores Reading Scores

Minorities All Students Minorities All Students

OLS FE OLS FE OLS FE OLS FE

1) 2) 3) ) 6)] 6) 7 ®
Enrolled in Private School -2.458 -1.935 -2.854 -2.142 -1.029 0.802 -1.468 0.428
(1.150) (1.039) (1.122) (0.999) (1.006) (0.962) (0991) (0.935)
Choice Applicant Control -1.779 -3.997 -2.016 4351 . 0.114 -0.397 0.761 -0.708
Group (1.101) (5.807) (1.097) (5.676) (0.905) (5.364) (0.898) (5.304)
Selected for Choice, Not in a 0.120 0.636 -0.105 0.659 3.743 3.461 3.483 3.514
Private School (2.346) (2.070) (2.340) (2.007) (2.147) (1.904) (2.140) (1.869)
Number of years -0.290 -1.142 0.263 -0.955 -0.185 0.760 0.217 -0.487
(0.204) (0.157) 0.177) (0.131) (0.166) (0.126) 0.144) (0.107)
Number of years*Private 0.778 1.887 0.666 1.595 -0.347 0.339 0312 0496
School (0.569) (0.454) (0.544) (0.429) (0.472) 0.419) (0.457) (0.402)
Number of years*Choice -0.733 -0.014 -0.662 £0.181 -0.898 0.060 0838 -0.014
Control Group (0.473) (0.401) (0.462) 0.377) (0.423) (0.365) 0.410) (0.347)
Number of years*Selected for  -0.043 1319 -0.027 1.076 -1.819 -0.728 -1.805  -1.057
Choice, Not in Private School  (0.889) (0.743) (0.877) (0.717) (0.806) (0.680) (0.796) (0.665)
R? 0.023 0.013 0.113 0.011 0.032 0.010 0.117 0.005
Number of Observations 8729 8729 11083 11083 8751 8751 11121 11121

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses. The OLS standard errors allow for correlation "within" an individual. All regressions
include a constant, sex, family income, race, mother’s and father’s education, and indicators if income and parental education are
missing; for the math scores, a dummy indicating if the test score was imputed. The fixed-effects estimates include individual fixed-
effects, and for the math scores, a dummy indicating that the total score was imputed. The "minorities” sample includes only African-
Americans and Hispanics; "all students” includes other students, as well.
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the Milwaukee public school comparison group, a difference that is statistically significant. The OLS
estimates in columns (1) and (3) also indicate that students who attended a private school
experienced greater math test score gains than the Milwaukee public school comparison group,
although the increase is not statistically significant and less that one percentage point per year.

On the other hand, the fixed-effects models (in columns (2) and (4)) suggest that the math
scores of students in private schools increased an additional 1.6-1.9 percentage points per year, and
the effect is significant at the 5 percent level for both samples of students.? At the same time, the
math test scores of those who received partial treatment increased an additional 1.3 percentage points
per year above other students in the Milwaukee public schools although the difference is not
statistically significant (the p-value of the difference between those who received full and partial
treatment is 0.079 in column (2) and 0.13 in column (4)).

The results for reading, in columns (5)-(7), suggest that students in the choice schools score
lower than students in the Milwaukee public schools by about -0.3 percentage points per year,
although this difference is not statistically significant. On the other hand, the differences between
the applicant control group, those who received only partial treatment, and the Milwaukee public
school comparison sample are statistically indistinguishable from zero. Including individual fixed-
effects does not make a large difference to the estimated treatment effect of private school attendance,

although it does decrease (or eliminate) the negative effect of partial treatment.

V. Conclusion
The results using the quasi-experimental applicant control group and the random sample of
students from the Milwaukee public schools (when I include individual fixed-effects) are remarkably

similar. On the one hand, I find that the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program and the participating

“ These results appear robust to alternative methods of dealing with the imputation of the total
math score and sample attrition.
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private schools likely increased student math scores by 1.5-2 percentage points per year. On the
other hand, the results for reading scores were quite mixed with both positive and negative
coefficient estimates. While it is not clear how to weigh the math results versus the reading results,
when [ total the math and reading scores, 1 estimate that private school students gained
approximately 1.3 percentage points per year and the effect has a p-value of 0.063.

Although these results obtain using a variety of estimation strategies and samples, there are
at least two caveats to keep in mind. First, I had to impute the total math score for a significant
fraction of the Milwaukee public school students. Second, and most importantly, there is substantial
sample attrition in the later years. While my analysis suggests that the results are robust to the
imputation and sample attrition, my strategies cannot substitute for better data.

The data collection from Milwaukee should be applauded as it allows us to learn more about
the effectiveness of this program than from many other reforms. Nevertheless, if one lesson emerges
from this effort, it is that future evaluations of reforms of this sort should anticipate high mobility
among the students and recognize that administrative data are determined by the needs of the
schools and not those of the evaluator. An evaluation design that treats the participants (and control
or comparison group) as a survey sample with independent follow-up, though more costly, would
avoid some of the data problems experienced here.

Finally, although the experience in Milwaukee suggests that providing vouchers to low
income students to attend private schools could help increase the mathematical achievement of those
students who participate, it cannot shed light on whether vouchers provide an incentive for the
public schools to improve and therefore increase the quality of education provided to all low income
children. In addition, the results from one program implemented in one city cannot, and should not,

be the only evidence on which important policy regarding the structure of American education is

“ Based on the full sample with all students including individual fixed effects (i.e., such as
columns (4) and (8) in Table 11).
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based. It is only by piecing together evidence from many places that we will ever really learn

whether private school vouchers could increase student achievement.
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Data Appendix

The data on the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program can be downloaded from
http:/ /dpls.dacc.wisc.edu/choice/choice_index_html. I construct the analysis sample according to
the following definitions which are similar to those used by Greene, et. al. (1996):

Year of Application

I define the year of application as the first year in which a student applied if the student was either
never selected or was selected the first time they applied. If the student applied more than once, |
consider the first year they are accepted as the year in which they applied. In addition, in a few
cases, the student applied, but was not selected but was nonetheless enrolled in a choice school the
following spring (i.e., they were admitted off of a waiting list). I consider their year of the
application the year in which they applied and were not accepted, as once a student was enrolled
in a choice school they did not participate in the randomization the following years. I only include
those who first applied in the years 1990-1993.

