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Appendix C 
Sensitivity Testing 

 
 

 
 

In any evaluation, decisions are made about how to handle certain data or analysis issues 
(e.g., nonresponse differentials, sampling weights, etc.). While there are some commonly accepted 
approaches in research and evaluation methodology, sometimes there are multiple approaches, and any 
could be acceptable. The evaluation team chose its approach in consultation with a panel of methodology 
experts before analyzing the data and seeing the results. However, in an effort to be both transparent and 
complete, each presentation of analyses is followed by a discussion of the sensitivity testing conducted to 
determine how robust the estimates are to specific changes in the analytic approach. These different 
specifications include: 

 
• Trimmed sample: The sample of students was trimmed back to equalize the actual 

response rates of the treatment and control groups prior to any subsampling of control 
group nonrespondents. Since the actual response rate of the treatment group was higher 
(68 percent), in effect the “latest treatment group members to respond” were dropped 
from the sample until the treatment response rate matched the control group’s pre-
subsample response rate of 58 percent. This approach differs from the primary 
analysis, where all observations were used even though a higher percentage of the 
treatment than the control group actually responded to outcome data collection. This 
sensitivity testing is designed to address whether the difference in response rates is 
adequately controlled for by nonresponse weighting of subsampled initial 
nonrespondents. 

• Clustering on school currently attending: Robust standard errors are generated for the 
primary analysis by clustering on family units, which ensures that the analysis is 
sensitive to the potential correlation of error terms from students within the same 
family. The possibility that error terms are correlated at the school level is taken into 
account with an analysis that generates a different set of robust standard errors by 
clustering on the school each student is attending. This approach produces a more 
generalizable set of results, since different school choice programs are likely to 
generate different amounts and patterns of student clustering at the school level than 
the specific pattern observed in the DC OSP; however, that greater level of 
generalizability can come at the cost of study power and analytic efficiency in 
measuring the impacts from this particular program, especially if large numbers of 
study participants are clustered in a small number of schools.  
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Sensitivity Testing of Main Impact Analysis Models 

Here we subject the findings from the overall analysis of the impact of the offer of a 
scholarship on achievement, safety, and satisfaction outcomes to the sensitivity analysis of using only the 
trimmed sample and clustering on school attended instead of family. We also assess any statistically 
significant impacts from the exploratory subgroup analyses using these same sensitivity tests.  

 

Sensitivity Checks for the ITT Impacts on Reading and Math Achievement 
 
Neither sensitivity test produced changes in the overall findings for reading and math 

impacts (table C-1). For subgroup reading impacts, the findings were not sensitive to the trimmed sample 
analysis. The other sensitivity specification that involves the use of robust regression analysis that clusters 
on students’ current school in place of the clustering by family generated results that differed from the 
primary analysis in two of five subgroup estimations. Both the female subgroup and cohort 1 subgroup 
reading impacts are not statistically significant when estimated using this method. 

 
Table C-1. Year 3 Test Score ITT Impact Estimates and P-Values with Different Specifications 
 

Student Achievement 
Groups 

Original Estimates 

 

Trimmed Sample 

 

Clustering on 
Current School 

Impact p-value Impact p-value Impact p-value 
Full sample: reading 4.46* .01  5.21** .01  4.46* .03 
Full sample: math .81 .62  1.51 .40  .81 .64 
SINI never: reading 6.57** .01  8.14** .00  6.57** .01 

Higher performing: reading 5.45* .02  5.50* .02  5.45* .03 
Female: reading 5.07* .04  6.67* .01  5.07 .06 
K-8: reading 5.23** .01  5.71** .01  5.23** .01 
Cohort 1: reading 8.70* .04  11.17* .03  8.70 .10 
*Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level. 
**Statistically significant at the 99 percent confidence level. 
NOTES: Impacts are displayed in terms of scale scores. Original estimates valid N for reading = 1,460; math = 1,468. Trimmed sample valid N 

for reading = 1,296; math = 1,303. Separate reading and math sample weights were used. 

 
In sum, the finding from the primary analysis of no significant programmatic impact overall 

on math achievement but a significant impact overall on reading achievement was consistent across the 
analysis approaches. The finding from the primary analysis of a significant programmatic impact in 
reading for five subgroups was consistent across specifications, except in the case of clustering on current 
school attended for the female and cohort 1 subgroups. 
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Sensitivity Checks for ITT Impacts on Parent Perceptions of Safety and an Orderly School Climate 
 
The programmatic impacts on parental reports of safety and an orderly school climate 

discussed in chapter 3 were consistent across analytic approaches with one exception (table C-2). The 
positive impact of the Program on parent perceptions of safety and an orderly school climate, statistically 
significant for the cohort 1 subgroup in the primary analysis, loses significance when estimated using the 
smaller trimmed sample. 
 
Table C-2. Year 3 Parent Perceptions of Safety and an Orderly School Climate: ITT Impact 

Estimates and P-Values with Different Specifications 
 

 Original Estimates  Trimmed Sample  
Clustering on Current 

School 

Outcome Impact p-value  Impact p-value  Impact p-value 
School safety and 
climate: parents 

1.01** .00  .99** .00  1.01** .00 

SINI ever 1.16** .00  1.15** .00  1.16** .00 
SINI never .90** .00  .87** .00  .90** .00 
Lower performance 1.02** .01  .98** .01  1.02** .01 
Higher performance 1.01** .00  1.00** .00  1.01** .00 
Male 1.06** .00  .86** .00  1.06** .00 
Female .96** .00  1.12** .00  .96** .00 
K-8 .93** .00  .86** .00  .93** .00 
9-12 1.51* .02  1.84** .01  1.51* .03 
Cohort 2 .97** .00  1.01** .00  .97** .00 
Cohort 1  1.20* .03  .92 .13  1.20* .05 
*Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level. 

**Statistically significant at the 99 percent confidence level.  
NOTES: Original estimates valid N = 1,423. Trimmed sample valid N = 1,248. Parent survey weights were used. 

 

Sensitivity Checks for ITT Impacts on Student Reports of Safety and an Orderly School Climate 
 
The primary analysis discussed in chapter 3 found no treatment impact on students’ 

perceptions of a safe school climate. This result is consistent across different analytic approaches (table 
C-3). Regardless of how the data were analyzed, responses of those offered a scholarship did not differ 
significantly from control group students’ perception of school safety. 
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Table C-3. Year 3 Student Reports of Safety and an Orderly School Climate: ITT Impact 
Estimates and P-Values with Different Specifications 

 

Outcome 

Original Estimates 

 

Trimmed Sample 

 

Clustering on Current 
School 

Impact p-value Impact p-value Impact p-value 
School safety and 
climate: students .12 .36  .07 .64  .12 .36 

NOTES: Original estimates valid N = 1,098. Trimmed sample valid N = 968. Student survey weights were used. 

 

Sensitivity Checks for ITT Impacts on Parent Reports of School Satisfaction 
 
The finding of a positive impact of the Program on parent satisfaction for the full sample and 

for 7 of 10 subgroups was not sensitive to different analytic approaches with one exception (table C-4). 
The positive impact of the Program on parents likelihood of grading their child’s school A or B, 
statistically significant for the female student subgroup in the primary analysis, loses significance when 
estimated using the smaller trimmed sample. 

 
Table C-4. Year 3 Parent Satisfaction ITT Impact Estimates and P-Values with Different 

Specifications 
 

Parent gave school 
grade of A or B 

Original Estimates 

 

Trimmed Sample 

 

Clustering on Current 
School 

Impact p-value Impact p-value Impact p-value 
Full sample .11** .00  .08** .01  .11** .00 
SINI never .14** .00  .11** .01  .14** .00 
Higher 
performance 

.13** .00  .12** .00  .13** .00 

Male .11** .01  .08* .04  .11* .02 
Female .10** .01  .07 .07  .10* .01 

K-8 .13** .00  .10** .00  .13** .00 

Cohort 2 .08* .02  .07* .05  .08* .02 
Cohort 1  .20** .00  .12* .05  .20** .00 

*Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level.  

**Statistically significant at the 99 percent confidence level.  
NOTES: Original estimates valid N for school grade = 1,410. Trimmed sample valid N for school grade = 1,239. Parent survey weights were 

used. Impact estimates reported for the dichotomous variable “parents who gave school a grade of A or B” are reported as marginal 
effects. 
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Sensitivity Checks for ITT Impacts on Student Reports of School Satisfaction 
 
The results of the primary analysis found no programmatic impact on overall student self-

reports of satisfaction. That finding is consistent across the different methodological approaches (table C-
5). In every specification, there are no differences in the likelihood of a student grading his/her school A 
or B. 

 
Table C-5. Year 3 Student Satisfaction ITT Impact Estimates and P-Values with Different 

Specifications 
 

Outcome 

Original Estimates 

 

Trimmed Sample 

 

Clustering on Current 
School 

Impact p-value Impact p-value Impact p-value 
Student gave school 
a grade of A or B -.03 .41  -.04 .26  -.03 .49 

NOTES: Original estimates valid N for school grade = 1,014. Trimmed sample valid N for school grade = 897. Student survey weights were 
used. Impact estimates are reported as marginal effects. Survey given to students in grades 4-12. 
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Appendix D 
Detailed ITT Tables 

 
 

 
 
Table D-1. Year 3 Test Score ITT Impacts: Reading 
 

Student Achievement 

Unadjusted Mean Differences 

 

Regression-Based Impact Estimates 

Treatment 
(S.D./S.E.) 

Control 
(S.D./S.E.) 

T-C 
Difference 

(S.E.) 
p-

value 

Estimated 
Impact 
(S.E.) p-value 

Effect 
Size 

(S.D.) 
Full sample 635.69 

(35.06) 
630.98 
(34.52) 

4.71 
(3.35) 

.16  4.46* 
(1.82) 

.01 .13 
(34.52) 

Subgroups         
SINI ever 655.11 

(31.74) 
648.25 
(32.79) 

6.87 
(4.33) 

.11  1.52 
(2.78) 

.59 .05 
(32.79) 

SINI never 621.90 
(36.04) 

618.72 
(34.60) 

3.18 
(4.64) 

.49  6.57** 
(2.40) 

.01 .19 
(34.60) 

Difference 33.22 
(3.95) 

29.53 
(4.96) 

3.69 
(6.31) 

.56  -5.05 
(3.69) 

.17 -.15 
(34.52) 

Lower performance 613.19 
(26.13) 

612.38 
(28.08) 

0.81 
(5.18) 

.16  2.10 
(2.93) 

.47 .07 
(28.08) 

Higher performance 646.57 
(33.31) 

639.29 
(32.37) 

7.28 
(4.08) 

.08  5.45* 
(2.23) 

.02 .17 
(32.37) 

Difference -33.37 
(4.21) 

-26.90 
(5.16) 

-6.47 
(6.62) 

.33  -3.35 
(3.61) 

.35 -.10 
(34.52) 

Male 633.08 
(34.03) 

627.48 
(34.09) 

5.60 
(4.69) 

.23  3.83 
(2.64) 

.15 .11 
(34.09) 

Female 638.31 
(35.22) 

634.24 
(33.24) 

4.07 
(4.74) 

.39  5.07* 
(2.46) 

.04 .15 
(33.24) 

Difference -5.23 
(4.22) 

-6.75 
(5.07) 

1.53  
(6.65) 

.82  -1.23 
(3.58) 

.73 -.04 
(34.52) 

K-8 627.41 
(35.75) 

622.07 
(35.40) 

5.34 
(3.44) 

.12  5.23** 
(1.97) 

.01 .15 
(35.40) 

9-12 685.01 
(30.93) 

682.50 
(29.39) 

2.51 
(5.31) 

.64  -.10 
(3.92) 

.98 -.00 
(29.39) 

Difference -57.61 
(4.90) 

-60.43 
(3.99) 

2.83 
(6.21) 

.65  5.33 
(4.25) 

.21 .15 
(34.52) 

Cohort 2 625.41 
(35.46) 

622.27 
(35.45) 

3.14 
(3.73)  

.40  3.37 
(2.01) 

.09 
 

.09 
(35.45) 

Cohort 1  674.84 
(33.09) 

664.17 
(27.72) 

10.67* 
(5.36) 

.05  8.70* 
(4.16) 

.04 
 

.31 
(27.72) 

Difference -49.42 
(3.95) 

-41.90 
(5.24) 

-7.53 
(6.53) 

.25  -5.34 
(4.59) 

.25 
 

-.15 
(34.52) 

*Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level.  

