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AN EVALUATI ON OF THE CLEVELAND SCHOLARSH P PROGRAM

(Executive Sunmary)

During the 1996-97 school year, the O evel and
Schol arshi p and Tutoring Program (CSTP) gave 1,996 students
fromlowinconme famlies schol arships to be used at any
participating C eveland private school, secular or
religious. Established by the State of Chio in March 1995,

6, 244 applications were filed the followng fall, and
schol arshi ps were awarded beginning in January 1996. CSTP' s
begi nnings were then conplicated by a court challenge to the
program s constitutionality. Two weeks before the beginning
of the school year, the state district court rejected the
suit brought by the plaintiffs, and 1,996 schol arship
recipients attended fifty-five private schools in grades
ki ndergarten through three.

This eval uation, issued by Harvard's Program on
Education Policy and Governance (PEPG, reports the results
of a survey of a random sanple of parents who applied for a
CSTP schol arshi p, including both parents of schol arship
reci pients and parents of non-recipients. It also reports
test-score results for students attending two school s
established in response to the creation of CSTP

The schol arship covered up to 90 percent of a
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school's tuition, up to a maxi mum of $2, 250, the bal ance
comng fromthe child' s famly or another private source.
The maxi mum anmount provided was |little nore than a third the
per pupil cost of Ceveland public schools, which in 1997
was reported to be $6, 507.

Initial scholarship recipients were chosen by lottery.
Addi ti onal schol arshi ps were awarded | ater. Twenty-one
percent (427 of 1,996) of the schol arshi ps were awarded to
students previously matriculated in a private school. The
remai ni ng 79 percent of the scholarships were granted to
students who had previously been attending public school or
who were begi nning kindergarten. CSTP rul es gave preference
to students whose incone fell below the poverty |ine.

CSTP is the first programin the country to offer
stat e-funded schol arships to | owincone, inner-city students
that can be used at any participating |ocal private school,
secular or religious, giving the program nati onal
significance. The Harvard Program on Education Policy and
Governance (PEPG offered to conduct a tel ephone survey of
participating famlies and to anal yze test-score data made
available to it. CSTP nade avail able information that
enabl ed PEPG to contact a sanple of the 6,244 applicants,
and the Chio State Departnent of Education suppl enent ed
PEPG s owmn funds with a grant that allowed PEPG to double

the size of this sanple, so that 32.4 percent of al



applicants were surveyed. Interviews were conducted with
1,014 schol arship recipients, and 1,006 applicants who did

not enroll in the program

PEPG s main findings are as foll ows:

1. Parents of scholarship recipients who previously
attended public schools were nmuch nore satisfied with every
aspect of their choice school than applicants who did not
recei ve a schol arship, but attended public school instead.
Two-thirds of parents new to choice schools reported being
"very satisfied" with the "academ c quality" of their
school, as conpared to |less than 30 percent of the public-
school parents. Nearly 60 percent were "very satisfied"
with school safety, as conpared to just over a quarter of
non-reci pients in public-school. Wth respect to discipline,
55 percent of recipients frompublic school, but only 23
percent of non-recipients remaining in public school were
very satisfied. The differences in satisfaction rates were
equal ly | arge when parents were asked about the school's
"private attention to the child," "parent involvenent,"
"class size" and school "facility." The nost extrene
differences in satisfaction pertained to "teaching noral
val ues": Seventy-one percent of the recipients frompublic
schools were "very satisfied," but only 25 percent of the

non-reci pients in public schools were.
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2. Test score results in mathematics and readi ng show
| arge gains for CSTP students attending the two school s
established in response to the creation of CSTP. These
school s, enrolled approxi mately 25 percent of the students
com ng from public schools. Between the beginning of the
school year in Septenber 1996 and May 1997, these students,
on average, gained relative to the national norm5
percentile points on the reading test and 15 percentile
points in math. |Inprovenents in these test scores were
experienced by students in all grades. However, scores
declined 5 percentile points in |anguage skills. These
| osses were due to a 19 point drop anong first graders.
Second graders inproved by 3 points and third graders gai ned
13 points.

3. Choice schools did well at retaining students in
the program Only 7 percent of all schol arship recipients
reported that they did not attend the sane school for the
entire year. Anong recipients new to choice schools the
percentage was 10 percent. This school nobility rate is
approxi mately the sane as for students in the only other
st at e-funded school -choi ce program (M | waukee), which was
about half the nobility rate for students in M| waukee
public elenentary school s.

Cl evel and choi ce schools al so seemto be doing well at

retai ning students fromone year to the next. Eighty-one



percent of schol arship recipients frompublic schools, and
88 percent of the recipients who had been attending private
school, planned to return to the sane school in the fall of
1997. |If actual choices are consistent with these pl ans,
the nobility rate in Cleveland fromone year to the next is
approximately the sane as in the M| waukee choi ce program
whi ch was about one-half the nobility rate in MI|waukee
public schools. Only 0.4 percent of recipients newto

choi ce schools said their child could not be readmtted to
the private school in which they had been enroll ed.

The nost inportant reason for changing schools during
t he school year was the opportunity to obtain adm ssion to a
desired private school. Less than one-half of one percent
reported being expelled from school .

4. \When applicants remaining in public schools were
asked why they did not participate in CSTP, parents nobst
frequently nmentioned transportation and financial factors as
wel |l as adm ssion to a desired public school. (C eveland
public schools have magnet schools.) The fourth nost
i nportant factor, given by 21 percent of those not
participating was inability to secure adm ssion to the
desired private school

Al t hough CSTP said they nade extensive efforts to
reach all eligible famlies to tell themthey had been

awar ded a schol arshi p, 44 percent of the applicants who went



to public schools in 1996-97 said they did not participate
in CSTP because they were never offered a schol arship.

5. Eighty-five percent of the scholarship recipients
frompublic schools said a "very inportant” for applying to
CSTP was to enhance the "academ c quality" of their child's
educati on. Second in inportance was the "greater safety"”
to be found at a choice school, a reason given by 79 percent
of the recipients. "Location" was ranked third; "religion"
was ranked fourth, said to be very inportant by just 37
percent; and finally "friends," who were said to be "very
inportant™ by |less than 20 percent of the schol arship
reci pi ents.

6. The average fam |y incone of scholarship recipients
frompublic schools was | ess than that of non-recipients who
remai ned in public school. Simlarly, the average famly
i ncome of scholarship recipients fromprivate schools was
| ess than that of non-recipients attending private school.
In other respects, scholarship recipients new to choice
school s closely resenbl ed non-recipients remaining in public
schools. They did not differ significantly in terns of their
not her's education, their nother's enploynent, their famly
size, their famly living arrangenents, their residential
mobility or their religious affiliation. No ethnic
di fferences between these two groups were observed for those

entering grades one through three. However, kindergartner
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schol arship recipients were nore likely to be white than

ki ndergartner non-recipients remaining in public schools.

Al so, scholarship recipients were sonewhat less likely to
have received special education than were non-recipients in
public school (11% as conpared to 18%, though they were
also less likely to have been in classes for gifted students
(8% conpared to 18%.

7. The survey data have certain [imtations. CSTP was
not set up as a random zed experinment. Although a lottery
was initially used to determ ne which individuals would be
of fered a schol arship, CSTP eventually attenpted to give
scholarships to all | owinconme applicants. As a result,

t hose receiving schol arshi ps nay have been applicants who
could be nore easily reached by the CSTP office and who were
willing to have their incone verified. Despite this
departure froma random zed experi nent, the fact that CSTP
was initially planned as a lottery seens to have produced
simlar groups of recipients and non-recipients. As

previ ously noted, the denographic characteristics of

reci pients and non-recipients are simlar. Wen differences
do appear, the scholarship recipients frompublic schools
were usual ly the nore di sadvantaged group. The two groups
may have unobserved characteristics that differentiate them
but if advantageous fam |y background characteristics are

positively correlated with outcones, observed positive



effects on outcones under-estimate CSTP' s actua
progranmmati c i npact.

8. In sum both parental survey and initial test score
results provide strong justification for the legislative

decision to continue and expand CSTP for another year.
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AN EVALUATI ON OF THE CLEVELAND SCHOLARSHI P PROGRAM

During the 1996-97 school year, the C evel and
Schol arshi p and Tutoring Program (CSTP) gave 1,996 students
fromlowinconme famlies schol arships to be used at any
participating Ceveland private school, secular or
religious.' Established by the State of Chio in March 1995,
6, 244 applications were filed the following fall, and
schol arshi ps were awarded beginning in January 1996. CSTP' s
begi nni ngs were then conplicated by a court challenge to the
program s constitutionality brought by the Anmerican
Federati on of Teachers as well as by other organizations and
i ndividuals. But two weeks before the begi nning of the
school year, the court rejected the suit brought by the
plaintiffs, and 1,996 scholarship recipients attended fifty-
five private schools in grades kindergarten through grade 3.

This evaluation, issued by Harvard's Program on
Education Policy and Governance (PEPG, reports the results
of a survey of all parents who applied for a CSTP
schol arshi p, including both parents of schol arship
reci pients and parents of non-recipients. It also reports
test-score results for students attending two school s

established in response to the creation of CSTP

! This evaluation is of the schol arship conponent of the program
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In the spirited national debate over school choice,
many ar gunents have been advanced concerning the kinds of
famlies likely to participate in a choice program their
reasons for participation, the willingness of private
schools to accept a broad range of students, parental
satisfaction with the program the extent of school nobility
that occurs within choice prograns, the reasons students
| eave private schools, and the inpact of school choice on
student test scores. Although the CSTP has been in place
for only one year, it already provides an opportunity to
| earn nore about each of these topics. The Anmerican
Federation of Teachers issued a report on CSTP in July 1997
expressing a range of concerns about the programs
viability.? In the follow ng eval uation, PEPG briefly
reviews of sone of the current debate on these topics,

i ncl udi ng the concerns voi ced by the AFT, and then presents
pertinent information on these topics fromthe CSTP

experi nment.

Oigins of the Program
In March 1995 the Chio General Assenbly appropriated
nmoni es expected to be sufficient to provide 1,500

schol arshi ps worth as much as $2, 250 each. Schol arship

2 develand Schol arship and Tutoring Program Office, April 3,

1997, as cited in Dan Mirphy, F. Howard Nel son and Bella Rosenberg, The
O evel and Voucher Program Who Chooses? Who Gets Chosen? Wio Pays (A
Report by the Anerican Federation of Teachers, 1997), Table A3.
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reci pients were to be chosen by lottery. The scholarship
covered up to 90 percent of a school's tuition, the bal ance
comng fromthe child' s famly or another private source.
The maxi mum anmount provided was |little nore than a third the
per pupil cost of Ceveland public schools, which in 1997
was reported to be $6,507.° However, publicly funded
transportati on was provided to schol arship students, and
sone private schools al so received other public funds.

The | egislation establishing CSTP all owed as many as 50
percent of the total nunber of scholarships to be used for
students already in private schools. However, the Chio
Department of Education |imted that percentage to just 25
percent of the total. To neet this objective, famlies
seeking a schol arship were asked (in the fall of 1995) to
i ndi cate whether or not the applicant was currently
attending a private school. O the 6,244 applications
recei ved by CSTP, 29 percent or 1,780 cane from students
already attending a private school. In January CSTP held a
[ottery in which 375 schol arshi ps were awarded to these
applicants. Additional schol arshi ps were awarded | ater
and, as of April 3, 1997, 21 percent (427 of 1,996) of the
schol arshi ps were awarded to students previously
matriculated in a private school. The remaining 79 percent

of the schol arships were granted to students who had

® develand Plain Dealer, "The Equity Gap," March 25, 1957, A9.
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previ ously been attending public school or who were
begi nni ng ki ndergarten.*

Chi o Departnent of Education rules also gave preference
to students whose incone fell below the poverty |ine.

First, students fromlowincone famlies received | arger
schol arshi ps. Students comng fromfamlies whose incone
was bel ow 200 percent of the poverty line received 90
percent of their school's tuition, up to $2,250, while those
students comng fromfam|lies whose i ncone was at or above
200 percent of the poverty line were eligible to receive
$1,875 or 75 percent of their school's tuition, whichever
was | ess.