For students in the Milwaukee public school sample I consider 1990 the "year of application" for
students in the Milwaukee public schools who have a valid 1991 test score. For those without a 1991
test score, I consider their "year of application" to be 1991 if they have a valid 1992 test score, and
so forth.

Grade at Application

I only use the grade levels of the lowa Tests of Basic Skills in determining the grade to which the
student applied. As the test is administered in the spring semester, I consider the grade level of the
test of the spring following the year of application as the grade to which the student applied. To
impute the grade of application (in cases in which the student is missing a test score for the first
spring following the year of application), I search backwards and forwards in the test data for a non-
missing test grade and add or subtract the appropriate number of years. For example, suppose a
student applied in 1990, is missing a 1991 test score, but has a test score for the spring of 1992. 1
consider the grade at application to be the 1992 grade minus 1. (An alternative method for imputing
would be to use the grade of the student from the administrative data (the mastch.dat and chsrdb.dat
files). The exact order in which one searches for a valid grade using the test score data and using
the alternative method of imputation makes a small difference to the point estimates. (See footnote
18). I only include students who applied to grades K-8 in the analysis.

Race and Sex

I first determine the race and sex of the student from the master choice file (mastch.dat) files.
Further, I require that the race and sex of the student be consistent in all years. (Thus, if the student
appears to "change” sex or race across years, | consider the race or sex missing.) If the race or sex
is missing from these files, I use the race and sex from the choice Student Record Database (SRDB)
(chsrdb.dat) file. Again, I require that the race and sex not change over the data set. I only include
African-Americans and Hispanics in the analysis.
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Test Scores

I use the normal curve equivalent transformation of the math and reading scores. For both, I re-
compute them based on the transformation in Thorn, Witte, and Sterr (1995) as several of the test
scores appear to have been mis-transformed. I only use current test scores. I impute math scores
for students in the Milwaukee public schools who do not have a total score, but do have a score for
the problem solving component. I impute using the following equations,

mnce93 = 16.293 + 0.250mnpr93 + 0.023mnpr932 - 0.00029mnpr93?
+ 0.0000013mnpr93* - 0.079tsyear93
R? = 0810 N = 3603

mnce94 = 9.178 + 0.265mnpr94 + 0.023mnce94* - 0.00031mnce94>
+ 0.0000014mnce94* - 0.017tsyear94
R*=0814 N =318

where mnce9X is the total math score, mnpr9X is the problem solving component, and tsyear9X is
the year the test was administered. I estimate these equations using the random sample of students
in the Milwaukee public schools (and I include students with test scores from previous years).

The pre-application test score is the test score from the year the student applied. I substitute the
mean score for those missing pre-application test scores.

Family Income and Parental Education

Family income is from the survey administered to choice applicants in the fall and spring of each
year, as well as to a random sample of the families in the Milwaukee public schools. I average the
reported income from the fall and spring of the year after application (to lower the measurement
error). If a student applied more than once (and was not immediately selected) and is missing
information on family income, I fill in the information with the reported income in earlier years. I
convert the measure to 1994 dollars and substitute the average for those missing income.

I construct parental education in a similar fashion. I convert the categorical variable to a continuous
education measure according to the mapping suggested by Park (1994): 8th grade or below=8, some
high school=10, GED and high school graduate=12, some college=13, 4-year degree=16, and post-
graduate work=17.

Choice Students

I consider an individual a choice student who attended private school if they took an achievement
test in a choice school. In the analysis, I exclude a few students who only had valid test scores from
a Milwaukee public school but who were indicated as enrolled in a choice school in the same spring,.
There are also 6 students who appear to be enrolled in a choice school in a particular spring and also
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appear to apply for the first time in the same spring; and there are 2 students who apply in 1990 or
1991, only appear to be enrolled in a choice school in 1993, and who have test scores from both the
choice school and a Milwaukee public school in 1993. I include these students, although the results
are quite similar when I exclude them.



Appendix Table 1a

A Comparison with Greene, Peterson, et. al.’s Math Score Results

Math Scores After 1 Year Math Scores After 2 Years
4)) 2 3 §)) 2 3)
Attended Private -0.372 -0.808 -0.766 -0.082 1.205 1.446
School (1.791) (1.743) (1.720) (1.860) (1.817) (1.811)
Female 0.976 0.863 0.707 0.026 -0.565 -0.133
(1.407) (1.376) (1.295) (1.538) (1.541) (1.389)
Selected, but Did 3.609 6.095
Not Enroll in (3.734) (3.784)
Program
Left Private School 3.777 -0.120
(3.114) (2.359)
R? 0.155 0.156 0.154 0.098 0.093 0.087
No. of Observations 772 804 887 584 608 752
Math Scores After 3 Years Math Scores After 4 Years
1) ) 3) 1) 2 3
Attended Private 4.086 4515 3.934 9.519 10.421 10.277
. School (2.535) (2.409) (2.479) (4.653) (4.070) (3.866)
Female 0.206 0.398 0.207 1.458 1.894 2.391
(1.919) (1.898) (1.665) (3.957) (3.622) (2.810)
Selected, but Did 5.462 17.780
Not Enroll in (4.767) (13.570)
Program
Left Private School 1.544 11.274
(2.667) (4.031)
R? 0.217 0.201 0.158 0.130 0.172 0.150
No. of Observations 300 313 447 112 123 187

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses. All specifications include "application pool” fixed effects.
"Attended Private School”, “Selected, but Did Not Enroll in Program"”, and "Left Private School” are
mutually exclusive dummy variables. "Year" refers to the year of application.