**Statistically significant at the 99 percent confidence level.  

NOTES: Impacts displayed in terms of scale scores and effect sizes in terms of standard deviations. Valid N for reading = 1,460. Reading 
sample weights were used. 
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Table D-2. Year 3 Test Score ITT Impacts: Math 
 

Student Achievement 

Unadjusted Mean Differences 

 

Regression-Based Impact Estimates 

Treatment 
(S.D./S.E.) 

Control 
(S.D./S.E.) 

T-C 
Difference 

(S.E.) 
p-

value 

Estimated 
Impact 
(S.E.) p-value 

Effect 
Size 

(S.D.) 
Full sample 629.50 

(29.82) 
629.34 
(31.70) 

.15 
(3.39) 

.96  .81 
(1.64) 

.62 .03 
(31.70) 

Subgroups         
SINI ever 651.91 

(26.07) 
646.56 
(27.73) 

5.35 
(4.46) 

.23  .17 
(2.51) 

.95 .01 
(27.73) 

SINI never 613.61 
(31.57) 

617.12 
(33.59) 

-3.51 
(4.63) 

.45  1.27 
(2.26) 

.58 .04 
(33.59) 

Difference 38.29 
(3.90) 

29.44 
(5.16) 

8.85 
(6.38) 

.17  -1.10 
(3.45) 

.75 -.03 
(31.70) 

Lower performance 612.98 
(21.41) 

615.08 
(23.96) 

-2.10 
(5.72) 

.71  .35 
(2.79) 

.90 .01 
(23.96) 

Higher performance 637.55 
(30.85) 

635.65 
(31.06) 

1.90 
(4.09) 

.64  .98 
(2.09) 

.64 .03 
(31.06) 

Difference -24.57 
(4.47) 

-20.57 
(5.38) 

-4.00 
(7.05) 

.57  -.63 
(3.57) 

.86 -.02 
(31.70) 

Male 629.77 
(29.29) 

629.31 
(31.14) 

0.46 
(4.97) 

.93  .04 
(2.44) 

.99 .00 
(31.14) 

Female 629.22 
(29.46) 

629.38 
(30.73) 

-0.15 
(4.62) 

.97  1.54 
(2.25) 

.50 .05 
(30.73) 

Difference 0.55 
(4.31) 

-0.07 
(5.17) 

0.61 
(6.78) 

.93  -1.50 
(3.34) 

.65 -.05 
(31.70) 

K-8 620.76 
(30.87) 

620.73 
(33.37) 

0.03 
(3.56) 

.99  1.01 
(1.79) 

.57 .03 
(33.37) 

9-12 681.56 
(23.60) 

679.18 
(22.07) 

2.38 
(3.99) 

.55  -.41 
(3.93) 

.92 -.02 
(22.07) 

Difference -60.80 
(3.92) 

-58.45 
(3.64) 

-2.35 
(5.26) 

.66  1.42 
(4.28) 

.74 .04 
(31.70) 

Cohort 2 618.18 
(31.54) 

619.53 
(34.21) 

-1.35 
(3.84) 

.73  -.21 
(1.86) 

.91 -.01 
(34.21) 

Cohort 1  672.63 
(22.67) 

666.74  
(20.77) 

5.89 
(4.09) 

.15  4.74 
(3.59) 

.19 .23 
(20.77) 

Difference -54.45 
(3.44) 

-47.21 
(4.56) 

-7.24 
(5.61) 

.20  -4.95 
(4.08) 

.23 -.16 
(31.70) 

NOTES: Impacts displayed in terms of scale scores and effect sizes in terms of standard deviations. Valid N for math = 1,468. Math sample 
weights were used. 
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Table D-3. Year 3 Parental Perceptions of School Safety and Climate: ITT Impacts 
 
Parental Perceptions 

of Safety and an 
Orderly School 

Climate (0-10 Scale) 

Unadjusted Mean Differences 

 

Regression-Based Impact Estimates 

Treatment 
(S.D./S.E.) 

Control 
(S.D./S.E.) 

T-C 
Difference 

(S.E.) 
p-

value 

Estimated 
Impact 
(S.E.) p-value 

Effect 
Size 

(S.D.) 
Full sample 8.18 

(3.03) 
7.06 

(3.50) 
1.12** 
(.21) 

.00  1.01** 
(.20) 

.00 .29 
(3.50) 

Subgroups         
SINI ever 7.92 

(3.17) 
6.75 

(3.67) 
1.17** 
(.35) 

.00  1.16** 
(.34) 

.00 .32 
(3.67) 

SINI never 8.37 
(2.92) 

7.29 
(3.36) 

1.08** 
(.25) 

.00  .90** 
(.25) 

.00 .27 
(3.36) 

Difference -.45 
(.24) 

-.54 
(.36) 

.09 
(.43) 

.84  .26 
(.42) 

.53 . 07 
(3.50) 

Lower performance 7.85 
(3.18) 

6.80 
(3.62) 

1.05** 
(.38) 

.01  1.02** 
(.36) 

.01 .28 
(3.62) 

Higher performance 8.34 
(2.94) 

7.18 
(3.45) 

1.16** 
(.25) 

.00  1.01** 
(.25) 

.00 .29 
(3.45) 

Difference -.49 
(.26) 

-.39 
(.38) 

-.11 
(.45) 

.81  .01 
(.43) 

.99 .00 
(3.50) 

Male 8.19 
(2.98) 

7.06 
(3.52) 

1.14** 
(.30) 

.00  1.06** 
(.30) 

.00 .30 
(3.52) 

Female 8.17 
(3.08) 

7.07 
(3.49) 

1.10** 
(.27) 

.00  .96** 
(.26) 

.00 .28 
(3.49) 

Difference .03 
(.22) 

-.01 
(.34) 

.04 
(.39) 

.92  .10 
(.38) 

.78 .03 
(3.50) 

K-8 8.31 
(2.98) 

7.28 
(3.40) 

1.04** 
(.22) 

.00  .93** 
(.21) 

.00 .27 
(3.40) 

9-12 7.33 
(3.20) 

5.78 
(3.82) 

1.55* 
(.62) 

.01  1.51* 
(.62) 

.02 .40 
(3.82) 

Difference .98 
(.49) 

1.49 
(.44) 

-.51 
(.65) 

.43  -.58 
(.65) 

.37 -.17 
(3.50) 

Cohort 2 8.37 
(2.90) 

7.32 
(3.37) 

1.04** 
(.22) 

.00  .97** 
(.21) 

.00 .29 
(3.37) 

Cohort 1  7.47 
(3.40) 

6.06 
(3.80) 

1.41* 
(.56) 

.01  1.20* 
(.56) 

.03 .31 
(3.80) 

Difference .90 
(.34) 

1.27 
(.51) 

-.37 
(.60) 

.53  -.23 
(.60) 

.70 -.07 
(3.50) 

*Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level.  
**Statistically significant at the 99 percent confidence level.  
NOTES: Effect sizes are in terms of standard deviations. Valid N = 1,423. Parent survey weights were used. 
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Table D-4. Year 3 Student Reports of School Safety and Climate: ITT Impacts 
 
Student Perceptions 

of Safety and an 
Orderly School 

Climate (0-8 Scale) 

Unadjusted Mean Differences 

 

Regression-Based Impact Estimates 

Treatment 
(S.D./S.E.) 

Control 
(S.D./S.E.) 

T-C 
Difference 

(S.E.) 
p-

value 

Estimated 
Impact 
(S.E.) p-value 

Effect 
Size 

(S.D.) 
Full sample 6.29 

(1.68) 
6.06 

(1.90) 
.23 

(.14) 
.10  .12 

(.13) 
.36 .06 

(1.90) 
Subgroups         
SINI ever 6.24 

(1.67) 
5.99 

(2.04) 
.25 

(.21) 
.24  .08 

(.19) 
.66 .04 

(2.04) 
SINI never 6.32 

(1.68) 
6.11 

(1.79) 
.21 

(.18) 
.25  .14 

(.17) 
.41 .08 

(1.79) 
Difference -.08 

(.14) 
-.12 
(.24) 

.04 
(.28) 

.90  -.06 
(.26) 

.83 -.03 
(1.90) 

Lower performance 6.24 
(1.70) 

5.90 
(2.04) 

.34 
(.25) 

.17  .14 
(.24) 

.55 .07 
(2.04) 

Higher performance 6.30 
(1.67) 

6.13 
(1.83) 

.18 
(.17) 

.30  .10 
(.15) 

.50 .06 
(1.83) 

Difference -.06 
(.15) 

-.22 
(.26) 

.16 
(.30) 

.59  .04 
(.29) 

.90 .02 
(1.90) 

Male 6.11 
(1.76) 

5.86 
(1.95) 

.25 
(.19) 

.20  .10 
(.18) 

.59 .05 
(1.95) 

Female 6.45 
(1.57) 

6.25 
(1.83) 

.20 
(.18) 

.27  .13 
(.17) 

.44 .07 
(1.83) 

Difference -.34 
(.14) 

-.39 
(.22) 

.05 
(.26) 

.85  -.04 
(.25) 

.88 -.02 
(1.90) 

4-8 6.24 
(1.68) 

6.01 
(1.91) 

.22 
(.15) 

.14  .12 
(.14) 

.39 .06 
(1.91) 

9-12 6.57 
(1.63) 

6.32 
(1.80) 

.25 
(.31) 

.41  .11 
(.31) 

.74 .06 
(1.80) 

Difference -.33 
(.25) 

-.30 
(.22) 

-.03 
(.33) 

.93  .01 
(.34) 

.97 .01 
(1.90) 

Cohort 2 6.30 
(1.62) 

6.02 
(1.89) 

.28 
(.15) 

.06  .16 
(.15) 

.29 .08 
(1.89) 

Cohort 1  6.24 
(1.88) 

6.22 
(1.92) 

.02 
(.35) 

.95  -.04 
(.28) 

.88 -.02 
(1.92) 

Difference .06 
(.19) 

-.20 
(.34) 

.26 
(.38) 

.50  .20 
(.32) 

.54 .10 
(1.90) 

NOTES: Effect sizes are in terms of standard deviations. Valid N = 1,098. Student survey weights were used. Survey given to students in grades 
4-12.  

 
 



 

 D-5 

Table D-5. Year 3 Parental Satisfaction ITT Impacts: Parents Who Gave School a Grade of A or 
B 

 

Parents Who Gave 
School a Grade of A 

or B 

Unadjusted Mean Differences 

 

Regression-Based Impact Estimates 

Treatment 
(S.D./S.E.) 

Control 
(S.D./S.E.) 

