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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY -

This report consists of four parts : (1) a description of the Milwaukee Parental Choic e

Program and the data being collected; (2) a description of the choice families and

students; (3) an update on the choice schools; and (4) a two year report on outcomes .
I end with a reiteration of last year's recommendations and a discussion of several o f
those recommendations and other potential changes that could be made in the program .

The Program

The Choice Program is a targeted private school subsidy program with the followin g
characteristics :

Family Qualifications:

* Students must come from households with income 1 .75 times the poverty line
or less.

* Students may not have been in private schools or in school districts other than
the Milwaukee Public School District in the prior year .

School Qualifications:

* Eligible schools must be private, nonsectarian schools with no religiou s
affiliation or training .

* Schools cannot discriminate in selection based on race, religion, gender, prio r
achievement, or prior behavioral records. Schools were exempted by court
ruling from the Education for All Handicapped Act .

* If classes are oversubscribed, selection is on a random basis .

* Choice students can only be 49% of the students in the school .

* Schools must meet at least one standard established for attendance, parenta l
involvement, student achievement on standardized tests, or grade progress .

Program Specifications:

* Private schools receive the Milwaukee Public School per member state ai d
(approximately $2,745 in 1992-93) in lieu of tuition.
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The total number of students in the Choice Program in any year is limited t o
1% of the membership in the Milwaukee Public Schools (950 in 1992-93) .

Choice Families and Students

Enrollment in the Choice Program has increased–from 341 in 1990 to 521 in 199 1
to 613 in 1992 . The number of applicants exceeded the number of students enrolled b y
236, 168, and 357 in the respective years . Seven schools participated in 1990-91, six in
1991-92, and eleven in 1992-93 .

In both of the first two years parents learned of the program primarily from friends
and relatives. In general, choice parents reported high and increasing levels o f
satisfaction over the two years with the amount and accuracy of the information, and
the assistance they received from the choice schools and the State Department of Publi c
Instruction.

The overall portrait of choice students and families is complex. The data clearly
indicate that choice can be targeted toward poor families attempting to find an
alternative to what they view as a poor educational environment for their children . The
choice students come from poor, often single-parent households . Similar to Milwaukee
Public School (MPS) parents, approximately 60% are receiving AFDC or public
assistance. The parents express dissatisfaction with prior public schools and there i s
strong evidence that their children were not doing well in those schools (both in relative
and absolute terms) .

Despite being poor, however, the choice families are smaller than the compariso n
groups, thus providing an opportunity for parents to focus more on any single child .
In addition, the parents (especially mothers) are more educated, appear to hav e
somewhat higher educational expectations for their children, and are more likely to wor k
at home with their children on education problems . Finally, the choice parents
participated in their children's prior public schools at higher rates than the averag e
parent.

This portrait presents something of a paradox. The Choice Program was specificall y
designed to provide an opportunity for poor parents to send their children to alternative
schools they could not otherwise afford . Two years of very consistent data indicate tha t
in this it succeeds. There are numerous indicators that these parents were frustrated an d
dissatisfied with the public schools their children had been attending. Thus one could
argue these are exactly the types of families that should have access to an alternativ e
source of education . One could also reasonably argue, however, that if these students
and families remained in their previous schools, they could exercise influence i n
attempting to improve those schools .

The Choice School s

The most serious institutional problems noted in 1990-91 were high staff turnove r
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and dealing with recent changes in location and affiliation for several of the schools .
These problems continued in the second year, but appear to be less serious in the third

year of the program. There is also evidence in the second and third years of th e
program that the teaching staffs are more diverse in terms of gender and race than they
were in the first year . In three of the five choice schools in the second year, the studen t
bodies consist of choice students, tuition paying students, and students attending unde r

contract arrangements with MPS.

Preliminary Outcomes

Preliminary outcomes after the first two years of the Choice Program were mixed.
In terms of achievement change scores, in the first year of the program, choice student s
gained more than low-income MPS students in reading, but were behind in mathematics .
The reading gain for the choice students was not statistically significant, but the MP S
gain in mathematics was. In the second year, choice student scores dropped
considerably in reading, and remained approximately the same in mathematics . For the
same year, the random sample of MPS students did not change appreciably on either
reading or mathematics scores . All of these results were verified through regression
analyses which controlled for gender, race, income, and student grade level .

This fluctuation in achievement tests for choice students was in part affected by
attrition from the program. Students who left the program after the 1990-91 year were
high achievers, with test scores significantly higher than for those who remained behind .
These students, combined with an incoming group of students with very low prior tes t
scores made up the 1991-92 choice cohort, a group considerably behind the 1990-9 2
students. That appears to be reflected in change scores for 1991-92 . Also of interest is
that following the 1991-92 year, those who returned to the choice schools in 1992-93 were
students who did considerably better than those who left . The overall achievement of
those returning students in 1992-93, however, is lower than those who either continued
or left in 1991-92 . All these results were based on a small number of students and, we
continue to interpret these short-term changes in very small numbers of students wit h
great caution .

Parental attitudes toward choice schools, opinions of the Choice Program, an d
parental involvement were very positive in the first two years . Parental attitudes
towards their schools and education of their children were much more positive than
their evaluations of their prior public schools . This shift occurred in every categor y
(teachers, principals, instruction, discipline, etc.) . Similarly, parental involvement, which
was more frequent than for the average MPS parent in prior schools, was even greate r
for most activities in the private schools . In both years, parents expressed approval o f
the program. On open-ended questions concerning what they liked and disliked about
the program, there were many more favorable comments than negative ones . Also they
overwhelmingly believed the program should continue .

Attrition appears to be high . During the first year, attrition was affected b y
students leaving Juanita Virgil Academy. It may also have been affected by th e
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uncertainty caused by the continuing legal challenges to the program. The attrition rate
in the second year, following legal clarification, was still substantial (35%) . Preliminary
analysis of MPS mobility indicates that this attrition rate may be similar to that occurring
in the public schools. Regardless, if students do not remain in schools, whether privat e
or public, it becomes very difficult to address their needs and to enhance learning .

Recommendations

With the exception of fluctuating test scores, the vast majority of evidence in thi s
report is consistent with and confirms the evidence presented in the first year report .
Therefore, the recommendations of that report, none of which have been acted upon, are
the same for this report. Additional information does suggest that two of those
recommendations be emphasized . The first is the need for more adequate disseminatio n
of information concerning the program and the second is attention to the transportatio n
problems facing choice parents . One additional recommendation is that the legislature
consider the problem of student mobility for both public and private school students .

In the conclusion, we reiterate the preliminary aspects of this report and caution
against using evidence from the Milwaukee Choice Program to reach conclusion s
concerning much more inclusive choice options being discussed and proposed in othe r
states.
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I. INTRODUCTIO N

The first year report on the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program began with a
disclaimer that the report was preliminary. Although we understand the impatience
of policymakers on this important issue, we once again begin by suggesting that in
many regards this report is also preliminary . A portion of the data presented are
quite consistent across the first two years . Other data, including test score changes ,
are not. Since the program remains relatively small, sample sizes are also small on
some of the crucial indicators . As in last year's report, we recommend continuatio n
of the program–with certain changes .

This report consists of four parts: (1) a description of the Milwaukee Parenta l
Choice Program and the data being collected ; (2) a description of the choice families
and students; (3) an update on the choice schools ; and (4) a two-year report on
outcomes . We end with a reiteration of last year's recommendations and a discussio n
of several of those recommendations and other potential changes that could be mad e
in the program.

II. THE MILWAUKEE PARENTAL CHOICE PROGRAM

The Program. The Milwaukee Parental Choice Program, enacted in spring
1990, provides an opportunity for students meeting specific criteria to attend private ,
nonsectarian schools in Milwaukee. The specific parameters of the program are -
contained in Figure I . A payment from public funds equivalent to the Milwauke e
Public School (MPS) per-member state-aid ($2,446 in 1990-91 ; $2,643 in 1991-92; est .
$2,745 in 1992-93) is paid to the private schools in lieu of tuition and fees for th e
student. Students must come from families with incomes not exceeding 1 .75 times
the national poverty line . Choice students must not have been in private schools i n
the prior year or in public schools in districts other than MPS . The total number o f
choice students in any year was limited to one percent of the MPS membership (93 1
in 1990-91, 946 in 1991-92, and est . 950 in 1992-93) .

Schools must limit choice students to 49 percent of their total enrollment.
They must also admit choice students without discrimination (as specified in s .
118.13, Wisconsin Stats .). Both the statute and administrative rules specify that pupil s
must be "accepted on a random basis ." This has been interpreted to mean that if a
school was oversubscribed in a grade, random selection is required in that grade . In
addition, in situations in which one child from a family was admitted to the program,
a sibling is exempt from random selection even if random selection is required in the
child's grade .

The program was designed to prevent payment of public monies to subsidize :
existing private school students, non-poor families, and students attending religiou s
schools. Schools were also required to accept students based on random selection .
The Milwaukee program, and the resulting research, cannot be generalized to mor e
unconstrained "voucher" programs - those that would subsidize private school
education in much broader circumstances . The spirit and the letter of the Milwaukee
Parental Choice Program lie in stark contrast to public subsidy of elite or exclusiv e
private education . Rather, the intent is to provide alternative educational



opportunities for families that cannot easily exercise choice by residential selection or

by purchasing private education . The program was challenged immediately upon
enactment as violating the Wisconsin Constitution . The circuit court denied thos e
challenges in August 1990, and also exempted the private schools from complyin g
with the Wisconsin All Handicapped Children Act . This means that the private
schools need not admit learning disabled or emotionally disabled students. The
circuit court ruling was overturned by the appeals court in November 1991, but on a
4 to 3 decision, the Wisconsin Supreme Court upheld the constitutionality of th e
statute in March 1992. This report does not discuss the legal issues .

Research and Data. The study on which this report is based employs a
number of methodological approaches. Surveys were mailed in the fall of 1990, 1991 ,
and 1992 to all parents who applied for enrollment in one of the choice schools .
Similar surveys were sent in May and June 1991 to a random sample of 5,474 parent s
of students in the Milwaukee Public Schools (MPS) . Among other purposes, th e
surveys were intended to assess parent knowledge of and evaluation of the Choic e
Program, educational experiences in prior public schools, and the extent of parenta l
involvement in MPS schools. A follow-up survey of choice parents assessing
attitudes relating to their year in private schools was mailed in June 1991 and 1992 .'

In addition, detailed case studies were completed in April 1991 in the four
private schools that enrolled the majority of the choice students . These case studies
involved approximately 30 person-days in the schools, including 56 hours o f
classroom observation and interviews with nearly all of the teachers an d
administrators in the schools . Researchers also attended and observed parent and
community group meetings, and Board of Director meetings for several schools .
Case studies of five new schools are planned for next March and April . Finally, the

1 Although the response rates (given in Appendix A) on some of our surveys are low relative to face -
to-face interviews with national samples, they are higher than the approximately 20 percent response rate s
that MPS reports for its usual surveys . We have independent measures of race and qualification for free
lunch from the Milwaukee Student Record Data Base for both the random sample and the choice students .
Thus we were able to assess sampling bias and construct weights to offset that bias. For MPS the only
statistically significant sampling bias was for race, where we had a less than expected response for Africa n
Americans and oversampling of Asians and Whites, and a slight undersample of low-income families .
Appendix B provides race and income data on survey respondents . For choice students, there was a
disproportionately high response from African Americans and a low response from Hispanics . The result s
presented in this report are for unweighted samples.

We have also analyzed scales and demographic variables using three weights : a weight based on
expected race; a weight based on expected low/non-low-income ; and a weight combining both race an d
income. The combined race and income weight is the most accurate . Because for the MPS respondents ,
the sampling bias for race was considerably larger than income, the income-weighted analysis produce d
no significant differences except on the income variable itself. The race/income analysis produced only
one marginally significant difference on attitude scale means . It also produced significantly different
effects for household income, percent of female parents on AFDC, and for the percentage of single paren t
families . These differences are noted in footnotes in the text . Analysis of the weighted choice sample
produced no differences that approached significance at the .05 level .
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research includes analysis of first- and second-year outcome measures including dat a
on achievement test scores, attendance, parental attitudes, parental involvement, an d
attrition from the program.

In accordance with normal research protocol and with agreement of the private
schools, to maintain student confidentiality, reported results are aggregated an d
schools are not individually identified. Thus these findings should not be construe d
as an audit or an assessment of the effectiveness of the educational environment i n
any specific school .

III. CHOICE FAMILIES AND STUDENTS

Questions of who will participate in, benefit from, or be harmed by choice
programs are at the head of a long list of research issues on educational choice . At
the most abstract level, the issues involve both the rights of families to choose an d
the rights of children to an adequate education. For proponents of choice, the righ t
to choose is crucial both as a fundamental right and as an instrument for improvin g
all schools, an idea that proponents believe will emerge from competition and
accountability demanded by parents . Opponents of choice stress the necessity o f
providing adequate education for all students and fear that unrestrained parenta l
choice of schools would produce greater inequality than currently exists .

Research on Milwaukee provides evidence on some of these issues, but it will
not be able to provide answers to others . We do have a quite consistent set of
findings from the first two years on the demographic characteristics of parents, thei r
attitudes toward education and their experiences in their prior public schools. The
picture that emerges is not simple to interpret in a policy sense.

For economy, and because two years of data provide a better picture than a
single year, some statistics are presented as combined 1990 and 1991 data .
Comparison to statistics reported in the first year report on the program confirm th e
consistency of results in each year. Relevant differences are noted in the text an d
footnotes .

The most appropriate comparison group to the choice families on mos t
measures is the low-income MPS sample . That group, which includes about two-
thirds of Milwaukee students, is defined as qualifying for free or reduced lunch . The
income level for reduced lunch is 1 .85 times the poverty line, free lunch is 1 .35 times
the poverty line. Most low-income students qualify for free lunch .

Enrollment in the Choice Program. Enrollment statistics for the Choice
Program are provided in Table 1 . As is apparent, the number of student s
participating has increased each year and the number of schools participating jumpe d
in 1992-93 from 6 to 11 .2 The number of applications has also increased, with again

2 The five new schools had 96 seats available, and enrolled 48 students in September, 1992.
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a large increase in 1992-93 . The increase in applications, combined with a smalle r
proportionate increase in the number of available seats, resulted in more student s
being turned down from the program in 1992-93 . Enrollment in the Choice Progra m
has increased from 341 in 1990-91, to 521 in 1991-92, to 613 in 1992-93 . The number
of applicants exceeded the number of students enrolled by 236, 168 and 357 in th e
respective years . Seven schools participated in 1990-91, six in 1991-92, and eleven i n
1992-93 ., The number of available seats in the participating choice schools does no t
yet match the current cap, which is 950 for 1992-93 .