Column Specifications:

Column (1): Replication of Greene, et. al.’s results (i.e., Greene, et. al’s sample
construction and sample selection rules)

Column (2):  Greene, et. al’s results using Rouse’s sample (i.e., Rouse sample
construction and Greene et. al’s selection rules)

Column (3):  Add "non-compliers”, and those who left the Private Schools (and returned
to Milwaukee Public Schools) back into the Rouse sample (column (2))



Appendix Table 1b

A Comparison with Greene, Peterson, et. al.’s Reading Score Results

Reading Scores After 1 Year

Reading Scores After 2 Years

1) ) 3) 1) 2 3)
Attended Private 1.212 0.534 0.074 0.875 1.023 1.074
School (1.568) (1.547) (1.546) (1.663) (1.593) (1.606)
Female 2.287 2.265 2.088 3.069 2.766 2.840
(1.274) (1.258) (1.199) (1.376) (1.355) (1.237)
Selected, but Did -0.615 4.635
Not Enroll in (3.327) (3.537)
Program
Left Private School 4.212 -0.167
(2.819) (2.075)
R? 0.121 0.115 0.101 0.080 0.085 0.060
No. of Observations 734 763 846 594 617 763

Reading Scores After 3 Years

Reading Scores After 4 Years

4)) @ 3) 1) (2) 3
Attended Private 3.445 3.359 2.945 4.603 6.525 6.128
School (2.344) (2.213) (2.247) (3.730) (3.388) (3.285)
Female 5.485 5.271 4.421 6.847 6.190 5.726
(1.789) (1.760) (1.515) (3.234) (3.056) (2.395)
Selected, but Did 1.245 -26.879
Not Enroll in (4.194) (16.015)
Program
Left Private School 0.594 5.648
(2.416) (3.406)
R? 0.146 0.148 0.099 0.203 0.228 0.194
No. of Observations 301 314 453 112 123 187

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses. All specifications include "application pool” fixed effects.
"Attended Private School”, "Selected, but Did Not Enroll in Program", and "Left Private School" are
mutually exclusive dummy variables. "Year" refers to the year of application.

Column Specifications:

Column (1): Replication of Greene, et. al.’s results (i.e., Greene, et. al's sample
construction and sample selection rules)

Column (2):  Greene, et. al’s results using Rouse’s sample (i.e., Rouse sample
construction and Greene et. al’s selection rules)

Column (3):  Add "non-compliers”, and those who left the Private Schools (and returned

to Milwaukee Public Schools) back into the Rouse sample (column (2))



Appendix Table 2

Means and Standard Deviations

Year of Test Score

1991 1992

Not Selected  Selected Not Selected  Selected

Enrolled in Private School 0.016 0.844 0.000 0.789
[0.127] [0.364] (0.000] [0.408]

Math Score 37.661 40.326 37.713 37.194
[20.436] [18.806] [18.260] (18.751]

Reading Score 37.678 42.213 36.442 37.817
[16.988] [16.405] [17.862] [16.440]

Female 0.565 0523 0.496 0.547
[0.500] (0.501] [0.502] [0.498]

Family Income 12.436 12.786 12.331 12.323
[6.649] [6.560] [5.973] [5.969]

Family Income Missing 0.565 0.394 0.626 0.409
[0.500] [0.490] [0.486] [0.492]

Pre-application Math Test Score 38.532 39.029 37.534 38.036
[14.986]) [13.536] [10.619] [11.403]

Pre-application Math Score Missing 0.484 0514 0.539 0.611
[0.504] [0.501] [0.501] [0.488]

Pre-application Reading Test Score 39.111 38.996 36.997 37.651
[10.227] [10.155] [9.321] [9.700]

Pre-application Reading Score 0.500 0.500 0.548 0.617
Missing [0.504] [0.501] [0.500] [0.487]
Black 0.661 0.863 0.765 0.796
[0.477] [0.345] [0.426] [0.403]

Hispanic 0.290 0.110 0.191 0.181
[0.458] [0.314] [0.395] [0.385]

Grade of Application 3.935 3.670 3.409 3.130
[2.374] [2.290] [2.438] [2.256]

Applied in 1990 1.000 1.000 0.600 0.498
[0.000] [0.000] [0.492] [0.501]

Applied in 1991 NA NA 0.400 0502
[0.492] [0.501]

Number of Observations 62 218 115 470




Appendix Table 2 (continued): Means and Standard Deviations

Year of Test Score

1993 1994

Not Selected  Selected Not Selected  Selected

Enrolled in Private School 0.033 0.742 0.007 0.734
[0.179] [0.438] [0.085] [0.442]

Math Score 36.255 39.725 39.785 41.582
[17.814] [17.494] [19.401] [18.976]

Reading Score 36.279 36.242 36.969 37.845
[17.534] [15.177] [18.545] [15.742]

Female 0.434 0.523 0.485 0.543
[0.497] [0.500] {0.502] [0.499]

Family Income 12.093 12.269 12.139 12.428
[6.051] [6.049] [5.486] [6.318]

Family Income Missing 0.533 0.389 0.536 0.385
(0.501] [0.488] {0.501] {0.487]

Pre-application Math Test Score 37.122 38.789 40.859 38.859
{12.128] [11.583] [15.308] [10.691]

Pre-application Math Score Missing 0.513 0.612 0.449 0.659
{0.501] (0.488] [0.499] [0.474]

Pre-application Reading Test Score 36.089 37.715 38.506 37.888
[10.956] [9.787] [11.820] [9.609]

Pre-application Reading Score 0.493 0.607 0.449 0.658
Missing {0.502] [0.489] [0.499] [0.475]
Black 0.783 0.769 0.797 0.754
[0.414] [0.422) [0.404] [0.431]

Hispanic 0.171 0.205 0.145 0.219
[0.378] [0.404] [0.353] [0.414]

Grade of Application 3.579 2.791 3.239 2531
[2.292] [2.090] [1.928] [2.148]

Applied in 1990 0.335 0.364 0.275 0.247
[0.474] [0.482] [0.448] [0.432]

Applied in 1991 0.250 0.430 0.152 0311
[0.434] [0.495] [0.360] {0.463]
Applied in 1992 0.414 0.205 0.348 0.234
[0.494] [0.404] [0.478] [0.424]
Applied in 1993 NA NA 0.225 0.208
[0.419] [0.406]
Imputed Test Score 0.395 0.110 0.681 0.179
[0.490] [0.314] [0.468] [0.384]
Number of Observations 152 516 138 602

Note: Standard deviations are in brackets. Based on the sample for math scores.