T-C 
Difference 

(S.E.) 
p-

value 

Estimated 
Impact 
(S.E.) p-value 

Effect 
Size 

(S.D.) 
Full sample .77 

(.42) 
.63 

(.48) 
.13** 

(.03) 
.00  .11** 

(.03) 
.00 .22 

(.48) 
Subgroups         
SINI ever .72 

(.45) 
.63 

(.48) 
.09 

(.05) 
.06  .06 

(.04) 
.16 .13 

(.48) 
SINI never .80 

(.40) 
.64 

(.48) 
.17** 

(.04) 
.00  .14** 

(.04) 
.00 .29 

(.48) 
Difference -.09 

(.04) 
-.01 
(.05) 

-.08 
(.07) 

.21  -.09 
(.06) 

.17 -.18 
(.48) 

Lower performance .68 
(.47) 

.57 
(.50) 

.10* 
(.05) 

.04  .06 
(.05) 

.21 .12 
(.50) 

Higher performance .81 
(.39) 

.66 
(.47) 

.15** 
(.03) 

.00  .13** 
(.04) 

.00 .27 
(.47) 

Difference -.14 
(.04) 

-.09 
(.05) 

-.06 
(.06) 

.40  -.07 
(.07) 

.26 -.15 
(.48) 

Male .75 
(.43) 

.60 
(.49) 

.14** 
(.04) 

.00  .11** 
(.04) 

.01 .22 
(.49) 

Female .79 
(.41) 

.67 
(.47) 

.12** 
(.04) 

.00  .10** 
(.04) 

.01 .22 
(.47) 

Difference -.05 
(.04) 

-.06 
(.04) 

.02 
(.06) 

.78  .01 
(.05) 

.93 .01 
(.48) 

K-8 .79 
(.41) 

.64 
(.48) 

.15** 
(.03) 

.00  .13** 
(.03) 

.00 .27 
(.48) 

9-12 .63 
(.48) 

.60 
(.49) 

.02 
(.08) 

.77  -.01 
(.08) 

.88 -.03 
(.49) 

Difference .18 
(.08) 

.03 
(.05) 

.13 
(.08) 

.12  .14 
(.08) 

.11 .28 
(.48) 

Cohort 2 .78 
(.42) 

.68 
(.47) 

.11** 
(.03) 

.00  .08* 
(.03) 

.02 .16 
(.47) 

Cohort 1  .72 
(.45) 

.48 
(.50) 

.22** 
(.07) 

.00  .20** 
(.06) 

.00 .41 
(.50) 

Difference .06 
(.05) 

.19 
(.07) 

-.12 
(.08) 

.13  -.13 
(.07) 

.06 -.27 
(.48) 

*Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level.  

**Statistically significant at the 99 percent confidence level.  
NOTES: Valid N for school grade = 1,410. Parent survey weights were used. Impact estimates reported for the dichotomous variable “parents 

who gave school a grade of A or B” are reported as marginal effects. 
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Table D-6. Year 3 Parental Satisfaction ITT Impacts: Average Grade Parent Gave School 
 

Average Grade 
Parent Gave School 

(5.0 Scale) 

Unadjusted Mean Differences 

 

Regression-Based Impact Estimates 

Treatment 
(S.D./S.E.) 

Control 
(S.D./S.E.) 

T-C 
Difference 

(S.E.) 
p-

value 

Estimated 
Impact 
(S.E.) p-value 

Effect 
Size 

(S.D.) 
Full sample 4.05 

(.96) 
3.79 

(1.11) 
.26** 

(.07) 
.00  .20** 

(.07) 
.00 .22 

(1.11) 
Subgroups         
SINI ever 3.97 

(1.01) 
3.76 

(1.09) 
.20 

(.11) 
.07  .13 

(.10) 
.19 .12 

(1.09) 
SINI never 4.12 

(.92) 
3.81 

(1.12) 
.30** 

(.09) 
.00  .25** 

(.08) 
.00 .23 

(1.12) 
Difference -.15 

(.08) 
-.05 
(.11) 

-.10 
(.14) 

.46  -.12 
(.13) 

.36 -.11 
(1.11) 

Lower performance 3.80 
(1.05) 

3.66 
(1.17) 

.15 
(.13) 

.26  .06 
(.12) 

.61 .05 
(1.17) 

Higher performance 4.18 
(.88) 

3.85 
(1.07) 

.32** 
(.08) 

.00  .27** 
(.07) 

.00 .25 
(1.07) 

Difference -.37 
(.08) 

-.20 
(.12) 

-.18 
(.15) 

.23  -.21 
(.14) 

.14 -.19 
(1.11) 

Male 4.02 
(1.01) 

3.76 
(1.09) 

.26** 
(.10) 

.01  .19* 
(.09) 

.04 .18 
(1.09) 

Female 4.09 
(.91) 

3.83 
(1.12) 

.26** 
(.09) 

.01  .21* 
(.09) 

.02 .19 
(1.12) 

Difference -.07 
(.07) 

-.06 
(.11) 

-.01 
(.13) 

.96  -.02 
(.13) 

.88 -.02 
(1.11) 

K-8 4.10 
(.95) 

3.82 
(1.10) 

.28** 
(.07) 

.00  .23** 
(.07) 

.00 .21 
(1.10) 

9-12 3.75 
(.98) 

3.63 
(1.11) 

.12 
(.19) 

.52  .04 
(.19) 

.84 .03 
(1.11) 

Difference .35 
(.16) 

.19 
(.14) 

.16 
(.20) 

.42  .19 
(.20) 

.33 .17 
(1.11) 

Cohort 2 4.10 
(.93) 

3.87 
(1.06) 

0.22**  
(.07) 

.00  .16* 
(.07) 

.02 .15 
(1.07) 

Cohort 1  3.90 
(1.05) 

3.49 
(1.20) 

0.41* 
(.17) 

.02  .36* 
(.16) 

.02 .30 
(1.20) 

Difference .20 
(.11) 

.38 
(.16) 

-0.19 
(.19) 

.32  -.19 
(.17) 

.26 -.17 
(1.11) 

*Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level.  

**Statistically significant at the 99 percent confidence level.  
NOTES: Valid N for school grade = 1,410. Parent survey weights were used. 
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Table D-7. Year 3 Parental Satisfaction ITT Impacts: School Satisfaction Scale 
 

School Satisfaction 
Scale (IRT Scored 

.05-3.0) 

Unadjusted Mean Differences 

 

Regression-Based Impact Estimates 

Treatment 
(S.D./S.E.) 

Control 
(S.D./S.E.) 

T-C 
Difference 

(S.E.) 
p-

value 

Estimated 
Impact 
(S.E.) p-value 

Effect 
Size 

(S.D.) 
Full sample 2.14 

(.67) 
1.95 
(.72) 

.20** 
(.05) 

.00  .17** 
(.04) 

.00 .24 
(.72) 

Subgroups         
SINI ever 2.09 

(.70) 
1.90 
(.76) 

.18* 
(.07) 

.02  .15* 
(.07) 

.03 .20 
(.76) 

SINI never 2.19 
(.64) 

1.98 
(.70) 

.21** 
(.06) 

.00  .18** 
(.06) 

.00 .26 
(.70) 

Difference -.10 
(.05) 

-.08 
(.08) 

-.03 
(.09) 

.78  -.03 
(.09) 

.76 -.04 
(.72) 

Lower performance 2.05 
(.69) 

1.91 
(.76) 

.15* 
(.07) 

.05  .12 
(.08) 

.13 .15 
(.76) 

Higher performance 2.19 
(.65) 

1.96 
(.71) 

.23** 
(.06) 

.00  .19** 
(.05) 

.00 .27 
(.71) 

Difference -.14 
(.05) 

-.06 
(.08) 

-.08 
(.09) 

.39  -.08 
(.09) 

.38 -.11 
(.72) 

Male 2.12 
(.69) 

1.95 
(.71) 

.17** 
(.06) 

.01  .14* 
(.06) 

.03 .19 
(.71) 

Female 2.17 
(.65) 

1.95 
(.73) 

.23** 
(.06) 

.00  .20** 
(.06) 

.00 .27 
(.73) 

Difference -.05 
(.05) 

.00 
(.07) 

-.06 
(.09) 

.50  -.07 
(.08) 

.43 -.09 
(.72) 

K-8 2.17 
(.67) 

1.96 
(.74) 

.22** 
(.05) 

.00  .19** 
(.05) 

.00 .25 
(.74) 

9-12 1.96 
(.66) 

1.89 
(.60) 

.07 
(.12) 

.58  .04 
(.11) 

.72 .07 
(.60) 

Difference .22 
(.11) 

.06 
(.08) 

.15 
(.13) 

.24  .15 
(.12) 

.24 .20 
(.72) 

Cohort 2 2.18 
(.65) 

1.97 
(.71) 

.21** 
(.05) 

.00  .18** 
(.05) 

.00 .26 
(.71) 

Cohort 1  2.01 
(.74) 

1.85 
(.78) 

.16 
(.12) 

.21  .11 
(.12) 

.35 .14 
(.78) 

Difference .17 
(.08) 

.12 
(.11) 

.05 
(.13) 

.69  .07 
(.12) 

.55 .10 
(.72) 

*Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level.  
**Statistically significant at the 99 percent confidence level.  
NOTES: Valid N for parent satisfaction = 1,438. Parent survey weights were used.  
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Table D-8. Year 3 Student Satisfaction ITT Impacts: Students Who Gave School a Grade of A or 
B 

 

Students Who Gave 
School a Grade of A 

or B 

Unadjusted Mean Differences 

 

Regression-Based Impact Estimates 

Treatment 
(S.D./S.E.) 

Control 
(S.D./S.E.) 

T-C 
Difference 

(S.E.) 
p-

value 

Estimated 
Impact 
(S.E.) p-value 

Effect 
Size 

(S.D.) 
Full sample .72 

(.45) 
.73 

(.44) 
-.01 
(.03) 

.71  -.03 
(.03) 

.41 -.06 
(.44) 

Subgroups         
SINI ever .64 

(.48) 
.72 

(.45) 
-.07 
(.04) 

.12  -.08 
(.04) 

.07 -.18 
(.45) 

SINI never .78 
(.42) 

.74 
(.44) 

.04 
(.05) 

.41  .02 
(.04) 

.60 .05 
(.44) 

Difference -.13 
(.04) 

-.02 
(.05) 

-.11 
(.07) 

.12  -.11 
(.07) 

.10 -.25 
(.44) 

Lower performance .64 
(.48) 

.68 
(.47) 

-.04 
(.07) 

.50  -.06 
(.06) 

.29 -.13 
(.47) 

Higher performance .75 
(.43) 

.75 
(.43) 

-.00 
(.04) 

1.00  -.01 
(.04) 

.81 -.02 
(.43) 

Difference -.11 
(.04) 

-.07 
(.06) 

-.04 
(.07) 

.60  -.05 
(.07) 

.46 -.12 
(.44) 

Male .68 
(.47) 

.72 
(.45) 

-.04 
(.04) 

.34  -.05 
(.04) 

.27 -.11 
(.45) 

Female .76 
(.43) 

.74 
(.44) 

.02 
(.05) 

.62  -.00 
(.04) 

.95 -.01 
(.44) 

Difference -.08 
(.04) 

-.02 
(.05) 

-.07 
(.07) 

.32  -.05 
(.07) 

.46 -.11 
(.44) 

4-8 .75 
(.44) 

.76 
(.43) 

-.02 
(.04) 

.67  -.03 
(.03) 

.44 -.06 
(.43) 

9-12 .57 
(.50) 

.57 
(.50) 

-.00 
(.07) 

.99  -.02 
(.07) 

.76 -.04 
(.50) 

Difference .18 
(.07) 

.19 
(.06) 

-.01 
(.08) 

.86  -.01 
(.07) 

.94 -.01 
(.44) 

Cohort 2 .75 
(.37) 

.78 
(.38) 

-.03 
(.04) 

.42  -.05 
(.04) 

.24 -.11 
(.38) 

Cohort 1  .59 
(.43) 

.56 
(.44) 

.03 
(.06) 

.63  .03 
(.05) 

.63 .05 
(.44) 

Difference .16 
(.05) 

.22 
(.07) 

-.06 
(.07) 

.41  -.07 
(.06) 

.28 -.16 
(.44) 

NOTES: Valid N for school grade = 1,014. Student survey weights were used. Impact estimates reported for the dichotomous variable “students 
who gave school a grade of A or B” are reported as marginal effects. Survey given to students in grades 4-12. 
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Table D-9. Year 3 Student Satisfaction ITT Impacts: Average Grade Student Gave School 
 

Average Grade 
Student Gave School 

(5.0 Scale) 

Unadjusted Mean Differences 

 

Regression-Based Impact Estimates 

Treatment 
(S.D./S.E.) 