Secondly, |owincone students were initially given a
better chance of wnning the lottery. Famlies were asked
to include information on famly inconme on their application
form O the 6,244 applicants, 58 percent (3,602) reported
i ncomes bel ow the poverty line, and the initial lottery,
hel d in January 1996 with considerable fanfare on | ocal
television, was limted to this group of applicants.

However, nmany of those offered schol arships did not accept
them either because the CSTP office was unable to reach
them or because they did not cone to the CSTP office to
gi ve proof of income eligibility or, if they did, were found

to be ineligible, or for other reasons. W provide nore

* Paul T.. Hll and Stephen P. K ein, "Toward an Eval uati on Design

for the O evel and Schol arship Program "™ (Paper prepared for Chio
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information on this topic bel ow

By the sumer of 1996, CSTP al so di scovered that
tuition at Ceveland private schools was | ess than
originally estimated, nmaking it possible to increase the
nunmber of scholarship recipients to nearly 2,000. To
accommodat e nore applicants, the Chio Departnment of
Education then rel axed the rules, making eligible any famly
with i ncone bel ow 200 percent of the poverty line. But by
the time this second, less visible |lottery was held, the
CSTP programwas in the mdst of a court chall enge, making
it quite unclear whether the programwould actually begin in
the fall of 1996. Al so, CSTP reported that it was becom ng
increasingly difficult to |locate applicants (due to changes
of tel ephone and address). As a result, CSTP reports that
t he acceptance rate declined sharply, and it eventually
of fered schol arships to all of the | owincone applicants
that it was able to contact. (However, as we shall see,
nearly half of the non-recipients of the schol arships
contacted in our survey thought that they had never been
awar ded a schol arship.)

In sum those applicants whose famly inconme was bel ow
the poverty line were given preference in two inportant
ways: 1) they received | arger schol arships; 2) they were
much nore likely to have received a schol arship when the

nore visible lottery was held in January.

Department of Education, Novenber 1996).
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CSTP pl anning and adm ni stration were seriously
hanpered by a law suit that tried to prevent inplenentation
of the program The court case dragged on into August 1996,
and it was not until two weeks before the beginning of the
school year that the court found no constitutional or other
| egal barrier to CSTP. In addition, private schools reported
difficulties obtaining student records fromthe C evel and
public schools. And transportation arrangenents were not
established until well into the school year, making it
necessary to transport many schol arshi p students by taxi.

In short, the program began with enough uncertainty and
confusion that parental satisfaction could not be taken for
gr ant ed.

The Parent Survey

Since CSTP was the first programin the country to
of fer state-funded schol arships to |l owincone, mnority
students that could be used at any participating private
school, secular or religious, giving the program nati onal
significance, PEPG offered to conduct a tel ephone survey of
participating famlies and to anal yze test-score data nmade

available to it.® CSTP nade avail able information that

® In addition to the funds made available by the Chio State

Department of education, PEPG received financial support for this

eval uation fromthe Kennedy School of Government's Taubman Center on
State and Local Governnent and the John M din Foundation. W wsh to
thank WIIliam McCready, Robin Bebel and the staff of the Social Science
Research Institute at Northern Illinois University, Dekalb, Illinois for
their conducting and preparing for analysis the parent survey. W thank
Mark Hi nnawi for research assistance and M chelle Franz for her expert
adm ni strative support. W would also like to thank Bert Holt at the
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enabl ed PEPG to contact a sanple of the 6,244 applicants,
and the Chio State Departnent of Education suppl enent ed
PEPG s own funds with a grant that allowed PEPG to doubl e
the size of this sanple so that 32.4 percent of al
applicants were surveyed. PEPG asked the Social Science
Research Institute at Northern Illinois University to
adm ni ster the PEPG desi gned questionnaire, and, in order to
save tinme and noney, asked the Ohio State Departnent of
Education to direct its funds to the data-collection agency,
even though it was agreed that PEPG director, Paul E

Pet erson, had the responsibility for submtting a report to
the Departnent. This report fulfills that obligation. A
copy of the agreenent with the Chio State Departnent of
Education i s appended.

A random survey of famlies was conducted in the sunmer
of 1997, after the conpletion of the initial year of
enrol l ment in choice schools. Interviews were conducted
with 1,014 schol arship recipients, and 1,006 applicants who
did not enroll in the program

The survey data have certain |imtations. CSTP was not
set up as a random zed experinment. Although a lottery was
initially used to determ ne which individuals would be

of fered a schol arship, CSTP eventually attenpted to give

C evel and Schol arshi p and Tutoring Program for conpiling the necessary

i nformati on on applicants to the programand providing us with the

i nformati on needed to conduct the parent survey. W also appreciate the
assi stance provided by Francis Rogers at the Chi o Departnent of
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schol arships to all lowincone applicants. As a result,

t hose receiving schol arshi ps nay have been the applicants
who could be nore easily reached by the CSTP office and who
were willing to have their incone verified. Despite this
departure froma random zed experinent, the fact that CSTP
was initially planned as a lottery seens to have produced
simlar groups of recipients and non-recipients. As we
shal|l see, the recipients new to choice schools and non-
recipients remaining in public schools usually had sim | ar
denogr aphi ¢ characteristics. Wen denographic differences
can be observed, the scholarship recipients are the

di sadvant aged group. Though the two groups nay al so have
unobserved characteristics that differentiate them if such
differences are correlated with denographic differences, the
conparisons are likely to be biased against finding positive
programmatic effects.

To obtain the 2,020 interviews required 3,437 tel ephone
attenpts. Only 5 percent of the attenpts resulted in a
refusal; other interviews were not conpleted because no
contact could be nmade, usually because the respondent was no
| onger at the phone nunber provided PEPG by CSTP (see table
5.1).

The conpletion rate for scholarship recipients (74.1%
was hi gher than for those who applied but did not receive a

schol arship (48.6%. The survey thus better replicates the

Education and the principle and staff at the Hope School s.
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characteristics of all scholarship recipients than it does
the characteristics of applicants who did not enroll in the
program who are designated as non-recipients. As can be
seen in table 5.2, the incone and ethnicity of the

reci pients new to choice schools who responded to the survey
did not differ significantly fromthe income and ethnicity
of all such recipients (though they cane fromslightly

smal ler famlies). However, as conpared to the universe of
non-reci pients, those responding to the survey had hi gher
famly incones, were nore likely to be white, and cone from
smaller famlies. As a result, if these denographic
characteristics are positively correlated wth parental
satisfaction, the positive effects on parental satisfaction
reported bel ow under-estimate CSTP' s actual programmatic

i npact .

The respondents are divided into the foll owm ng groups,
whi ch are given the indicated col um nunber in many of the
tables that follow®

1) Recipients who previously attended a
public school or who had yet to
matriculate in any school. W refer to
this group as "recipients frompublic
school s" or "new to choice schools."

2) Non-recipients who attended public
school s during the 1996-97 school year.
Ni nety-three percent of this group were

not attending a private school at the
time of application. W refer to this

6 But note that whenever tables have |ess than four colums, other
conpari sons are bei ng nade.
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group as "non-recipients in public
school . "
3) Recipients who previously attended a
private school, termed "recipients from
private schools."”
4) Non-reci pi ents who nonet hel ess
attended a private school in 1996-97
Twenty-ei ght percent of this group were
attending a public school at the tinme of
application (School Year 1995-96) but
chose to go to a private school, despite
the fact they did not receive a
scholarship. W refer to this group as
"non-recipients in private schools."

Three types of conparisons anong these groups are
particularly pertinent:

a) First and nost inportantly, a conparison between
groups one and two answers the follow ng question: Do
recipients frompublic schools differ fromnon-recipients in
public school s?

In all tables containing four colums, a single asterisk

i ndi cat es whenever a statistically significant difference
bet ween groups one and two has been identified at the .05
confidence | evel. Double and triple asterisks indicate

di fferences significant at the .01 and .001 |evels,
respectively. The text of this report concentrates |argely,
but not exclusively, on this conparison.

b) Second, a conparison between groups one and three

answers the follow ng question: Do recipients frompublic

schools differ fromrecipients fromprivate schools? One or
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nmore "t" signs indicate whenever a statistically significant
di fference has been identified at the confidence |evels
ment i oned above.

c) Third, a conparison between groups three and four
answers this question: Do recipients fromprivate schools
differ fromnon-recipients attending private schools? One
or nore "#" signs indicate whenever a statistically
significant difference has been identified at the confidence
| evel s nentioned above.

Five sections of tables are attached. The first
section provides information on applicants to all grade
| evel s; the second section of tables reports results for
t hose applicants enrolled in grades one through three; and
the third presents results for those enrolled in
ki nder gart en. Section four presents test score results.
Section five reports sanpling information.

The second and third sections of tables enable us to
detect distinctions between those enrolled in kindergarten
as distinct fromthose enrolled in the other three grades.
According to a report issued by the AFT in June 1997,

It is inpossible to determ ne how many [ of

t hose accepting schol arships to enter

ki ndergarten] woul d have gone to private schools

W t hout a voucher--for exanple, for religious

reasons or because they already had a sibling

attendi ng the sane school. Mreover, it is also

inportant to note that in FY 1996, the year before

t he voucher program began, financial cutbacks

forced the O evel and Public Schools to discontinue
full day kindergarten. . . in all non-nmagnet
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el ementary schools. . . . Since incom ng

ki ndergartners cannot be considered students

al ready subjected to 'failing" public schools, it

is reasonable to assune that the choice being

exerci sed here was not so nmuch to | eave the

Cl evel and public school s--these children had not

attended them-as it was to benefit fromthe day-

care and educational advantages of full-day

ki ndergarten.

If this argument is correct, then the responses of
parents of kindergartners may be quite different fromthose
enrolled in grades one through three. For the nost part, we
were unable to detect inportant differences. Consequently,
we shall concentrate on the results reported in the first
section of tables that report on all applicants and on
section four that reports test-score results. However, we
shall note as we go al ong any instances when substantially
different results were obtained when those enrolled in
ki ndergarten were excluded fromthe analysis. To facilitate
conpari sons across sections, tables within each section are
ordered in the sanme sequence; tables 2.1 and 3.1 correspond
to table 1.1, tables 2.2 and 3.2 correspond to 1.2, etc.

Background Characteristics of Applicants

Many of those critical of choice prograns fear that
di sadvantaged famlies will not be able to participate
equally in the program In the words of a recent Twentieth

Century Fund report, if school choice "becones a strategy to

restrict |ower-inconme students of color to an inferior
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education, then the divisions between rich and poor in this
country, and the attendant social problens, will only

n7v

I ncrease. But a Heritage Foundation report counters that

"school choice prograns benefit mnority inner-city students

the nmost."?®

The parental survey permts an eval uation of
t hese cl ai ns.

Survey results indicate that it is possible for choice
progranms to award schol arships to | owinconme recipients. As
can be seen in Table 1.1, the average famly incone of
schol arship recipients frompublic schools was | ess than
that of non-recipients in public school. Simlarly, the
average famly inconme of scholarship recipients fromprivate

schools was | ess than that of non-recipients attending

private school .?

" Carol Ascher, Norm Fruchter, and Robert Berne, Hard Lessons:
Public Schools and Privatizati on (New York: Twentieth Century Fund
Press, 1996), p. 111.

8\i na H. Shockraii and John S. Barry, "Two Cheers for the S. 1: The
Saf e and Affordable schools Act of 1997," The Heritage Foundation |ssue
Bulletin, no 232, p. 5.