Appendix Table 3

The Effect of Selection to the Choice Program on Math Scores By Years Since Selection
The Effect of Alternative Imputation Strategies on the Results in Table 4a

1993 Test Score

Impute Missing, Impute Impute All Exclude
No Dummy Missing Controls Imputed
¢)) 2 (3) 4)
1993 Test Score
Number of years since selection 0.930 1.116 0.681 -0.015
(0.761) (0.798) (0.780) (0.985)
R? 0.227 0.228 0.197 0.198
Number of Observations 668 668 668 551
1994 Test score
Number of years since selection 1.492 1.685 1.228 1.010
(0.639) (0.689) (0.680) (1.120)
R 0.293 0.293 0.279 0.283
Number of Observations 740 740 740 538

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses. See notes to Table 5 for other regressors. Columns (2) and (3)
include dummy variables indicating if the test score was imputed.
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Students have trouble with scientific thinking, test shows

By ROBERT GREENE
AP Education Writer

WASHINGTON (AP) - Students from
high school on down know a few things
about science but have trouble solving
problems that force them to think
through and explain answers. according
to results of a national test released
today.

The full meaning of the novel and
expensive test on a sample of fourth-,
eighth- and 12th-graders will not be
known until later this year - after officials
of the National Assessment Governing
Board decide how much the youngsters
should have been expected to know and
when.

States that are trying to come up with
academic standards are struggling with
the same kind of issues.

The board, created by Congress, tests
the progress of American students in
major  subjects. The  Education
Department pays for the tests and
publishes results without giving
individual scores.

Results are broken out by state, race,
sex, poverty level. for public and private
schools, and other categories. The tests
are also meant to tell what share of
students  nationwide has  basic
knowledge, and what share is proficient
or advanced.

This time, the science test took a
major leap from past versions by
requiring hands-on experiments and
more written explanation of answers.
Twenty percent of questions were
multiple choice, about one-fourth their
usual share, and the test took 90 minutes
instead of an hour.

Materials for the hands-on problems
accounted for about $1.25 million of the

$11.3 million cost of the test, given to
123.000 children.

The changes mean that before the
board can fully interpret results, it must
settle such matters as whether all 12th
graders should know the advantages of
eating spaghetti before a foot race, and
whether only advanced ones can be
expected to know Newton's second law
of motion: that a heavier object will
change its motion less under a given
applied force than will an object of
lighter weight.

"The board has received quite a range
of opinions" from review panels of
teachers, scientists and others, said
Michael J. Guerra, a board member and
officer of the National Catholic
Education Association.

The testers promise a full science
report card later this year.

General results released today show
that youngsters in the Northeast and
Central states outperformed those in the
West  and Southeast. Whites
outperformed Blacks and Hispanics. The
poor did poorly.

Boys slightly outperformed girls in
the 12th grade. but not in the earlier
grades. A recent international test has
found a similar absence of gender gap in
lower grades.

But a bothersome finding was most
students’ inability to show they
understand science well enough to apply
knowledge in new situations or explain
how they arrived at answers.

"The results are disappointing" in
those realms, said Michael T. Nettles, a
member of the assessment board and
professor at the University of Michigan.

According to today's results, 75

percent of fourth graders could explain in
writing why other stars look smaller than
the Sun even though they are much
bigger.

Only 12 percent, however, explained
that an experiment to find out whether
beetles prefer light or shade required
placing a water dish both in the lighted
and the shaded parts of a box instead of
Jjust one side.

Ten percent of eighth graders could
explain both how people may have
gotten food poisoning at a summer picnic

from ecating potato salad with
mayonnaise and how to prevent food
poisoning.

Just 27 percent of 12th graders could
fully answer a two-pronged question
about why there is oil beneath Alaska's
North Slope.

In one hands-on problem, fourth and
eighth graders tried to float a pencil in
salt water. fresh water and "mystery”
water to determine if the mystery water
had salt.

Eighth graders had to use a graph to
figure out the percentage of salt in the
mystery water, knowing the salt water
was 25 percent saline.

The 12th graders did an experiment
using a sieve., magnet, filter paper and
water to separate a mixture of steel
pellets. copper pellets, iron filings. sand
and salt.

Because of the test's new approach,
there's no way to tell whether kids are
making progress in science until it is
repeated in the year 2000. The last
science-only test was given in 1990, and
had also undergone changes that made its
results impossible compare with previous
tests.l
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May 2, 1997

Ohio court finds voucher illegal
2,000 Cleveland kids to lose subsidies

BY MARK SKERTIC and SANDY THEIS The Cincinnati Enquirer



COLUMBUS - The nation's first
attempt to improve students’ achievemnent
by paying  their  tuition at
church-affiliated schools has been struck
down by an Ohio appeals court.

The state's experiment with school
vouchers is an unconstitutional support
of religion because it "provides direct
and substantial non-neutral government
aid to sectarian schools." the Ohio 10th
District Court of Appeals in Columbus
unanimously ruled Thursday.

The decision will affect 2,000
Cleveland kindergarten through
third-graders who this year attended one
of 57 private schools because the state
paid 90 percent of their tuition, up to
$2.500. The $5.2 million program was
scheduled to grow by another 1.000
children in the fall.