Control 
(S.D./S.E.) 

T-C 
Difference 

(S.E.) 
p-

value 

Estimated 
Impact 
(S.E.) p-value 

Effect 
Size 

(S.D.) 
Full sample 3.98 

(.97) 
3.99 
(.91) 

-.01 
(.07) 

.84  -.03 
(.07) 

.68 -.03 
(.91) 

Subgroups         
SINI ever 3.81 

(.95) 
3.93 
(.97) 

-.12 
(.10) 

.24  -.13 
(.10) 

.20 -.13 
(.97) 

SINI never 4.11 
(.98) 

4.04 
(.86) 

.07 
(.10) 

.49  .05 
(.09) 

.60 .06 
(.86) 

Difference -.29 
(.09) 

-.11 
(.11) 

-.18 
(.14) 

.19  -.18 
(.13) 

.19 -.20 
(.91) 

Lower performance 3.87 
(.99) 

3.98 
(.90) 

-.10 
(.13) 

.43  -.13 
(.13) 

.32 -.14 
(.90) 

Higher performance 4.02 
(.96) 

4.00 
(.92) 

.02 
(.08) 

.79  .01 
(.08) 

.86 .02 
(.92) 

Difference -.15 
(.10) 

-.03 
(.12) 

-.12 
(.15) 

.43  -.14 
(.15) 

.35 -.15 
(.91) 

Male 3.93 
(.96) 

4.03 
(.88) 

-.10 
(.10) 

.31  -.08 
(.09) 

.37 -.09 
(.88) 

Female 4.03 
(.99) 

3.96 
(.94) 

.07 
(.10) 

.51  .02 
(.10) 

.85 .02 
(.94) 

Difference -.10 
(.09) 

.06 
(.11) 

-.16 
(.14) 

.24  -.10 
(.13) 

.45 -.11 
(.91) 

4-8 4.06 
(.95) 

4.07 
(.88) 

-.01 
(.07) 

.87  -.02 
(.07) 

.77 -.02 
(.88) 

9-12 3.56 
(1.03) 

3.59 
(.98) 

-.03 
(.19) 

.88  -.07 
(.19) 

.71 -.07 
(.98) 

Difference .50 
(.16) 

.48 
(.13) 

.02 
(.20) 

.93  .05 
(.19) 

.80 .05 
(.91) 

Cohort 2 4.07 
(.95) 

4.08 
(.88) 

-.01 
(.08) 

.86  -.03 
(.08) 

.74 -.03 
(.95) 

Cohort 1  3.65 
(1.00) 

3.68 
(.95) 

-.03 
(.15) 

.84  -.04 
(.14) 

.79 -.04 
(.88) 

Difference .42 
(.11) 

.41 
(.13) 

.02 
(.17) 

.93  .01 
(.16) 

.94 .01 
(.91) 

NOTES: Valid N for school grade = 1,014. Student survey weights were used. Survey given to students in grades 4-12. 
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Table D-10. Year 3 Student Satisfaction ITT Impacts: School Satisfaction Scale 
 

School Satisfaction 
Scale (IRT Scored 

.54-2.8) 

Unadjusted Mean Differences 

 

Regression-Based Impact Estimates 

Treatment 
(S.D./S.E.) 

Control 
(S.D./S.E.) 

T-C 
Difference 

(S.E.) 
p-

value 

Estimated 
Impact 
(S.E.) p-value 

Effect 
Size 

(S.D.) 
Full sample 2.07 

(.39) 
2.02 
(.41) 

.05 
(.03) 

.16  .01 
(.03) 

.74 .02 
(.41) 

Subgroups         
SINI ever 2.04 

(.37) 
1.99 
(.43) 

.05 
(.05) 

.26  .01 
(.04) 

.73 .03 
(.43) 

SINI never 2.10 
(.40) 

2.06 
(.39) 

.04 
(.05) 

.36  .01 
(.04) 

.89 .02 
(.39) 

Difference -.06 
(.04) 

-.07 
(.06) 

.01 
(.07) 

.93  .01 
(.06) 

.89 .02 
(.41) 

Lower performance 2.02 
(.35) 

1.99 
(.39) 

.03 
(.06) 

.64  -.02 
(.05) 

.66 -.06 
(.39) 

Higher performance 2.10 
(.40) 

2.04 
(.41) 

.06 
(.04) 

.18  .02 
(.04) 

.50 .06 
(.41) 

Difference -.08 
(.04) 

-.05 
(.06) 

-.03 
(.07) 

.68  -.05 
(.06) 

.45 -.12 
(.41) 

Male 2.06 
(.37) 

2.02 
(.37) 

.04 
(.04) 

.34  .01 
(.04) 

.83 .02 
(.37) 

Female 2.08 
(.41) 

2.03 
(.43) 

.05 
(.05) 

.28  .01 
(.04) 

.80 .03 
(.43) 

Difference -.02 
(.04) 

-.01 
(.05) 

-.01 
(.06) 

.82  -.00 
(.06) 

.97 -.01 
(.41) 

4-8 2.09 
(.39) 

2.05 
(.41) 

.03 
(.04) 

.36  .00 
(.03) 

1.00 .00 
(.41) 

9-12 2.01 
(.35) 

1.92 
(.37) 

.09 
(.06) 

.16  .05 
(.06) 

.41 .14 
(.37) 

Difference .08 
(.05) 

.13 
(.05) 

-.05 
(.07) 

.46  -.05 
(.07) 

.48 -.12 
(.41) 

Cohort 2 2.10 
(.37) 

2.07 
(.38) 

.02 
(.04) 

.67  -.01 
(.04) 

.73 -.03 
(.38) 

Cohort 1  2.01 
(.43) 

1.91 
(.44) 

.10 
(.07) 

.16  .07 
(.06) 

.22 .16 
(.44) 

Difference .09 
(.04) 

.16 
(.07) 

-.07 
(.08) 

.34  -.08 
(.07) 

.24 -.20 
(.41) 

NOTES: Valid N for student satisfaction = 886. Student survey weights were used. Survey given to students in grades 4-12. 
 



 

 D-11 

Table D-11. Year 3 Parental Perceptions of School Safety and Climate: ITT Impacts on Individual 
Items 

 
 Unadjusted Mean Differences  Regression-Based Impact Estimates 

Parental Safety: 
NOT Current School 

Problems 
Treatment 

(S.D.) 
Control 
(S.D.) 

T-C 
Difference 

(S.E.) 
p-

value 

 Estimated 
Impact 
(S.E.) p-value 

Effect 
Size 

(S.D.) 
Kids destroying 
property 

.81 
(.40) 

.69 
(.46) 

.11** 
(.03) 

.00  .10** 
(.03) 

.00 .22 
(.46) 

Kids being late for 
school 

.67 
(.47) 

.51 
(.50) 

.15** 
(.03) 

.00  .15** 
(.03) 

.00 .30 
(.50) 

Kids missing classes .74 
(.44) 

.61 
(.49) 

.13** 
(.03) 

.00  .13** 
(.03) 

.00 .27 
(.49) 

Fighting .58 
(.44) 

.75 
(.49) 

.17** 
(.03) 

.00  .17** 
(.03) 

.00 .33 
(.49) 

Cheating .84 
(.37) 

.73 
(.44) 

.11** 
(.03) 

.00  .11** 
(.03) 

.00 .24 
(.44) 

Racial conflict .88 
(.33) 

.83 
(.38) 

.05* 
(.02) 

.02  .05* 
(.02) 

.03 .12 
(.38) 

Guns or other 
weapons 

.87 
(.34) 

.77 
(.42) 

.10** 
(.02) 

.00  .08** 
(.02) 

.00 .20 
(.42) 

Drug distribution .87 
(.34) 

.78 
(.42) 

.09** 
(.02) 

.00  .07** 
(.02) 

.00 .18 
(.42) 

Drug and alcohol use .87 
(.33) 

.76 
(.42) 

.11** 
(.03) 

.00  .09** 
(.02) 

.00 .21 
(.42) 

Teacher absenteeism  .84 
(.37) 

.72 
(.45) 

.12** 
(.03) 

.00  .11** 
(.03) 

.00 .25 
(.45) 

*Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level. 
**Statistically significant at the 99 percent confidence level. 
NOTES: Valid Ns for the individual items range from 1,371 to 1,406. 
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Table D-12. Year 3 Student Reports of School Safety and Climate: ITT Impacts on Individual 
Items 

 
 Unadjusted Mean Differences  Regression-Based Impact Estimates 

Student Safety: Did 
NOT Happen This 

Year 
Treatment 

(S.D.) 
Control 
(S.D.) 

T-C 
Difference 

(S.E.) 
p-

value 

 Estimated 
Impact 
(S.E.) p-value 

Effect 
Size  

(S.D.) 
Something stolen 
from desk, locker, or 
other place 

.59 
(.49) 

.59 
(.49) 

.00 
(.04) 

.97  -.03 
(.04) 

.32 -.08 
(.49) 

Taken money or 
things from me by 
force or threats 

.91 
(.28) 

.85 
(.35) 

.06* 
(.02) 

.02  .04* 
(.02) 

.01 .13 
(.35) 

Offered drugs .89 
(.31) 

.88 
(.33) 

.01 
(.02) 

.58  .01 
(.02) 

.60 .03 
(.32) 

Physically hurt by 
another student 

.82 
(.38) 

.79 
(.41) 

.03 
(.03) 

.26  -.00 
(.03) 

.93 -.01 
(.41) 

Threatened with 
physical harm 

.89 
(.32) 

.84 
(.37) 

.05 
(.03) 

.08  .03 
(.02) 

.16 .08 
(.37) 

Seen anyone with a 
real/toy gun or knife 
at school 

.82 
(.38) 

.76 
(.43) 

.06* 
(.03) 

.05  .07* 
(.03) 

.03 .16 
(.43) 

Been bullied at 
school 

.87 
(.34) 

.83 
(.37) 

.03 
(.03) 

.25  .01 
(.02) 

.34 .03 
(.37) 

Been called a bad 
name 

.47 
(.50) 

.48 
(.50) 

-.01 
(.04) 

.71  -.04 
(.04) 

.33 -.07 
(.50) 

*Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level.  
NOTES: Valid Ns for the individual items range from 1,067 to 1,090. 
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Table D-13. Year 3 Parental Satisfaction ITT Impacts on Individual Items 
 

 Unadjusted Mean Differences  Regression-Based Impact Estimates 
School Satisfaction 
Scale: Items (1-4 

Scale) 
Treatment 

(S.D.) 
Control 
(S.D.) 