Learning About Choice and the Adequacy of Information on Choice . Table 2
indicates how survey respondents learned about the Choice Program . The results are
fairly similar for the first two years, and indicate an ongoing problem. The most
prevalent source of information on choice remains friends and relatives, which
basically means word-of-mouth information . The first-year report to the legislatur e
indicated this as a problem and suggested remedies including advertising the
program within the context of school choices in MPS .

More positive is the reported adequacy of the information choice parents
received. Parental satisfaction with the amount and accuracy of that information, an d
with the assistance they received, is presented in Table 3 . Although satisfaction with
the amount of information on the program in general is slightly down from the firs t
year, all other measures improve and the overall satisfaction appears very high .
Most impressive, and perhaps most important, is judgment of the accuracy o f
information on the private schools . Assistance from both the schools and the
Department of Public Instruction was also judged to be very satisfactory and
improved considerably over the first year of the program . This improvement in
information is consistent with earlier research reported some years ago for the Alum
Rock experiment with public school choice .'

We do not have up-to-date data on the amount of information on the Choic e
Program that exists in the community at large . In our random sample survey in Ma y
1991, we asked MPS non-choice parents if they had heard of the Choice Program .
Only 51% responded that they had - one year and numerous media stories after i t
was enacted . We will not have current data on information availability and accurac y
until we resurvey the random sample in 1994 .

Why Choice Parents Participated in the Choice Program . Table 4 provide s
the responses to survey questions rating the importance of various factors in parents '
decisions to participate in the Choice Program . Because this is a critical issue, we
present both years of data even though the results are very similar . The two leading

3 See Frank Capell, A Study of Alternatives in American Education, Vol . VI: Student Outcomes at Alum
Rock, I974-76 (Santa Monica, CA : The Rand Corporation), 1981; and David Cohen and Eleanor Farrar,
"Power to the Parents? The Story of Educational Vouchers," The Public Interest, No. 48, 72-97, 1981 .
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reasons for participating in the Choice Program are the quality of the choice school s
and the disciplinary environment parents associate with those schools . As noted
above, this is a mirror image of what parents said they were most dissatisfied with i n
their child's prior school. At the bottom of the list, although still judged quite
important, are siblings in the school and the location of the school .

Demographic Characteristics of Choice Families and Students . By almost al l
measures, the Choice Program succeeded in offering alternatives for poor familie s
who were dissatisfied with their prior public schools . Relevant demographi c
statistics are presented in Table 5, which, unless otherwise noted, are based on ou r
surveys. In terms of reported family income (Table 5a), the average income wa s
$10,700 in the first two years. This compares to a program cap of approximately
$22,000 for the modal family of 3, which is also the average in our MPS contro l
group . 4 Low-income MPS parents reported a somewhat higher family income ,
which averaged $12,100 .

Consistent with the income statistics, 57% of the choice mothers reported bein g
on AFDC or general assistance, compared with 39% of the MPS parents and 59% of
the low-income parents .5 Employment rates for both full- and part-time employmen t
were similar between choice and MPS parents . For the combined two years, 36% o f
choice mothers and 67% of the choice fathers were employed full time. This
compared to 44% of the MPS mothers and 74% of the fathers . The low-income MPS
figures were 33% for mothers and 59% for fathers .

Racially, the program has had the greatest impact on African-American
students who comprise 73 .5% of the choice students (Table 5b) . Hispanics,
accounting for 20.3% of the choice students, are also disproportionately represente d
in comparison to the MPS sample .

In terms of marital status (Table 5c), choice families were much more likely t o
be headed by a single parent (76%) than the average MPS family (49%), and
somewhat more likely than the low-income MPS parent (64%) .' One important
difference to note, however, is in family size (Table 5d) . For the combined years ,
only 49% of the choice families report having more than two children. This compares
with 56% of the MPS parents and 65% of the low-income MPS parents . This may
indicate that choice families are attempting to concentrate the few resources they

4 When we analyzed these data using a race/income sampling weight, the MPS average incom e
dropped to $19,900 .

5 The race/income weighted sample produced an MPS estimate of 42 .5% of female respondents on
AFDC or general assistance in contrasted to the 39% actually reported .

6 The race/income weighted sample estimate of single parent families was 55% which is significantl y
higher that the non-weighted MPS sample . By either measure, however, the difference in proportions are
statistically significant between MPS and the choice families .
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have on a smaller number of children, indicating a higher education "investment" pe r
child .

A unique characteristic of the choice parents is that despite economic status ,
choice parents report higher education levels than either low-income or average MP S
parents (Table 5e) . Over half of the choice mothers reported some college education
(52%), compared with 40% for the entire MPS sample and 30% of the low-incom e
MPS respondents. Although fathers more closely match the MPS control groups ,
they are also somewhat more educated. This was a very consistent finding over tw o
years, with only slightly lower education reported by the second-year choice families .

The Importance of Education and Educational Expectations . Based on our
measures, choice and MPS parents are similar in terms of the importance they plac e
on education. We measured the importance of education relative to other importan t
family values (Table 6) . As confirmed in Table 13, which indicates the significance
levels of differences of means tests conducted on scale scores, there are no significan t
differences between the importance of education for choice and MPS samples . One
of the items, however - the importance of ethnic tradition - is more important fo r
choice than MPS parents . This is consistent with the character of the choice schools
and the racial composition of those enrolling in the program . Three of the five main
schools emphasize ethnic cultures (two African-American ; one Hispanic/bilingual) .
That emphasis may appeal to parents who place considerable value on maintainin g
ethnic traditions .

Educational expectations are high for all groups, with choice parents somewhat
higher than MPS and low-income MPS parents . Eighty-seven percent of choice
parents indicated that they expected their child to go to college or do post-graduat e
work. This compared with 76% of the MPS parents and 72% of the low-income MPS
parents. Because sample sizes are large, these proportions are significantly different .

Experience of Choice Parents in Prior Public Schools. A more complete
picture of choice parents includes the level of parental involvement, attitudes toward ,
and student success in their child's prior public school . Our surveys measured th e
degree of parental involvement in the school, the amount of parental help fo r
children at home, and parent satisfaction with prior schools . The results are given in
Tables 7 through 12. Prior achievement test results are given in Table 14 . The
column headed by an r in Tables 7 through 11 is the item correlation with th e
unweighted, additive scale score minus the item . The bottom panel in these tables
are from the follow-up surveys measuring parent attitudes and experiences in the
private choice schools . Those results will be discussed below .

Based on the first two years, the overwhelming conclusion is that choic e
parents are significantly more involved than MPS parents in a variety of ways . For
each measure in Tables 7 to 10, the differences in the means of the scales wer e
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significant at greater than the .001 level.' The greatest differences are for parents
contacting their schools about their child's academic performance, classes, behavior ,

etc. (Table 8). There is less difference in parent's organizational membership an d
activity (Table 9), but the difference is nevertheless statistically significant . Choice
parents also indicate significantly more involvement in their child's education a t

home (Table 10) . One finding that may not be positive is that their child's behavior
is the most frequently cited reason for schools to contact parents (Table 7) . This i s
consistent with parents expressing dissatisfaction with discipline in their prio r
schools, and with the reasons for why parents applied to choice schools .

Parental satisfaction with prior schools is also very different between MPS an d

choice parents. In every dimension, choice parents were less satisfied than the

average MPS parent. The items in Table 11 go from most satisfied to the leas t
satisfied (note that a high score indicates dissatisfaction) . What is distinctive is that
the factors with which parents are most satisfied have little to do with the operation
or outcomes of the school (textbooks, school location) . On the other hand, the
greatest dissatisfaction is with the amount the child learned and the discipline in th e

school. Further, in comparing the magnitude of differences between choice and MP S
parents, the differences between the groups are greatest for those items on which
choice parents are most dissatisfied . As with parental involvement, the hypothesi s
that satisfaction with prior schools is the same for MPS and choice parents is rejecte d

with a probability exceeding .001 .
Another indication of parental dissatisfaction with their prior MPS school wa s

measured by a simple question that asked parents what grade they would give thei r
prior school (on an A to F scale) . The results are given in the upper panel of Tabl e

12, broken down by year. As is apparent and consistent with other expressions of
satisfaction, choice parents grade their prior schools considerably lower than MP S

parents. That was especially true for the first year choice parents, who on averag e
rated their prior schools as a C. The second year average was 2 .5, compared with the
low-income and total control group, which rated their schools at a 2 .8 average .

The attitudes of parents toward their children's prior public school within MP S
may be a reflection of the fact that their children were not doing well in those

schools . Prior test scores for choice applicants, accepted choice students, the MPS
control group, and the low-income MPS students, are given in Table 14 . 8 The test

I do not report differences with low-income parents on Tables 7-11 because they did not diffe r

substantially from the control group as a whole . Those data were reported in the First Year Report . The

only scale affected by using weighted observations was for Table 10, Parents Participation in Educationa l

Activities . When the sample was weighted to offset race and income bias, the mean increased to 7 .12,

which was significant at the .05 level. The remaining scale means were almost identical to the unweighted

means .

Test scores are not available for all students in either group because tests are not given every yea r

in MPS. Therefore, there will be no tests for 4 and 5 year old kindergarten, and few for first grad e

students. Lateral entry at higher grades might also miss some students because primary testing is in

grades 2, 5, 7 and 10 . For the few high school students in the Choice Program, the 10th grade test was
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scores in Table 14 are for the last test taken in MPS . The reason for this is that we
are trying to get as complete a picture as possible for a small number of choic e
students. The majority of those tests are taken in the spring of the year of application
(56% in 1990, 58% in 1991) .

We present the results for each year independently because choice students i n
the second year of the program have even lower prior scores than in the first year .
In both of the first two years, Iowa Test of Basic Skill scores taken in prior publi c
schools by students both applying to and accepted in the program were significantl y
below the average MPS student taking the same test . The scores were also below the
low-income MPS cohort in both years . Based on difference of means in Norma l
Curve Equivalents (NCEs), however, the difference between choice and low-income
MPS students was not significant at the .05 level in 1990, whereas it was in 1991 9

The absolute level of the scores indicates the difficulty these students wer e
having prior to entering the program. The median national percentile for choic e
students ranges from 26 to 33, compared with the national median of 50. The
Normal Curve Equivalent, which is standardized to a national mean of 50, range s
from 37 to 41, which is about two-thirds of a standard deviation below the nationa l
average . In short, the choice students in this program enter very near the bottom in term s
of academic achievement .

Summary. Enrollment in the Choice Program has increased—from 341 in 199 0
to 521 in 1991 to 613 in 1992. The number of applicants exceeded the number of
students enrolled by 236, 168 and 357 in the respective years . Seven schools
participated in 1990-91, six in 1991-92, and eleven in 1992-93 .

In both of the first two years, parents learned of the program primarily from
friends and relatives. In general, choice parents reported high and, over the two
years, increasing levels of satisfaction with the amount and accuracy of th e
information, and the assistance they received from the choice schools and the Stat e
Department of Public Instruction .

The overall portrait of choice students and families is complex . The data
dearly indicate that choice can be targeted toward poor families attempting to find a n
alternative to what they view as a poor educational environment for their children .
The choice students come from poor, often single-parent households . Similar to MPS
parents, approximately 60% are receiving AFDC or public assistance . The parents
also express considerable dissatisfaction with prior public schools and, based on prior

excluded because very few of these students were tested and because the students entering this choice
school did so rather than dropping out of school .

' Difference of means tests indicate that all choice student scores were significantly lower (at the .00 1
level of significance) than those in the MPS sample . In comparison to-the low-income MPS students, the
1990 test differences were not significant; the 1991 reading comparisons with both applied and accepte d
choice students were significant at the .05 level, while math differences were significant at p< .001 .
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test scores, there is clear evidence that their children were not doing well in thos e
schools (both in relative and absolute terms) .

Despite being poor, however, the choice families are smaller than the
comparison groups, thus providing an opportunity for parents to focus more on any
single child . In addition, the parents (especially mothers) are more educated, appea r
to have somewhat higher educational expectations for their children, and are mor e
likely to work at home with their children on education problems . Finally, the
choice parents participated in their children's prior schools at higher rates than th e
average parent .

This portrait presents something of a paradox. The Choice Program was
specifically designed to provide an opportunity for poor parents to send thei r
children to alternative schools they could not otherwise afford . Two years of ver y
consistent data indicate that in this it succeeds . In addition, there are numerous
indicators that these parents were frustrated and dissatisfied with the public school s
their children had been attending . Thus one could argue these are exactly the type s
of families that should have access to an alternative source of education . One could
also reasonably argue, however, that if these students and families remained in thei r
prior schools, they could exercise influence in attempting to improve those schools .

IV. THE CHOICE SCHOOLS

Because no new schools participated in the program in the 1991-92 school
year, this section only updates several issues raised in the First-Year Report. For
those new to the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program, we reiterate some of the
information provided in the First Year Report . In the summer of 1990, 10 private
schools expressed interest in and notified the Department of Public Instruction o f
their intent to participate. Seven schools enrolled students . The majority of student s
(317 of 341) were in five prekindergarten-to-eighth grade schools . The other two
schools (Lakeshore Montessori and SER jobs For Progress) had fewer students an d
served different educational purposes . Because SER Jobs was unique in providing an
alternative educational environment for high school students on the verge o f
dropping out, we approached its evaluation in a different manner . For example, the
same achievement tests used in other schools were not a useful indicator for these
students. Because of the age and number of students in Lakeshore Montessori (tw o
4-year-olds), it was also impossible to do a rigorous evaluation of these students .

In the first year of the program, one school, Juanita Virgil Academy, wen t
bankrupt and disbanded. It had enrolled 71 choice students, most of whom ended
up in MPS. The problems with that school were documented at length in the Firs t
Year Report.

In the second year of the Choice Program, no additional schools admitted
students. Beginning in the fall of 1992, however, five additional schools admitted a
total of 47 students. Three of those schools are Montessori schools and one school is
a Waldorf school. All of the schools serve elementary students, with several school s
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going through grade eight and one school, Learning Enterprises, going from first t o

twelfth grade. Another school, Messmer High School, applied to participate, but wa s
denied by the Department of Public Instruction based on the qualification of th e
school as nonsectarian. That certification is in appeal and has not been resolved as o f
the release of this report .