Gov. George Voinovich, a former
Cleveland mayor and enthusiastic
supporter of the voucher effort, promised
a swift appeal to the Ohio Supreme Court
and a fight to keep voucher money in the
next state budget.

The voucher law. just two years old
and limited to Cleveland, has already
been the subject of magazine articles,
speeches and policy battles. Public
education advocates and those who
support school choice have closely
watched a battle that many acknowledge
will eventually be decided by the U.S.
Supreme Court.

The three appeals court judges
rejected all the state's arguments in
support of the program, ruling that the
vouchers clearly sent taxpayer dollars to
church-affiliated enterprises.

"The only real choice available to
most parents is between sending their
child to a sectarian school and having
their child remain in the troubled
Cleveland City Schools District,” Judge
John C. Young wrote. "Such a choice can
hardly be characterized as 'genuine and
independent. "

The judges also found the voucher
effort was unconstitutional because it
was a law enacted specifically for one
part of the state, a violation of the
constitutional provision that requires
uniform application of laws.

In addition, the judges rejected a part
of the program that provided $500 for
tutors for students who remained in the
Cleveland public schools. The disparity
between the amount set aside for tutors

_and what was available for scholarships
created an incentive to send kids to a
religious school, the judges said.

Supporters of the program said it

offered a choice to parents dissatisfied
with the Cleveland Public Schools. a
system that in the past two years has
faced bankruptcy. a state takeover and
the threat of a teacher strike.

Opponents celebrate

Voucher opponents were quick to
celebrate. The National Education
Association (NEA) and the American
Federation of Teachers (AFT), the
nation's two largest teachers unions.
released statements hailing the decision.

"In the last month, the courts of Ohio
have delivered a one-two punch to the
enemies of free, universal public
education,” said Tom Mooney, president
of the Cincinnati Federation of Teachers
and an AFT vice president. "Thank the
Founding Fathers for the balance of
powers. This decision is very consistent
with the recent Ohio Suprcme Court
decision on public education.”

On March 24, the Ohio Supreme
Court ruled the state's system for funding
schools was unconstitutional and gave
the state a year to fix it.

Proponents of the voucher program
were disappointed.

"Essentially. we bought these kids a
year of quality education, but that's not
enough,” said John Kramer, spokesman
for the Washington, D.C.-based Institute
for Justice. It represented some of the
parents and children in the voucher
program when it was argued to the court
of appeals.

Hope Central Academy in Cleveland
was one of the non-sectarian schools that
opened last fall to accept voucher
students. The 282 children enrolled there
have shown dramatic improvement in
less than a year, said Principal John
Morris.

Teachers were disappointed when he
met with them in the afternoon and
delivered news of the court ruling. "The
next move will have to come from our
supporters,” he said. "I think the muscle
will be amassed in favor of scholarships
(vouchers)."

On Thursday afternoon. calls also
began coming in to the Cleveland
Scholarship and Tutoring Program ofTice,
the state office that runs the voucher
program, said program administrator Bert
Holt.

"We told them we're hoping to do
business as usual. just like last year when
we found out two weeks before school
was going to start that we could have the
program.” she said.

When the voucher law was adopted as
part of the state budget in 1995, Ohio

became the third state to experiment with
giving families tax dollars to spend on
private school tuition. Wisconsin has
provided vouchers in Milwaukee since
1990. In Vermont, rural communities that
can't afford or don't have cnough
students for a school will pay for their
students to attend private schools.

But Ohio's program made history and
attracted national attention because.
unlike Milwaukee's or Vermont's. it
allows the money to be spent at religious
schools.

In July, Judge Lisa Sadler of Franklin
County Common Pleas Court upheld the
constitutionality of the program. That
was followed by a period of uncertainty.
as voucher opponents failed to delay the
program until their appeal was heard.

Now, with a month of school left,
plaintiffs will not insist the voucher
program end immediately, said
Cincinnati attormey Don Mooney, who
filed the case on behalf of public school
students and the Ohio Federation of
Teachers. "As far as we're concerned, at
the end of the school year, the voucher
program can no longer continue.”

Ohio  Attomey  General Betty
Montgomery plans to file an appeal and
stay request with the Ohio Supreme
Court next week, aides said. If the stay is
granted, Ohio could continue funding the
program until all appeals are exhausted.

The current state budget proposal
pending in a Senate committee includes
$15.8 million for Cleveland's voucher
program over the next two years. The
court of appeals ruling even has
Republicans questioning plans to expand
vouchers.

"Based upon the court ruling, it would
be unwise to expand it." said Senate
Finance Committee Chairman Roy Ray.
R-Akron. "What we need to do is confer
with attorneys and look at what the
options are."

Senate Minority Leader Ben Espy.
D-Columbus, renewed calls to remove
the voucher money from the budget,
saying that continued funding not only
violates Thursday's ruling but the March
24 Ohio Supreme Court ruling.

"Any time you divert money from the
public schools, you keep the state from
creating a thorough and efficient system
of public schools,” Mr. Espy said. "I
think the Ohio Supreme Court is going to
believe that, too.”

Senate President Richard Finan,
R-Evendale, refused to discuss what. if
any, effect the ruling would have on the
voucher money in the next two-year state



budget.
"[ believe this case will be appealed

all the way to the United States Supreme

Court."ll
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Cleveland Students Can't Use Vouchers for Religious
Schools, State Court Rules

By Rene Sanchez
Washington Post Staff Writer

The only school voucher program in
the nation that lets children attend private
religious schools using public money
was stopped yesterday by an Ohio court
that ruled it violates the state's
constitution.

In a case that educators and
lawmakers nationwide have been
following closely, the Ohio Court of
Appeals decided unanimously that the
voucher program created last fall in
Cleveland for 2.000 disadvantaged
children infringes on the separation of
church and state.

The ruling is the latest among several
recent legal setbacks for proponents of
school vouchers and it could give new
momentum to groups that are battling to
stop similar plans under consideration in
many states. Earlier this year, a
Wisconsin court prevented poor families
in Milwaukee from expanding a school
voucher program to include religious
schools.