T-C 
Difference 

(S.E.) 
p-

value 

 Estimated 
Impact 
(S.E.) p-value 

Effect 
Size  

(S.D.) 
Location 3.21 

(.89) 
3.05 
(.96) 

.16** 
(.06) 

.01  .15** 
(.06) 

.01 .16 
(.96) 

Safety 3.23 
(.81) 

3.00 
(.90) 

.22** 
(.05) 

.00  .21** 
(.05) 

.00 .24 
(.90) 

Class sizes 3.17 
(.84) 

2.91 
(.94) 

.27** 
(.06) 

.00  .22** 
(.06) 

.00 .24 
(.94) 

School facilities 3.10 
(.83) 

2.92 
(.92) 

.18** 
(.06) 

.00  .14* 
(.05) 

.01 .15 
(.92) 

Respect between 
teachers and 
students 

3.17 
(.82) 

2.97 
(.92) 

.20** 
(.06) 

.00  .18** 
(.06) 

.00 .20 
(.92) 

Teachers inform 
parents of students’ 
progress 

3.21 
(.83) 

3.04 
(.91) 

.17** 
(.06) 

.00  .14* 
(.05) 

.01 .15 
(.91) 

Amount students 
can observe 
religious traditions 

3.23 
(.94) 

2.95 
(1.15) 

.28** 
(.07) 

.00  .28** 
(.07) 

.00 .25 
(1.15) 

Parental support for 
the school 

3.17 
(.79) 

2.94 
(.88) 

.23** 
(.06) 

.00  .19** 
(.05) 

.00 .21 
(.88) 

Discipline 3.16 
(.85) 

2.93 
(.94) 

.23** 
(.06) 

.00  .20** 
(.06) 

.00 .21 
(.94) 

Academic quality 3.21 
(.82) 

2.99 
(.95) 

.22** 
(.06) 

.00  .16** 
(.05) 

.00 .17 
(.95) 

Racial mix of 
students 

3.09 
(.85) 

3.00 
(.92) 

.09 
(.06) 

.11  .06 
(.06) 

.30 .06 
(.92) 

Services for students 
with special needs 

3.76 
(1.24) 

3.57 
(1.29) 

.18* 
(.09) 

.04  .17* 
(.08) 

.05 .13 
(1.29) 

*Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level. 
**Statistically significant at the 99 percent confidence level. 
NOTES: Valid Ns for the individual items range from 1,349 to 1,407. 
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Table D-14. Year 3 Student Satisfaction ITT Impacts on Individual Items 
 

 Unadjusted Mean Differences  Regression-Based Impact Estimates 

School Satisfaction 
Scale: Items (1-4 Scale) 

Treatment 
(S.D.) 

Control 
(S.D.) 

T-C 
Difference 

(S.E.) 
p-

value 

 Estimated 
Impact 
(S.E.) p-value 

Effect 
Size  

(S.D.) 
Students are proud to go 
to this school 

2.94 

(.86) 

2.93 

(.85) 

.00 

(.06) 

.96  -.05 

(.06) 

.41 -.06 

(.85) 

There is a lot of learning 
at this school 

3.40 

(.70) 

3.32 

(.74) 

.08 

(.06) 

.13  .05 

(.05) 

.38 .06 

(.74) 

Rules of behavior are 
strict 

3.25 

(.87) 

3.16 

(.91) 

.09 

(.07) 

.20  .06 

(.07) 

.37 .07 

(.91) 

When students 
misbehave, they receive 
the same treatment 

2.82 

(1.00) 

2.75 

(1.06) 

.07 

(.08) 

.42  .03 

(.08) 

.73 .03 

(1.06) 

I feel safe 3.16 

(1.00) 

3.13 

(1.00) 

.03 

(.08) 

.68  -.00 

(.08) 

.99 -.00 

(1.00) 

People at my school are 
supportive 

3.18 

(.83) 

3.12 

(.83) 

.05 

(.06) 

.40  -.01 

(.06) 

.80 -.02 

(.83) 

I do not feel isolated at 
my school 

3.19 

(.92) 

3.19 

(.94) 

.00 

(.07) 

.96  -.02 

(.07) 

.80 -.02 

(.94) 

I enjoy going to school 3.26 

(.81) 

3.26 

(.83) 

-.00 

(.06) 

.95  -.03 

(.06) 

.60 -.04 

(.83) 

Students behave well 
with the teachers 

2.83 

(.83) 

2.75 

(.84) 

.08 

(.06) 

.15  .06 

(.06) 

.30 .07 

(.84) 

Students do their 
homework 

2.53 

(.89) 

2.36 

(.91) 

.17* 

(.07) 

.01  .12 

(.07) 

.07 .13 

(.91) 

I rarely feel made fun of 
by other students 

3.11 

(1.04) 

3.01 

(1.08) 

.10 

(.08) 

.22  .05 

(.08) 

.49 .05 

(1.08) 

Other students seldom 
disrupt class 

2.28 

(.95) 

2.16 

(.91) 

.13 

(.07) 

.05  .05 

(.07) 

.40 .06 

(.90) 

Students who misbehave 
rarely get away with it 

2.83 

(1.00) 

2.72 

(1.04) 

.11 

(.08) 

.17  .04 

(.07) 

.59 .04 

(1.04) 

Most of my teachers 
really listen to what I 
have to say 

3.15 

(.86) 

3.14 

(.93) 

.01 

(.07) 

.88  .00 

(.07) 

1.00 .00 

(.93) 

My teachers are fair 3.07 

(.84) 

3.06 

(.88) 

.02 

(.06) 

.78  .01 

(.06) 

.92 .01 

(.88) 

My teachers expect me 
to succeed 

3.60 

(.63) 

3.47 

(.74) 

.13* 

(.05) 

.02  .12* 

(.05) 

.02 .17 

(.74) 

Teachers punish 
cheating when they see it 

3.33 
(.90) 

3.09 
(1.03) 

.25** 
(.07) 

.00  .22** 
(.07) 

.00 .21 
(1.03) 

*Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level. 
**Statistically significant at the 99 percent confidence level. 
NOTES: Valid Ns for the individual items range from 960 to 1,087. Higher values indicate a greater degree of agreement with the statement. 
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Appendix E 
Relationship Between Attending a Private School 

and Key Outcomes 
 
 

 
 

Scholarship programs such as the OSP are designed to expand the opportunities for students 
to attend private schools of their parents’ choosing. As such, policymakers have been interested in the 
outcomes that are associated with private schooling, whether via the use of an Opportunity Scholarship or 
by other means. However, efforts to estimate the effects of private schooling involve statistical techniques 
(called Instrumental Variable or “IV” analysis) that deviate somewhat from the randomized trial, and 
researchers are divided on how closely these techniques approximate an estimate of experimental 
“impact” (Angrist, Imbens, and Rubin 1996, pp. 444-455 and 468-472; Heckman 1996, pp. 459-462). 
Because of this debate, it is important to distinguish these analytic results from the estimated impacts of 
the award or use of an OSP scholarship and to treat these findings with some caution.  

 
E.1 Instrumental Variables Method and Results 

This appendix uses IV analysis to examine the relationship between private schooling and 
outcomes among members of the treatment and control groups. Such an analysis is conceptually distinct 
from estimating the IOT by way of the Bloom or “double-Bloom” adjustments since it examines outcome 
patterns in both treatment and control groups that could be the results of exposure to private schooling. As 
with the estimation of the IOT, however, we limit the IV estimations of the effects of private schooling to 
only the impacts found to be statistically significant in the intent to treat (ITT) analysis presented in 
chapter 3. Because this element of the evaluation is merely supplemental to the analysis of ITT and IOT 
impacts of the Program, no adjustments are made to the significance levels of the IV estimates of the 
effects of private schooling to account for multiple comparisons.  

 
In practice, instrumental variable analysis involves running two stages of statistical 

regressions to arrive at unbiased estimates of the effects of private schooling on a particular outcome 
(Howell et al. 2006, pp. 49-51). In the first stage, the results of the treatment lottery and student 
characteristics at baseline are used to estimate the likelihood that individual students attended a private 
school in year 3. In the second stage, that estimate of the likelihood of private schooling operates in place 
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of an actual private schooling indicator to estimate the effect of private schooling on outcomes.1 In cases 
like this experiment, the IV procedure will generate estimates of the effect of private schooling that will 
be slightly larger than the double-Bloom IOT impact estimates. Since the IV process tends to place 
greater demands upon the data, special attention must be paid to the significance levels of IV estimates, as 
some experimental impacts that are statistically significant at the ITT stage lose their significance when 
subjected to IV analysis.  

 
Applying IV analytic methods to the experimental data from the evaluation, we find a 

statistically significant relationship between enrollment in a private school in year 3 and the following 
outcomes for groups of students and parents (table E-1): 

 
• For the full sample of students, reading achievement for students who attended a 

private school in year 3 was 7.11 scale score points higher (ES = .22) 2 than that of 
students who were not in private school in year 3. 

• Students who applied from non-SINI schools who were enrolled in private school in 
year 3 scored 10.25 scale score points higher (ES = .30) in reading than that of non-
SINI students who were not in private school in year 3. 

• Reading achievement for students who applied with relatively higher academic 
performance who were enrolled in private school in year 3 was 9.52 scale score points 
higher (ES = .30) than that of like students who were not in private school in year 3. 

• Reading achievement for students who were entering grades K-8 in the application year 
and were enrolled in private school in year 3 was 8.28 scale score points higher (ES = 
.25) than that of K-8 students who were not in private school in year 3. 

• Though the ITT results in chapter 3 found statistically significant treatment impacts in 
reading achievement for the female and the cohort 1 subgroups of students, these same 
effects were not significant through the IV estimation of the outcomes of private 
schooling. 

• Parental perceptions of school climate and safety were higher for those enrolled in 
private schools in year 3 (ES = .55) than for those with children in public schools. 

                                                 
1 A careful consideration of how the lottery instrument actually operates reveals why IV estimates with lottery instruments generate unbiased 

estimates of program effects. In the first stage of the analysis, the lottery variable assigns the same probability of private school attendance to 
each member of the treatment group (71.6 percent) and to each member of the control group (12.3 percent), regardless of whether they actually 
attended a private school. A self-selected and elite subgroup of treatments and controls may have enrolled in private schools, but the lottery 
instrument essentially is ignorant to that fact. Since the lottery instrument distinguishes only between treatments and controls (who were 
randomly assigned) and cannot distinguish between private school enrollees and nonprivate school enrollees (who were self-selected), the use 
of the lottery as the instrumental variable in this analysis generates unbiased estimates of the effects of private schooling. 

2 ES stands for Effect Size and is measured as a fraction of a standard deviation of the distribution of control group values (in this case, those 
who did not attend private school) of the outcome variable. 
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• Parents of students who attended private schools were more likely (21 percentage 
points) to give their child’s school a grade of A or B (ES = .43) than if the child was in 
a public school.  

Table E-1. Private Schooling Effect Estimates for Statistically Significant ITT Results  
 

Outcomes 
IV Regression 

Estimate p-value Effect Size 
Student Achievement 
Full sample: reading 7.11* .04 .22 
SINI never: reading 10.25* .02 .30 
Higher performing: reading 9.52* .02 .30 
Female: reading 6.08 .15 .19 
K-8: reading 8.28* .02 .25 
Cohort 1: reading 15.75 .05 .57 
School Safety and Climate: Parents 2.04** .00 .55 

School Satisfaction: Parents 
School grade of A or B .21** .00 .43 

*Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level. 
**Statistically significant at the 99 percent confidence level. 
NOTES: Valid N for reading = 1,365. Reading sample weights were used. Difference displayed in terms of scale scores. Valid N 

for school danger = 1,345. Parent survey weights were used. Valid N for school grade = 1,333. Parent survey weights 
were used. Impact estimates reported for the dichotomous variable “parents who gave school a grade of A or B” are 
reported as marginal effects. 