Because there were no significant changes in number of schools in the second
year of the Choice Program, only minor updates to the First-Year Report are in order .
The staffing of the schools was examined in the First-Year Report and one of th e
issues that was raised was turnover - of both teachers and administrators . As
indicated in Table 15a, staff turnover in 1991-1992 continued to be a problem, and the
number of new personnel increased . A third of the new personnel, however, wer e
filling expansion positions . Both turnover and new personnel rates for 1992-93 are
down substantially indicating some personnel stability in these five schools .

As depicted in Table 15b, in the first year, the staff in these schools wa s
predominantly white (75%) and female (89%) . In the subsequent two years, the
teaching faculties have become more diverse . In 1991-92, 71 % were women and 38 %
were minority teachers (27% African-American, 11% Hispanic) . In 1992-93, 73% were
women and 40% were minorities (32% African-American, 8% Hispanic) .

Turnover of administrators was also high. In 1990-91, in two of the schools ,
the principals or executive directors had been in their positions for only two years .
In one school, the principal had been with the school for 16 years and had been
principal for 13 . In one school, there was a new principal in 1990, who resigne d
partway through the year . For 1991-92, for the six participating schools, there were
new principals or directors in three of the schools (one of the appointed principals
had been a teacher in the previous year) . In the continuing schools in 1992-93, there
are two new directors or principals, although one of the previous principals remained
with the school as executive director .

With a few exceptions, staff dissatisfaction is not with the school environmen t
or teaching, but with the pay . During our case studies in 1991, teachers and
administrators went out of their way to describe how they enjoyed the small class
sizes they taught (averaging 16.5 students), the autonomy they had in the classroom ,
the usually congenial atmosphere in the schools, and the support they received i n
disciplinary matters . Other than pay, the most general complaints were lack o f

• materials and teaching aids ."
In 1990-91, several of the schools were suffering from recent changes i n

affiliation and location. One had moved into its existing building in September, 199 0
(as had Juanita Virgil Academy) . Another had moved two years earlier, but many o f
the parents were not happy with the location of the building . An unsuccessful effort
to acquire adequate funds to build a new building was abandoned during the 1990-9 1

10This was an extreme problem in one of the schools that did not have adequate textbooks in som e
classes until well into the second semester . It was also a serious problem in other schools in areas such
as science where it was hard for the teachers to innovate and compensate for the dearth of equipment an d
materials .
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year. Both of these schools were historically affiliated with religious organizations .
Being on their own created financial hardships . Moving meant a loss of students ,
teachers, and administrators, as well as the normal difficulties associated wit h
changing facilities .

These problems stabilized in 1991-92 . One school was able to open up a new
facility in addition to its existing school. One school remains in cramped quarters ,
but has plans for, and considerable funding to build a new school by 1993-94 . The
other schools remain in their same locations . Physical improvements have been made
to several of the buildings, including a major renovation effort at one of the schools .
Public monies from the Choice Program, which exceed tuition in most schools, hav e
been a factor in making these efforts possible .

One interesting feature concerning these schools, and other schools which
might qualify for the Choice Program, is their relationship with the Milwaukee Publi c
School System. The degree of cooperation and coordination that exists between
public and private schools is often overlooked in the heated controversy over choice .
MPS has for many years contracted with private, non-sectarian private schools to
provide services for specific student populations . These include contracts with
alternative high schools, school specializing in teaching pregnant students or othe r
students who require specialized programming, and "last-chance" schools for students
who face expulsion.

In 1991-92, three of the choice schools had contract arrangements with MPS .
These yearly contracts seem to be beneficial to both parties . Although MPS offers as
wide a range of choices of different forms of schools as any district in the country,
and is constantly touted as an example of public school choice, specific students i n
individual schools may need programs and attention that are not available in tha t
school. Contract arrangements provide an added alternative to serve the needs o f
these students .

The effect of contract arrangements on the Choice Program may be relevant to
our understanding of the program. The contract with MPS is based on a per student
charge and is contingent on curricular approval and performance criteria . It also
provides private schools with approximately $2,000 more revenue per student than
the current choice payment . When we visited all but one of the non-participating
private schools in the last year, several cited contract arrangements as a reason the y
were not applying to the Choice Program .

The importance of this has to do with the potential effect of the program in
terms of the numbers of students served . There are few nonsectarian private schools
in Milwaukee and some of these serve families who would not qualify for the Choic e
Program (based on income). For the schools in the Choice Program in 1991-92, th e
state payment is substantially higher than tuition and fees in all schools except one
(and in that school the payment is above tuition, but slightly below tuition plus fund -
raising requirements) . It is substantially lower than MPS contract prices, however,
and that alternative is therefore attractive .
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Summary . The most serious institutional problems noted in 1990-91 were hig h
staff turnover and dealing with recent changes in location and affiliation for several
of the schools . These problems continued in the second year, but appear to be les s
serious in the third year of the program. There is also evidence in the second and
third years of the program that the teaching staffs are more diverse in terms o f
gender and race than they were in the first year . In three of the five choice schools i n
the second year, the student body is composed of choice students, tuition payin g
students, and students attending under contract arrangements with MPS.

V. PRELIMINARY OUTCOME S

We discuss five types of outcome measures in this section : (1) achievement
test results ; (2) attendance data; (3) parent attitudes; (4) parental involvement; and 5)
attrition from the program . The legislation specified that suspension, expulsion, and
dropping out also be monitored. Those measures, however, would be meaningful
only at the high school level ." The only high-school-level program in the choice
schools during 1990-91 and 1991-92 was in SER Jobs for Progress and it is unclear,
given its alternative nature, what the relevant measures or MPS comparisons woul d

be.12 Thus we report only on the five areas indicated above.

Achievement Test Results

Cohort Test Results . Tables 16a and 16b provide the aggregate test results for

11There is almost no dropping out at the elementary level . Drop-out rates are also extremely low in
middle schools . In MPS suspensions are also rare in these grades and the policies and reporting vary
considerably from school to school . For example, student fighting, which leads to a suspension for up
to three days in most of the private schools, may end up with a student being sent home in MPS .
Whether that becomes an official suspension or not may depend on the principal and the reactions of th e
child or parents. The numbers of official expulsions are even smaller than dropouts or suspensions . See
John F. Witte, "Metropolitan Milwaukee Dropout Report," Report of the Commission on the Quality and
Equity of the Milwaukee Metropolitan Public Schools, 1985 .

12The noncompletion rate for choice students in Ser Jobs for Progress was 52% (14 of 27) for the 1990-
91 year . Of those, four dropped out voluntarily, five were dropped due to excessive truancy, thre e
transferred to other schools, and two moved out . Of those who completed two semesters, the moda l
number of credits they received was four for the year . The completion rate for 1991-92 was 62% (23 of
38) . Of those who did not, ten dropped out, three were terminated and one transferred schools . Of the
23 students, four received no credits in either semester . The average number of credits earned pe r
semester was 2.63, with a 2 .13 grade point average . What is difficult to determine, given that most of
these students were on the verge of dropping out, is what these numbers mean in terms of prospective
success.
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1991 and 1992 for choice students in the four private schools and for students taking
tests in MPS in 1991 . Tests were administered in late-April in two schools and i n
May in the other two. MPS tests were given in May . The results may be compare d
only crudely with those in Table 14, which indicated prior test scores for those
students who applied and were accepted into the choice program . The prior test data
in Table 14 was mostly data from 1990 tests, but was based on the last prior test i n
the student's file . As stated above, those data indicated the choice applicants were
dearly behind the average MPS student, and also behind a large random sample of
low-income MPS students . Table 16a indicates that on reading the choice students
tested in 1991 did better than the MPS low-income group, but they did somewhat
worse on mathematics. Because these are cohort scores, they tell us nothing abou t
achievement gains .

Tests taken in the choice schools in the second year—spring 1992 (Table 16b)- -
show considerably lower scores . They are lower for students completing both one
and two years in the Choice Program. They are lower than the scores in both the full
MPS sample and among the low-income MPS students . Comparing the low-income
MPS and choice students, the choice students mean math NCE is more than fiv e
points lower; the reading score, which was higher in 1991, is two points lower .
Median national percentile ranks closely parallel these differences . The volatility o f
these numbers between years is important, especially given the small sample sizes .
In addition, cohort scores indicate only where a given group of students is at a
specific point in time . Thus they are very much affected by attrition from, and entr y
into the program (discussed below) . Because the cohort scores do not report on the
same students from year to year, the only accurate measure of achievement gains an d
losses are change scores.13

Change Scores . When we analyze those few choice students for whom we
have both 1990 and 1991 test scores, the results differ somewhat . Descriptive change
scores are depicted in Tables 17a and 17b . We caution the reader, as we did in the
First-Year report, that it is probably impossible to draw any firm conclusions from
this small number of choice students . The results in the table are based o n
differences in Normal Curve Equivalents, subtracting the first year score from the

13 A widely circulated pamphlet released by the Wisconsin Policy Research Institute contains a clai m
that cohort statistics in the First Year Report indicate significant gains for the choice students . This claim
ignores repeated warnings in the First Year Report that the number of students on which we have score s
is fewer than 100. It also implied that changes between prior scores (current Table 14) and cohort score s
(current Table 16) can be used to evaluate achievement changes - even though it was repeatedly pointe d
out that the students in these groups differ and it is impossible to infer changes between cohorts (as i s
true above). The pamphlet also ignores a footnote in the first report (number 15) that reported chang e
score values, indicated the changes are not statistically significant, and stressed that regardless o f
significance the number of cases is too small to draw any policy conclusions . Because of those small
sample sizes, in the first year I did not analyze the change data using more sophisticated techniques . With
two years of data available, we have analyzed the data using more sophisticated techniques in this report .
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second 1 4 For the first year, the positive result is that the averages for all groups ,
except choice math, improved . For the choice students, the gain was considerable ,
although not significant in reading . Math scores stayed essentially the same . The
MPS numbers indicate considerable and statistically significant improvement in
average math scores, with smaller gains in reading . Both low-income an

d non-low-income MPS students gained in math . Three of these gains are statistically significan t
due in part to larger sample sizes than for the choice students .

There are quite different effects in the second year (Table 17b) . Change scores
for choice students in math, and for MPS students in both reading and math, do not

change appreciably. None of these differences approach standard levels of statistica l
significance. In contrast to the first year, however, reading scores drop for choic e
students. The decline is 3.9 NCE points for all students between 1991 and 1992 .
Because NCE scores are based on a national norm, this means that choice students
scored considerably below where they were relative to the national sample in th e
prior year . The decline was statistically significant at the .001 level . Further, but
based on an even smaller sample, second year choice students fell behind eve n
further (-4.8) than first year choice students (-2 .6). A possible explanation for this i s
discussed below when we consider differences in achievement for those leaving an d
staying in the program .

Regression Analysis. Because these differences could be based on a number o f
factors, and the factors could be distributed differentially between choice and MP S
students, to provide an accurate and confirming picture . of test achievement, it is
necessary to control statistically for factors other than if students were in MPS o r
choice schools . Those controls are provided by multivariate regression analysis of the
combined MPS and choice samples for students having test scores in both 1991 an d
1992, and 1992 and 1993, respectively. There are a number of ways of modelin g
achievement gains . The most straightforward is to estimate the second year tes t
score, controlling for prior achievement and background characteristics and then
including a (dichotomous) variable to measure the effect of being in a choice or MP S
school. Tables 18 and 19 give the results for 1991 and 1992 estimates, respectively .
Appendix D contains a technical discussion and results of other models an d
estimation equations.

The results fit well with the data presented for change scores in Tables 17a an d
17b . The b columns in Tables 18 and 19 contain the coefficients that determine th e

14 Normal Curve Equivalents are used because National Percentile Rankings are not interval level data .
One of the problems with the transformation from NPRs to NCEs is that the very lowest and highest end s
of the distribution are compressed. This tends to inflate very low-end scores and deflate very high-end
scores. The lower end inflation may affect this population, which has quite a few test scores below th e
10th National Percentile . For later analysis, if sample sizes get large enough, we will also analyze score s
by grade using the Iowa Test Standard Scores, which are interval level, but do not have this compressio n
effect. NCEs are, however, the national standard for reporting results across populations and grades fo r
Chapter 1 and other programs.
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effects of the variables on predicting the dependent variable (the relevant test) . In
both tables, a critical coefficient will be the choice (dichotomous) variable . -
Dichotomous variables have a value of 1 if the student has the characteristic, and 0 i f
they do not. The effects of the coefficient can be read as a straight difference in NC E
score on the 1991 or 1992 test. Thus, for example, in Table 18, being a low-income
student has an estimated negative effect of 2.96 NCE points on the 1991 readin g
score. This predicted effect occurs after simultaneously controlling, or in essenc e
keeping constant, all other variables in the model .

The only variables in the models that are not dichotomous variables are th e
prior year test and the grade level of the student . The effects of these variables ar e
also easy to interpret. They can be read as the effect that a one point difference in th e
variable has on the predicted test. Thus, for reading in Table 18, if one student is on e
point better on the prior (1990) test than another student, we would predict he or sh e
would do .59 points better on the 1991 test . For test grade for each higher grad e
students are in, we would estimate a .59 lower test score. The probabilities indicated
in the tables are a statistical measure of how likely the coefficients differ from O .
Traditionally, those coefficients that have a probability of .05 or less are considered
"significant." That is an arbitrary convention, however, and we therefore provid e
exact probabilities.

The 1991 results in Table 18 follow the pattern of results in Table 17a. For
reading, the Choice variable is positive, meaning that on average, choice students '
gained 1.69 more points than MPS students after controlling for prior achievement ,
grade level, gender, income, and race . The result is not significant by conventional
standards. The effect is also not as large as the negative effects of being from a low-
income family, or being African American or Hispanic. As expected, prio r
achievement as measured by the 1990 reading test is highly significant and explains '
much of the variance in the 1991 scores . Thus students who start behind are likely t o
have lower relative scores .

The test grade variable is also significant in this and most other tables. The
negative sign means that for each higher grade, we can expect students to have lowe r
scores. For 1991 reading, this would amount to an average difference from grade on e
to grade eight of -4.13 NCEs (- .59 x 7) .

The results for math, however, are just the opposite. On 1991 math tests ,
because of the superior gains of MPS students, the scores for the choice students ar e
worse relative to the MPS students . 15 The result is close to conventional levels o f
significance. Being African American or Hispanic predicts a lower test score, and th e
effects are larger than for the choice-MPS difference . For math, the prior achievement
effect (b = .60) is almost exactly the same as for the reading prior test in the top
panel.