® The discussion in the text relies solely on data collected from

the parent survey; these data differ significantly fromthe data
collected by the CSTP office. According to the survey data, the average
famly income for recipients frompublic schools was $20,091. According
to official CSTP records taken froman application formsubmtted

ei ghteen nonths earlier, the famly incone reported by this same group
was $12,253. W do not think the explanation for the discrepancy is a
remar kabl e i ncrease in earning power during the interim NMore |ikely,
respondents had an incentive to give a downwardly biased estinmate of
their income when reporting to an official government agency allocating
benefits based on incone; respondents may have had an incentive to
report an upwardly biased estimate of their inconme when talking
anonynmously to a survey researcher

For this reason it makes little sense to attenpt to conpare
directly the average i ncone of applicants, as reported in the survey, to
official records of the C eveland Public Schools, which indicate that
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In other respects, recipients frompublic schools
differed but little fromnon-recipients in public schools.
They did not differ significantly in terns of their nother's
education, their nother's enploynent, their famly size,
their famly living arrangenments, their residential nobility
or their religious affiliation (table 1.1).

No significant ethnic differences between the
reci pients from public schools and non-recipients remaining
in public schools were observed for grades one through three
(table 2.1). However, sone differences in the ethnicity
anong the kindergartners in the two groups were detected.
Two-thirds of the schol arships were given to kindergartners
frommnority background. But of those who applied, the
per cent age anong ki ndergartners receiving schol arshi ps was
32 percent white as conpared to 16 percent white anong those
remai ning in public schools (table 3.1).

When ki ndergartners are excluded, those recipients from

public schools are even nore obviously a di sadvantaged group

average famly income of all students in

Cl evel and public schools is $22,510, only noderately higher than the
reported $20, 091 estimate of incone of schol arship recipients according
to the PEPG survey but twice as high as the estimate of $12,253 from
CSTP records. The official Ceveland Public School records are subject
to the sane downward bias as CSTP records, because inconme information is
generated in order to determne student eligibility for free lunch, a
context in which parents have an incentive to furnish [ower estinates.

Al though all estimates of the incone of a popul ation are subject
to error, the problemcan be m nimzed by al ways naki ng conpari sons
within a specific data set in which the sane bias, whether upward or
downward, is likely to exist across groups. W follow this procedure
t hroughout this report. For exanple, in tables 5.1 and 5.2, when we rely
upon official records for our information, we limt ourselves to
i nformati on from these records when maki ng conpari sons anbng groups.
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than non-recipients in public schools. Their incone is
still lower, they are nore likely to be living in single-
parent househol ds, and they are nore likely to have lived

for only one year at their current address (see table 2.1).

As can be seen in table 1.2, scholarship recipients
com ng from public schools were sonewhat less likely to have
recei ved special education than were non-recipients in
public school (11% as conpared to 18% . But they were al so
less likely to have been in classes for gifted students (8%
conpared to 18%. It appears as if sone students who had
speci al education needs, and/or who had been suspended for
di sciplinary reasons, had difficulty obtaining placenent in
private schools. O the small nunber of respondents who said
they could not obtain adm ssion in a desired private school
(79), 25 percent said their child had been receiving speci al
services related to a disability or |earning problemand 12
percent said their child had been suspended for disciplinary
reasons (table 1.3). dearly, school choice plans need to
be designed and funded so as to encourage the fornation of
facilities that can adequately serve populations with

speci al needs.

Reasons for Seeking a Choice School
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School choi ce advocates say they wi sh to enpower
parents by giving thema choice anong schools. But sone
critics have suggested that famlies, especially | owincone
famlies, do not choose schools on the basis of school
quality. The Carnegi e Foundation for the Advancenent of
Teachi ng has clained that "when parents do sel ect another
school, academ c concerns often are not central to the
deci sion. "' The Twentieth Century Fund report clains that
| ow-i nconme parents are not "natural 'consunmers' of
education. . . [Indeed,] few parents of any social class
appear willing to acquire the information necessary to nake

nll

active and i nformed educational choices. Simlarly, the

AFT report on C evel and suggests that parents sought

schol arshi ps, not because of failing'" public schools" but

for religious reasons or because they already had a sibling
attendi ng the same school . "?*?

Not much support for such criticisnms can be found in
the responses given by the parents of scholarship recipients
in Cleveland. Asked why they applied for a schol arship, 85

percent of parents new to choice schools said they wanted to

"inprove the academ c quality" of their child s education

0 Carnegi e Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, School

Choi ce: A Special Report Princeton, New Jersey: Carnegie Foundation for
t he advancenent of Teaching, 1992), p. 13.

' Ascher et al., pp. 40-41.

2 Murphy, et al., p. 10.
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(tables 1.4 and 1.5). Second in inportance was the
"greater safety" to be found at a choice school, a reason
given by 79 percent of the recipients. "Location" was
ranked third. Contrary to AFT's suggestion, "religion" was
ranked fourth, said to be very inportant by just 37 percent.
Finally "friends," were said to be "very inportant” by |ess
than 20 percent of the schol arship recipients.
Non-reci pi ents who renmai ned in public school ranked the
reasons in the sanme order but did not give any of themthe
sane degree of inportance as recipients frompublic schools
did. Apparently, obtaining access to a private school was

nore inportant to recipients than non-recipients.

Reasons for Non-Participation

Those who did not receive a schol arship were asked
their reasons for not participating in the program
According to CSTP, the office had strong efforts to give al
applicants an opportunity to receive a schol arship, so non-
reci pients may have had substantive reasons for not
accepting a scholarship. The recent evaluation of CSTP by
the Anerican Federation of Teachers expl ai ned non-
participation this way:

It is clear that the [CSTP] Ofice nade

repeated efforts to make vouchers avail able to

| ow-i ncome public school famlies. However, sone

famlies who had originally applied for a voucher

never followed up, as evidenced by the fact that
famlies representing 34 percent of public school
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students in the voucher lottery did not visit the

Ofice and verify their inconme. Mre

significantly, many famlies who did verify their

i ncome and thus wanted vouchers could not find an

avai l able seat in a private school, at |east not

in the private school of their "choice". :

About half of public school students who want ed

vouchers nost likely could not find an open seat

in the private school or schools of their

"choice. "

VWat then were the reasons many peopl e apparently
of fered a scholarship by CSTP turned it down? The nost
i nportant reason, fromthe parents point of view was
i nadequat e communi cati on between CSTP and the applicants. No
| ess than 44 percent of the non-recipients remaining in
public schools said they were never offered a schol arship
(table 1.6). In other words, alnost half the respondents
said they had not been offered a schol arship, despite the
fact that our survey teamwas able to contact them one year
| ater, when establishing contact was still nore difficult.
W estimate that well over a majority of those our survey
team coul d not contact were al so not reached by CSTP

We do not report this finding as a criticismof the
CSTP office, which reports that it made extensive efforts to
contact applicants. Lowincone famlies are highly nobile
and often depend on friends and rel atives for tel ephone and
mai | service. They can be extrenely difficult to reach.

Even when contacted, many famlies may not have clearly

understood that receipt of a scholarship required that they

3 Murphy et al., pp. 9-10.
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verify their incone. Mreover, Departnent of Education
eligibility rules, which first limted eligibility to those
with incones bel ow the poverty line, may have di scouraged
many of those above the poverty line fromgiving the program
further consideration, despite the fact that eligibility
requi renents were subsequently relaxed. Famlies with
i ncones above 200 percent of the poverty |line were not
eligible until Novenber 1997, two nonths after the school -
year had begun. Then, too, it was not clear until tw weeks
before the school year began that CSTP woul d survive the
litigation being waged in Ohio courts. Finally, CSTP was
given by the State of Chio only a small staff to run a
| arge-scal e, conpl ex innovation. Any new program can be
expected to have growing pains inits initial year.

All these factors conplicated comuni cati ons bet ween
CSTP and potential recipients, making it |less than
surprising that half or nore of the non-recipients thought
that they had not been awarded a schol arship. Mre
surprising is that nearly 2,000 applicants did in fact
recei ve a scholarship and were placed in a choice schoo
within a short period of tinme--under difficult and
conti nuously changi ng circunstances. That acconplishnent
was realized only by the dedicated efforts of the CSTP
staff.

Many of CSTP' s first-year problens have eased as CSTP



33

has entered its second year. The courts ruled in July 1997
that the program may continue a second year. Records from
public schools have been acquired; rel ationships between
participating schools and CSTP staff have matured. The
staff is a nore experienced team As a result, the CSTP
office reports that the nunber of scholarship recipients in
the fall of 1997-98 has increased by 50 percent to
approxi mately 3,000 students.

Non-reci pi ents who said they had turned down a
schol arship were asked their reasons for not accepting it.
Three reasons were nentioned wth roughly equal frequency:
transportation, financial considerations, and the offer of
an adm ssion to a desired public school (table 1.6).
Apparently, the initial difficulties in setting up travel
arrangenents nmay have affected parental decision-nmaking. In
mentioning financial considerations, parents nmay have been
referring to the fact that they needed to suppl enent the
scholarship with a tuition paynent (that could be as nmuch as
25 percent of the cost), or they may have been referring to
eligibility requirenents, which initially limted
schol arships to those bel ow the poverty line. The third
maj or reason, said to be inportant by over a third of the
non-recipients in public schools, was their success in
gaining adm ssion to a desired public school. (Cbservers

reported that the C evel and public schools responded to the
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schol arshi p program by gi ving schol arshi p applicants access
to one of the city's magnet schools or enrichnment prograns.

|f so, it suggests that CSTP increased choices of CSTP
applicants within the C evel and public schools.

The fourth nost inportant reason for non-participation,
given by 21 percent of those remaining in public schools,
was the inability to secure adm ssion to their desired
private school (table 1.6). Many private schools were
al ready oversubscribed. Also, the choice programwas being
set up in a context seriously conplicated by the court suit
filed by the AFT, creating a great deal of uncertainty as to
whet her it woul d becone operational, making it is entirely
possi bl e that many private schools m ght have been rel uctant
to accept a large nunber of scholarship recipients from
public schools. |If legal issues are resolved, these

probl ens can be expected to attenuate with tine.

Parental Satisfaction
Many econom sts think that custonmer satisfaction is the
best neasure of school quality. According to this
criterion, there is little doubt that C evel and' s choice
schools out-perfornmed the city's public schools. Recipients
frompublic schools were nmuch nore satisfied with every
si ngl e aspect of their school than non-recipients in public

schools (see tables 1.7 and 1.8). Two-thirds of parents new
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to choice schools report being "very satisfied" with the
"academ c quality" of their school, as conpared to |ess than
30 percent of public-school parents. Nearly 60 percent were
"very satisfied" with school safety, as conpared to just
over a quarter of non-recipients in public-school. Wth
respect to discipline, 55 percent of recipients from public
school, but only 23 percent of non-recipients in public
school, were very satisfied. The differences in
satisfaction rates were equally | arge when parents were
asked about the school's "private attention to the child,"

"parent involvenent," "class size" and school "facility."
The nost extrene differences in satisfaction pertained to
"teaching noral values": Seventy-one percent of the
reci pients frompublic schools were "very satisfied," but
only 25 percent of the non-recipients in public schools
wer e.

It is also of interest to inquire whether schol arship
famlies comng frompublic schools were as satisfied as
t hose who had al ready been enrolled in private schools. The
AFT, in its report on the program suggests that schol arship
recipients fromprivate schools were given inportant
advantages. In the words of the report:

Voucher students who had previously been

enrolled in private schools held a "nonopoly" on

pl acenents in the established private schools. In

contrast, alnost half of the voucher students who

nmoved frompublic to private schools were enrolled
in four schools with little or no educational and
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financial track record.*

There is sonme evidence fromthe survey in support of
t he AFT suggestion that scholarship recipients from public
school s had a | ess satisfying educational experience than
those fromprivate schools. However, the differences
between the two groups are, in nost cases, nodest. For
exanpl e, 67 percent of recipients fromprivate schools
(table 8, colum 3) say they were "very satisfied" wth the
academ c quality of the school, while 63 percent of those
frompublic schools (table 8, colum 1) gave the sane
response. For school discipline, the percentages were 62
percent and 55 percent, respectively. The biggest
difference was with respect to school safety, 69 percent as
conpared to 59 percent. Overall, choice parents, whether
new to choi ce schools or whether they had previously been
attending them both expressed much hi gher |evels of
satisfaction wwth their school than did famlies with
children still in public school (table 8, colum 2).

In sum when one considers the fact that CSTP was not
given the green light by the courts until m d-August 1996,
it is a considerable acconplishnent for CSTP to have
provi ded "very" satisfying educational experiences for high
percentages of its scholarship famlies, whether they cane

frompublic or private schools.