"This should send a clear message to
all the other states where voucher plans
keep coming up,” said Carole Shields,
president of People for the American
Way, one of the groups that challenged
the Cleveland program. "Public money
has to be for public use."”

Advocates of school vouchers reacted
with dismay to yesterday's decision, but
vowed to appeal it immediately to Ohio's
supreme court. "This is the Valley Forge
of the school choice movement — a

dark, cold hour." said John Kramer, a
spokesman for the [nstitute for Justice. a
Washington group that is lending
assistance to voucher cases across the
country. "But ultimately we still think
that we will prevail in the courts.”

School vouchers have become one of
the most divisive issues in American
education. Those who support the idea
tout it as a bold new way to give poor
families trapped in bad public schools
more choice about where their children
are educated. They also argue that giving
parents public money to choose whatever
school they want will create a more
competitive, market-oriented education
system that will force public schools to
improve.

Voucher opponents say the idea may
help a relative handful of students, but it
will harm many more by draining money
from public schools. In Cleveland. the
money for the voucher program is taken
from state funds used to support public
schools.

Legal debate on the issue has focused
mostly on whether vouchers can be used
for private religious schools. That has
been an especially relevant point in both
Cleveland and Milwaukee because the
dollar amounts of the vouchers are often
only large enough to help pay tuition for
Catholic or other religious schools, and
not private nonreligious schools.

In Cleveland. for  example,
participating parents have average
incomes of less than $10,000 a year and
receive vouchers of up to $2.500 a year

for tuition. About 80 percent of the 2.000
students eligible for vouchers have used
them to attend religious schools. and
most of those schools are Catholic. If
yesterday's court ruling stands. this fall
those children either will have to go to
private nonreligious schools or return to
the city's public school system.

In its ruling, the Ohio court said the
voucher program should be stopped
because it ‘"provides direct and
substantial nonneutral govemment aid to
sectarian schools.” ‘

It also noted that the preponderance of
Cleveland students receiving vouchers
were using them to attend religious
schools.

"The only real choice available to
most parents is between sending their
child to a sectarian school and having
their child remain in the troubled
Cleveland City School District,” Judge
John C. Young wrote.

Voucher advocates contend that
giving students public money to attend
primary and secondary religious schools
is no different from the loans and grants
some students receive from the state and
federal governments to attend private
religious colleges — and thus does not
violate the separation of church and state.

But voucher opponents argue that
there is a profound difference between a
religious college that young adults
choose to attend for all manner of study
and a sectarian elementary school that
teaches young children religion daily I
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THE BUDGET BATTLE: THE NEGOTIATIONS
Clinton and Congress in Accord On Budget, Except for

Tax Cuts



By RICHARD W. STEVENSON

WASHINGTON, May 1 — White
House and Congressional negotiators
agreed today on nearly all elements of a
plan to balance the Federal budget in five
years. but failed to reach a final deal
largely because of continuing differences
over tax cuts.

The emerging deal would give
Republicans many of the tax reductions
that they have insisted on and the White
House the spending that it sought for
President Clinton's priorities. including
education, health insurance for children
and welfare.

The  two sides compromised on
scaling back Medicare and agreed to a
small reduction in the cost-of-living
adjustment for Social Security and other
Government benefits.

The President and his staff were in
almost constant contact with Republicans
throughout the day, as Congressional
Democrats fumed on the sidelines, angry
about not being consulted more closely
and fearful that the deal would give away
100 much to Republicans.

As the day wore on, the
Administration and Republican leaders
said that they were still optimistic that
the final pieces would fall into place but
that they were also wary that their
delicate compromise could melt if there
was not a breakthrough soon on the
remaining issues.

By late tonight, people involved in the
process said they were making progress
on the main sticking point, a dispute over
how specific the agreement would be in
apportioning the tax cuts. The
Administration, goaded by Congressional
Democrats, sought assurances that the
cost of the tax reductions would not
explode in the five years after the
five-year period covered by the
agreement.

But Republicans were resisting the
White House's demand to put limits on
specific types of tax cuts, including a
reduction in the capital gains tax, and
said they were reluctant to grant the
President assurances that his proposals
for tuition tax credits would be adopted
in just the way he wanted.

After two years of bitter partisan
warfare that led to shutdowns of the
Government and ultimately helped revive
Mr. Clinton's political fortunes, the two
sides hammered out a framework that
encompassed compromises on nearly all
these issues that had divided them:

*Spending for domestic programs

would decline $68 billion over five years
after accounting for inflation. $20 billion
more than Mr. Clinton had first
proposed. But the deal would contain
provisions for $32 billion in new
spending on initiatives that the White
House had demanded. including
expansions of health insurance for
children, student loan programs and
restoration of welfare benefits for some
legal immigrants. The deal would also
include the President's proposals for
tuition tax breaks.

*Taxes would be cut by $135 billion
over five years. paid for in part by $50
billion in revenue increases from closing
loopholes and extending existing taxes
that would otherwise expire. The money
would be allocated in a yet-to-be
determined way between reductions in
the capital-gains and estate taxes. credits
for families with children and several
smaller initiatives. '

*The growth in Medicare spending
would be cut $115 billion over five
years, roughly splitting the difference
between each side's most recent offers.
The growth in spending for Medicaid
would be cut $24 billion.

*Military spending would increase
about $23 billion. equivalent to a cut of
more than $80 billion after accounting
for inflation.

*The Government would revise its
formula for calculating cost-of-living
adjustments for Social Security and other
benefits recipients to reduce spending by
tens of billions of dollars over the next
five years.

Neither side has specified yet how big
the adjustment would be, but they would
be limited to technical changes by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics to address the
growing consensus that the Government's
main inflation gauge, the Consumer Price
Index, overstates increases in the cost of
living.