15 The absolute level of changes are given in Table 17a . Choice students declined by on .1 NCEs, but
MPS students gained 2 .6 NCEs, thus accounting for the relative difference .
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The results for 1992 are very different from 1991 . As expected, they again

follow closely the descriptive change scores in Table 17b . Because choice student

reading scores declined, while MPS scores improved slightly, the effect of being in a
choice school is negative on reading, with an- average decline after controlling fo r

other variables of -3.65 NCEs. This decline is significant at greater than a .001 level

of probability . There are also significant effects for gender (girls average 1 .60 points
more than boys), being from a low-income family and being African American .

Math outcomes are very different from reading and from first-year math

results. In the first year, MPS students improved significantly in math, while choic e

students remained the same. In the second year, there were no significant difference s

in absolute change scores (Table 17b), and the difference between choice and MP S
students is inconsequential in the regression analysis (CHOICE variable in Table 19 ,

bottom panel) .
What is important, in summary, is that the regression analyses confirm the descriptive

change score results in Tables 17a and 17b . Thus, controlling for relevant variables does no t
change the basic pattern of choice and MPS results in Tables 17a and 17b .

This variation and fluctuation in scores demonstrated in Tables 17 to 19 may
well be a function of small sample sizes, but also may be affected by who leaves an d

remains in the program. Although sample sizes become even smaller when we
analyze the scores of students who leave and who return to the choice schools, th e

pattern is revealing.

Achievement Scores of Students Who Leave and Students Who Return to th e
Choice Schools . Tables 20 and 21 provide a breakdown of choice student test scores
for non-graduating students who leave and return to the choice schools in the first

two years. Tables 20a and 20b provide cohort scores for leavers and returners i n
1991 and 1992 respectively . Tables 21a and 21b provide parallel change scores .
These tables are breakdowns of Tables 16 and 17 respectively, but without graduating
students who could not return to the choice schools .

The patterns in the two years are diametrically opposed, but may explain par t
of the changes in scores for choice students. In the first year, the leaving students
(who withdrew in the summer of 1991), are considerably better students than thos e
who return to the choice schools . On reading, the leaving students score 3.7 NCE
points higher than those who return in the fall of 1991 (Table 20a) . The median NPR
gap is nine points . On math, they average 2.5 points higher, and three National
Percentile Ranks .

In terms of change scores, however, the leaving students did much worse tha n
those who returned. Although the numbers of students are very small (24), leaving
students did about as well as in the previous year on reading, but dropped almost six
points in math (Table 21a) . Prior 1990 score averages in the same table confirm tha t
the leaving students started way ahead of the those who returned . On the contrary,
returning students began way behind, but their test scores improved considerably i n
the first year. The increases were 2.5 and 2.3 points in reading and math
respectively .
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What could explain this pattern? One obvious explanation is that parents
responded to the performance of their children . Leaving student scores declined,
returning student scores increased. This result could have been compounded b y
parents of higher achieving children (going in) having higher expectations an d
reacting to the uncertainty of the program due to court challenges .

What is quite clear is that those students who returned, and formed the second
year choice student body were not achieving as well in September, 1991 as the
students entering in 1990 . In addition, the new students in 1991 were also quite poo r
based on prior test results (Table 14) . This combination could easily contribute to the
relative decline of these students in the second year.16

As captured in Tables 20b and 21b, the story changes in the second year .
Based on somewhat larger samples, in terms of the scores of leaving and returning
students, the opposite pattern emerges . As indicated in Table 20b, those who return
have higher scores than those who leave. The differences are 3 .0 and 2.0 NCEs for
reading and math . Reflecting the much lower overall performance of choice student s
in the second year, a comparison with Table 20a indicates that both of these group s
do much worse than the first-year students .

Change scores for 1992 (Table 21b) are more consistent with the first-yea r
results (Table 21a) . Although all scores are negative in 1992, leaving students decline
more than returning students on both reading and math. Thus it would appear that
some sort of selection out of the program is occurring for students with wors e
changes in achievement:

What is troubling in analyzing these test data are the fluctuations in results,
combined with small sample sizes, and uncertainty of the program in the first year.
Although those samples are larger in the second year, and the program was more
certain going into the third year, there is simply a great deal we do not know abou t
these patterns at this point in time . Although it is not possible to use these data to
support a picture of miraculous outcomes occurring in the private schools, the
relative comparison to the public schools is not yet clear.

Attendance

Attendance is not a very discriminating measure of educational performance a t
this level because there is little school-to-school variation . For example, in the last three
years, average attendance in MPS elementary schools has been 92% in each year . Middle
school attendance for the same years averaged 89, 88 and 89 percent . Attendance of
choice students in the private schools (excluding SER-jobs) averaged 94 percent in 1990 -
91 and 92% in 1991-92, which put them slightly above MPS, but the differences were

16 Statistically, the opposite could also occur . If a test has a lower bound equivalent to random
guessing, and if students approach that bound, the probability is that on a repeated trial they will "regres s
toward the mean." Both continuing and returning choice students are quite low in the second year an d
this type of regression could have occurred to some degree. However, the NCE transformation, which
compresses scores and truncates the lower scores (see footnote 14), somewhat mitigates this possibility .
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obviously slight . It can be concluded that overall attendance was satisfactory and no t
a problem in any of these schools .

Parental Involvement17"

Parental involvement is stressed in all of the choice schools and, in fact, is
required in the contracts signed by parents in two of the schools . Involvement takes
several forms: 1) organized activities that range from working on committees an d
boards to helping with teas and fundraising events ; 2) involvement in educational
activities such as chaperoning field trips, and helping out in the classroom or with
special events.

The bottom panels of Tables 7 to 10 provide two-year data on parental
involvement levels by choice parents in the choice schools . In all cases, except for
educational activities at home (Table 10), parental involvement increased beyond th e
already very high levels . School contact of choice parents was higher than the averag e
MPS parent in their prior schools (top portions of Tables 7 and 8) . As indicated in the
bottom panels of these tables and by the means of the scale scores, these contact s
increased when the children were enrolled in the choice schools . The major increases
in schools contacting parents was for doing volunteer work and fundraising activities .
Thus a positive result of private schools being often strapped financially is that it force s
parents to be involved in the schools. As indicated in Table 9, which reports organized
parent activity, every category of parental involvement was higher in the choice school s
than in prior public schools .

As indicated in Table 13, when scale scores are analyzed, the drop in hom e
activities was not significant, while the other increases were significant at least at the . 1
level of probability. Again, as with prior parental involvement, the findings on parental
choice are consistent across two years - they have high parental involvement coming int o
the schools and even higher involvement once there .

Parental Attitudes

Parental Satisfaction With the Choice Schools . Again, in both years, parenta l
satisfaction with choice schools (Table 11) increased significantly over satisfaction wit h
prior public schools. Satisfaction with their prior schools was significantly less tha n
satisfaction of the average or low-income MPS parent (top panels Table 11) . Reported
satisfaction with the choice schools surpasses the MPS level, and is considerably highe r
than with their prior schools. The largest shifts were in the amount they felt their

17 Parental involvement and parental attitude measures are based on the responses to the second wave
of surveys conducted in June of each year . Those surveys were sent to all enrollees in the choice program .
However, it is impossible to estimate the measurement error based on the attendant respondent bias . It
is also difficult to predict, a priori, how it might affect results . Are well-satisfied or unhappy respondents
more likely to respond?

-18-



children learned and their impression of discipline in the school. Thus the parents wh o
responded to our surveys believe they found in the choice schools what they professe d
they were looking for when they entered the program - increased learning and disci-
pline .

Another indication of parent satisfaction is the grade parents give for thei r
children's school . On the follow-up survey in June of each year, we asked parents t o
grade the private school their children attended . The grades, which indicate substantial
differences with the grades they gave their prior MPS schools, are given in Table 12b .
In 1990 the grade rises from an average C to an average of B; in 1991 the difference i s
less, from an average of 25 to a 3 .0. The grading for private schools is approximately
the same as the MPS control group's assessment of their public schools in 1991 .

Attitudes Toward the Choice Program. Followup surveys in June of 1991 an d
1992 asked parents of choice students if they wanted the Choice Program to continue,
and what they liked and disliked about the program . Respondents almost unanimousl y
agreed the program should continue (99% in 1991 ; 98% in 1992)1 8 Consistent with
other attitude measures, the percent of positive (likes) comments was 71% .in 1991 and
76% in 1992 (Table 22) . What parents say they like and dislike about the program is also
interesting. What they like about the program is very consistent between the first tw o
years. Approximately 70% of the open-ended responses mentioned qualities of th e
school, with most referring to the educational qualities provided in the choice schools .
A consistent number also referred to a personal desire for a private education and-their
inability to afford it without the Choice Program.

The negative comments shifted understandably between the first two years . In
the first year, the majority of references were to a catch-all category includin g
uncertainty over the program, a bad experience with the program (Juanita Virgil) an d
other factors . The second-year concerns were spread over school problems, fears abou t
not qualifying for the program, but wanting a private education, and transportation and
logistical problems. The latter highlights an ongoing problem addressed in th e
concluding section .

Attrition From the Program

Attrition Rates . Perhaps the most troubling result of the first year of the Choice
Program was the rate of attrition from the program . Enrollment in the Choice Program
is depicted in Table 1 . The attrition from September 1990 to June 1991 was accounte d
for mostly by the bankruptcy and closing of one of the original schools - Juanita Virgil
Academy. That school began the year with 63 choice students . Excluding those
students, 29 left the schools in 1990-91. Of those, a disproportionate number were in

18 These numbers are obviously subject to response bias in favor of the program . It is impossible to
measure the magnitude of that bias . The approval rate is very high even with a reasonable estimate of
bias .
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SER-Jobs For Progress, which is the alternative high school program for extremely at-risk

students. Including SER-Jobs, but excluding Juanita Virgil, the attrition within the firs t

year was 10.4 percent (29/278) . For the second year, because students entered the choic e

schools in the middle of the year (accounting for the increase in the September to

January counts), within-year attrition was difficult to measure . Based on the peak of 526 ,

within-year attrition was 9.3% . Both of these rates compare favorably with mobilit y

rates from September to June in MPS schools . The average mobility rate for comparabl e

schools in MPS was 33 percent . That figure, however, includes both "in" and "out "

transfers from schools between September and June. Because the Choice Program
included few "in" transfers, if we assume there were equal numbers of in and ou t
transfers in MPS, the comparable rate would be 16.5 percent. Thus not counting Juanit a
Virgil, attrition within the year was less than MPS for both years and is reasonable give n
the residential mobility of inner-city families 19

What was not anticipated was the sharp drop in the number of students over th e

summer. Excluding graduates, there was an attrition rate from the choice schools of 3 5

percent over the summer of 1991 . That means that of the original 341 students ,

excluding eight graduates, only 53 .5 percent (178/333) returned the second year.20 I f
we exclude Juanita Virgil from the computations, 65 .9 percent (178/270) returned for an

attrition rate of 34%.
In the first year of the program, this attrition rate might have been explained by

the uncertainty of the program due to the pending Wisconsin Supreme Court ruling .
That, however, would not explain a similarly high attrition rate for the second year . The
35% rate in the second year is lower than in the first year, but one relevant question i s
how it compares to mobility in MPS .

Unfortunately, MPS does not compute statistics on school transfers over th e
summer, although data are available in their Student Record Data Base. Using that data,
we are near completion of a study that attempts to separate "natural" transfers betwee n
schools (promotions, limited-grade schools) from other transfers . Preliminary results
indicate that there is very high mobility in the public schools, especially for low-incom e

students . For grades two through five in the year 1990-91, the rate of moving
between schools during the school year ranged from 15 to 16% for non-low-income
students; the summer mobility rate was 10 to 12%, for a total mobility of 25 to 28% . For

" Including Juanita Virgil, the within-year rate was 27 percent for 1990-91, which is higher than the
16.5 percent rate estimated for transfers out of MPS .

201t was erroneously reported in the first year that only 155 students had returned in the fall of 1991 .
The actual figure was 178. The discrepancy occurred because attrition figures were based on applications.
Some choice families did not realize that had to complete applications each year . Because it was the firs t

time they had reapplied, they were allowed to continue after filling out late applications .

21 Mobility is higher in grades one and six . Because there are more "natural" moves into grade one
that are hard to detect in the data, and because "promotion" data are hard to interpret for grade six, w e
settled on grades two through five as the most naturally stable .
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low-income MPS students, however, the ranges are 19 to 20% during the year and 15 to
17% over the summer . Thus for low-income MPS students, the combined within yea r
and summer mobility rates are between 34 and 37%, and thus very close to the secon d
year choice attrition rate 21

Assuming these numbers are close, and the within-year numbers closely match
the within-year elementary school mobility MPS reports23 what they indicate is : 1) that
mobility out of the choice schools may be very close to the norm for MPS; and, 2) for
both systems, the data suggest considerable problems . If education is a long-term
process that is most successful in a continuous school environment, this level of mobilit y
will make that process difficult . 24

This problem obviously goes beyond the schools, involving the consequences o f
poverty, unemployment, and poor housing conditions . At the end of our report, w e
suggest that the legislature may wish to consider this problem independently of th e
Choice Program.

Summary

Preliminary outcomes after the first two years of the Choice Program were mixed .
In terms of achievement change scores, in the first year of the program, choice student s
gained more than low-income MPS students in reading, but were behind in mathematics .
The reading gain for the choice students was not statistically significant, but the MP S
gain in mathematics was . In the second year, choice student scores dropped
considerably and statistically significantly in reading, and remained approximately th e

22 These figures are preliminary and probably a slightly high bound because we remain uncertain o f
the status of a very few students, and we are still trying to eliminate some "natural moves" betwee n
schools that do not have grade two to five classes . We expect final figures to be within one percent o f
those provided .

Another interesting difference between low and non-low-income students is where they move to . The
movement for low-income students is usually within MPS in contrast with non-low income students .
Between 50 and 55% of the within year moves of low-income students are to another MPS school . This
is in contrast to an average of 16% of the same moves for non-low income students . Summer moves vary
considerably by grade for this single year, but the ratio is again about three to one in favor of within-MP S
moves for low-income students .

23 As indicated in earlier passages, the MPS mobility rate for elementary schools is 33%. This i s
computed on a combined "in" and "out " transfer measure. The relevant comparative statistic would be
16.5%. Our average for grades 2 to 5 is 17 .9% .

24 Another important aspect of the attrition study will be to try to determine why choice students ar e
leaving the schools . Surveys were sent in October to parents of students not returning to choice school s
in September 1992. We will also attempt to survey nonrespondents by telephone. The choice schools are
also helping by providing information on those parents who notified the schools of their intentions .
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same in mathematics . For the same year, the random sample of MPS students did no t
change appreciably on either reading or mathematics scores . All of
these results were verified through regression analyses which controlled for gender, race ,
income, and grade level .