 
E.2 Sensitivity Testing of Instrumental Variable Analysis Models 

As with the results of the offer of a scholarship reported in chapter 3, we subject the results 
of the original IV estimation of private schooling effects to two sensitivity tests involving different 
methodological approaches (table E-2).3 
 

• The overall private schooling effect on reading remains statistically significant under 
the trimmed sample procedure, but is not significant in the estimation procedure that 
generates robust standard errors by clustering on current school attended. 

• All five subgroups that had significant reading achievement impacts under the ITT 
analysis (chapter 3) also demonstrated statistically significant private schooling effects 
using IV estimation on the trimmed sample. 

• The same two subgroups of students with significant ITT reading impacts that did not 
show statistically significant reading achievement effects in the main IV analysis 
(female and cohort 1 students) also did not demonstrate significant reading effects 
when clustering on current school attended. 

• The finding that parental perceptions of school climate and safety were higher for those 
who enrolled their child in private school is not sensitive to different analytic methods.  

                                                 
3 For a description of the sensitivity tests, see appendix C. 
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• The finding that parental satisfaction is higher for those who enrolled their child in a 
private school is not sensitive to different analytic methods.  

Table E-2. Private Schooling Achievement Effects and P-Values with Different Specifications 
 

Outcomes 

Original IV Estimate 

 

Trimmed Sample 

 

Clustering on Current 
School 

Impact p-value Impact p-value Impact p-value 
Student Achievement 
Full sample: reading 7.11* .04  9.38* .02  7.11 .06 
SINI never: reading 10.25* .02  13.10** .01  10.25* .01 
Higher performing: reading 9.52* .02  9.09* .03  9.52* .03 
Female: reading 6.08 .15  10.56* .02  6.08 .17 
K-8: reading 8.28* .02  10.22* .02  8.28* .02 
Cohort 1: reading 15.75 .05  25.10* .02  15.75 .10 
School Safety and 
Climate: Parents 

2.04** .00  1.95** .00  2.04** .00 

School Satisfaction: Parents 
School grade of A or B .21** .00  .20** .00  .21** .00 

*Statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level. 
**Statistically significant at the 99 percent confidence level. 
NOTES: Valid N for reading = 1,365; trimmed sample valid N = 1,220. Reading sample weights were used. Difference displayed in terms of 

scale scores. Valid N for school danger = 1,345; trimmed sample valid N = 1,203. Parent survey weights were used. Valid N for school 
grade = 1,333; trimmed sample valid N = 1,195. Parent survey weights were used. Impact estimates reported for the dichotomous 
variable “parents who gave school a grade of A or B” are reported as marginal effects. 

 



 

 F-1 

Appendix F 
Intermediate Outcome Measures 

 
 

 
 

An analysis of the impacts of the Opportunity Scholarship Program (OSP) on intermediate 
outcomes was conducted to determine if certain factors might be candidates as mediators of the impact of 
the treatment on student achievement. Previous research regarding the possible influences on student 
achievement tends to focus on four general types of factors: educational supports provided in the home, 
the extent to which students are enthusiastic about learning and engaged in school activities, the nature of 
the instructional program delivered to students, and the general school environment. Twenty-four specific 
intermediate outcomes were identified and measured within each of these four categories, as described 
below. 

 
F.1 Home Educational Supports 

The first grouping of mediating factors is Home Educational Supports. As a general category 
this set of factors seeks to assess the impact that the OSP may have had on the educational supports 
provided by a student’s family. The category contains four potential mediators: Parental Involvement, 
Parent Aspirations, Out-of-school Tutor Usage, and School Transit Time.  

 
1. Parental Involvement 
 
Parental involvement seeks to measure how active a parent is in his/her child’s education. 

The variable is an Item Response Theory (IRT) scale composed of responses from the parent survey to 
three questions about how often during the school year the parent volunteered in school, attended a school 
organization meeting, or accompanied students on class trips. Parental involvement was chosen because it 
has been shown to vary between public and private schools (Bryk et al. 1993; Witte 1993; Bauch and 
Goldring 1995) and to have a relationship to student achievement (Henderson and Berla 1994; Sui-Chu 
and Willms 1996; Fan and Chen 2001; Wu and Qi 2006).  

 
The parental involvement variable ranges from .67 to 7.78 with a mean of 2.82 and a 

standard deviation of 2.03. The Cronbach’s Alpha for the parental involvement scale is .71.1 

                                                 
1 Cronbach’s Alpha is a measure of the consistency and reliability of a scale (Spector 1991). The critical value of Cronbach’s Alpha is .70, above 

which a scale is considered to have a satisfactory level of reliability.  
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2. Parent Aspirations 
 
Parent aspirations is a measure of how many years of education a parent expects his/her 

child to receive. Taken from the parent survey, the variable is treated as a continuous variable with the 
following values: 

 
a. Some high school, but will not graduate=11 
b. Complete high school=13 
c. Attend a 2-year college=14 
d. Attend a 4-year college=15 
e. Obtain a certificate=15 
f. Obtain a bachelor’s degree=17 
g. Obtain a master’s degree or other higher degree=19 

 
Parent aspirations is one of two measures of educational aspirations used in the intermediate outcomes 
analysis, along with student aspirations. These factors were chosen for analysis because educational 
aspirations are associated with student achievement (Natriello and McDill 1986; Singh et al. 1995; Fan 
and Chen 2001; Wu and Qi 2006). The measure of parent aspirations ranges from 11 to 19. The mean of 
parent aspirations is 17.28, and the standard deviation is 2.33. 

 
3. Out-of-school Tutor Usage 
 
Out-of-school tutor usage, taken from the parent survey, is a measure of whether or not the 

student receives help on schoolwork from tutoring held outside of the child’s school. Out-of-school tutor 
usage is one of two measures of tutor usage, along with in-school tutor usage. These measures were 
chosen because tutor usage has been shown to vary across public and private schools (Howell et al 2006) 
and to be associated with student achievement (Cohen, Kulik, and Kulik 1982; Ritter 2000). As a 
dichotomous variable, out-of-school tutor usage can take the value of 0 or 1. The mean value of out-of-
school tutor usage is .11, and the standard deviation is .31. 

 
4. School Transit Time 
 
School transit time seeks to measure the length of the school commute that a parent provides 

for his/her child. The variable is taken from the parent survey and is an ordinal variable with values 
assigned as: 
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a. Under 10 minutes= 1 
b. 11-20 minutes=2 
c. 21-30 minutes=3 
d. 31-45 minutes=4 
e. 46 minutes to an hour=5 
f. More than one hour=6 

 
This variable was chosen because it has been shown to be associated with student achievement (Dolton, 
Marcenaro, and Navarro 2003). Commuting time has a negative effect on student achievement because it 
is unproductive time that is not being spent on student learning. The school transit time variable ranges 
from 1 to 6 with a mean of 2.70 and a standard deviation of 1.36. Due to the ordinal design of this 
variable, details regarding the impact of the offer of a scholarship on school transit time are presented by 
response category in tables F-1 to F-11 below. 
 
F.2 Student Motivation and Engagement 

Student motivation and engagement is a grouping of potential mediators that seeks to 
measure the impact of the OSP on the personal investment of students in their own education. The 
category contains six components: Student Aspirations, Attendance, Tardiness, Reads for Fun, 
Engagement in Extracurricular Activities, and Frequency of Homework (measured in days per week).  

 
1. Student Aspirations 
 
Student aspirations is a measure of how many years of education the student expects to 

receive. Taken from the student survey, the variable is treated as continuous with the following values: 
 

a. Some high school, but will not graduate=11 
b. Complete high school=13 
c. Attend a 2 year college=14 
d. Attend a 4 year college=15 
e. Obtain a certificate=15 
f. Obtain a bachelor’s degree=17 
g. Obtain a master’s degree or other higher degree=19 

 
Student aspirations is one of two measures of educational aspirations, along with parent aspirations. These 
factors were chosen as potential mediators because educational aspirations have been shown to vary 
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across public and private schools (Plank et al. 1993) and to be associated with student achievement 
(Natriello and McDill 1986; Singh et al. 1995). The student aspirations variable ranges from 11 to 19 
years of education. The mean of student aspirations is 16.80, and the standard deviation is 1.95. 
 

2. Attendance 
 
Attendance is a measure of how often the student has missed school. Attendance is an 

ordinal variable taken from the parent survey that measures how many school days the student missed in 
the preceding month: 

 
a. None=0 
b. 1-2 Day =1 
c. 3-4 Days=2 
d. 5 or more days=3 

 
Attendance was chosen as a possible mediator because it has been shown to be associated with student 
achievement (Lamdin 1996). The attendance variable ranges from 0 to 3. Attendance has a mean of .79 
and a standard deviation of .83. Due to the ordinal design of this variable, details regarding the impact of 
the offer of a scholarship on attendance are presented by response category in tables F-12 to F-22. 
 

3. Tardiness 
 
Tardiness is a measure of how often the student has missed school. Taken from the parent 

survey and measuring how many days the student arrived late in the preceding month, tardiness is an 
ordinal variable with the following values:  

 
a. None=0 
b. 1-2 Days=1 
c. 3-4 Days=2 
d. 5 or more days=3 

 
Tardiness was chosen as a possible mediator because it has been associated with student achievement 
(Mulkey, Crain, and Harrington 1992). The tardiness variable ranges from 0 to 3. Tardiness has a mean of 
.50 and a standard deviation of .78. Due to the ordinal design of this variable, details regarding the impact 
of the offer of a scholarship on tardiness are presented by response category in tables F-23 to F-33. 
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4. Reads for Fun 
 
Reads for fun seeks to measure whether the student reads for personal enjoyment. The 

variable is taken from the student survey and is a dichotomous variable that equals 1 if the student claims 
to read for fun and 0 if not. The variable was chosen as a possible mediator because it has been shown to 
be associated with student achievement (Mulkey et al. 1992; Mullis et al. 2003). Reads for fun has a mean 
of .43 and a standard deviation of .49. 

 
5. Engagement in Extracurricular Activities 
 
Engagement in extracurricular activities seeks to measure the student’s involvement in 

programs that are not a required part of the school’s educational program. Taken from the student survey, 
the variable is a count of the number of activities in which a student reports participating from a list of 
five items, including community service and volunteer work, boy or girl scouts, and other such activities. 
The variable was chosen as a possible mediator because it has been shown to be associated with student 
achievement (McNeal 1995). Engagement in extracurricular activities ranges from 0 to 5 with a mean of 
2.25 and a standard deviation of 1.30. 

 
6. Frequency of Homework 
 
Frequency of homework measures how many nights during a typical week the student 

reported doing homework. Taken from the student survey, the variable is a count, from zero to five, of the 
number of school days per week that the student said that he or she typically works on homework. 
Frequency of homework was chosen because it has been shown to vary across public and private schools 
(Hoffer, Greeley, and Coleman 1985) and to be associated with student achievement (Rutter et al. 1979; 
Natriello and McDill 1986; Rumberger and Palardy 2005; Wolf and Hoople 2006). The mean of 
frequency of homework is 3.73, and the standard deviation is 1.53. 