“Murphy et al., p. ii.
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School Mobility Rates
Most educators think that, all things being equal, it
is better that students stay in the sane school, especially
during a single school year. Mst of the tinme, education
wor ks better when it is not subject to disruption. An
eval uation of the M I waukee choi ce program has clai med that
"attrition" fromthe programwas its "nost troubling

aspect . "™

But witer Daniel McGoarty has argued that

nmobi ity anmong schools was | ess in M| waukee's school choice
programthan the nobility anong the city's public schools.
Moreover, high rates of nobility, he says, are to be
expected given the high residential nobility rate that
occurs anong | owincome, inner-city famlies.!® According
to the U S. census, the annual residential nobility rate
anong central-city, fenal e-headed households with children
bet ween the ages of six and seventeen is 30 percent for
African Americans and 35 percent for Latinos.

In Ceveland 25 percent of recipients from public

school s and 19 percent of non-recipients in public schools

15 John F. Wtte, "Wo Benefits fromthe M| waukee Choice Progran?"
in Bruce Fuller et al., eds., Wio Chooses? Wwo Loses? Culture,
Institutions and the Unequal Effects of School Choice (New York:
Teachers Coll ege Press, 1996), p. 133; see also Carol Ascher, Norm
Fruchter, and Robert Berne, Hard Lessons: Public Schools and
Privatization (New York: The Twentieth Century Fund Press, 1996), p. 71.

' Daniel McGoarty, "School Choice Sl andered, "Public Interest
Fall, 1994, pp. 94-111
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reported having noved in the past two years. (This was the
"stable" portion of the applicant pool; it is alnost certain
that the applicants not reached in our survey were

consi derably nore nobile.)

Not every change in residence dictates a change in
school attendance. But in M| waukee's public elenentary
school s, nearly 20 percent | eave even before the end of the
school year in June.' Come the following fall, nearly 40
percent of the students were no |longer in attendance at the
sane public elenentary school they were at one year
previ ously.

Mobility within the School Year

When these facts are taken into account, the C evel and
choi ce schools would seemto have done well in retaining
their students. Only 7 percent of all scholarship famlies
reported not attending the sanme school for the entire year
(table 1.9). Anong recipients frompublic schools the
percentage was 10 percent. This nmobility rate is
approximately the same as the w thin-the-school -year
mobility rate in the M| waukee el enentary school choice
program and about half the nobility rate in M| waukee public

el emrentary school s.

" Data on the nobility rates anong students in | owincone

el ementary schools in grades two through five are provided in John F.
Wtte, Andrea B. Bailey and Christopher A. Thorn, "Second Year Report:
M | waukee Parental Choice Program™ Departnment of Political Science
and the Robert M La Follette Institute of Public Affairs, University of
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The nost inportant reason recipients new to choice
school s gave for changi ng schools m d-year, given by 3.3
percent, was adm ssion to their preferred private school.
Very likely, many of these changes were due to the fact that
full establishnent of the CSTP program was del ayed by the
| egal suit, so that sone recipients did not receive their
schol arshi ps until after the school year had begun. [If so,
this cause of school nobility should attenuate over tine.
Anot her one percent of the students changed school s because
they had been admtted to a preferred public school; perhaps
Cl evel and public schools had given a nagnet school
opportunity to these famlies. Another 0.8 percent noved
during the course of the year. And 0.8 percent noved for
transportation reasons, perhaps a sign that the initial
transport problens of the CSTP program posed difficulties
for sone parents.

Al l of these reasons for changi ng schools are
under st andabl e and sone can be expected to attenuate as the
program becones nore established. But a total of nearly 2
percent of the parents said they changed school s because of

the "quality t he school, adm nistrative problens, schoo
cl osure or change, and one-half of one percent of the
famlies said expul sion, disability, or behavior problens
had I ed to a school change, signs that CSTP was not working

well for sone famlies. The issues raised by these findings

W sconsi n- Madi son, Madi son W sconsi n, Decenber, 1992, pp 19-20.
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are di scussed bel ow.

Mobi lity between School Years

Parents were al so asked whet her they planned on sending
their child to the same school next year. A positive
response was given by 81 percent of schol arships recipients
from public schools, and 88 percent of the recipients who
al ready had been attending private school (table 1.10). | f
actual choices are consistent with these plans, the nobility
rate in Cleveland fromone year to the next is approximtely
the same as in M| waukee's state-funded el enentary choice
program which was about one-half the nobility rate in
M | waukee public school s.

Choi ce critics have suggested that private schools may
routi nely expel or not readmt students for a second year,
if they are not keeping pace with their peers. Defenders of
private schools say they use their authority to deny
readm ssion sparingly. To ascertain whether |owincone
parents were encountering difficulties in obtaining
readm ssion for a second year, those changi ng schools were
asked the reason for the change. Less than one-half of one
percent of recipients frompublic schools said their child
could not be readmtted to the private school in which they
had been enrolled. 1In other words, while refusal to be

readmtted is not unknown, neither has it been practiced to
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any significant degree.

Parents instead gave a wi de range of other reasons for
pl anning to nove their child to another school in the fal
of 1997. Six percent gave quite practical reasons, such as
the famly's noving fromthe area or the child s change in
grade level (necessitating a school change). Another one and
one-hal f percent found another private school they
preferred, and a half percent found a preferable public
school. Either transportation difficulties or financial
costs posed an obstacle for another 2.4 percent. But 6.5
percent of all recipients frompublic schools were | eaving
because they were not satisfied with the quality of the
school or were disappointed in the way in which the CSTP
program operated. For a small but still inportant fraction
of schol arship recipients, CSTP, at least inits first year,
was not a success. Choice critics may see this as a sign of
program failure, because not all famlies' expectations were
fulfilled. However, school choice supporters may interpret
this as evidence that choice allows a parent to make a nove
when things do not seemto be working out.

Test Scores

St andar di zed test scores fromtwo private schools with
| arge enrol l ments of schol arship students, Hope Acadeny and
Hope Chio GCty, were nade avail able to PEPG during the

sumer of 1997. An analysis of scores fromthese two



42

schools is of particular interest for several reasons:

1. The Hope schools were the only schools fornmed in
response to the adoption of the O evel and schol arship
program They thus provide informati on on school s that
develop in response to the introduction of a parental choice
pr ogr am

2. The Hope school s announced they woul d accept al
students who applied for adm ssion. Mny of the poorest and
nost educationally di sadvantaged students went to the Hope
School s, meki ng an exam nation of test scores fromthose
schools a hard test case of the programas a whole. |If
gains are achieved here, they are probably being achieved
under better circunstances in other choice schools.

3. Enrollnment at the Hope schools constitutes
approxi mately 15 percent of the total enrollnment in the
Cl evel and schol arshi p program and approxi mately 25 percent
of those students who had previously attended public
school s.

4. The Hope schools were the only schools to test
students in both fall and spring, thereby allow ng for an
assessnent of whether students nade test score gains.

The AFT has expressed concern the Hope schools, with
its large proportion of scholarship students, were "voucher-

dependent” and had little or no "educational track
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record. "'

Because a | arge percentage of students who were
drawn from public schools went to the Hope schools, the AFT
suggested that these schol arship students were bei ng
channeled into inferior institutions. An analysis of test
scores fromthe Hope School s hel ps address these concerns.

Scores fromthe California Achi evenent Test (CAT) were
exam ned for all students who had scores fromboth the fal
and spring of the 1996-97 school year. The Hope School s’
staff reported that they tested all students in attendance
when the tests were adm nistered, including those students
identified as having special needs. Proctors from John
Carroll University were present during the Spring testing to
ensure the integrity of the testing process.

The scores of Hope-school students show noderate gains
in reading and large gains in math. After one year,
students in kindergarten through third grade scored, on
average, 5.4 percentile points higher on the reading test
and 15.0 percentile points higher on the math concepts test
(Table 4.1). Readi ng scores of students in first through
third grade increased by 5.4 percentile points, math
concepts scores by 12.8 percentile points, and total math
scores by 11.5 points (Table 4.2). (Only the nmath concepts
test was adm nistered to kindergarten students.)

| mprovenents were experienced by students in all grades.

8 Mirphy et al., p. ii.
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These results were statistically significant at the .05
| evel .

The | anguage test score, however, shows a decline of
4.8 percentile points. This decline was produced by a 19.0
poi nt drop anmong first graders. Second graders inproved by
2.9 points and third graders gained 12.9 points on the
| anguage test (Table 4.3). Kindergartners did not take this
conponent of the test. The language test is not normally
adm ni stered by the O evel and Public School s.

The Hope Schools' test results can be put in
perspective by conparing these results to those of simlar
students el sewhere. The Hope School students are
distinctive in that they are poor, nostly of mnority
backgrounds, and applicants to a state-funded schol arship
program Test scores gathered in the spring of the year are
available froma simlar group of |ow income, mnority,
schol arship applicants who entered the first four years of
the M| waukee choi ce experinment (1990-93) at a tinme when
they were still in public schools.' These students had
spring standardi zed scores that were | ower than those of the
Hope- school students. The spring Hope-school math test
scores, on average, were at the 40.8 percentile, as

conpared to the 34.9 percentile in MIwaukee. On math

% These data are analyzed in Jay P. Greene, Paul E. Peterson

and Ji angtao Du, "The Effectiveness of School Choice in MIwaukee."
(Cccasional Paper. Harvard University. Programin Education Policy and
Governance, 1997).
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concepts, Hope school students scored 46.9, as conpared to
31.0 in MIwaukee. On the reading test, Hope school
students scored at the 34.8 percentile, as conpared to 33.5
in MIlwaukee (see Table 4.4).7%

The gains in percentile rankings achi eved by Hope-
school students need to be contrasted against the 1 to 2
point decline that is typical of inner-city students.
According to data provi ded PEPG by the office overseeing
desegregation in Cevel and, C evel and public school reading
scores declined, on average, by 1 to 2 percentile points
bet ween both the first and second grades and the second and
third grades in the years 1994-95 to 1995-96. PEPG and
ot her researchers found a simlar pattern in the MIwaukee
choi ce experinent. The decline in percentile rankings as
inner-city students get ol der describes a situation in which
students learn at a slower rate than the national averages
and therefore continue to fall further behind in percentile
rankings. @Gains in percentile rankings, as were observed at
t he Hope school s, suggest that students are learning at a
faster rate, allowng themto close the gap with others
nati onw de.

More definitive conclusions about the effects of the

schol arshi p program on academ c achi evenent depend upon the

2 M| waukee students were given the lowa Test of Basic Skills, not
the California Achievenent Test. Though the tests seek to measure
simlar skills and are both nornmed on national popul ations, sone
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collection of additional data. It is possible that sone of
t he gains achieved by students at the Hope Schools will fade
over the summer in the absence of enriching activities. It
is also possible that the results at the Hope Schools are
not representative of the programas a whole. But initial
data fromtw of the schools deened nost problematic by
choice critics suggest that CSTP has hel ped inprove student

test scores.

Concl usi ons

The data upon which this evaluation is based are
necessarily limted. CSTP has been in operation for only
one year, a period not |ong enough to evaluate fully an
educati onal program Test-score results need to be
noni t ored over several years before definitive results can
be obtained. Al so, CSTP was not set up as a random zed
experinment, enabling investigators to conpare participants
with a control group of essentially simlar parents and
students. The results fromthe parent survey reported above
t hus conpare groups that may differ in respects that cannot
be det ect ed.

Despite these limtations, the quality of the data is
sufficient to draw sone prelimnary conclusions. The survey
of parents was able to interview over 70 percent of

schol arship recipients the survey teamattenpted to reach

di fferences nay obtain.
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and the nunber of recipients interviewed (1,014) was nore
than half the universe of recipients (1,996). The

denogr aphi ¢ characteristics of the sanple of recipients are
not significantly different fromthose of the universe from
whi ch they were drawn. The survey team was | ess successful
in reaching non-recipients, contacting 49 percent. The non-
reci pients surveyed were from nore advant aged backgrounds
than those of the universe fromwhich they were drawn;
however, this limtation to the data set sinply biases the
findi ngs agai nst the parental satisfaction results that were
obtained. It is likely that even stronger results would
have appeared had the response rate been higher.