This fluctuation in achievement tests for choice students was in part affected by
attrition from the program . Students who left the program after the 1990-91 year wer e
high achievers, with test scores significantly higher than for those who remained behind .
Those students, combined with an incoming group of students with very low prior tes t
scores, made up the 1991-92 choice cohort, a group considerably behind the 1990-9 1
students. That appears to be reflected in change scores for 1991-92 . Also of interest is
that following the 1991-92 year, those who returned to the choice schools were student s
who did considerably better than those who left. Unfortunately, the overall achievement
of those students returning in 1992-93 is lower than those who either continued or lef t
in 1991-92. All these results were based on a small number of students . We continue
to interpret these short-term changes in very small numbers of students with grea t
caution .

Parental attitudes toward choice schools, opinions of the Choice Program, an d
parental involvement were very positive in the first two years . Parental attitude s
towards their schools and education of their children were much more positive tha n
their evaluations of their prior public schools . This shift occurred in every category
(teachers, principals, instruction, discipline, etc .) . Similarly, parental involvement, whic h
was more frequent than for the average MPS parent in prior schools, was even greater
for most activities. in the choice schools . In both years, parents expressed approval of
the program. On open-ended questions concerning what the y liked and disliked about
the program, there were many more favorable comments than negative ones .
Overwhelmingly, they believed the program should continue.

Attrition appears to be high. During the first year, attrition was affected by
students leaving Juanita Virgil Academy. It was also affected by the uncertainty caused
by the continuing legal challenges to the program . The attrition rate in the second yea r
was also substantial (35%) . Preliminary analysis of MPS attrition indicates, however ,
that this attrition rate may be similar to that occurring in the public schools . Regardless ,
if students do not remain in choice schools, it is uncertain what effect the program may
have.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

Perhaps the most obvious conclusion is that the issues surrounding choice ar e
complex and that the emerging evidence points in several directions. Another
conclusion is that in its present form, the Milwaukee Choice Program will never answer
some of the most pressing questions concerning educational choice . One of the most
striking and consistent conclusions from the first two years is that the program i s
offering opportunities for a private-school alternative to poor families whose children
were not succeeding in school . That is a positive outcome of the program .
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Because some commentators on the Milwaukee Choice Program appear to b e
looking to this program for more than it is, we believe it prudent to point out that thi s
program should not be used as evidence, either pro or con, for evaluating more inclusiv e
choice programs. Programs proposed in other states, such as the tuition voucher
program in Pennsylvania, or the Colorado or California choice initiatives, did not have
the same conditions for eligibility or school selection procedures as this program .
Furthermore, families taking advantage of choice opportunities in these relativel y
unconstrained programs could well be very different from those in the targete d
Milwaukee program .

VII. RECOMMENDATION S

With the exception of fluctuating test scores, the vast majority of evidence in this
report is consistent with and confirms the evidence presented in the First-Year Report .
Therefore, the recommendations of that report, which have not been acted upon, remai n
the same. Additional information does suggest that two of those recommendations b e
emphasized. The first is the need for more adequate dissemination of information
concerning the program. In the second year, most parents continued to learn of the
program from friends and relatives . There is no indication that this is the fault of th e
Department of Public Instruction . Parents responded with very high satisfaction
concerning DPI's role . The program is still not integrated, however, with the main
mechanism of choosing schools in Milwaukee. If the program were included in the MP S
school choice process and information was available at MPS, more parents might b e
aware of the alternative . The second is the problem of transportation. Conversations
with school officials, responses of parents about negative aspects of the program (Tabl e
20), and early returns in our study of attrition from the schools indicate tha t
transportation continues to create a problem for some parents .

One recommendation has been added this year . The recommendation is that the
legislature might wish to consider independently the problem of student mobilit y
between schools--whether public or private . One result of this two-year study is to
highlight that problem, which has consequences for several important areas of educatio n
policy.

The following recommendations are premised on the general recommendatio n
that the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program should be continued in a form similar t o
the current one for enough years to complete a comprehensive evaluation . Although all
of the suggestions offered for consideration are subject to legislative change, some of th e
changes fit within the current legislation and are merely formalizing administrativ e

The Department advertises the program in a number of media sources as notified by schools of thei r
intent to participate, listing individual schools with relevant information. One problem has been the
sequence of events prescribed in the law. Schools are permitted to file their intent-to-participate forms
as late as June 30, the same date by which student applications are due . If an early enrollment period
were allowed, as recommended under "Selection Procedures" in this report, schools might apply earlier .
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practices developed during the first two years, or could be added as new administrativ e

rules . We first discuss those changes that would require some redrafting of the origina l

statute .

Legislative Changes

A basic issue in this program is the idea of accountability . Put simply, there are
two approaches to educational accountability . One is state and district regulate d
accountability in which legally responsible authorities require schools and/or district s
to adhere to specified practices, standards, and reporting of outcome measures. The
other is that parents can best exercise accountability and determine the adequacy of
educational outcomes by making free choices among schools . The Milwaukee Parental
Choice Program was premised on the latter theory. Although we recommend for
consideration modest additional regulation, this should not be interpreted as a
suggestion that the legislature abandon parental accountability as the main principle o f
this program.

The operation and closing of Juanita Virgil Academy was the most troublesom e
aspect of the first year of the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program . There are those who
would argue that the failure of that school is to be expected in a market system o f
education. Whether one believes that that expectation outweighs the fact tha t
approximately 150 children essentially lost a year's education is a value issue that we
cannot resolve. Whatever one's values are, the price was high for those familie s
involved .

	

-
.  We believe that very simple regulations requiring a formal governance structure ,

financial reporting, and further accountability in terms of outcomes would greatly reduc e
the likelihood that schools would close mid-year . These regulations are premised on th e
theory that parental choice remains the mechanism of accountability. The additional
regulations are meant to provide enhanced information with which parents can mak e
choices and exercise that accountability .

We recommend three sets of provisions for certifying new private schools in th e
Choice Program. The ideas for these regulations came from our case studies of th e
current choice schools. All of the six choice schools currently in the program mee t
almost all of these suggested requirements ; Juanita Virgil did not meet any of them.

Governance . All schools participating in the Parental Choice Program shoul d
have a formal governance structure including a board of directors (school board) . The
board can be structured by the schools as they see fit, but must include a specified an d
formal process for selection and terms of members . It should also include at least som e
members who have no proprietary interest in the school . It should also include parents .
We also recommend that the school have formal bylaws . The board should have the
authority to promulgate and amend the bylaws and establish whatever additiona l
governing structure is seen as appropriate . Board meetings should be held in
accordance with state open meeting laws .
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Financial Reporting. All schools participating in the Parental Choice Program
must conduct an annual financial audit which meets the accounting standards for
private, nonprofit organizations . The report should be a matter of public record and be
filed annually with the Department of Public Instruction .

Added Accountability. Schools should be required to meet all current and future
state outcome requirements, including statewide tests, dropout reporting, and a schoo l
report card when it is required .

Review Accountability Standards . We recommend that the legislature review th e
current standards of accountability as specified in the statute . At present, schools may
meet any one of four standards (attendance, achievement, grade advancement, o r
parental involvement) . We suggest that the schools meet more than one of these
standards. We also suggest flexibility in the standards based on the level of the school .
For example, 90 percent attendance is adequate for elementary schools, but would be
very high for high schools, especially alternative high schools (MPS high schools ,
including specialty high schools average 82 percent attendance.)

Program Information . To facilitate parent knowledge of the program and th e
choice schools, we suggest that the legislature consider making information on th e
Choice Program available through the extensive school selection process in MPS .
Specifically, information on the Choice Program and schools should be displayed along
with other MPS specialty school and program options, and the Chapter 220 program .
If this is not acceptable, at a minimum, the schools should be allowed to display
brochures in the pupil assignment and school information rooms at MPS headquarters .
MPS should not bear any costs or be held accountable in any way for the privat e
schools .

Selection Procedures . Currently the statutes require schools to collect application s
through June 30, and then apply random selection if there are more applications tha n
slots. This means that schools are not able to guarantee parents a position for a ne w
student until after June 30 . In contrast, assignments are made in MPS in the early
spring. To avoid this problem, it may be advisable to have an "early enrollment" perio d
(ending, for example, on March 30) that avoids random assignment for a portion of th e
seats anticipated in a school .

Explicit language could be added to the statute forbidding schools from using
achievement or behavioral records or information in making their enrollment decision .
The remaining seats would follow the existing timetable, but the restrictions o n
admission criteria would continue to apply. Schools would, however, be allowed to
enroll students up to one week prior to the first class day if positions remained open an d
total choice enrollment did not exceed the 49 percent limit . In addition to the current
monitoring of this process by the Department of Public Instruction, the school board fo r
each school should be required to verify that the procedures were followed .
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Administrative Change s

Selection. A series of administrative decisions concerning selection that wer e
made during the first year should be added to the formal administrative rules . For
example, oversubscription was defined by grade, not by a school as a whole . In
addition, siblings of already admitted choice students are not required to be subject t o
the random selection process. Finally, students admitted in one year were automaticall y
readmitted, with the only condition being that their household income had not gone
above the required limit . Finally, waiting lists were established in oversubscribe d
schools based on the random selection process .

Transportation . Currently, schools must choose either to provide busing, for
which the school is reimbursed, or parents must provide transportation, for which the
parents are reimbursed at the end of the year. There are numerous problems with these
arrangements. First, forcing all students into one or the other of these patterns does no t
meet varying family needs . Some families can provide private (or public) transportation ,
some cannot. Reimbursement for private transportation also causes financial hardship s
because it comes in one payment at the end of the year. Semester payments woul d
improve this situation . Finally, the paucity and expense of yellow buses makes for very
long bus rides for some, and a short instructional day . This is a more difficult problem
to solve, but alternative arrangements should be analyzed .

Summer School . One of the schools was partially reimbursed for choice students
attending summer school. That practice should be added to the rules, along with. a
simplified method of computing reimbursement .

Reporting. Schools should be explicitly required to submit the names, grade ,
gender, and race of choice students following the third-Friday counts in September an d
January. For administrative and evaluation purposes, they should also be required to
submit a similar list following the end of the school year . It would also be very helpful
for administrative and evaluation purposes if the schools would provide the reasons a
student left the school year. If the information is available, a similar list would be usefu l
of students who completed the year, did not graduate, but did not return to the school s
the next year.

Other Issue s

Learning Disabled and Emotionally Disturbed Students . Several schools currently
put in their school literature that they are not equipped to teach learning disabled (LD)
or emotionally disturbed (ED) students . Because it is not always easy to detect these
conditions in students, the schools end up working with more LD and ED students than
their literature indicates . Non of the current choice schools, as presently configured,
however, can adequately teach ED students and they would not be able to teach larg e
numbers of LD students effectively . The legislature may wish to consider a higher pe r
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member payment if schools are willing to accept LD students and applicable stat e
standards. Differential reimbursement could be computed based on the costs o f
providing public school education for LD students .

Second-Semester Admission . The legislature may also wish to consider whether
students should be allowed to enter the program during the year, or at the beginnin g
of the second semester . All other rules would apply . If the school was filled, bu t
students have left, providing new openings, new positions would have to be offered firs t
to those on school waiting lists .

Administrative Costs. The choice schools report considerable adde d
administrative costs for the program. The legislature may wish to study this problem
over the current school year for future consideration in adjusting payments to cove r
these costs .

The Mobility Problem in Public and Private Schools . It is clear from our study
that student mobility is high in Milwaukee schools, especially among low-incom e
students, and presents a major problem in providing educational services. That problem
potentially affects student learning and other aspects of education (belonging, self-
esteem, friendships, etc.) . It also has important ramifications for how districts structure
curriculum and how the state and district school-level assessment might be designed.
The legislature may wish to consider this problem independently of the Choice Program,
especially as it affects larger-city school districts .



FIGURE 1 .

THE MILWAUKEE PARENTAL CHOICE PROGRA M

Family Qualifications :

* Students must come from households with income 1 .75 times

the poverty line or less .

* Students may not have been in private schools or in school district s
other than the Milwaukee Public School District in the prior year .

School Qualifications :

* Eligible schools must be private, nonsectarian schools with no .
religious affiliation or training .

* Schools cannot discriminate in selection based on race, religion ,
gender, prior achievement, or prior behavioral records . Schools were
exempted by court ruling from the Education for All Handicapped Act .

* If classes are oversubscribed, selection is on a random basis .

* Choice students can only be 49% of the students in the school .

* Schools must meet at least one standard established for attendance ,
parental involvement, student achievement on standardized tests, o r
grade progress .

Program Specifications :

* Private schools receive the Milwaukee Public School per-member ,
state-aid (est . $2,745 in 1992-93) in lieu of tuition .

* The total number of students in the Choice Program in any year i s
limited to 1% of the membership in the Milwaukee Public Schools (est .
950 in 1992-93) .



Table 1 .
Participation and Attrition From the Choice Program, 1990-199 2

Number of Students Allowe d
in the Choice Progra m

Number of Private Non-Sectarian
Schools in Milwaukee

93 1

22

1990-91

946

22

1991-92

950

2 3

1992-93

Number of Schools Participating 7 6 1 1

Number of Available Seats 406 546 69 1

Number of Applications 577 689 103 4

Number of Students Participating :

September Count 341 ' 521 61 3

January Count 259 526

June Count 249 477

Graduating Students 8 28

Number of Returnin g Choice
Students 178 323

Attrition Rate .4652 .35

1 The Attrition Rate for year t is defined as : 1 .0 - [The Number of
Returning Students in Year t+1 / (The September Count Year t-Graduating Student s
Year t)] .

2 If the 71 students who began in Juanita Virgil Academy are excluded, the

attrition rate is .34 .



Table 2 .

How Choice Parents Learned About the Program, 1990 and 199 1

(Percent indicating source used )

1990 199 1

Friends or Relatives 52 47

Television or Radio 37 2 2

Newspapers 33 30

Private Schools 18 1 8

Churches 5 5

Community Centers 3 3

(N= 140)

	

(N= 171 )

Question : "How did you learn about the Private School Choice Program? "

Table 3 .
Satisfaction With Information and

Assistance on the Choice Program, 1990 and 199 1
(Percent satisfied or very satisfied )

1990 199 1

Amount of Information on the Choice
Program 85 82

Accuracy of Information on th e
Choice Program 69 8 2

Amount of Information on the
Private Schools 80 84

Accuracy of Information on th e
Private Schools 73 86

Assistance From School Yo u
Applied To 82 9 2

Assistance from Dept . of Publi c
Instruction in Madison 58 82

(N= 140) (N= 171 )

Question : "How satisfied were you with the following?" (Please circle one number
or not applicable)



Table 4 .