 
F.3 Instructional Characteristics 

Instructional characteristics is a grouping of factors that seeks to capture features of the 
educational program experienced by students in the treatment group compared to those in the control 
group. There are 10 possible mediating factors in the category: Student/Teacher Ratio, Teacher Attitude, 
Ability Grouping, Availability of Tutors, In-school Tutor Usage, Programs for Students with Learning 
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Problems, Programs for English Language Learners, Programs for Advanced Learners, Before- or After-
School Programs, and Enrichment Programs.2 

 
1. Student/Teacher Ratio 
 
Student/teacher ratio is the number of students at the child’s school divided by the full-time 

equivalency of classroom teachers at the school. The variable is a continuous measure taken from the 
National Center for Educational Statistics’ Common Core of Data (NCES CCD) and Private School 
Universe Survey (NCES PSS). Student/teacher ratio was chosen as a possible mediator because it has 
been shown to vary across public and private schools and to be associated with student achievement 
(Arum 1996; Nye, Hedges, and Konstantopoulos 2000). Student/teacher ratio ranges from 2.60 to 26.20. 
The mean of student/teacher ratio is 12.93, and the standard deviation is 4.23. 

 
2. Teacher Attitude 
 
Teacher attitude measures the extent to which students report being treated with 

consideration by their classroom teachers. Taken from the student survey, the variable is an IRT scale that 
combines student evaluations of four items involving how well teachers listen to them, are fair, expect 
students to succeed, and encourage students to do their best. Teacher attitude was chosen because it has 
been shown to differ across public and private schools (Ballou and Podgursky 1998; Gruber et al. 2002) 
and to be associated with student achievement (Hanushek 1971; Card and Krueger 1992; Wayne and 
Youngs 2003; Wolf and Hoople 2006). Teacher attitude ranges from .44 to 10.39 with a mean of 2.61 and 
a standard deviation of 1.97. The Cronbach’s Alpha for teacher attitude is .75. 

 
3. Ability Grouping 
 
Ability grouping is a measure of the ways in which a school differentiates instruction based 

on student ability. Taken from the principal survey, the measure is a dichotomous variable that equals 1 if 
the school differentiates instruction by either organizing classes with similar content but different 
difficulty levels or organizing classes with different content. The variable equals 0 if neither of these 

                                                 
2 The offer of an Opportunity Scholarship has a negative impact on the likelihood that a student participates in the federal government’s free or 

reduced-price lunch program. Although the families in the treatment and control groups were equally income disadvantaged at baseline, 3 
years after random assignment only 27 percent of the treatment group but 50 percent of the control group was participating in the federal lunch 
program based on parent reports. The negative impact of the scholarship offer on participation in the lunch program of 23 percentiles has an 
effect size of -.13 of a standard deviation and is statistically significant beyond p < .01. The federal lunch program was not included as a 
possible mediator in the analysis because participation in the federal school lunch program per se is not associated with student achievement. 
The treatment does not affect family income, only the likelihood of participating in a certain program (free/reduced-price lunch) that is 
sometimes used as an imperfect indicator of low family income.  
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methods of differentiating instruction is used. Ability grouping was chosen as a possible mediator because 
it has been shown both to vary across public and private schools and to be associated with student 
achievement (Lee and Bryk 1988). Ability grouping has a mean of .73 and a standard deviation of .45. 

 
4. Availability of Tutors 
 
Availability of tutors measures whether the school a student attends has tutors available for 

its students. Taken from the principal survey, the measure is a dichotomous variable that equals 1 if the 
school makes tutors available to its students and 0 if not. Though not entirely comparable to the two 
measures of tutor usage analyzed as possible mediators, this variable was chosen for similar reasons: 
tutors have been shown to vary across public and private schools (Howell et al. 2006) and to be associated 
with student achievement (Cohen et al. 1982; Ritter 2000). Availability of tutors has a mean of .58 and a 
standard deviation of .49. 

 
5. In-school Tutor Usage 
 
In-school tutor usage is a measure of whether a child actually uses a tutor provided by the 

school. Taken from the parent survey, the measure is a dichotomous variable that equals 1 if the student 
uses a school-provided tutor and 0 if not. In-school tutor usage is one of two measures of tutor usage, 
along with out-of-school tutor usage, analyzed as possible mediators. These measures were chosen 
because tutor usage has been shown to vary across public and private schools (Howell et al 2006) and to 
be associated with student achievement (Cohen et al. 1982; Ritter 2000). In-school tutor usage has a mean 
of .24 and a standard deviation of .43. 

 
6. Programs for Students with Learning Problems 
 
Programs for students with learning problems is an indicator of an affirmative response to a 

question in the principal survey about providing distinctive instructional activities for students with 
learning problems. This measure of special school programs was chosen for analysis because the 
availability of such programs has been shown to vary across public and private schools (Gruber et al. 
2002; Howell et al. 2006) and to be associated with student achievement (Rumberger and Palardy 2005). 
Taken from the principal survey, the measure is a dichotomous variable that equals 1 if the principal gave 
an affirmative response when asked if his or her school offers such programs and 0 if not. The mean of 
this variable is .81 and the standard deviation is .39. 
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7. Programs for English Language Learners 
 
Programs for English language learners is an indicator of an affirmative response to a 

question in the principal survey about providing special instruction for non-English speakers. This 
measure of special programs was chosen for analysis because the availability of such programs has been 
shown to vary across public and private schools (Gruber et al. 2002; Howell et al. 2006) and to be 
associated with student achievement (Rumberger and Palardy 2005). Taken from the principal survey, the 
measure is a dichotomous variable that equals 1 if the principal gave an affirmative response when asked 
if his or her school offers such programs and 0 if not. The mean of this variable is .42 and the standard 
deviation is .49. 

 
8. Programs for Advanced Learners 
 
Programs for advanced learners is a measure of whether a principal reports offering any of a 

list of three items in the principal survey, including Advanced Placement (AP) courses, International 
Baccalaureate (IB) programs, and special instructional programs for advanced learners or a gifted and 
talented program. The variable is one of four potential mediators that measure special school programs. 
These factors were chosen for analysis because they have been shown to vary across public and private 
schools (Gruber et al. 2002; Howell et al. 2006) and to be associated with student achievement 
(Rumberger and Palardy 2005). Taken from the principal survey, the measure is a dichotomous variable 
that equals 1 if the school reported offering any of the three types of programs and 0 if it reported offering 
none. The mean of this variable is .47 and the standard deviation is .50.  

 
9. Before-/After-School Programs 
 
Before- or after-school programs was taken from the principal survey and is a dichotomous 

variable that equals 1 if the school offers a program for students either before or after school and equals 0 
if not. The variable is one of four that measure the availability of special school programs. These 
programmatic variables were chosen for the mediator analysis because they have been shown to vary 
across public and private schools (Gruber et al. 2002; Howell et al. 2006) and to be associated with 
student achievement (Rumberger and Palardy 2005). The mean of before-/after-school programs is .87, 
indicating that almost every student in the impact sample attended a school with a before- or after-school 
program and the standard deviation is .33. 
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10. Enrichment Programs 

 

Enrichment programs is a count of how many programs a school reports offering out of three 

items: foreign language programs, music programs, and arts programs. The variable is one of four that 

measures the availability of special school programs. These factors were chosen for analysis as possible 

mediators because they have been shown to vary across public and private schools (Gruber et al. 2002; 

Howell et al. 2006) and to be associated with student achievement (Rumberger and Palardy 2005). The 

enrichment programs variable ranges from 0 to 3 with a mean of 2.60 and a standard deviation of .63. 

 

F.4 School Environment 

School environment is the final conceptual grouping of potential mediators of the OSP 

treatment. The category includes certain characteristics of schools that might influence achievement but 

are not explicitly established by school policy. The category has four components: School 

Communication Policies, School Size, Percent Non-White, and Peer Classroom Behavior. 

 

1. School Communication Policies 

 

School communication policies measures the number of distinct policies a school has 

regarding required school-parent communications. Taken from the principal survey, the variable is a 

count of the number of communication policies a school reports having out of four items: informing 

parents of their students’ grades halfway through the grading period, notifying parents when students are 

sent to the office the first time for disruptive behavior, sending parents weekly or daily notes about their 

child’s progress, and sending parents a newsletter about what is occurring in their child’s school or school 

system. School communication policies was chosen for analysis as a possible mediator because it has 

been shown to vary across public and private schools (Bauch and Goldring 1995; Howell et al. 2006) and 

to be associated with student achievement (Henderson and Berla 1994; Sui-Chu and Willms 1996). The 

variable for school communication policies ranges from 1 to 4 with a mean of 3.04 and a standard 

deviation of .84. 

 

2. School Size 

 

School size is the total reported student enrollment in the attended school and is taken from 

the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) Common Core of Data (CCD) (http://nces.ed.gov/ 

ccd) and the NCES Private School Survey (PSS) (http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/pss). The variable was 

included in the analysis as a possible mediator because it has been shown to vary across public and 

http://nces.ed.gov/ccd
http://nces.ed.gov/ccd
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private schools (Wasley 2002) and to be associated with student achievement (Sander 1999; Lee and 
Loeb 2000). School size ranges from 10 to 3,514. The mean of school size is 463.83 and the standard 
deviation is 527.44. 

 
3. Percent Non-White 
 
Percent non-White is the percentage of enrolled students at the attended school who were 

identified as American Indian/Alaska Native, Asian Pacific Islander, Black non-Hispanic, and Hispanic. 
The data for the variable were taken from the NCES’ CCD and PSS. The variable was included in the 
analysis as a possible mediator because it has been shown to vary across public and private schools (Plank 
et al. 1993; Reardon and Yun 2002; Schneider and Buckley 2002) and to be associated with student 
achievement (Coleman 1966; Coleman 1990; Hanushek et al. 2002; Nielsen and Wolf 2002). Percent 
non-White ranges from .12 to 1.00 with a mean of .96 and a standard deviation of .11. 

 
4. Peer Classroom Behavior 
 

Peer classroom behavior seeks to measure the degree to which the other students in the child’s class are 
well behaved. Taken from the student survey, the variable is an IRT scale composed of student 
evaluations of five statements about their peers: whether students behave well with teachers, students 
neglect their homework, students tease them, other students often disrupt class, and students get away 
with bad behavior. Peer classroom behavior was chosen for the analysis as a possible mediator because it 
has been shown to vary across public and private schools (Lee, Dedrick, and Smith 1991; Harris 1998) 
and to be associated with student achievement (Card and Krueger 1992). Peer classroom behavior ranges 
from 2.93 to 12.91 with a mean of 8.31 and a standard deviation of 2.29. The Cronbach’s Alpha for peer 
classroom behavior is .68.3 
 

                                                 
3 This Alpha rating falls short of the standard critical value of .70 for scale reliability. Thus, the results involving the peer classroom behavior 

variable in the mediator analysis should be treated with caution. 
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F.5 Impacts on Intermediate Outcomes for Ordinal Variables by Variable 
Category 

Table F-1. Marginal Effects of Treatment: School Transit Time for Full 
Sample 

 

School transit time Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
Under 10 minutes .20 .22 -.02 
11-20 minutes .30 .31 -.01 
21-30 minutes .21 .20 .01 
31-45 minutes .17 .16 .01 
46 minutes to an hour .09 .07 .02 
More than one hour .03 .03 .00 
NOTES: Ordered logit beta = .12. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .29). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 

 
 
Table F-2. Marginal Effects of Treatment: School Transit Time for 

SINI-Ever Subgroup 
 

School transit time Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
Under 10 minutes .19 .21 -.02 
11-20 minutes .29 .30 -.01 
21-30 minutes .22 .21 .01 
31-45 minutes .19 .17 .02 
46 minutes to an hour .09 .08 .01 
More than one hour .04 .03 .00 
NOTES: Ordered logit beta = .15. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .44). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 

 
 



 

 F-12 

Table F-3. Marginal Effects of Treatment: School Transit Time for 
SINI-Never Subgroup 

 

School transit time Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
Under 10 minutes .22 .23 -.02 
11-20 minutes .31 .31 -.01 
21-30 minutes .20 .20 .01 
31-45 minutes .17 .16 .01 
46 minutes to an hour .08 .07 .01 
More than one hour .03 .03 .00 
NOTES: Ordered logit beta = .10. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .46). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 