Though the conpari son groups were not created by a
random zed experinent, neither did their background
characteristics differ in inportant respects. Wenever
denographi c differences do appear, it is the scholarship
reci pients frompublic schools who are usually the nore
di sadvant aged group. Kindergartners are an exception to
this generalization, but simlar findings appear, whether or
not ki ndergartners are included in the analysis.

The parent survey indicates that CSTP has succeeded in
provi di ng educati onal opportunities to |lowincone famlies
t hat have won a strong endorsenent fromthose participating
in the program A majority or near majority of parents are

"very satisfied" wth nearly every aspect of the schools
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they attend, and | evels of satisfaction wth choice schools
are much higher than the levels of satisfaction with
Cl evel and public school s.

Test scores in math and readi ng have risen in the two
schools newy established in response to CSTP, which choice
critics deened anong the nost problematic of those
participating in the program

Parents |isted academ c quality as the nost inportant
reason for their participation in CSTP, suggesting that
educati onal objectives are paranount in their choice of
school. However, a fifth of the non-recipients said a
reason they did not participate was their inability to find
a desired private school. And famlies whose children had
speci al education needs found it nore difficult to obtain a
desired private-school placenent.

School nmobility rates were |ower than in central-city
public schools. Only a tiny fraction, |ess than one-half of
one percent, of the parents new to choice schools reported
that their child had been expelled fromtheir private school
or refused adm ssion for a second year.

In sum though CSTP encountered sone difficulties
establishing itself inits initial year, in good part
because a legal suit introduced a good deal of
adm ni strative uncertainty, both test score and parental

survey data provide strong justification for the |egislative
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decision to continue and expand CSTP for another year.
However, special funding arrangenents and further

progranmm ng woul d seem necessary, if disabled and ot her
speci al needs students are to participate fully in a school -

choi ce program

Section 1

Grades K-3



50

Table 1.1: Demographic Comparisons Among All CSTP Applicants

GradesK-3
1996-97 School Program: Choice Public Choice Private
Previous School: Public Mostly Public® Private  Mostly Private®
Received Scholarship? Yes No Yes No
D @ (€) 4
Income
$0 - $10,999 29.8% 23.0% 25.0%"" 4.3%
$11,000 - $24,999 406 22.2 432" 14.9
$25,000 - $39,999 20.2 23.7 2247 28.4
$40,000 - $49,999 54 12.7 4.2 16.6
More than $50,000 39 11.0 5.1 24.8
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Average Income® $20001 7 $25545 $21,000"  $39,108
(13,847)@ (17,015) (13,880) (16,295)
Mother’s Education
Some High School or Below 8.6% 13.9% 6.6% 4.9%
High School Grad. (or GED) 30.6 29.4 29.3 26.0
Some College 49.9 435 50.4 44.3
College Grad. and Above 10.9 13.3 13.6 19.2
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Average Education® 3.64" 357 3.73" 3.94
(0.86) (0.99) (1.17) (0.94)
Mother’ s Employment Status
Full-time 49.2% 51.6% 49.4%™ 56.4%
Part-time 20.9 17.1 20.7 21.9
Looking for Work 124 15.6 10.8" 45
Not Looking 175 15.6 19.1 17.2
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Average Employment® 3.02 3.05 3.00" 3.18
(1.15) (1.14) (0.88) (1.13)
Family Sze
2 17.4% 17.4% 17.6 12.9%
3 29.7 28.2 324 23.7
4 295" 24.8 23.0"# 34.4
5 13.2 16.4 133 175
6+ 10.2 13.2 13.7 115
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Average Size 3.77 3.87 3.80" 3.97
(1.47) (1.46) (1.43) (1.32)
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Mother and Father 37.0% 36.6% 375%  67.2%
Only Mother 57.1 54.8 54,7 29.2
Only Father 13 1.2 0.8 15
Grandparent 3.2 3.8 3.9 0.4
Other 13 3.4 2.7 17
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Mobility (time at current residence)
0-1 year 8.2% 5.9% 7.5%" 4.2%
1-2 years 16.4 13.4 13.8" 6.1
2+ years 75.4 78.8 78.7"" 88.7
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Ethnicity
African American 66.8% ' 76.1% 484%™ 351%
White 250" 155 37.9" 56.7
Hispanic 327 3.2 7.4™ 4.0
Multiracial 3.8 3.8 43 3.0
Other 1.2 1.4 2.0 13
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Religious Affiliation
Baptist 404% T 43.0% 29.4%™" 22.1%
Other Protestant 13.8 17.4 12.6 15.7
Catholic 2487 TTT 134 43.1" 49.8
Other Religion 132"7 14.3 5.9 7.2
No Religion 7.9 10.2 9.0" 4.8
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
n 533 416 236 426

Column (1) refers to scholarship recipients who previously were in public school; (2) to public school
students; (3) to scholarship students who previously were in private school; and (4) to private students
who applied, but did not receive, a scholarship. All kindergartners who are scholarship students are
included in column one. Values of n signify the lowest number of cases represented by a group among the
selected items; consequently, one cannot infer the value of certain frequencies by taking the product of a
percentage and the value of n. Note that for the Cleveland public school system as a whole, the average
income in 1994 was $22,510; for the Cleveland public school system as a whole, the percent of the

population that was white in 1996 was 21.5.
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signifies that differences between columns 1 and 2 are statistically significant at the .05 level.
signifies that differences between columns 1 and 2 are statistically significant at the .01 level.
signifies that differences between columns 1 and 2 are statistically significant at the .001 level.

signifies that differences between columns 3 and 4 are statistically significant at the .05 level.
signifies that differences between columns 3 and 4 are statistically significant at the .01 level.
signifies that differences between columns 3 and 4 are statistically significant at the .001 level.

T signifies that differences between columns 1 and 3 are statistically significant at the .05 level.

signifies that differences between columns 1 and 3 are statistically significant at the .01 level.
TTT Signifies that differences between columns 1 and 3 are statistically significant at the .001 level.

TT

The actual questions read as follows:

“What is your annual family income before taxes? Please include all sources of earnings from all
members of the household. Do not, however, include the value of food stamps, Medicaid or public
housing.”

“What is the highest level of education that you [the mother] completed?’

“Do you [the mother] currently have a job, either full-time or part-time?’

“Does your child live with either biological parent?’

“How long have you [the mother] lived at your current address?’

“What is your [the mother’ 5] religious affiliation?”’

Data on ethnicity and family size were compiled from CSTP office records.

@ Of those students who did not receive a scholarship and attended a public school in 1996-97, 7.4
percent had attended a private school the year before.

@ Of those students who did not receive a scholarship and attended a private school in 1996-97, 28.4
percent had attended a public school the year before.

® When calculating average income, responses of “over $50,000” were set at $60,000.

“) Standard errors are in parentheses.

® This index is scaled from 1 to 6 where 1 signifies less than high school, 2 some high school, 3 high
school graduate (including GED), 4 some college, 5 college graduate and 6 more than college.

®) Thisindex is scaled from 1 to 4 where 1 signifies not looking for work, 2 looking for work, 3 part-time
employment and 4 full-time employment.
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Table 1.2: Educational Characteristics of CSTP Applicants

GradesK-3
1996-97 School Program: Choice Public Choice Private
Previous School: Public Mostly Public Private Mostly Private
Received Scholarship? Yes No Yes No
) ) ©) (4)
Has the child ever received special ed. services
related to a disability or learning problem?
. ©TTT
Yes: 10.7% 17.6% 21.5% 17.1%
No: 89.3 "' 83.4 78.5 82.9
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Was the child ever in classes for gifted students?
Yes 77% 18.3% 7.1%" 11.3%
No: 923" 81.7 92.9 88.2
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Has child ever been suspended for disciplinary reasons?
Yes: 6.5% 9.6% 6.6% 4.0%
No: 935 90.4 934 96.0
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
n 598 494 255 468

compares columns 1 and 2.
compares columns 3 and 4.
compares columns 1 and 3.

Also, see notesto Table 1.1.
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Table 1.3: Demographic Comparisons Between Scholar ship Recipients and Non-
Recipientswho Said They Were not Admitted to Desired Private School

GradesK-3
1996-97 School Program: Choice Public
Previous School: Public Mostly Public
Received Scholarship? Yes No
Admitted to Desired School ? Yes? No
D 2
Income
$0 - $10,999 29.8% 25.3%
$11,000 - $24,999 40.6 25.3
$25,000 - $39,999 20.2 22.8
$40,000 - $49,999 5.4 10.1
More than $50,000 39 16.5
Total: 100.0% 100.0%
Average Income $20,001 $27,993
(13,847) (18,678)
Mother’s Education
Some High School or Below 8.6% 13.6%
High School Grad. (or GED) 30.6 26.1
Some College 49.9 42.0
College Grad. and Above 10.9 14.8
Total: 100.0% 100.0%
Average Education 3.64 3.65
(0.86) (2.07)
Mother’ s Employment Status
Full-time 49.2% 53.5%
Part-time 20.9 16.3
Looking for Work 124 14.0
Not Looking 17.5 16.3
Total: 100.0% 100.0%
Average Employment® 3.02 3.07
(1.15) (1.16)
Family Sze
2 17.4% 19.3%
3 29.7 21.6
4 29.5 23.9
5 13.2 18.2
6+ 10.2 17.1
Total: 100.0% 100.0%
Average Size 3.77 4.03
(1.47) (1.32)
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Living Arrangement

Mother and Father 37.0% 37.5%
Only Mother 57.1 53.4
Only Father 1.3 0.0
Grandparent 3.2 45
Other 1.3 45
Total 100.0% 100.0%
Ethnicity
African American 66.8% 77.3%
White 250 14.1
Hispanic 3.2 11
Multiracial 3.8 34
Other 1.2 3.4
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Religious Affiliation

Baptist 40.4% 42.5%
Other Protestant 13.8 14.9
Catholic 24.8 16.1
Other Religion 13.2 17.2
No Religion 7.9 9.2
Tota 100.0% 100.0%

Has the child ever received special ed. services
related to a disability or learning problem?

Yes: 10.7% 25.0%
No: 89.3 75.0
Total: 100.0% 100.0%

Was the child ever in classes for gifted students?

Yes: 7.7% 19.5%
No: 923 80.5
Total: 100.0% 100.0%

Has child ever been suspended for disciplinary reasons?

Yes: 6.5% 12.5%

No: 935 87.5

Total: 100.0% 100.0%
n 533 79
See notesto Table 1.1.

’ Compares columns 1 and 2.

@ We do not have data on whether Scholarship recipients were admitted to their preferred school.
Because they took advantage of the scholarship, however, we can assume that they were admitted to a
desired private school.
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Table 1.4: Reasons for Applying for Scholar ship

Grades K -3, aver age scores

1996-97 School Program: Choice Public Choice Private

Previous School: Public Mostly Public Private Mostly Private

Received Scholarship? Yes No Yes No
) ) ©) (4)

How important were the following

considerations in your decision to

apply for a scholarship?

Improved Academic Quality: 2.85 2.69 2.79" 2.56
(0.38) (0.51) (0.46) (0.67)

Greater Safety: 278 255 2,75 251
(0.46) (0.62) (0.52) (0.69)

Location: 2.47 2.44 250" 2.33
(0.70) (0.70) (0.69) (0.77)

Religion: 21277 180 2.40" 2.27
(0.79) (0.80) (0.73) (0.77)

Friends: 1.63" 1.62 1.70 1.68
(0.79) (0.76) (0.79) (0.79)

n 597 459 255 415

*

compares columns 1 and 2.
compares columns 3 and 4.
compares columns 1 and 3.

Indices scored from 1 to 3, averages reported: 1 signifies not important; 2 important; and 3 very

important. Also, see notesto Table 1.1.
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Table 1.5: Reasons for Applying for Scholar ship
Grades K -3, percent responding ‘very important’

1996-97 School Program: Choice Public Choice Private
Previous School: Public Mostly Public Private Mostly Private
Received Scholarship? Yes No Yes No

) 2 3) (4)

How important were the following
considerations in your decision to
apply for a scholarship?