Factors Affecting Decisions To Participat e
In Choice Program, 1990 and 199 1

(Percentages )

1990 199 1

Very

Import Import	

Some

	

Not

	

Very

	

Some

	

Not
Import 	 Jmport	 Import

	

Import Import Import

Educational 89 8 2 1 87 13

	

0 0
Quality in Chose n

School

Discipline in 81 17 3 0 77 21

	

2 0
Chosen School

General Atmosphere 75 22 1 1 76 22

	

2 0
in Chosen School

Financial 68 26 3 2 76 18

	

6 0
Considerations

Frustration 66 17 11 7 64 21

	

11 4
with Publi c

School s

Special Programs 62 27 4 6 70 25

	

3 2
in Chosen Schoo l

Location of 59 21 17 3 61 19

	

14 6
Chosen School

Other Children in 36 30 15 19 47 28

	

8 1 7
Chosen School

(N= 146)

	

(N= 171 )

Question : "Please rate all of the following issues and their importance in you r
decision to participate in the Choice program . "



Table 5 .
Demographics

Table 5a. Household Income
(Percentages )

Choice 1990 and 1991 Combined

Choice Parents MPS Parents
MPS Low Income

Parent s

$0-

	

$4999 18 13 1 9

$5000-$9999 42 23 34

$10000-$19999 27 21 29

$20000-$34999 13 24 14

$35000-$49999 0 13 3

$50000 and over 0 8 0

(N) (359) (1513) (880)

Mean income $10,700 $22,000 $12,130

Question : "What is your family/household income range for one year? "



Table 5b . Race '
(Percentages )

Applied

	

Accepted
to Choice

	

in Choice
MPS

Control Grou p
1990 & 1991 1990 & 1991 199 1

African American 73 .5 76 .3 55 . 3

Asian American 2 .0 0 .0 3 . 8

Hispanic 20 .3 17 .9 9 . 7

Native American 0 .8 0 .6 0 . 9

White 3 .8 4 .3 29 . 3

Other 1 .3 - 0 .8 1 . 0

(N) (979) (625) (5365 )

Table 5c. Parent Marital - Status
(Percentages )

Choice MPS
Control Group

Low-Income MPS
Control Grou p1990 & 1991

Married 24 51 3 5

Single 39 22 32

Separated 13 8 1 1

Divorced 16 13 1 4

Widowed 4 2 2

living Together 6 4 6

(N) (360) (1637) (924)

1 Based on MPS, Student Record Data Base .



Table 5d . Family Size
(Percentages)

Children .
per family

Choice
MPS MPS Low Income1990 & 199 1

1 19 13 9

2 32 33 26

3 23 26 27

4 16 15 1 8

5 or more 10 15 20

(N) (294) (1611) (908)

Table 5e . Parent Education
(Percentages)

Choice Parents 1990 and 1991 Data Combine d

CHOICE PARENTS

8th
Grade

Some
H .S . G .E .D . H .S .

Some
Some

	

College Pos t
College

	

Grad

	

Grad
(N)

Mother/Femal e
Guardian 3 12 11 22 45 5 2 (369)

Father/Mal e
Guardian 9 16 8 28 30 6 3 (229 )

MPS PARENTS

Mother/Femal e
Guardian 8 18 7 28 29 6 5 (1525 )

Father/Mal e
Guardian 9 16 8 26 27 9 6 (1127 )

MPS LOW INCOME
PARENTS ONLY

Mother/Femal e
Guardian 12 25 9 25 26 3 1 (881 )

Father/Mal e
Guardian 15 22 9 25 21 6 2 (535 )



Table 6 .
Importance of Education Compared

to Other Goal s
(Percentages )

Choice Families 1990 and 1991 Data Combined

Education
More

Important
Education As
Important

Education
Less Importan t

CHOICE FAMILIES
1990 AND 1991 ,

Having a Good Job 56 43 1

Having Enough Money 44 54 2
in the Famil y

Maintaing 29 58 13
Religion/Faith

Maintaining Family 35 60 5
Ethnic Tradition

Having A Good Place 36 60 4
To Live

Range=5-15 ; High=More ; Mean=11 .75 ; Std .Dev .=1 .90 ; Cronbach A= .72 ; N=361

MPS FAMILIES .

	

1991

Education
More

Important
Education As
Important

Educatio n
Less Important (N) r

Having a Good Job 47 49 2 (1582) .44

Having Enough Money 41 54 5 (1560) .53
in the Famil y

Maintaining 33 54 12 (1553) .40
Religion/Faith

Maintaining Family 42 51 7 (1549) .43
Ethnic Traditions

Having a Good Place 34 60 6 (1566) .53
Live

Range= 5-15 ; High= More ; Mean= 11 .67 ; Std . Dev .= 1 .98 ; Cronbach A= .71 ; n= 1554

Question : "How would you rate education in your family compared to other goals? "

	

(366)

	

.40

	

(363)

	

.46

(363)

	

.4 1

(364)

	

.53

	

(364)

	

.60



Table 7 .
Choice and MPS Parents Frequency of Bein g

Contacted By Their School s
(Percentages )

Choice Parents 1990 and 1991 Data Combined

CHOICE PARENTS, PRIOR (PUBLIC) SCHOOL, 1990 and 199 1

5 or
0

	

1-2 3-4 More

	

r

Child's Academic Performance

	

41

	

34

	

16

	

9

	

(311)

	

.5 1

Child's Behavior

	

37

	

30

	

19

	

14

	

(312)

	

.26

Doing Volunteer Work for the School

	

57

	

21

	

11

	

11

	

(312)

	

.47

Participating in Fund Raising

	

43

	

34

	

13

	

10

	

(310)

	

.46

Range= 0-12 ; High= more ; Mean= 3 .65 ; Std .Dev .=2 .79 ; Cronbach A= .64 ; n=306

MPS PARENTS, 1991 ,

5 or
0

	

1-2

	

3-4

	

More

Child's Academic Performance

	

49

	

30

	

14

	

7

Child's Behavior

	

48

	

29

	

12

	

1 1

Doing Volunteer Work for the School

	

64

	

23

	

8

	

5

Participating in Fund Raising

	

60

	

28

	

8

	

4

Range= 0-12 ; High= more ; Mean= 2 .71 ; Std .Dev= 2 .50 ; Cronbach A= .65 ; n=1594

CHOICE PARENTS, PRIVATE SCHOOL 1991 and 1992

5 or

	

0

	

1-2

	

3-4

	

More

Child's Academic Performance

	

32

	

36

	

20

	

1 2

Child's Behavior

	

36

	

33

	

18

	

1 3

Doing Volunteer Work for the School

	

38

	

31

	

19

	

1 2

Participating in Fund Raising

	

19

	

46

	

21

	

1 4

Range= 0-12 ; High= more ; Mean= 4 .55 ; Std .Dev .=2 .97 ; Cronbach A= .73 ; n=332

Question : "During your child's last year in school, how many times, not countin g
report cards, did someone at your school contact you about the following? "

(N)

(1591)

	

.5 1

(1600)

	

.39

(1581)

	

.4 1

(1581)

	

.4 2

	

IN)

	

r

	

(338)

	

.58

	

(342)

	

.49

	

(336)

	

.49

	

(340)

	

.54



Table 8 .
Choice and MPS Parents Frequency of Contactin g

Their School s
(Percentages )

Choice Parents 1990 and 1991 Data Combine d

CHOICE PARENTS, PRIOR(PUBLIC) SCHOOL, 1990 and 1991 ,

0

	

1-2 3-4
5 o r
More (N) r

Child's Academic Performanc e

Class Your Child Took

Doing Volunteer Work for the Schoo l

Participating in Fund Raising

Providing Information fo r
School Record s

Child's Behavio r

Helping in the Classroom

13

	

26

34

	

26

42

	

28

26

	

42

22

	

46

26

	

26

50

	

25

	

.

3 0

2 4

13

20

1 9

1 9

15

3 1

1 6

1 7

1 2

1 3

30

10

(313 )

(311 )

(311 )

(311 )

(305 )

(308 )

(312)

.57

.5 2

.59

.5 3

.50

.36

.58

Range= 0-21 ; High= more ; Mean=8 .75 ; Std .Dev= 4 .84 ; Cronbach A= .79 ; n=291

r

MPS PARENTS,

	

1991 ,

3-4
5 or
More In0 1-2  3-4

Child's Academic Performanc e

Class Your Child Took

	

45

	

36

2 5

11

1 9

7

(1596 )

(1568)

.59

.5 5

Doing Volunteer Work for the School

	

63

	

21 7 9 (1579) .5 2

Participating in Fund Raising

	

54

	

32 9 4 (1577) .4 5

Providing Information for
School Records

	

32

	

45 16 7 (1568) .46

Child's Behavior

	

36

	

32 17 16 (1588) .47

Helping in the Classroom

	

68

	

20 5 7 (1584) .49

Range= 0-21 ; High= more ; Mean= 5 .95 ; Std .Dev .= 4 .27 ; Cronbach A= .78 ; n=1529



(Table 8 . cont . )

Child's Academic Performanc e

Class Your Child Took

Doing Volunteer Work for the Schoo l

Participating in Fund Raisin g

Providing Information fo r
School Records

	

21

	

47

	

21

	

11

	

(335)

	

.53

Child's Behavior

	

28

	

33

	

17

	

22

	

(337)

	

.4 1

Helping in the Classroom

	

42

	

33

	

15

	

10

	

(340)

	

.53

Range= 0-21 ; High= more ; Mean= 9 .45 ; Std .Dev .= 4 .92 ; Cronbach A= .82 ; n=319

Question : 'During your child's last year in school, how many times, did you (o r
someone in your household) contact the school about the following? '

CHOICE PARENTS, PRIVATE SCHOOL, 1991 and 199 2

5 o r
0 	 1-2	 3-4 More

	

(N)

	

r

15

	

24

	

32

	

29

	

(344)

	

.70

27

	

33

	

22

	

18

	

(340)

	

.62

26

	

31

	

21

	

22

	

(339)

	

.60

15

	

41

	

27

	

17

	

(338)

	

.51



Table 9 .
Parental Involvement, Choice and MPS Parent s

(Percentages )

CHOICE PARENTS, PRIOR(PUBLIC) SCHOOL, 1990 and 199 1

Yes No r

Attend Parent/Teacher Conference 92 8 (307) .22

Belong to a Parent/Teacher Organization 22 78 (304) .52

Attend Meetings of Parent/Teacher Organization 56 44 (304) .50

Take Part in Activities of Parent/Teacher
Organization

50 50 CO) .58

Belong to Other Organizations Dealing Wit h
School Matters

26 74 (3(4) .52

Range= 0-5 ; High= more involv . ; Mean=245 ; . Std . Dev .=1 .47 ; Cronbach A= .70 ; n=303

MPS PARENTS, 199 1

Yes No (N) r
Attend Parent/Teacher Conference 84 16 (1593) .27

Belong to a Parent/Teacher Organization 21 79 (1579) .52

Attend Meetings of Parent/Teacher Organization 64 36 (1587) .48

Take Part in Activities of Parent/Teacher
Organization

35 65 (1585) .51

Belong to Other Organizations Dealing Wit h
School Matters

16 84 (1573) .38

Range= 0-5 ; High= more involv . ; Mean= 1 .91 ; Std .Dev .=1 .39 Cronbach A= .67 n=1586



(Table 9 . cont .)

CHOICE PARENTS, PRIVATE SCHOOL, 1991 and 199 2

Yes

	

No	 (N)	 r

Attend ,Parent/Teacher Conference 97 3 (344) .2 3

Belong to a Parent/Teacher Organization 25 75 (338) .44

Attend Meetings of Parent/Teacher Organization 80 20 (343) .3 1

Take Part in Activities of Parent/Teache r

Organization

60 40 (340) .38

Belong to Other Organizations Dealing Wit h
School Matters

26 74 (341) .30

Range=0-5 ; High= more involv . ; Mean= 2 .85 ; Std .Dev .=1 .22 ; Cronbach A= .57 ; n= 33 5

Question : 'Did you and your spouse/partner do any of the following at you r
child's public school last year? '



Table 10 .
Parents Participation In Educationa l

Activities at Home
(Percentages )

CHOICE PARENTS,	 PRIOR (PUBLIC) SCHOOL,	 1990 and 1991

Times/Wee k

0 1-2 3-4
5 or

More (N )

Help With Child's Homework N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Read With or To Your Child 4 19 38 39 (362 )

Work on Arithmetic or Math 6 23 36 34 (360 )

Work on Penmanship or Writing 9 29 30 32 (359 )

Watch Educational Program on T .V .
With your Child 12 42 26 20 (361 )

Participate Together i n
Sports Activities 22 39 23 16 (360 )

Range= 0-15 ; High= more ; Mean= 8 .84 ; Std .dev .= 3 .44; Cronbach A=.79 ; N=35 5

MPS PARENTS, 199 1

0 1-2

3-4

Times/Week
5 or
More

	

(N )

Help With Child's Homework 13 26 24 37 (1562 )

Read With or To Your Child 20 26 25 29 (1596 )

Work on Arithmetic or Math 20 30 23 27 (1587 )

Work on Penmanship or Writing 33 29 19 20 (1575 )

Watch Educational

	

Program on T .V .
With Your Child 23 39 20 18 (1603 )

Participate Together i n
Sports Activities 30 36 17 18 (1577)

Range= 0-15 ; High= More ; Mean= 6 .88 ; Std .Dev= 4 .21 ; Cronbach A= .83 ; N=1575

r

.7 0

.66

.73

.5 9

.50



(Table 10 . cont .)

CHOICE PARENTS, PRIVATE SCHOOL, 1990 and 1991

Times/Wee k
5 or

3-4 More(N)0

	

1-2 r

Help With Child's Homework

	

2

	

16

	

30

	

51

	

(343 )

Read With or To Your Child

	

7

	

23

	

32

	

39

	

(343)

	

.66

Work on Arithmetic or Math

	

7

	

23

	

31

	

39

	

(341)

	

.62

Work on Penmanship or Writing

	

15

	

24

	

27

	

33

	

(341)

	

.7 1

Watch Educational Program on T .V .
With your Child

	

13

	

47

	

22

	

18

	

(342)

	

.50

Participate Together i n
Sports Activities

	

23

	

41

	

18

	

18

	

(341)

	

.43

Range= 0-15 ; High=more ; Mean= 8 .60 ; Std .Dev .= 3 .67 ; Cronbach A= .80 ; N= 33 6

Question : 'How many times in a normal week did you participate in the followin g
activities with your child?'



