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demographic data suggest that preferred schools house highet-performing
and more advantaged students : :

Two basic findings stand out here, and both speak positively of parents
whose children are enrolled in underperforming public schools. First, though
parents who qualify for NCLB’s choice provisions navigate their educational
landscape with less information, they nonetheless purport to tare about thé
same features of schools—foremost among them being academics—as
parents whose children attend performing public schools. Second, when
selecting an alternative public school for their child, interested parents in
underperforming schools consistently identify schools with more advantaged
and higher-performing students. To be sure, many of the chosen schools
themselves failed to make AYP. And without data on the quality of the teach-
ers ot the resources at these institutions, it is difficult to assess whether the
schools themselves are any better. Still, if their student bodies are any indica-
tion, these preferred schools nonetheless outperform the public schools from
which interested parents wish to withdraw their children.

Concluding Thoughts and Policy
Recommendations .

As some of the other chapters in this volume make clear, there are ample rea-
sons for criticizing state determinations of annual yearly progress. NCLB
latgely disregards the independent contributions of teachers, principals, and
programs to a child’s education. Tts accountability system holds schools
accountable for the performance of multiple subgroups while failing to
account for student mobility rates, and hence is predisposed to reward
racially homogeneous schools that attract higher-performing students and to
punish heterogeneous schools that cater to lower-performing student bodies,
And by measuring student achievement strictly, and solely, on the basis of
standardized tests, the act disregards important aspects of student learning,
This chapter, and the survey on which it is based, deliberately does not
comment on NCLB’s language or design. Instead, it takes as given state deter-
minations of school performance in order to scrutinize the choices and pref
erences of parents within a given educational context. It provides an early
assessment of parental knowledge of and interest in new educational opportu-
nities, and the challenges faced by advocates of choice and accountability who
aim to boost parental control over and involvement in children’s education.
“The survey results reveal considerable interest in new public and
private schooling options, especially among parents whose children attend
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underperforming public schools. Though parents who qualify for_.NCLB’s
choice provisions give their schools high marks, they nonetheless appear less
satisfied than parents with children in performing schools, they are more
likely to prefer to-send their child to an alternative public, charter, or private
school, and most have in mind a specific school that they would prefer their
child attend. Furthermore, when choosing among alternative schools, these
parents consistently identify institutions whose students score . higher on
standardized tests.

Given such interest, why have so few parents transferred schools under
NCLB? (Statewide, less than 1 percent of eligible parents have opted to
switch out of a public school deemed in need of improvement). In addition
to the structural issues identified elsewhere in this volume, lack of knowledge
appears critical. Only one out of every four parénts with children in under-
petforming Massachusetts public schools-successfully identified the school’s
status, and hence grasped the most basic information required to take advan-
tage of NCLB’s choice and supplemental services provisions. Whether the
onus of blame lies with parents or schools, information simply is not getting
to those individuals who need it most.

To raise awareness of NCLB’s accountability system and increase the
number of students who seize upon its educational benefits, three policy

" changes are recommended:

1. First, and most obviously, stace and federal governments should not rely
on districts to disseminate information about which schools have made
AYP, and which students hence qualify for transfers and supplemental
services. If parents are to take advantage of new educational opportuni-
ties, they first must know about them. State and federal governments
need to find ways to communicate directly with parents to ensure that
they do.

2. Second, when disseminating information about NCLB, special accom-

modations must be made on behalf of non-English-speaking families. The
poor knowledge revealed among parents of children attending underper-
forming schools was matched only by foreign born and parents lacking
proficiency in English. Only one in three parents born outside of the
United States, and one in four parents of a limited English proficiency
" child, knew whether or not their school was underperforming,?® If these
families are to scize upon NCLB’s choice provisions, state and federal
governments must find ways of effectively communicating with them.

3. Finally, and perhaps most controversially, parents with children at undet-

performing public schools should be allowed to select any other public
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Other policy reforms, of course, might also be entertained. For instance,
if choice advocates truly want to satisfy parents, they should add private

schools to the menu of available education options. By overwhelming mar-
gins, parents prefer private schools over any other alternative schooling
option. Plainly, however, efforts to include private schools in publicly funded
choice schemes are bound to confront serious, and perhaps insurmountable,
more easily implemented. For the most part, they simply require modest
financial commitments and rule changes. Were they adopted, NCLB would
stand a considerably better chance of meeting parents’ current knowledge of
and interest in school choice, and would promote greater participation in the

political obstacles. Each of the three recommended reforms, meanwhile, is
program than witnessed up until now.
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Notes