Improved Academic Quality: 84.7% 71.8% 81.3%""  66.0%
Greater Safety: 792" 60.3 785" 62.1
Location: 58.6 55.3 62.9" 515
Religion: 3747TTT 229 54.3" 46.6
Friends: 19.4 18.2 20.7 20.0
n 597 459 255 415

*

compares columns 1 and 2.
compares columns 3 and 4.
compares columns 1 and 3.

Also, see notesto Table 1.1.
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Table 1.6: Reasons for not Participatingin CSTP
Grades K-3, percent responding ‘important’

1996-97 School Program: Public
Previous School: Mostly Public
Received Scholarship? No

Did you receive a scholarship this year?
Believed not Offered a Scholarship:™” 44.1%
How important was each of the following

in your decision not to participate in the
scholarship program?

Transportation: 36.5
Offered Admission to Desired Public School: 35.3
Financial Reasons: 31.2
Refused Admission to Private School: 211
Moved from Area 131
n 460

Possible responses to survey question were dichotomous. Also, see notes to
Table 1.1.

@ These results combine answers to two questions. Those who believed they
were not offered a scholarship were not asked the second question.
Consequently, while individual respondents who believed they were offered a
scholarship could claim that multiple reasons influenced their decision not to
accept a scholarship, those who believed they were not offered one in the first
place could only indicate the one reason.
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Table 1.7: Parent Satisfaction with Their Own School
Grades K-3, average score

1996-97 School Program: Choice Public Choice Private
Previous School: Public Mostly Public Private Mostly Private
Received Scholarship? Yes No Yes No

) 2 3) (4)

For the following characteristics, how
satisfied are you with the school your
child is attending?

Academic Quality: 356 ' 3.06 3.64" 3.57
(0.66) (0.63) (0.56) (0.60)
Safety: 350777 302 3.66" 3.58
(0.68) (0.63) (0.54) (0.61)
Discipline: 349777 201 3.59" 3.49
(0.63) (0.81) (0.57) (0.67)
Teaching Moral Values: 3.66 3.02 3.69 3.68
(0.58) (0.75) (0.50) (0.56)
Private Attention to Child: 342" 2.80 3.42 3.36
(0.70) (0.88) (0.67) (0.68)
Parent Involvement: 344" 3.03 3.47 3.44
(0.67) (0.79) (0.61) (0.69)
Class Size: 337 275 3.35" 3.23
(0.64) (0.71) (0.77) (0.78)
Facility: 338 7 2.85 3.47"% 3.30
(0.72) (0.81) (0.63) (0.67)
n 592 483 254 465

*

compares columns 1 and 2.
compares columns 3 and 4.
compares columns 1 and 3.

Indices scored from 1 to 4; averages reported. 1 signifies very dissatisfied; 2 dissatisfied; 3 satisfied; and 4
very satisfied. Also, see notesto Table 1.1.
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Table 1.8: Parent Satisfaction with Their Own School
Grades K -3, percent responding ‘very satisfied’

1996-97 School Program: Choice Public Choice Private
Previous School: Public Mostly Public Private Mostly Private
Received Scholarship? Yes No Yes No

«y 2 ©) (4)
For the following characteristics, how
satisfied are you with the school your
child is attending?
Academic Quality: 63.4% 29.4% 67.1% 61.8%
Safety: 503 17 26.3 69.5 63.0
Discipline: 552" T 23.0 62.2 58.0
Teaching Moral Values: 708 24.6 70.6 72.2
Private Attention to Child: 53.7 224 51.6 46.7
Parent Involvement: 527 27.9 52.8 535
Class Size: 459" 14.6 465" 40.6
Facility: 50.0 20.2 54.3" 40.8
n 592 483 254 465

*

compares columns 1 and 2.
compares columns 3 and 4.
compares columns 1 and 3.

Also, see notesto Table 1.1.
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Table 1.9: School M obility Rates of Scholar ship Students

GradesK-3
1996-97 School Program: Choice Choice Choice
Previous School: Public Private Tota
Received Scholarship? Yes Yes Yes
Plan on attending same school next year?
Yes 91.0% 99.2% 93.7%
No (broken out by stated reason):
Admitted to Preferred Private School: 33 0.0 2.3
Quiality of Schools: 13 04 11
Admitted to Preferred Public School: 1.0 0.0 0.7
Moved: 0.8 0.0 0.6
Transportation Difficulties: 0.8 04 0.7
Administration: 0.3 0.0 0.2
Disahility/Behavior Problems: 0.3 0.0 0.2
School Closure/Change: 0.3 0.0 0.2
Financial: 0.2 0.0 0.1
Expulsion: 0.2 0.0 0.1
Other: 0.3 0.0 0.2
n 600 256 856

compares columns 1 and 2.

Also, see notesto Table 1.1.
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Table 1.10: Matriculation Plans of Scholar ship Students

GradesK-3

1996-97 School Program: Choice Choice Choice

Previous School: Public Private Tota

Received Scholarship? Yes Yes Yes

Plan on attending same school next year?

Yes 80.5% 87.7% 82.8%
No (broken out by stated reason):

Quality of School: 57 2.1 45
Change of Student’s Grade Level: 35 0.4 25
Move from Area 20 13 1.8
Prefer Different Private School: 1.6 2.1 1.8
Transportation Difficulties: 1.4 0.0 1.0
Cost: 10 21 14
Disappointed with Program: 0.8 0.9 0.8
School or Program Closing Down: 0.8 0.8 0.8
Lack Special Ed. Resources: 04 0.0 0.3
Prefer Different Public School: 0.4 0.0 0.3
Refused Readmission/Expulsion: 0.4 0.4 0.4
Other: 18 21 19

Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

n 507 244 751

*

compares columns 1 and 2.

Also, see notesto Table 1.1.
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Section 2

Grades 1-3
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Table 2.1: Demographic Comparisons Among CSTP Applicants

Grades 1-3
1996-97 School Program: Choice Public Choice Private
Previous School: Public Mostly Public Private Mostly Private
Received Scholarship? Yes No Yes No
N 2 3 (4)
Income
$0 - $10,999 32.9% | 24.1% 24.7% 4.3%
$11,000 - $24,999 416 30.1 43.4"* 17.4
$25,000 - $39,999 165" 231 22.6™ 33.1
$40,000 - $49,999 17T 11.7 43" 18.8
More than $50,000 13717 11.0 5.1 26.5
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Average Income $16,922° TTT $26,023 $21,149"  $38,648
(10,781) (17,413) (13,889) (16,154)
Mother’s Education
Some High School or Below ~ 11.1%" 13.7% 6.7% 5.1%
High School Grad. (or GED) 29.6 30.4 29.4 26.5
Some College 52.2 40.9 50.2" 438
College Grad. and Above 70777 14.9 13.7" 18.8
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Average Education 3.55" 3.59 3.73" 3.93
(0.84) (1.02) (1.17) (0.96)
Mother’ s Employment
Full-time 50.0% 51.5% 49.29%" 56.4%
Part-time 21.4 16.6 20.8 231
Looking for Work 11.3 154 10.8" 4.4
Not Looking 17.3 16.6 19.2 16.2
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Average Employment 3.06 3.03 3.00" 3.20
(1.14) (1.16) (0.88) (1.10)
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Average Family Sze

2 15.3% 14.3% 17.6% 13.1%

3 30.2 28.0 325" 222

4 27.8" 24.6 227" 338

5 16.1 185 13.3% 18.2

6+ 10.6 14.6 13.7 12.8

Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Average Size 3.84 4.00 3.80" 4.01
(1.39) (1.47) (1.43) (1.33)

Living Arrangement

Mother and Father: 273% "7 359% 37.8%"  64.6%
Only Mother: 66.8 55.9 54,7 31.3
Only Father: 23 0.9 0.8 18
Grandparent: 3.1 46 3.9" 05
Other: 0.4 2.6 2.8 18
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Mobility (time at current residence)
0-1 year: 11.0% ' 5.3% 7.5% 4.1%
1-2 years 15.4 16.5 13.9" 6.2
2+ years. 73.6 78.2 78.6" 89.7
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Ethnicity
African American 77.6% " 78.2% 482%™ 335%
White 1537 15.1 38.0% 58.1
Hispanic 2477 23 75 4.1
Multiracial 35 3.2 43 3.3
Other 1.2 1.2 2.0 1.0
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Religious Affiliation
Baptist; 455%' 43.9% 29.5%" 20.2%
Other Protestant: 16.2 19.0 12.2 16.1
Catholic: 134777 14.2 43.3 52.7
Other Religion: 14.2™7 11.9 5.9 6.1
No Religion: 10.7 11.0 9.1" 4.9
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
n 231 351 235 299

compares columns 1 and 2.



compares columns 3 and 4.
compares columns 1 and 3.

Also, see notesto Table 1.1.
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Table 2.2: Educational Characteristics of CSTP Applicants

Grades 1-3
1996-97 School Program: Choice Public Choice Private
Previous School: Public Mostly Public Private Mostly Private
Received Scholarship? Yes No Yes No
) ) ©) (4)
Has the child ever received special ed. services
related to a disability or learning problem?
Yes 122% " 19.2% 21.5% 18.8%
No: 77.8 80.8 78.5 81.2
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Was the child ever in classes for gifted students?
Yes 11.0% 21.8% 7.1%" 12.6%
No: 89.0 78.2 92.9 87.4
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Has child ever been suspended for disciplinary reasons?
Yes: 11.0%" 11.5% 6.6% 4.3%
No: 89.0 88.5 934 95.7
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
n 254 354 255 397

compares columns 1 and 2.
compares columns 3 and 4.
compares columns 1 and 3.

Also, see notesto Table 1.1.
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Table 2.3: Demographic Comparisons Between Scholar ship Recipients and Non-
Recipientswho Said They Were not Admitted to Desired Private School

Grades1-3
1996-97 School Program: Choice Public
Previous School: Public Mostly Public
Received Scholarship? Yes No
Admitted to Desired School ? Yes? No
) )
Income
$0 - $10,999 32.9% 27.3%
$11,000 - $24,999 47.6 20.1
$25,000 - $39,999 165 255
$40,000 - $49,999 17" 10.9
More than $50,000 13" 16.4
Total: 100.0% 100.0%
Average Income $16,922 $28,491
(10,781) (18,926)
Mother’ s Education
Some High School or Below 11.1% 14.3%
High School Grad. (or GED)  29.6 27.0
Some College 52.2 41.3
College Grad. and Above 7.1 14.3
Total: 100.0% 100.0%
Average Education 3.55 3.62
(0.84) (1.07)
Mother’ s Employment Status
Full-time 50.0% 50.8%
Part-time 214 16.4
Looking for Work 11.3 14.8
Not Looking 17.3 18.0
Total: 100.0% 100.0%
Average Employment® 3.06 3.00
(1.14) (1.18)
Family Sze
2 15.3% 15.9%
3 30.2 19.0
4 27.8 254
5 16.1 175

6+ 106 223
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Total: 100.0% 100.0%

Average Size 384 4.27
(1.39) (1.71)
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Living Arrangement

Mother and Father 27.3% 36.5%
Only Mother 66.8 55.6
Only Father 2.3 0.0
Grandparent 31 4.8
Other 0.4 3.2
Tota 100.0% 100.0%
Ethnicity
African American 77.6% 82.5%
White 15.3 14.3
Hispanic 24 0.0
Multiracial 35 1.6
Other 12 1.6
Tota 100.0% 100.0%

Religious Affiliation

Baptist 45.5% 45.2%
Other Protestant 16.2 16.1
Catholic 134 145
Other Religion 14.2 145
No Religion 10.7 9.7
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Has the child ever received special ed. services
related to a disability or learning problem?

Yes 16.9% 23.8%
No: 83.1 76.2
Total: 100.0% 100.0%

Was the child ever in classes for gifted students?