Table 11 .

Choice and MPS Parent Satisfaction With
Prior (Public) Schoo l

(Percentages )

CHOICE PARENTS,

	

1990 and 1991 Data Combined

Textbooks

Location of Schoo l

Opportunities for Paren t

Involvement

Teacher's Performance

Program of Instructio n

Principal Performance

Amount Child Learned

Discipline in the School

Very

Satisfied

Somewhat

Satisfied

Somewhat

Dissatisfied
Very

Dissatisfied

(N)

(287 )

(316 )

(302 )

(315 )

(306 )

(302 )

(315 )

(308)

r

.63

.44

.7 2

.69

.7 5

.66

.75

.76

26

3 5

3 2

35

29

30

3 1

25

59

44

4 7

38

44

38

30

34

1 2

1 0

1 3

1 7

22

1 8

23

28

4

1 1

8

1 0

6

1 4

16

13

Range= 8-32 ; High= More Dis . ; Mean= 16 .81 ; Std . Dev .= 5 .68 ; Cronbach A= .89 N=26 2

MPS PARENTS, 199 1

Very
Satisfied

Somewhat
Satisfied

Somewhat

Dissatisfied

Very

Dissatisfied (N) r

Textbooks 29 63 6 1 (1441) .6 2

Location of School 41 44 10 5 (1585) .3 0

Opportunities for Parent 36 54 8 3 (1527) .6 2

Involvemen t

Teacher's Performance 40 48 9 3 (1588) .62

Program of Instruction 33 56 9 5 (1536) .70

Principal's Performance 37 48 9 5 (1519) .58

Amount Child Learned 36 47 13 4 (1576) .68

Discipline in the School 27 48 17 8 (1542) .62

Range= 8-32 ; High= More Dis . ; Mean= 14 .54 ; Std .Dev .= 4 .20 ; Cronbach A= .85 ; N=1224



Table 12a .

Choice and MPS Parent Grades For
Prior Public Schools, 1990-199 1

Choice Parent s

Grade For Prio r
(Public)

	

School

Choice Parents
Grade For Prior

(Public)

	

School

MPS Parent s
Grade For

Public School

MPS Low-Income

Parents Grad e
For Public Schoo l

1990 1991 1991 1991

A 14% 23% 27% 26%

B 18% 31% 39% 39%

C 32% 26% 22% 24%

D 24% 14% 8% 8%

F 12% 6% 3% 3%

Avg .
Grade 2 .0 2 .5 2 .8 2 . 8

(N) (149) (169) (1591) (932 )

Table 12b .
Choice Parent Grade

	

For
Private Schools, 1990 and 199 1

Choice Parent s
Grade For Private

School

Choice Parent s
Grade For Private

Schoo l
1990 199 1

A 39% 33%

B 30% 39%

C 19% 23%

D 2% 2%

F 10% 3%

Avg .
Grade 2 .9 3 . 0

(N) (120) (218)

Question : 'What overall grade would you give to your child's school (last/thi s
past) year? '



Table 13 .
Significance Levels of Differences in Scale Mean s

From MPS-Choice 90/91
Choice 90/91 -

Choice 91/9 2

Scale Difference Differenc e

Table :

Importance of Education NS NA2

3 School Contact Parents .001 .005

4 Parents Contact School .001 .1 0

5 Parent-School Organizations .001 .00 1

6 Parent Involvement at Home .001 N S

7 Dissatisfaction with School .001 .001

Table 14 .

Prior Test Scores

Applied

	

Accepted

	

Low Income
to Choice

	

in Choice

	

MPS Control

	

MPS

R M R M R M R M

1990

% At or Above

50% of NPR 23 .3 31 .1 26 .8 36 .6 34 .8 42 .8 27 .2 36 . 2

Median NPR 29 31 30 33 37 42 32 37

Mean NCE 39 .1 39 .7 39 .9 41 .3 43 .6 45 .8 40 .1 4 2

Stand .

	

Dev .

	

of 15 .9 18 .9 16 .4 19 .4 18 .5 20 .2 17 .0 19 . 2

NCE

N (262) (257) (179) {175) (3157) (3130) (2136) (2117 )

1991

% At or Above 27 .1 22 .6 27 .2 22 .7 36 .1 43 .4 28 .2 36 . 2

50% of NPR

Median NPR 26 30 26 28 38 43 32 38

Mean NCE 37 .5 37 .9 37 .8 37 .5 43 .7 46 .3 40 .2 42 . 9

Stand . Dev .

	

of 16 .8 17 .7 16 .7 17 .4 18 .6 20 .2 17 .0 19 . 0

NCE

(N) (199) (204) (147) (150) (3668) (3643) (2470) (2447 )

R= Reading Scores

	

NPR= National Percentile Rankin g

M= Math Scores

	

NCE= Normal Curve Equivalen t



Table 15a .
Full-Time Teaching Staff Changes in Five Choice Schools, 1990-1992

1990-91 1991-92 1992-93

Total Classroom Teachers 55 67 66

Total Classrooms 53 65 64

Turnover Rate NA 36% 21%

New Personnel Rate2 35% 56% 18%

Table 15b .
Full-Time Teaching Staff Race and Gender, 1990-199 2

(Percentages )

1990-91 1991-92 1992-93

African American 17 27 3 2

Hispanic 8 11 8

White 75 62 60

Female 89 71 73

Male 11 29 27

1 Turnover is defined as replacements plus layoffs in year t divided b y
total faculty in year t-1 . All turnovers were replacements except for one layof f
in 1992-93 .

2 New Personnel Rate is defined as replacements plus expansion personnel i n
year t, divided by total faculty in year t-1 . In 1991-92, there were 1 1
expansion positions and 20 replacements ; in 1992-93 there were 12 replacement s
and -1 expansion positions . The expansion positions based on 1989-90 personne l
are not clear . However, 35% of the 1990-91 teachers were new that year .



Table 16a .
Achievement Test Scores, 1991 1

All

	

Choice
Students

All MPS
Students

Low-Income
MPS

Students

% At or Above
50% of NPR

R

29 .3%

M

29 .2%

R

32 .2%

M

40 .0%

R

24 .9%

M

33 .4%

Median NPR 34 32 35 40 31 3 5

Mean NCE 42 .6 40 .2 42 .2 45 .2 39 .1 42 . 0

St .

	

Dev .
of NCE 16 .4 19 .9 17 .9 20 .0 16 .1 18 . 2

(N) (177) (185) (1967) (1957) (1433) (1419)

Table 16b .
Achievement Test Scores, 199 2

	

2 Year .

	

1 Year

	

Low-Income
All Choice

	

Choice

	

Choice

	

All MPS

	

MPS
Students

	

Students,

	

Students

	

Students

	

Student s

R

	

M

	

R

	

M

	

R

	

M

	

R

	

M

	

R

	

M
% At or Above
50% of NPR 21 .2% 22 .8% 18 .3% 24 .5% 23 .6% 20 .8%32 .4% 39 .5% 25 .2% 33 .5%

Median NPR 27 28 31 28 24 28

	

34 40 29 35

Mean NCE 37 .3 36 .7 38 .4 37 .6 36 .3 36 .0

	

42 .3 44 .6 39 .3 41 . 8

St .

	

Dev .
of NCE 16 .2 18 .0 15 .2 17 .9 17 .0 18 .1

	

18 .8 20 .5 17 .2 19 . 1

(N) (349) (369) (158) (158) (191) (211)

	

(1919) (1896) (1397) (1383 )

' The Choice scores are slightly different than those reported in 199 1
because in matching this year's tests we discovered that 2 students had ba d
records, 2 had duplicates, and 7 students were tested at a lower test level than '
indicated by grade level .



Table 17a.
Achievement Test Change Scores (NCEs )

Choice and MPS Students Students, 1990 to 1991 1

All

	

Choice MPS Low-Income MP S
R MR

	

M R M

1990 Mean NCE 40 .0 39 .2 39 .5 41 .6 37 .5 39 . 5

St .

	

Dev . 13 .9 19 .6 16 .6 18 .7 15 .2 17 . 8

1991 Mean NCE 41 .8 39 .1 40 .5 44 .2 38 .2 42 . 2

St .

	

Dev . 14 .4 15 .3 16 .6 18 .6 15 .3 17 . 7

Mean Difference +1 .8 -0 .1 +1 .0 +2 .6 +0 .7 +2 . 7
St .

	

Dev . 13 .1 16 .0 14 .3 14 .4 14 .7 14 . 7

Probability Mean
Difference = 0 . .193 .935 .022 .000 .144 .000

(N) (84) (88) (1048) (1029) (812) (792)

Table 17b .
Achievement Test Change Scores (NCEs )

Choice and MPS Students Students, 1991 to 19922

2 Year

	

1 Year
All Choice

	

Choice

	

Choice
Students

	

Students

	

Students
All MPS
Students

Low-Income
MPS

Student s
R M R M R M R M R M

1991 Mean NCE 39 .8 39 .0 41 .2 40 .3 36 .3 37 .1 40 .0 43 .4 38 .0 41 . 5
St . Dev .

	

17 .0 18 .6 16 .9 19 .6 16 .7 17 .0 16 .6 18 .4 15 .1 17 . 3

1992 Mean NCE 35 .9 38 .4 37 .3 39 .0 33 .7 37 .5 40 .5 43 .1 38 .4 41 . 2
St .

	

Dev .

	

13 .8 17 .0 13 .6 18 .0 14 .0 15 .4 17 .5 19 .4 16 .3 18 . 5

Mean Diff .

	

-3 .9 -0 .6 -4 .8 -1 .3 -2 .6 +0 .4 +0 .5 -0 .3 +0 .4 -0 . 3
St .

	

Dev .

	

16 .0 16 .3 15 .4 15 .9 16 .8 17 .0 14 .2 14 .8 14 .6 15 . 3

Probability
Mean Diff .=0 .

	

.001 .586 .001 .374 .183 .842 .286 .574 .484 .60 5

(N) (192) (198) (116) (120) (76) (78) (1173) (1148) (911) (895 )

1 Only students who were tested in the Spring of 1990 and the Spring of 199 1

are included . For Choice students only those who completed a full year in th e
Choice schools are included . Sample sizes are small relative to the tota l
students in the Choice Program .

2
Only students who were tested in the Spring of 1991 and the Spring of 1992

are included . Sample sizes are small relative to the total students in th e
Choice Program .



Table 18 .
Estimated Iowa Basic Test Scores, 1991 .

Dependent Variable = Reading 1991 NCE, (Mean=40 .63, St. Dev .=16 .48 )

Independent Variable b St . Error b t Prob .

	

b=0 .
Var .
Mean

Var .
St . Dev .

READING NCE 1990 .59 .02 25 .00 .000 39 .53 16 .4 4
TEST GRADE 1990 - .51 .20 2 .48 .013 3 .47 1 .87
GENDER (1=FEMALE) .50 .76 .66 .507 .51 .5 0
LOW INC . (1=YES) -3 .22 1 .01 3 .20 .001 .77 .42
AF .

	

AM . (1=YES) -3 .30 1 .04 3 .16 .002 .67 .4 7
HISPANIC (1=YES) -2 .29 1 .53 1 .50 .135 .10 .3 0
OTHERMIN . (1=YES) .37 3 .02 .12 .903 .02 .1 3
CHOICE (1=YES) 1 .69 1 .43 1 .19 .236 . .08 .2 7

CONSTANT 23 .49 1 .67 14 .05 .000

St . Error of the Regression = 12 .67 ; R-sq .= .41 ; F=98 .91 (p< .000) ; df = 1124,8 .

Dependent Variable = Math 1991 NCE, (Mean=43 .91, St . Dev .=18 .43 )

Independent Variable b St . Error b t Prob . b=0 .
Var .

	

Var .
Mean

	

St . Dev .

MATH NCE 1990 .64 .02 29 .38 .000 41 .47 18 .76
TEST GRADE 1990 -1 .01 .21 4 .84 .000 3 .49 1 .88
GENDER (1=FEMALE) - .42 .79 .53 .597 .51 .50
LOW INC . (1=YES) -1 .71 1 .03 1 .66 .097 .77 .4 2
AF . AM . (1=YES) -3 .97 1 .08 3 .67 .000 .67 .4 7
HISPANIC (1=YES) -4 .27 1 .57 2 .71 .007 .10 .3 0
OTHERMIN . (1=YES) -1 .26 3 .18 .40 .693 .02 .13
CHOICE (1=YES) -2 .49 1 .49 1 .67 .096 .08 .2 7

CONSTANT 25 .69 1 .77 14 .51 .000

St . Error of the Regression = 12 .98 ; R-sq .= .50 ; F=141 .586(p< .000) ; df = 1101,8 .



Table 19 .
Estimated Iowa Basic Test Scores, 1992 .

Dependent Variable = Reading 1992 NCE, (Mean=39 .84, St . Dev .=17 .15 )

Independent Variable b St . Error b t Prob .

	

b=0 .
Var .
Mean

Var .
St . Dev .

READING NCE 1991 .60 .02 27 .47 .000 40 .01 16 .64
TEST GRADE 1991 - .56 .17 3 .29 .001 3 .69 2 .06
GENDER (1=FEMALE) 1 .62 .70 2 .30 .022 .50 .50
LOW INC . (1=YES) -1 .95 .90 2 .16 .031 .76 .43
AF . AM . (1=YES) -6 .34 .98 6 .51 .000 .69 .46
HISPANIC (1=YES) -1 .19 1 .45 .82 .413 .09 .2 9
OTHERMIN . (1=YES) -1 .24 2 .70 .46 .646 .02 .1 3
CHOICE (1=YES) -3 .91 1 .05 3 .73 .000 .14 .35

CONSTANT 23 .64 1 .61 14 .70 .000

St . Error of the Regression = 12 .90 ; R-sq .= .43 ; F=131 .46 (p< .000) ; df = 1351,8 .

Dependent Variable = Math 1992 NCE, (Mean=42 .42, St . Dev .=19 .15 )

Independent Variable b St . Error b t Prob . b=0 .
Var .
Mean

Var .
St . Dev .

MATH NCE 1991 .66 .02 30 .87 .000 42 .74 18 .48
TEST GRADE 1991 - .98 .18 5 .33 .000 3 .68 2 .08
GENDER (1=FEMALE) .20 .75 .27 .790 .51 .50
LOW INC . (1=YES) - .45 .97 .46 .643 .76 .43
AF .