 
 
Table F-4. Marginal Effects of Treatment: School Transit Time for 

Lower-Performing Subgroup 
 

School transit time Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
Under 10 minutes .21 .19 .02 
11-20 minutes .31 .29 .01 
21-30 minutes .20 .21 -.01 
31-45 minutes .17 .18 -.02 
46 minutes to an hour .08 .09 -.01 
More than one hour .03 .04 -.00 
NOTES: Ordered logit beta = -.14. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .48). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 
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Table F-5. Marginal Effects of Treatment: School Transit Time for 
Higher-Performing Subgroup 

 

School transit time Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
Under 10 minutes .20 .24 -.04 
11-20 minutes .29 .32 -.02 
21-30 minutes .21 .20 .01 
31-45 minutes .18 .15 .03 
46 minutes to an hour .08 .07 .02 
More than one hour .03 .03 .01 
NOTES: Ordered logit beta = .25. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .07). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 

 
 
Table F-6. Marginal Effects of Treatment: School Transit Time for 

Male Subgroup 
 

School transit time Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
Under 10 minutes .20 .22 -.02 
11-20 minutes .30 .31 -.01 
21-30 minutes .21 .20 .01 
31-45 minutes .18 .16 .01 
46 minutes to an hour .08 .08 .01 
More than one hour .04 .03 .00 
NOTES: Ordered logit beta = .11. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .51). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 
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Table F-7. Marginal Effects of Treatment: School Transit Time for 
Female Subgroup 

 

School transit time Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
Under 10 minutes .21 .23 -.02 
11-20 minutes .30 .31 -.01 
21-30 minutes .21 .20 .01 
31-45 minutes .17 .16 .01 
46 minutes to an hour .08 .07 .01 
More than one hour .03 .03 .00 
NOTES: Ordered logit beta = .14. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .38). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 

 
 
Table F-8. Marginal Effects of Treatment: School Transit Time for K-8 

Subgroup 
 

School transit time Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
Under 10 minutes .21 .24 -.03 
11-20 minutes .30 .32 -.02 
21-30 minutes .21 .20 .01 
31-45 minutes .17 .15 .02 
46 minutes to an hour .08 .07 .01 
More than one hour .03 .03 .01 
NOTES: Ordered logit beta = .19. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .13). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 
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Table F-9. Marginal Effects of Treatment: School Transit Time for 
9-12 Subgroup 

 

School transit time Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
Under 10 minutes .15 .11 .04 
11-20 minutes .27 .24 .02 
21-30 minutes .22 .23 -.01 
31-45 minutes .21 .23 -.03 
46 minutes to an hour .11 .12 -.02 
More than one hour .05 .05 -.01 
NOTES:  Ordered logit beta = -.26. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .41). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 

 
 
Table F-10. Marginal Effects of Treatment: School Transit Time for Cohort 2 
 

School transit time Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
Under 10 minutes .22 .24 -.02 
11-20 minutes .31 .32 -.01 
21-30 minutes .20 .20 .01 
31-45 minutes .16 .15 .01 
46 minutes to an hour .07 .07 .01 
More than one hour .03 .03 .00 
NOTES: Ordered logit beta = .11. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .40). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 

 
 
Table F-11. Marginal Effects of Treatment: School Transit Time for Cohort 1 
 

School transit time Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
Under 10 minutes .13 .16 -.03 
11-20 minutes .27 .28 -.02 
21-30 minutes .23 .22 .01 
31-45 minutes .22 .20 .02 
46 minutes to an hour .11 .09 .01 
More than one hour .05 .04 .00 
NOTES:  Ordered logit beta = .18. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .49). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 
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Table F-12. Marginal Effects of Treatment: Parent Reported Attendance 
for Full Sample 

 

Days absent Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
None .42 .45 -.03 
1-2 days .38 .37 .01 
3-4 days .14 .13 .01 
5 or more days .06 .06 .01 
NOTES: Ordered logit beta = .11. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .36). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 

 
 
Table F-13. Marginal Effects of Treatment: Parent Reported 

Attendance for SINI-Ever Subgroup 
 

Days absent Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
None .43 .46 -.03 
1-2 days .38 .37 .01 
3-4 days .13 .12 .01 
5 or more days .06 .05 .01 
NOTES: Ordered logit beta = .13. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .48). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 

 
 
Table F-14. Marginal Effects of Treatment: Parent Reported 

Attendance for SINI-Never Subgroup 
 

Days absent Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
None .41 .44 -.02 
1-2 days .38 .38 .01 
3-4 days .14 .13 .01 
5 or more days .06 .06 .00 
NOTES: Ordered logit beta = .08. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .58). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 
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Table F-15. Marginal Effects of Treatment: Parent Reported 
Attendance for Lower-Performing Subgroup 

 

Days absent Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
None .35 .45 -.09 
1-2 days .42 .38 .04 
3-4 days .16 .12 .04 
5 or more days .07 .05 .02 
NOTES:  Ordered logit beta = .39. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .07). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 

 
 
Table F-16. Marginal Effects of Treatment: Parent Reported 

Attendance for Higher-Performing Subgroup 
 

Days absent Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
None .45 .44 .01 
1-2 days .37 .37 -.00 
3-4 days .12 .13 -.00 
5 or more days .06 .06 -.00 
NOTES:  Ordered logit beta = -.03. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .83). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 

 
 
Table F-17. Marginal Effects of Treatment: Parent Reported Attendance 

for Male Subgroup 
 

Days absent Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
None .44 .44 -.00 
1-2 days .37 .37 .00 
3-4 days .13 .13 .00 
5 or more days .06 .06 .00 
NOTES:  Ordered logit beta = .00. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .99). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 

 
 



 

 F-18 

Table F-18. Marginal Effects of Treatment: Parent Reported Attendance 
for Female Subgroup 

 

Days absent Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
None .40 .45 -.05 
1-2 days .39 .37 .02 
3-4 days .14 .13 .02 
5 or more days .07 .06 .01 
NOTES:  Ordered logit beta = .20. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .20). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 

 
 
Table F-19. Marginal Effects of Treatment: Parent Reported Attendance 

for K-8 Subgroup 
 

Days absent Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
None .43 .45 -.02 
1-2 days .38 .37 .01 
3-4 days .13 .13 .01 
5 or more days .06 .06 .00 
NOTES:  Ordered logit beta = .07. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .57). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 

 
 
Table F-20. Marginal Effects of Treatment: Parent Reported Attendance 

for 9-12 Subgroup 
 

Days absent Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
None .36 .45 -.08 
1-2 days .41 .38 .04 
3-4 days .15 .12 .03 
5 or more days .07 .05 .02 
NOTES:  Ordered logit beta = .34. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .39). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 
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Table F-21. Marginal Effects of Treatment: Parent Reported Attendance 
for Cohort 2 

 

Days absent Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
None .43 .46 -.03 
1-2 days .38 .37 .01 
3-4 days .13 .12 .01 
5 or more days .06 .05 .01 
NOTES:  Ordered logit beta = .13. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .28). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 

 
 
Table F-22. Marginal Effects of Treatment: Parent Reported Attendance 

for 9-12 Cohort 1 
 

Days absent Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
None .38 .38 .00 
1-2 days .39 .40 -.00 
3-4 days .15 .15 -.00 
5 or more days .07 .07 -.00 
NOTES:  Ordered logit beta = -.02. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .96). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 

 
 
Table F-23. Marginal Effects of Treatment: Parent Reported Tardiness 

for Full Sample 
 

Days tardy Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
None .63 .67 -.04 
1-2 days .25 .23 .02 
3-4 days .07 .06 .01 
5 or more days .05 .04 .01 
NOTES:  Ordered logit beta = .17. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .19). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 
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Table F-24. Marginal Effects of Treatment: Parent Reported Tardiness 
for SINI-Ever Subgroup 

 

Days tardy Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
None .64 .66 -.01 
1-2 days .25 .24 .01 
3-4 days .07 .06 .00 
5 or more days .04 .04 .00 
NOTES:  Ordered logit beta = .06. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .74). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 

 
 
Table F-25. Marginal Effects of Treatment: Parent Reported Tardiness 

for SINI-Never Subgroup 
 

Days tardy Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
None .63 .68 -.06 
1-2 days .26 .23 .03 
3-4 days .07 .06 .01 
5 or more days .04 .04 .01 
NOTES:  Ordered logit beta = .25. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .14). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 

 
 
Table F-26. Marginal Effects of Treatment: Parent Reported Tardiness 

for Lower-Performing Subgroup 
 

Days tardy Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
None .59 .64 -.05 
1-2 days .28 .25 .03 
3-4 days .08 .07 .01 
5 or more days .05 .04 .01 
NOTES:  Ordered logit beta = .22. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .33). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 
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Table F-27. Marginal Effects of Treatment: Parent Reported Tardiness 
for Higher-Performing Subgroup 

 

Days tardy Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
None .65 .68 -.03 
1-2 days .25 .23 .02 
3-4 days .06 .06 .01 
5 or more days .04 .04 .01 
NOTES:  Ordered logit beta = .15. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .33). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 

 
 
Table F-28. Marginal Effects of Treatment: Parent Reported Tardiness 

for Male Subgroup 
 

Days tardy Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
None .65 .64 .01 
1-2 days .24 .25 -.01 
3-4 days .06 .07 -.00 
5 or more days .04 .04 -.00 
NOTES:  Ordered logit beta = -.05. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .77). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 

 
 
Table F-29. Marginal Effects of Treatment: Parent Reported Tardiness 

for Female Subgroup 
 

Days tardy Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
None .61 .70 -.09* 
1-2 days .27 .22 .05* 
3-4 days .07 .05 .02* 
5 or more days .05 .03 .01* 
NOTES: Ordered logit beta = .39. Effect is statistically significant (p-value = .03). The treatment and 

control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each category 
of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, impacts of 
treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of response; the 
estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group means. 
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Table F-30. Marginal Effects of Treatment: Parent Reported Tardiness 
for K-8 Subgroup 

 

Days tardy Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
None .64 .67 -.03 
1-2 days .25 .23 .02 
3-4 days .07 .06 .01 
5 or more days .04 .04 .00 
NOTES: Ordered logit beta = .14. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .31). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 

 
 
Table F-31. Marginal Effects of Treatment: Parent Reported Tardiness 

for 9-12 Subgroup 
 

Days tardy Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
None .60 .68 -.08 
1-2 days .28 .23 .05 
3-4 days .08 .06 .02 
5 or more days .05 .04 .01 
NOTES:  Ordered logit beta = .36. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .36). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 

 
 
Table F-32. Marginal Effects of Treatment: Parent Reported Tardiness 

for Cohort 2 
 

Days tardy Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
None .64 .68 -.04 
1-2 days .25 .23 .03 
3-4 days .07 .06 .01 
5 or more days .04 .04 .01 
NOTES:  Ordered logit beta = .19. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .17). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 
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Table F-33. Marginal Effects of Treatment: Parent Reported Tardiness 
for Cohort 1 

 

Days tardy Treatment 
Group Mean 

Control 
Group Mean 

Difference 
(Estimated 

Impact) 
None .62 .64 -.02 
1-2 days .26 .25 .01 
3-4 days .07 .07 .00 
5 or more days .05 .05 .00 
NOTES:  Ordered logit beta = .09. Effect is not statistically significant (p-value = .79). The treatment 

and control group means are mean percentages of respondents in each group giving each 
category of response. The “Difference (Estimated Impact)” is the marginal effect, that is, 
impacts of treatment on the probabilities of respondents giving that specific category of 
response; the estimated impact is the difference between the treatment and control group 
means. 

 
 