Yes: 9.1% 23.8%
No: 90.9 76.2
Total: 100.0% 100.0%

Has child ever been suspended for disciplinary reasons?

Yes: 8.8% 14.3%

No: 91.2 85.7

Total: 100.0% 100.0%
n 231 55
See notesto Table 1.1.

*

compares columns 1 and 2.

@ We do not have data on whether Scholarship recipients were admitted to their preferred school.
Because they took advantage of the scholarship, however, we can assume that they were admitted to a



desired private school.
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Table 2.4: Reasons for Applying for Scholar ship
Grades 1-3, average score

1996-97 School Program: Choice Public Choice Private
Previous School: Public Mostly Public Private Mostly Private
Received Scholarship? Yes No Yes No

) 2 3) (4)

How important were the following
considerations in your decision to
apply for a scholarship?

Improved Academic Quality: 284" 2.69 2.79" 251
(0.37) (0.51) (0.46) (0.69)

Greater Safety: 272" 251 2,75 2.45
(0.51) (0.62) (0.52) (0.72)

Location: 2377 2.41 252" 2.32
(0.73) (0.72) (0.69) (0.77)

Religion: 200 1T 1.79 2.40" 2.28
(0.79) (0.77) (0.73) (0.77)

. ST

Friends: 1.55 1.69 1.70 1.72
(0.76) (0.75) (0.79) (0.79)

n 253 317 254 344

*

compares columns 1 and 2.
compares columns 3 and 4.
compares columns 1 and 3.

Indices scored from 1 to 3, averages reported: 1 signifies not important; 2 important; and 3 very
important. Also, see notesto Table 1.1.
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Table 2.5: Reasons for Applying for Scholar ship
Grades 1-3, percent responding ‘very important’

1996-97 School Program: Choice Public Choice Private
Previous School: Public Mostly Public Private Mostly Private
Received Scholarship? Yes No Yes No

) 2 3) (4)

How important were the following
considerations in your decision to
apply for a scholarship?

Improved Academic Quality: 83.9% 71.6% 81.3%""  62.8%
Greater Safety: 748" 58.0 785" 58.7
Location: 520" 54.3 62.9" 51.0
Religion: 31077 215 54.3 47.3
Friends: 16.2 16.3 20.7 20.9
n 253 317 254 344

*

compares columns 1 and 2.
compares columns 3 and 4.
compares columns 1 and 3.

Also, see notesto Table 1.1.
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Table 2.6: Reasons for not Participatingin CSTP
Grades 1-3, percent responding ‘impor tant’

School Program 1996-97:
Previous School:
Received Scholarship?

Did you receive a scholarship this year?
Believed not Offered a Scholarship:™”

How important was each of the following

in your decision not to participate in the
scholarship program?

Transportation:

Offered Admission to Desired Public School:
Financial Reasons:

Refused Admission to Private School:

Moved from Area:

n

Possible responses to survey question were dichotomous. Also, see notes to

Table 1.1.

@ These results combine answers to two questions. Those who believed they

were not offered a scholarship were not asked the second question.

Consequently, while individual respondents who believed they were offered a
scholarship could claim that multiple reasons influenced their decision not to
accept a scholarship, those who believed they were not offered one in the first

place could only indicate the one reason.

Public
Mostly Public
No

45.0%

36.1

30.6

21.3

12.7

327
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Table 2.7: Parent Satisfaction with Their Own School
Grades 1-3, average scores

1996-97 School Program: Choice Public Choice Private
Previous School: Public Mostly Public Private Mostly Private
Received Scholarship? Yes No Yes No

) 2 3) (4)

For the following characteristics, how
satisfied are you with the school your
child is attending?

Academic Quality: 343 TTT 3.02 3.64" 3.56
(0.72) (0.83) (0.56) (0.59)
Safety: 338 T 2.98 3.66" 3.56
(0.73) (0.80) (0.54) (0.62)
Discipline: 339 T 2.90 3.58" 3.46
(0.69) (0.82) (0.57) (0.68)
Teaching Moral Values: 355 17 2.97 3.69 3.68
(0.66) (0.76) (0.50) (0.55)
Private Attention to Child: 33277 2.76 3.42" 3.34
(0.75) (0.88) (0.67) (0.69)
Parent Involvement: 332717 3.00 3.47 3.41
(0.71) (0.76) (0.61) (0.70)
Class Size: 333 273 3.35" 3.20
(0.68) (0.77) (0.71) (0.76)
Facility: 3.24 11T 2.84 3.47% 3.28
(0.86) (0.83) (0.63) (0.67)
n 250 336 253 390

*

compares columns 1 and 2.
compares columns 3 and 4.
compares columns 1 and 3.

Indices scored from 1 to 4; averages reported. 1 signifies very dissatisfied; 2 dissatisfied; 3 satisfied; and 4
very satisfied. Also, see notesto Table 1.1.
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Table 2.8: Parent Satisfaction with Their Own School

Grades 1-3, percent ‘very satisfied’

1996-97 School Program: Choice Public Choice Private
Previous School: Public Mostly Public Private Mostly Private
Received Scholarship? Yes No Yes No

«y 2 ©) (4)
For the following characteristics, how
satisfied are you with the school your
child is attending?
Academic Quality: 53.3% ' 28.2% 67.3%" 60.7%
Safety: 502" 1T 24.5 69.4" 61.3
Discipline: 49.2TT 235 62.1" 55.1
Teaching Moral Values: 626 1T 226 705 71.2
Private Attention to Child: 480 21.1 51.4 45.2
Parent Involvement: 44077 25.3 52.6 515
Class Size: 443" 132 46.3" 38.7
Facility: 4017 20.4 54,1 39.1
n 250 336 253 390

*

compares columns 1 and 2.
compares columns 3 and 4.
compares columns 1 and 3.

Also, see notesto Table 1.1.
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Table 2.9: School M obility of Scholarship Students

Grades1-3
1996-97 School Program: Choice Choice Choice
Previous School: Public Private Tota
Received Scholarship? Yes Yes Yes
Plan on attending same school next year?
Yes 89.4% 99.2% 94.3%
No (broken out by stated reason):
Admitted to Preferred Private School: 35 0.0 1.8
Quiality of Schools: 16 04 1.0
Admitted to Preferred Public School: 1.0 0.0 0.4
Moved: 12 0.0 0.6
Transportation Difficulties: 1.0 04 0.6
Administration: 1.0 0.0 04
Disahility/Behavior Problems: 1.0 0.0 04
School Closure/Change: 04 0.0 0.2
Financial: 0.0 0.0 0.0
Expulsion: 04 0.0 0.2
Other: 04 0.0 0.2
n 256 256 856

compares columns 1 and 2.

Also, see notesto Table 1.1.
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Grades1-3

1996-97 School Program: Choice Choice Choice

Previous School: Public Private Tota

Received Scholarship? Yes Yes Yes

Plan on attending same school next year?

Yes 78.6% 88.1% 83.8%
No (broken out by stated reason):

Quality of School: 85 2.1 5.0
Change of Student’s Grade Level: 0.9 0.4 0.6
Move from Area 21 13 1.7
Prefer Different Private School: 2.1 2.1 2.1
Transportation Difficulties: 2.1 0.0 1.0
Cost: 15 21 18
Disappointed with Program: 0.9 0.9 0.9
School or Program Closing Down: 0.6 0.8 0.7
Lack Special Ed. Resources: 0.6 0.0 0.3
Prefer Different Public School: 0.0 0.0 0.0
Refused Readmission/Expulsion: 0.6 0.4 0.5
Other: 21 21 21

Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

n 201 243 444

*

compares columns 1 and 2.

Also, see notesto Table 1.1.
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Section 3

Ki ndergartners Only
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Table 3.1: Demographic Comparisons
Kindergarten Only

(1.54)

(1.38)

School Program 1996-97: Choice Public Private
Received Scholarship? Yes No No
1) 2 ©)
Income
$0 - $10,999 277% T 20.2% 4.6%
$11,000 - $24,999 353" 37.9 12.3
$25,000 - $39,999 23.0 25.0 27.7
$40,000 - $49,999 83" 9.7 20.0
More than $50,000 57777 7.3 35.4
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Average Income $22,348" 7 $24,286 $41,592
(15,259) (15,797) (16,951)
Mother’s Education
Some High School or Below 6.8% 13.9% 3.9%
High School Grad. (or GED) 315" 271 23.7
Some College 48.2 49.3 47.4
College Grad. and Above 136"" 9.7 25.0
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Average Education 37077 3.55 3.97
(0.86) (0.92) (0.88)
Mother’ s Employment
Full-time 48.7%" " 52.8% 56.6%
Part-time 20.6 16.7 15.8
Looking for Work 13.3" 16.7 5.3
Not Looking 174 13.9 22.4
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Average Employment 3.01 3.08 3.07
(1.15) (1.12) (1.24)
Average Family Sze
2 19.0%" 25.2% 12.1%
3 295 28.7 318
4 30.4 25.2 37.9
5 11.1 11.2 136
TT
6+ 9.9 9.8 45
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Average Size 372 3.56 3.73

(1.21)



Living Arrangement
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Mother and Father: 43.9%' T 38.8% 80.3%
Only Mother: 50.3"" 51.7 18.4
Only Father: 0.6 2.0 0.0
Grandparent: 3.2" 2.0 0.0
Other: 2.0 5.4 13
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Mobility (time at current residence)
0-1 year: 6.1% 5.9% 5.2%
1-2 years: 17.0"" 13.4 3.9
2+ years: 76.9" 78.8 90.8
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Ethnicity
African American 58.9% ' 76.1% 42.1%
White 32477 155 51.3
Hispanic 35 3.2 3.9
Multiracial 41" 3.8 13
Other 1.2 1.4 13
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Religious Affiliation
Baptist: 36.6% 43.0% 30.3%
Other Protestant: 12.0 17.4 13.1
Catholic: 33.1 13.4 395
Other Religion: 12.1 14.3 11.8
No Religion: 5.9 10.2 5.3
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
n 300 124 65

Column (1) refersto Scholarship recipients; (2) to public school students; and (3) to private school students who did

not receive avoucher. Also, see notesto Table 1.1.

*

compares columns 1 and 2.
compares columns 1 and 3.

T
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Table 3.2: Educational Characteristics of CSTP Applicants

Kindergarten Only

School Program 1996-97: Choice Public Private
Received Scholarship? Yes No No
Has the child ever received special ed. services
related to a disability or learning problem?
Yes 9.6% 15.0% 7.9%
No: 90.4 85.0 92.1
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Was the child ever in classes for gifted students?
Yes 5.3% 10.1% 5.1%
No: 94.7 89.9 94.9
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Has child ever been suspended for disciplinary reasons?
Yes 3.2% 6.1% 2.6%
No: 96.8 93.9 98.4
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
n 342 146 76

compares columns 1 and 2.

T
compares columns 1 and 3.

Also, see notesto Table 1.1.
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Table 3.3: Demographic Comparisons Between Scholar ship Recipients and Non-
Recipientswho Said They Were not Admitted to Desired Private School

Kindergarten Only

1996-97 School Program: Choice Public
Previous School: Public Mostly Public
Received Scholarship? Yes No
Admitted to Desired School ? Yes? No
) )
Income
$0 - $10,999 27.7% 29.2%
$11,000 - $24,999 35.3 374
$25,000 - $39,999 23.0 16.7
$40,000 - $49,999 8.3 8.3
More than $50,000 5.7 16.7
Total: 100.0% 100.0%
Average Income $22,348 $26,854
(15,259) (18,445)
Mother’ s Education
Some High School or Below 6.8% 12.0%
High School Grad. (or GED) 315 24.0
Some College 48.2 44.0
College Grad. and Above 13.6 20.0
Total: 100.0% 100.0%
Average Education 3.70 3.72
(0.86) (1.10)
Mother’ s Employment Status
Full-time 48.7% 60.0%
Part-time 20.6 16.0
Looking for Work 133 12.0
Not Looking 174 12.0
Total: 100.0% 100.0%
Average Employment® 3.01 3.24
(1.15) (1.09)
Family Sze
2 19.0% 28.0%
3 29.5 28.0
4 304 20.0
5 11.1° 20.0
6+ 9.9 4.0
Total: 100.0% 100.0%
Average Size 3.72 3.44
(1.54) (1.23)
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Living Arrangement

Mother and Father 43.9% 40.0%
Only Mother 50.3 48.0
Only Father 0.6 0.0
Grandparent 3.2 4.0
Other 20 8.0
Total 100.0% 100.0%
Ethnicity
African American 58.9% 64.0%
White 324" 16.0
Hispanic 35 4.0
Multiracial 41 8.0
Other 12" 8.0
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Religious Affiliation

Baptist 36.6% 36.0%
Other Protestant 12.0 12.0
Catholic 33.1 20.0
Other Religion 12.1 24.0
No Religion 5.9 4.0
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Has the child ever received special ed. services
related to a disability or learning problem?