	

All . (1=YES) -5 .50 1 .06 5 .20 .000 .69 .46
HISPANIC (1=YES) -1 .22 1 .56 .78 .434 .09 .29
OTHERMIN . (1=YES) 1 .60 2 .98 .55 .585 .02 .13
CHOICE (1=YES) -1 .49 1 .11 1 .34 .181 .14 .35

CONSTANT 22 .29 1 .75 12 .72 .000

St . Error of the Regression = 13 .72 ; R-sq .= .49 ; F=160 .03 (p< .000) ; df = 1333,8 .



Table 20a . 1
Achievement Test Scores, 1991 for

Choice students who enrolled in the 1990/91 school yea r
and either enrolled again in September 1991 or left the Program .

Leaving
Students

Returning
Students

% At or Above
R M R M

50% of NPR 31 .7% 38 .7% 28 .7% 26 .9%

Median NPR 43 35 .5 34 32 . 5

Mean NCE 45 .3 42 .2 41 .6 39 . 7

St .

	

Dev .
of NCE 15 .0 18 .6 16 .6 19 . 5

(N) (41) (44) (129) (134 )

Table 20b .
Achievement Test Scores, 1992 fo r

Choice students who-enrolled in the 1991/92 school year
and either enrolled again in September-1992 or left the Program .

Leaving
Students

Returning
Student s

% At or Above
R M R M

50% of NPR 20 .7% 21 .4% 23 .1% 24 .6%

Median NPR 21 27 .5 29 29

Mean NCE 35 .4 35 .2 38 .4 37 . 2

St .

	

Dev .
of NCE 17 .3 17 .1 15 .7 18 . 8

(N) (87) (98) (238) (248)

1 Tables 20a and 20b do not include graduating eighth grade students .



Table 21a . 1
Achievement Test Change Scores (NCEs) 1990 to 1991 .

Choice students who enrolled in the 1990/91 school year
and either enrolled again in September 1991 or left the Program .

Leaving
Students

Returning
Students

R M R M
1990 Mean NCE 44 .8 47 .5 37 .5 36 . 2

St .

	

Dev . 13 .3 16 .5 12 .3 20 . 5

1991 Mean NCE 44 .9 41 .6 40 .0 38 . 5
St .

	

Dev . 13 .7 18 .0 13 .6 14 . 4

Mean Difference -0 .1 -5 .9 +2 .5 +2 . 3
St .

	

Dev . 13 .3 18 .2 13 .4 15 . 3

Probability Mean
Difference = 0 . .964 .142 .156 .267

(N) (24) (22) (58) (56)

Table 21b .
Achievement Test Change. Scores (NCEs) 1991 to 1992 .

Choice students who enrolled in the 1991/92 school yea r
and either enrolled again in September 1992 or left the Program .

Leaving

	

Returning
Students

	

Student s

R M R M
1991 Mean NCE 38 .4 38 .3 40 .3 39 . 3

St .

	

Dev . 19 .8 21 .1 16 .4 18 . 3

1992 Mean NCE 32 .9 35 .9 37 .2 39 . 2
St .

	

Dev . 15 .7 16 .3 13 .2 17 . 8

Mean Difference -5 .5 -2 .4 -3 .2 -0 . 1
St .

	

Dev . 16 .9 17 .0 16 .2 16 . 4

Probability Mean
Difference = O . .029 .321 .032 .924

(N) (47) (49) (128) (133 )

1 Tables 21a and 21b do not include graduating eighth grade students .



Table 22 .
Frequent Open-End Responses of Choice Parents Concerning the Choice Progra m

and Choice Schools, 1991 and 199 2
(Percentages )

Why Continue
in the Choice

Program?

Like About
the Choice
Program?

Dislike Abou t
the Choice
Program?

1991 1992 1991 1992 1991 199 2
Educational Quality o f
the Program 40 36 43 48 7 1 3

Other Qualities of th e
Schools 15 24 24 26 26 3 1

Child Specific Qualities
of Choice Schools 20 17 9 8 4

Want Private Education ,
But Cannot Afford It 3 12 19 13 3 1 8

Transportation/Logistics 0 2 4 2 6 2 1

Tuition, Fund Raising ,
Bad Experience ,
Program-Not Continuing ,
Selection Process 22 9 1 3 57 1 3

(N-Total Responses) (94) (144) (168) (254) (69) (78)

Questions : 'Why (or why not) do you plan to continue in the private schoo l
choice program? "

'What did you like (dislike) about the choice program ?

Key :
Educational	 Qualities include references to 'better educational quality, "
programs, class size, individual attention, etc .

Other	 Qualities include references to values, parental involvement ,
discipline, teachers, etc .

Child Specific Qualities include references to better child performance ,
better opportunities, need for special attention, etc .



Appendix A. Survey Sample Sizes and Response Rate s

Surveys
Mailed

Surveys
Not

Delivered
Surveys
Returned

Respons e
Rat e

MPS Parents 5474 220 1623 30 .9%
5/9 1

Choice Parents 349 31 149 46 .9%
Wave 1,

	

10/90

Choice Parents 349 33 143 45 .3%
Wave 2, 6/9 1

Choice Parents 453 29 203 44 .8%
Wave 1,

	

10/91

Choice Parents 535 38 221 44 .5%
Wave2, 6/92



Appendix B . Race and Income Response Rates (Percentages )

Actual Choice Actual MPS MPS
Accepted in Responded to Control Responded

Choice Survey, Oct . Group to Survey ,
1990 & 1991 1990 & 1991 1991 May 199 1

Rac e

African
American 76 .3 84 .3 55 .3 42 . 4

Asian American 0 .0 0 .0 3 .8 6 . 0

Hispanic . 17 .9 10 .6 4 .7 10 . 1

Native American .6 1 .0 .9 . 5

White 4 .3 3 .5 29 .3 40 .3



APPENDIX C: TECHNICAL NOTES AND ANALYSI S

In addition to the results reported in the main body of the report, a number of
other analyses were performed and will be performed in the future as sample size s
increase. Analyses which produced statistically significant, yet only marginally
different results from those reported in Tables 18 and 19, are presented in Table s C1
and C2. Those models include both reading and math scores as measures of prio r
year achievement. As expected, the second test does have a significant effect o n
achievement, although in each case, the "off' test has a much lower coefficent than
the directly relevant test. Thus in the top panel of Table CI, which estimated 1991
Reading, the inclusion of Math NCE 1990 has an impact on the estimation (b= .18,
t=6.95) and increases the explained variance from 41% to 44%. This inclusion of a
second test also lowers the effects of the other significant variables in Table 18,
including the primary test, which is correlated with the second test . The impact on
the Choice variable is modest, dropping it from +1 .69 to +1 .54. Neither estimate
comes close to being significant .

The effects of this more inclusive measure of achievement on the Choic e
variable in the other estimates vary, but the conclusions described in the report d o
not. On 1991 Math, two prior tests slightly increase the estimated negative effect o f
being in a choice school from -2 .49 to -2.66. For 1992 Reading, the negative effect of
being in the choice program drops somewhat with both tests in the equation <from -
3.91 to -3.24, Table 19, top & Table C2, top) . The probability of these coefficients
being non-zero is still very high. For 1992 Math, the negative effect of being in a
choice school increases from a -1 .49 (Table 19, bottom) to -1 .71 (Table C2, bottom) .
In both cases the probability is suspect.

We also tested for the effects of other variables, but they proved to be
insignificant. One interesting comparison is with students who applied to the Choic e
Program, but were not selected in the lotteries . Some of these students returned to
MPS, and some of them were tested in the relevant year . When we include them i n
regressions predicting 1991 and 1992 NCE scores, the dichotomous variable
measuring the difference between these students and their MPS classmates neve r
approached reliable levels of statistical significance . The only time the t score wa s
above 1.0 was for 1991 Math. In that case, the students looked almost identical to th e
choice students (b = -2 .88, compared to -2.66), but the standard error was much large r
(2.70) reflecting the small number of rejected students .

A number of other analyses are planned for the future. The variables included
in the regressions reported in Tables 18, 19, C1, and C2 are all based on either th e
MPS Student Record Data Base or indicators from the test files . These measures do
not contain potentially relevant data concerning some family demographics (e .g .
parent education, family size), parental involvement or parental attitudes . Our
surveys provide that data for those who responded . As sample sizes increase, it wil l
become feasible to incorporate those data, properly weighted for response bias . Also
as sample sizes increase-over the years, we will be able to test for differences between



those who leave and those who remain in the program . Accepted procedures to
control statistically for any relevant differences exist and will be used .

A more difficult econometric problem is dealing with measurement error i n
the Iowa Tests . Although the reliabilities of these tests are high ( .7 to .9), making i t
unlikely that results will change, it is possible that measurement error could have a
non-random impact on test scores . There are two ways to control for this error . The
first is a two-stage-least squares model in which the prior test(s) are estimated, wit h
the predicted values then becoming independent variables in second-year tes t
estimation models. Our attempt at this using existing variables produced very poor
estimates of prior tests (R-squareds of .09 to .11). The subsequent estimates of
second-year results were also not robust. Success with this method in the past has
been at the high school level where variables such as courses taken and tracking
produced better estimated scores .

A second method is to correct for the errors in the test scores by truncating th e
variance in proportion to the measurement error of the test . The problem is that
measurement errors of Iowa Tests are computed for raw scores and we are forced t o
use NCEs for this analysis . An effort will be made to simulate measurement error i n
NCEs based on raw score estimates .
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Table C1 . Estimated Iowa Basic Test Scores, 1991 ,
With Two Prior Test Scores .

Dependent Variable = Reading 1991 NCE, (Mean=40 .73, St . Dev .=16 .44 )
Var .

	

Var .
Independent Variabl e
READING NCE 1990
MATH NCE 199 0
TEST GRADE 1990
GENDER

	

(1=FEMALE)
LOW INC . (1=YES )
AF . AM . (1=YES )
HISPANIC (1=YES )
OTHERMIN . (1=YES )
CHOICE

	

(1=YES )

CONSTANT

b St . Error b t Prob . b=0 . Mean St .Dev .
.48 .03 16 .89 .000 39 .66 16 .49
.18 .03 6 .95 .000 41 .56 18 .73

- .36 .20 1 .76 .079 3 .46 1 .85
1 .05 .75 1 .41 .159 .51 .50

-2 .79 -.99 2 .82 .005 .78 .42
-2 .38 1 .03 2 .31 .021 .67 .47
-2 .22 1 .49 1 .49 .137 .10 .3 0

.59 2 .94 .20 .842 .02 .1 3
1 .54 1 .41 1 .09 .276 .08 .27

18 .86 1 .77 10 .64 .000

St . Error of the Regression = 12 .31 ; R-sq .= .44 ; F=91 .57 (p< .000) ; df = 1102,9 .

Dependent Variable = Math 1991 NCE, (Mean=43 .91, St . Dev .=18 .44 )
Var . Var .

Independent Variable b St . Error b t Prob . b=0 . Mean St .Dev .

MATH NCE 1990 .58 .03 21 .87 .000 41 .53 18 .7 7
READING NCE 1990 .13 .03 4 .30 .000 39 .76 16 .5 2
TEST GRADE 1990 -1 .04 .21 4 .93 .000 3 .49 1 .8 7
GENDER

	

(1=FEMALE) - .73 .79 .93 .352 .51 .50
LOW INC .

	

(1=YES) -1 .11 1 .03 1 .08 .282 .77 .4 2
AF . AM .

	

(1=YES) -3 .85 1 .08 3 .57 .000 .67 .4 7
HISPANIC

	

(1=YES) -3 .89 1 .57 2 .48 .013 .10 .30
OTHERMIN .

	

(1=YES) -1 .11 3 .15 .35 .726 .02 .13
CHOICE

	

(1=YES) -2 .66 1 .48 1 .80 .072 .08 .2 7

CONSTANT 22 .81 1 .85 12 .32 .000

St . Error of the Regression = 12 .87 ; R-sq .= .51 ; F=130 .19 (p< .000) ; df - 1094,9 .



Table C2 . Estimated Iowa Basic Test Scores, 1992, With Two Prior Test Scores .

Dependent Variable = Reading 1992 NCE, (Mean=39 .94, St . Dev .=17 .16)

Var . Var .
b St . Error b t Prob .

	

b=0 . Mean St .Dev .

.49 .03 18 .27 .000 40 .15 16 .60

.17 .02 7 .04 .000 42 .73 18 .5 7
- .41 .17 2 .74 .006 3 .69 2 .06
1 .80 .70 2 .56 .011 .50 .5 0

-1 .88 .90 2 .09 .037 .76 .43
-5 .32 .98 5 .43 .000 .69 .46

- .90 1 .44 .62 .533 .09 .2 9
.15 2 .71 .06 .956 .02 .1 3

-3 .24 1 .04 3 .11 .002 .14 .3 5

19 .48 1 .71 11 .38 .000

St . Error of the Regression = 12 .70 ; R-sq .= .45 ; F=123 .53 (p< .000) ; df = 1324,9 .

Dependent Variable - Math 1992 NCE,

	

(Mean=42 .42, St . Dev .=19 .20)
Var . Var .

Independent Variable b St . Error b t Prob . b=0 Mean St .Dev .

MATH NCE 1991 .59 .03 22 .49 .000 42 .73 18 .5 1
READING NCE 1991 .14 .03 4 .83 .000 40 .07 16 .57
TEST GRADE 1991 -1 .00 .19 5 .36 .000 3 .69 2 .06
GENDER

	

(1=FEMALE) - .01 .76 .02 .987 .50 .50
LOW INC .

	

(1=YES) .36 .98 .37 .712 .76 .43
AF . AM .

	

(1=YES) -5 .53 1 .06 5 .23 .000 .69 .4 6
HISPANIC

	

(1=YES) -1 .19 1 .56 .76 .446 .09 .2 9
OTHERMIN .

	

(1=YES) 1 .60 2 .96 .54 .590 .02 .1 3
CHOICE

	

(1=YES) -1 .71 1 .13 1 .52 .129 .14 .35

CONSTANT

	

19 .14

	

1 .85

	

10 .32

	

.000

St . Error of the Regression = 13 .61 ; R-sq .= .50 ; F=145 .85 (p< .000) ; df = 1307,9 .

8907148500 7

Independent Variabl e

READING NCE 199 1

MATH NCE 199 1
TEST GRADE 199 1

GENDER

	

(1=FEMALE )
LOW INC . (1=YES )

AF . AM . (1=YES )
HISPANIC (1=YES )

OTHERMIN . (1=YES )
CHOICE

	

(1=YES )

CONSTANT
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