That the two sides were so close to a
deal was a result of not just a willingness
to compromise. but also good economic
news that over the last several years has
helped push the deficit steadily lower,
making the size of the problems facing
the two parties that much smaller.

Although the deal, if completed,
would probably have substantial
economic benefits for the nation, it also
represents a much broader effort at
adapting the priorities of both parties to
new realities, the need for a Democratic
President and a Republican Congress to

work together and the need of both sides
to satisty the demand of a global
economy for increased fiscal austerity.

Republican leaders and
Administration officials rushed around
Capitol Hill to sell the package to their
parties, and there appeared to be enough
votes from Republicans and centrist
Democrats to insure passage. But there
was little doubt that liberal Democrats
and conservative Republicans found the
deal unacceptable.

About a dozen conservative
Republicans complained that the deal did
not go far enough in cutting taxes,
slashing spending on domestic programs
and reducing the size and influence of the
Government.

Senator Phil Gramm. Repyblican of
Texas, likened the compromise to a dead
fish. "You set it on the table for three or
four days,” he said. "and it will begin to
stink.”

House Democrats lashed out at the
White House for keeping them in the
dark about the details of the negotiations.
And they argued that the White House
was handing Republicans the opportunity
to translate the broad budget agreement
into the nitty-gritty of tax and spending
bills completely on their terms.

Administration officials
acknowledged that they were at risk of
not meeting the President's commitment
that any budget deal would have to win
the support of a majority of the
Democrats in both the House and the
Senate.

"We want to get a majority of
Democrats on board in the deal.” said
Michael D. McCurry. the White House
spokesman. "We won't have them to
begin with, and obviously you're
beginning to hear some of the criticisms
and concerns before we have had the
opportunity to make the case for
whatever the agreement is.”

Senate Democrats seemed generally
supportive. But a large contingent of
House liberals appeared quite likely to
vote against the deal, despite a concerted
effort by top Administration officials.
including Erskine B. Bowles, the White
House chief of staff, Franklin D. Raines,
the budget chief. and Treasury Secretary
Robert E. Rubin to win them over in a
series of meetings.

Part of the Administration's message
was that Democrats were never going to
get everything that they wanted.
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Introduction

At the cornerstone of many school reform proposals lies the premise that private schools
~“are more efficient than public schools. This premise is particularly prominent in the current
"school choice” debate. Proponents of school choice argue that governments should offer
tuition vouchers to families who wish to send their children to private, rather than public
schools. If private schools are indeed more effective than public schools, a voucher program
may offer a cost-effective way to improve the quality of education. Some authors have found
that students in private schools have higher achievement levels than those in public schools.
However, critics of school choice programs have argued that private schools would not
necessarily do a better job educating students who are currently attending public schools.
Rather, they argue that the observed superiority of private school students arises from the
selection process that leads higher-achieving students to attend private schools.

Ideally, the issue of the relative effectiveness of private versus public schooling could
be addressed by a social experiment in which children in a well-defined universe were
randomly assigned to a private school (the "treatment group”), while others were assigned to
attend public schools (the "control group"). After some period of time, one could compare
outcomes, such as test scores, high school graduation rates, or labor market success between
the treatment and control groups. Since, on average, the only differences between the groups
would be their initial assignment -~ which was randomly determined - any differences in
outcomes could be attributable to the type of school attended. While such an experiment has
never been implemented, the legislative requirements of a recently enacted school voucher
program in Milwaukee, Wisconsin allow one to come close to such an idealized experiment.

In 1990, Wisconsin became the first state in the country to implement a school choice
program that would provide vouchers to low income students to attend non-sectarian private
schools. The number of students in any year was limited to 1% of the Milwaukee public school
membership in the first four years, but was expanded to 1.5% in 1994. In addition, choice
schools were only allowed to admit up to 49% of their students as part of the choice program

(expanded to 65% in 1994), and were not allowed to discriminate in which students they took.-

This was interpreted to mean that if the school was oversubscribed, the students would be
randomly selected from among the applicants. If a choice school was not oversubscribed, it
was required to take all who applied, with only a few exclusions.

Because the choice program was so small, it cannot provide an analysis of the potential
benefits of "school choice”. In the most unrestricted school choice program, all (or a substantial
fraction) of the students in the public schools would be eligible to attend a private school.
Since state funding would be tied to student enrollments, the public schools would have an
incentive to improve, leading to no differences in the outcomes of students in "public" and
"private” schools. Analysis of the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program can, however, indicate
whether, in the short run, the academic achievement of those children that attend the private
schools would likely increase.

Analysis

My analysis consists of three components. The first two components use the
unsuccessful applicants as a control group. By using applicants who are not selected as a
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control group. I take advantage of the quasi-natural experiment provided by the fact that the
schools rand. mly selected students from their (oversubscribed) applicant lists.  The third
component uses a sample of students from the Milwaukee public schools as a comparison
group.

Component # 1: Did the Milwaukce School Choice Program Result in Higher Achievement Gains?

First, I compare the test scores of students sclected for the program to those not selected
for the program from among the applicants. (Note that these students were selected, but did
not necessarily attend a choice school. 1 refer to this as the "intention-to-treat” or "reduced-
form" analysis.) There are at least two reasons why we might be interested in the simple
comparison of the test scores of those selected for the program and those not selected for the
program. First, making vouchers available is the only policy instrument available to policy
makers. If the state of Wisconsin decides to provide educational vouchers to all low income
students, not all will take advantage of the program and not all who enroll will remain. For
example, of the approximately 300 students who applied in 1990 and were selected to attend
a choice school, 98% ever enrolled in a choice school, but only 76% remained through the first
spring semester. By the second spring, approximately 58% remained. In the extreme case in
which no students actually use the vouchers, even if private schools are much better at
educating children than are the public schools, there will be no achievement gains from the
program. Thus, these simple ("reduced-form") estimates reflect the overall potential gains from
offering the vouchers. Secondly, as in many experimental settings, the randomization only
occurred in offering the opportunity to attend a choice school (the "intention to treat") and as
such, the "reduced-form" estimate is the only unambiguously unbiased (“true") estimate that
one can obtain using typical statistical methods (i.e., ordinary least squares (OLS) regression.)