Yes: 9.6% 28.0%
No: 90.4 72.0
Total: 100.0% 100.0%

Was the child ever in classes for gifted students?

Yes 5.3% 8.3%
No: 94.7 91.7
Total: 100.0% 100.0%

Has child ever been suspended for disciplinary reasons?

Yes: 3.2% 8.0%

No: 9.8 92.0

Total: 100.0% 100.0%
n 300 23
See notesto Table 1.1.

*

compares columns 1 and 2.

@ We do not have data on whether Scholarship recipients were admitted to their preferred school. Because they took
advantage of the scholarship, however, we can assume that they were admitted to a desired private school.
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Table 3.4: Reasons for Applying for Scholar ship
Kindergarten Only, aver age scores

School Program 1996-97: Choice Public Private
Received Scholarship? Yes No No

1 2 (3)

How important were the following
considerations in your decision to
apply for a scholarship?

T

Improved Academic Quality: 2.85" 2.79 2.69
(0.39) (0.48) (0.49)
Greater Safety: 283" 2.77 2.64
(0.42) (0.48) (0.59)
Location: 255 2.39 2.50
(0.66) (0.73) (0.67)
Religion: 2207 2.24 1.82
(0.78) (0.76) (0.85)
Friends: 1.69 1.59 1.68
(0.81) (0.75) (0.77)
n 341 70 139

Indices scored from 1 to 3, averages reported: 1 signifies not important; 2 important; and 3 very
important. Column (1) refers to Scholarship recipients; (2) to public school students; and (3) to private
school students who did not receive avoucher. Also, see notesto Table 1.1.

compares columns 1 and 2.

T
compares columns 1 and 3.
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Table 3.5: Reasons for Applying for Scholar ship
Kindergarten Only, percent responding ‘very important’

School Program 1996-97: Choice Public Private
Received Scholarship? Yes No No

1 2 (3)

How important were the following
considerations in your decision to
apply for a scholarship?

Improved Academic Quality: 86.5% 70.7% 81.4%
Greater Safety: 83.9 69.8 78.9
Location: 63.8" 59.7 53.5
Religion: 24 28.8 43.7
Friends: 222" 18.7 155

n 341 70 139

Column (1) refers to Scholarship recipients; (2) to public school students, and (3) to private school
students who did not receive avoucher. Also, see notesto Table 1.1.

*

compares columns 1 and 2.

T
compares columns 1 and 3.
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Table 3.6: Reasons for not Participatingin CSTP
Kindergarten Only, percent responding ‘important’

School Program 1996-97: Public
Received Scholarship? No

Did your child receive a scholarship this year?
Believed not Offered a Scholarship®® 43.3%
How important was each of the following

in your decision not to participate in the
scholarship program?

Transportation: 40.9
Offered Admission to Desired Public School: 37.0
Financial Reasons: 33.9
Refused Admission to Private School: 21.3
Moved from Area 150
n 127

Possible responses to survey question were dichotomous. Also, see notes to
Table 1.1.

@ These results combine answers to two questions. Those who believed they
were not offered a scholarship were not asked the second question.
Consequently, while individual respondents who believed they were offered a
scholarship could claim that multiple reasons influenced their decision not to
accept a scholarship, those who believed they were not offered one in the first
place could only indicate the one reason.
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Table 3.7: Parent Satisfaction with Their Own School
Kindergarten Only, aver age scores

School Program 1996-97: Choice Public Private
Received Scholarship? Yes No No

1 2 (3)

For the following characteristics, how
satisfied are you with the school your
child is attending?

Academic Quality: 3.66 3.16 3.63
(0.59) (0.76) (0.63)
Sdfety: 3.60 3.12 3.68
(0.62) (0.75) (0.57)
Discipline: 356 ' 2.93 3.67
(0.57) (0.81) (0.62)
Teaching Moral Values: 374 3.12 3.72
(0.50) (0.73) (0.61)
Private Attention to Child: 350 2.88 3.49
(0.65) (0.87) (0.63)
Parent Involvement: 353 3.10 3.59
(0.63) (0.84) (0.64)
Class Size: 341 2.80 3.35
(0.61) (0.80) (0.80)
Facility: 348 2.89 3.40
(0.70) (0.78) (0.66)
n 340 143 75

Indices scored from 1 to 4; averages reported. 1 signifies very dissatisfied; 2 dissatisfied; 3 satisfied; and 4
very satisfied. Column (1) refers to Scholarship recipients; (2) to public school students; and (3) to private
school students who did not receive a voucher. Also, see notesto Table 1.1.

*

compares columns 1 and 2.

T
compares columns 1 and 3.
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Table 3.8: Parent Satisfaction with Their Own School
Kindergarten Only, percent ‘very satisfied’

School Program 1996-97: Choice Public Private
Received Scholarship? Yes No No

1 2 (3)

For the following characteristics, how
satisfied are you with the school your
child is attending?

Academic Quality: 70.6% 33.1% 68.0%
Sdfety: 66.2 30.6 72.0
Discipline: 507 1T 22.4 733
Teaching Moral Values: 770 29.4 77.0
Private Attention to Child: 579 25.2 54.8
Parent Involvement: 59.4 34.7 64.0
Class Size: 474" 18.2 50.7
Facility: 576 20.3 49.3

n 340 143 75

Column (1) refers to Scholarship recipients; (2) to public school students, and (3) to private school
students who did not receive avoucher. Also, see notesto Table 1.1.

compares columns 1 and 2.

T
compares columns 1 and 3.
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Table 3.9: School M obility Rates of Scholar ship Students
Kindergarten Only

School Program 1996-97: Choice
Received Scholarship? Yes

Attended same school entire year?
Yes: 92.2%
No (broken out by reason):

No (broken out by stated reason):

Admitted to Preferred Private School: 3.2
Quiality of Schools: 1.2
Admitted to Preferred Public School: 12
Moved: 0.6
Transportation Difficulties: 0.9
Administration: 0.0
Disahility/Behavior Problems: 0.0
School Closure/Change: 0.3
Financial: 0.3
Expulsion: 0.0
Other: 0.3
Total: 100.0%
n 344

See notesto Table 1.1.
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Table 3.10: Matriculation Plans of Scholar ship Students
Kindergarten Only

1996-97 School Program: Choice
Previous School: Public
Received Scholarship? Yes

Plan on attending same school next year?

Yes 81.6%

No (broken out by stated reason):

Quiality of School: 3.9
Change of Student’s Grade Level: 53
Move from Area 20
Prefer Different Private School: 13
Transportation Difficulties: 1.0
Cost: 0.7
Disappointed with Program: 0.3
School or Program Closing Down: 1.0
Lack Special Ed. Resources: 0.3
Prefer Different Public School: 0.7
Refused Readmission/Expulsion: 0.3
Other: 15

Total: 100.0%
n 304

See notesto Table 1.1.
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Section 4
Test Scores



93

Table 4.1: Test Score changesin Reading, Grades K-3, Hope Schoal,

Cleveland
Kindergarten Through Grade 3 Test Fall Spring Change
Test Scores 1996 1997
Reading 29.3 34.8 5.5*
Number of Students (263) (263)
Mathematical Concepts 319 46.9 15.0*
Number of Students (263) (263)

* Statistically significant at .05 level. Numbers may not add, due to rounding.
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Table 4.2: Test Score Changesin Reading, Grades 1-3, Hope Schooals,

Cleveland
Grades Oneto Three Test Fal Spring Change
Test Scores 1996 1997
Reading 284 34.1 5.6*
Number of Students (155) (155)
Language 412 36.6 -4.5
Number of Students (154) (154)
Mathematics Total 29.2 40.8 11.6*
Number of Students (155) (155)
Mathematical Concepts 28.6 41.4 12.8*
Number of Students (155) (155)

*Statistically Significant at .05 level

. Numbers may not add, due to rounding
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Table 4.3 Test Score Changesin Language, By Grade, Grades 1-3,
Hope Schools, Cleveland

Grades Oneto ThreeLanguage Test  Fall Spring Change

Test Scores 1996 1997

Grade 1

Test Scores 48.9 29.8 -19.0*
Number of Students (66) (66)

Grade 2

Test Scores 40.3 432 29
Number of Students (59) (59)

Grade 3

Test Scores 254 38.9 13.5*
Number of Students (29) (29)

*Statistically significant at .05 level. Numbers may not add, due to rounding.
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Table 4.4 National Percentile Rankings of L ow-Income Students at
the Hope Schools and L ow-Income Voucher Applicantsin Milwaukee

in GradeK-3
Hope Schools Hope Schools Milwaukee Low
Income Voucher
Applicants
Fall Spring Spring

Math 29.2 40.8 34.9
Math Concepts 31.9 49.9 31.0
Reading 29.2 34.8 335

*Language and total scoreswere not available for studentsin Milwaukee.
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Section 5
Response Rates To Survey



98

Table5.1: Breakdown of Survey Response Rates

1996-97 School Program: Choice Choice Not a Recipient Total
Previous School: Public Private Public & Private Public & Private
Freguencies:
Interviewed 726 288 1,006 2,020
Could not Contact™ 240 69 933 1,242
Refused to be Interviewed 37 8 130 175
Total Contacts Attempted: 1,003 365 2,069 3,437
As a percentage of contacts attempted:
Interviewed 72.4% 78.9% 48.6% 58.8%
Could not Contact 239 18.9 45.1 36.1
Refused to be Interviewed 3.7 2.2 6.3 51
Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

@ The majority of these cases are non-working numbers (53.9% in column 4). Other reasons for not being
able to contact a household include: the respondent being unavailable or unknown at attempted number
(27.2%); and multiple failed attempts (10.9%); change of numbers to business, electronic or mobile use
(5.8%); the respondent not speaking English or being mentally or physically impaired (1.4%).



99

Table 5.2: Examining the Possibility of Response Bias

GradesK-3
Select Group: All Applicants Choice(Public)® Choice(Private)® No Voucher
Data Source: Survey Universe Survey Universe Survey Universe Survey Universe
Average Income $16,279  $14,754 $12,533%®  $12,045 $11,923"  $10,698 $20,748""  $16,251
(14,586) (14,184) (12,194)  (11,361) (9,959) (7,907) (16,261)  (15,424)
Average Family Size 377 4.03 377 3.89 3.83™ 3.97 3.92" 4.09
(1.47) (1.46) (1.43) (1.43) (1.51) (1.54) (1.40) (1.46)
Ethnicity
African American 59.5% 62.8% 68.6% 68.8% 49.3% 48.7% 55.9% 62.4%
White 31.7 27.4 23.8 22.0 38.2 37.3 358" 28.1
Hispanic 39 5.0 3.0 35 6.9 7.3 35 5.2
Multiracial 35 3.2 35 3.8 3.8 4.4 3.3 2.9
Other 1.3 1.6 1.1 1.9 1.7 2.0 1.3 1.4
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
n 1896 6050 719 1,493 288 496 887 4,548
See notesto Table 1.1.

compares differences between the survey and universe.

@ Choice(Public) refers to those individuals who received a scholarship and previously attended a public school — this includes kindergartners.

@ Choice(Private) refersto all individuals who received a scholarship and previously attended a private school — this too includes kindergartners.
®) See footnote 9 in the text.
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Appendi x A
Avai l abl e in hard copy version only call
M chelle Franz at (617)495-7976 to receive