1. Mark Schneider, Paul Teske, and Melissa Marschall, Choosing Schools: Consumer
Choice and the Quality of American Schools (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University
Press, 2000). See also, Terry M. Moe; Schools, Vouchers, and the American Public

* (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 2001).-

2. Moe, Schools, Vouchers, and the American Public. Sec also, Public Agenda 1999.
“On Thin Ice: How Advocates and Opponents could Mislead the Public’s Views
on Vouchers and Charter Schools.” Report available online at: www.
publicagenda.org - ** '

3. Lowell Rose and Alec Gallup, “The 35th Annual Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup Poll
of the Publics Attitudes Toward the Public Schools,” Phi Delta- Kappan
(September 2003); 41-56.

4. While the PDK/Gallup poll contains some measures of parental satisfaction, the
results basically confirm conventional wisdom—namely, that most parents are
happy with their child’s currenc public school. And unfortunarely, because the
analyses conducted on the poll are rudimentary at best, the findings offer little
insight into how various populations with children attending various types of
schools systematically differ in their knowledge of and interest in new forms of
school choice.

(0.60)

(2b)
06
—494.72
781
Yes

-0.82

(0.52)

current public school
04

(2a)

—503.22
T 781
No

—0.90*

Interested in private school alternative to

(1b)
(0.68)

10

—430.43

—1.48**
781
Yes

5. To conduct the survey, the author gratefully recognizes the financial and admin-
istrative support of the Pioneer Institute in Boston, Massachusetts, Kit Nichols,
Elena Llaudet, Kathryn Ciffolillo, and Stephen Adams provided especially help-
ful feedback and support. Opinion Dynamics in Cambiidge, Massachusetts,
administered the survey. :

6. So that they reflect a random draw of parents in the sampled locales, findings
presented in this chapter rely upon weights that account for the sizes of the
district populations.

7. In a handful of cases, questions were directed toward pareats of children who
attend private schools. The results presented below do not change when these
cases are excluded from the sample.

8. Students in grades kindergarten through 12 constituted 13.6, 10.7, 9.7, 8.6,
8.2,6.0,6.7,8.7,5.7,6.7,6.2, 6.1, and 1.6 percent of the sample, respectively.
In 1.5 percent of the cases, the respondent did not know the student’s grade.

9. This estimated response rate assumes that the incident rate among non-compliers
{people who did not stay on the telephone long enough for us to determine
whether they had children attending a public school) is the same as the incident
rate among compliers. If the incident rate among non-compliers is lower, which
is likely given the subjecr of the survey and the population we targeted, then the
true tesponse rate is higher than 31 percent,

10. Given dara constraints, comparisons between the population sampled and the
population targeted are less than straightforward, Neither of the two available
data sources identifies the specific characteristics of parents of children who

current public school
(0.55)
.06

(1a)
—449.79

781

No

Interested in public school alternative to

-1.03*

in alternative private school, and zero otherwise. Al explanatory variables rescaled 0-1. Given high nuber of missing values, income not included

districe, or in alternative charrer school, and zero otherwise. The dependent variable in models 2a and 2b is coded 1 if respondent expressed interest
in models; most estimates, however, appear unchanged when it is added.

vardablein models 12 and 1b is coded 1 if respondenr expressed interest in alternative public school in district, alternarive public school in another

Weighted logit models estimated with robust standard errors reported in parentheses. * p < .10, two tailed test; ** p<<.05;*™ p <0 .0L. The dependent

Appendix C: Continued
Number of observations
District fixed effects included:

Constant
Pseudo-R?
Log likelihood
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11.

12,

13.
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attended public schools in the 10 largest districts. From the National Center for

Education Statistics (NCES}), one can obtain information on the profile of resi-

dents {but not public school parents) in the 10 largest districts. And from the

Massachusetts Department of Education, one can obtain information on

students (but not parents) in the 10 largest districts. Unfortunately, as of this

writing, individual level data from the 2000 Census are available only for Boston

and Massachusetts as a whole. The available data, nonetheless, suggest that the

survey contains the right approximate proportion of African Americans, an

undersample of Hispanics, and an oversample of whites, {Given the varying
methods of collecting demographic data, race/ethnicity provides the cleanest of
comparisons). In the survey, 73 percent of parents are white, 17 percent African

American, and 7 percent Hispanic. NCES records show that 59 percent of resi-

dents in the 10 largest school districts are white, 14 percent are African American,

and 16 percent Hispanic. Department of Education records, meanwhile, show
that 36 percent are white, 26 percent African American, and 29 percent
Hispanic. Given that Hispanic families tend to have more children, department
figures probably overstate the extent to which Hispanics are underrepresented in
the survey. Nonetheless, the magnitude of the observed discrepancies is suffi-
ciently farge to warrant concern. The problem, I suspect, derives from the use of
a listed sample (which contains a disproportionate number of more stable and
white individuals) and the fact that data were collected from telephone surveys
(which tend to undersample minorities generally, and Hispanics in particular).