I estimate that being selected to participate in the choice program appears to have
increased the math achievement of low-income, minority students by about 1-2 percentage
points per year. Given a standard deviation (denoted by o) of about 19, this suggests effect
sizes on the order of 0.050-0.11c which are quite large for education production functions. On
the other hand, the effects on the reading scores are not as large and are statistically
indistiguishable from zero.

Components # 2 and #3: Did Students in the Non-sectarian Private (Choice) Schools in Milwaukee
Have Greater Achievement Gains Than Those in the Milwaukee Public Schools?

In the second component, I continue to analyze only the applicants and use the initial
selection as an instrumental variable that is correlated with attendance at a private school and
uncorrelated with test scores. The instrumental variables estimate of the effect private schools
will provide a consistent estimate of a "causal” effect of attending private school for a period
of time on test scores. This method compares the test scores of those who actually enrolled in
a private school to those of not-selected applicants in the Milwaukee public schools, and scales
the difference in test scores by the probability that those who were randomly selected to attend
a private school actually enrolled in a private school.
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As a third component, I use a random sample of students in the Milwaukee public
schools as a comparison group. One reason why choice students may not appear to achieve
more than students in the public schools is that the sample of students from the Milwaukee
public schools may not be representative of students cligible for the choice program. They may
be too advantaged. If so, then it will be ditficult to control for all differences between students
in the public school sample and choice students. I can, however, include "individual fixed-
effects” which control for all time-invariant differences between the choice students and the
comparison sample. (If I had only two test scores, one from before the student attended the
private school, and one after selected students had attended a choice school, the "fixed-effects”
analysis is akin to estimating the effect of the choice school on the change in test scores.)

The results on whether the (non-sectarian) Milwaukee private schools are "better" than
the public schools suggest that the math scores of students in private schools increased an
additional 1.6-1.9 percentage points per year, and the effect is significant at the 5 percent level.
At the same time, ti.e math test scores of those students who attended a private school for
some period and then returned to the Milwaukee public schools also increased an additional
1.3 percentage points per year above other students in the Milwaukee public schools although
the difference is not statistically significant (the p-value of the ditference between those who
received full and partial treatment is between 0.079 and 0.13). The results for reading suggest
that student. in the choice schools may actually score lower than students in the Milwaukee
public schools, although any differences are not statistically different from zero.

Comparisons with Previous Studies

These results are partially consistent with both Witte, Sterr, and Thorn (1993) and
Greene, et. al. (1996), but not completely so. Witte, Sterr, and Thorn (1995) compare the
achievement gains of students in the choice program to a random sample of students from the
Milwaukee public schools. The biggest difference between the analysis presented here and that
of Witte, Sterr, and Thorn is that I control for all (fixed) differences between choice students
and students in the Milwaukee public schools, both observed and unobserved. Witte, Sterr,
and Thorn control for observable characteristics, such as family income and previous test
scores. However, they may not have controlled for all differences between students in the
choice program and those i. the Milwaukee public schools. Given that the students in the
choice schools were more disadvantaged than the sample of students from the Milwaukee
public schools, Witte, Sterr, and Thorn's estimates may understate the effect of the program.

The sample used in the analysis using only applicants to the choice program is quite
similar to that used by Greene, et. al. (1996). There is one major difference, however. Iinclude
all students who applied to the choice program; Greene, et. al. exclude those students who
were selected for the program but never enrolled in a private school and those who left a
private school. If take-up and attrition from the program is random, Greene, et. al.’s exclusions
would be unambiguously statistically valid. However, in practice it is unlikely that students
who do not take up the program or who leave the program are a random sample of students
who applied to the program. In particular, students who are not being well served by the
private schools may be more likely to leave, and those who do not take up the program may
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not expect to be well served. In addition, I combine all years of the program and estimate, in
one equation, the yearly effect of the program.

Conclusions

The results using the quasi-experimental applicant control group and the random
sample of students from the Milwaukee public schools (when I include individual fixed-effects)
are remarkably similar. On the one hand, I find that the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program
and the participating private schools likely increased student math scores by 1.5-2 percentage
points per year. On the other hand, the results tor reading scores were quite mixed with both
positive and negative coefficient estimates. While it is not clcar how to weigh the math results
versus the reading results, when I total the math and reading scores, I estimate that private
school students gained approximately 1.3 percentage points per year and the effect has a p-
value of 0.063. (Based on the full sample with all students including individual fixed-effects.)

Although these results obtain using a variety of estimation strategies and samples, there
are at least two caveats to keep in mind. First, I had to impute the total math score for a
significant fraction of the Milwaukee public school students. Second, and most importantly,
there is substantial sample attrition in the later years. While my analysis suggests that the
results are robust to the imputation and sample attrition, my strategies cannot substitute for
better data.

The data collection from Milwaukee should be applauded as it allows us to learn more
about the effectiveness of this program than from many other reforms. Nevertheless, if one
lesson emerges from this effort, it is that future evaluations of reforms of this sort should
anticipate high mobility among the students and recognize that administrative data are
determined by the needs of the schools and not those of the evaluator. An evaluation design
that treats the participants (and control or comparison group) as a survey sample with
independent follow-up, though more costly, would avoid some of the data problems
experienced here.

Finally, although the experience in Milwaukee suggests that providing vouchers to low
income students to attend private schools could help increase the mathematical achievement
of those students who participate, it cannot shed light on whether vouchers provide an
incentive for the public schools to improve and therefore increase the quality of education
provided to all low income children. In addition, the results from one program implemented
in one city cannot, and should not, be the only evidence on which important policy regarding
the structure of American education is based. It is only by piecing together evidence from
many places that we will ever really learn whether private school vouchers could increase
student achievement.