Those Hispanic parents who are included in the survey, it is fair to assume, prob-
ably speak better English, completed more education, and are more likely to own
their own home than the laeger population of Hispanics targeted. To the extent
that this is true, then the survey will overestimate knowledge of NCLB among
Hispanics in particular, and among public school parents more generally.

Phillip Converse, “The Nature of Belief Systems in Mass Publics,” in deology
and Discontent, ed. D. Apter (New York: Free Press, 1964).

"Two accountability systems currently are in place in Massachusetts, one that was
introduced at the behest of the state government, the other at the behest of the
federal government. Never are parents asked about the state’s older accountabil-
ity system, Still, to minimize confusion, the survey includes two questions about
No Child Left Behind before it asks whether a child was on the list of schools
deemed in need of improvement. The wording of the informationat question,
then, is as follows: “According to this new law, each year states must identify the
public schools that need improvement. In the fall of 2002, Massachusetts pub-
licly announced the list of schools in need of improvement. Do you happen to
know whether or not your child’s school is on the list?” _

Asked where they learned about the status of their child’s school, 36 percent of
parents indicated the district or school, 25 percent a newspaper or television
news story, 4 percent other parents, 3 percent the Internet, 2 percent a friend,
and the rest did not know the source of the information. '
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. Curiously, parents who received their information directly from the school or

school district were 4 percentage points fss likely to correctly identify the status of
their school than were patents who received their information from other outless.

5. Appendix A shows that these differences hold up when conducting multivariate

analyses that control for different family background and school characreristics.

. Again, see appendix A for multivariate analyses.
. Robert Puwnam, Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American

Community (New York: Simon and Schuster, 2000).

. William Howell, “Dynamic Selection Effects in Urban, Means-Tested School

Voucher Programs.” Jotinal of Policy Analysis and Managemens, 2004. 22(3);
225-250. '

. The sample of parents is roughly evenly divided into these threc categories,
. See appendix B for multivariate models of parental satisfaction.
. John Hibbing and Elizabeth Theiss-Morse, Congress as Public Enemy: Public

Attitudes  toward American  Political Institutions (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1995).

. Some of these differences arcenuate in multivariate statistical models thar control

for a wide variety of background controls, suggesting that interest derives from
the kinds of families who attend underperforming schools rather than from the
status of the schools themselves. See appendix C.

. Told that “costs were not an obstacle,” most of these interested parents appeared

to relish the idea of sending their child to an expensive, elite private school, Four
of the top five most popular private schools identified by parents were Milton
Academy, Worcester Academy, Bancroft Academy, and McDuffie, all independ-
ent schools with tuitions that eclipse the monetary values of even the most gen-
erous school vouchers offered in public and private programs around the
country. Still, roughly one-third of interested parents identified Catholic and
Protestant day schools that charge considerably more modest tuitions.

. Jennifer Hochschild and Nathan Scovronick, The American Dream and the

Public Schools (New York: Oxford University Press, 2003),

. Bruce Fuller, Richard Elmore, and Gary Orfield, Who Chooses? Who Loses?

Culture, Institutions, and the Unequal Effects of School Choice (New York:
Teachers College Press, 1996).

. Test scores for seventh-, eighth-, and tenth-grade students are omitted given the

tiny number of observations available. All values for these grade levels remain
positive for parents as a whole and for parents with children in underperform-
ing schools.

. Eric Hanushek, John Kain, and Steven G. Rivkin, “New Bvidence about Brown v.

Board of Education: The Complex Effects of School Racial Composition on
Achievement,” National Burean of Economic Research, Working Paper 8741,
2002. See also, Caroline Minter Hoxby, “Peer Effects in the Classroom:
Learning from Gender and Race Variation,” National Bureau of Economic

 Research, Working Paper 7867, 2002,
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28. Given the survey’s undersampling of Hispanics, these findings probably
overestimate the levels of knowledge of NCLB among foreign-born families wich
limited English proficiency.

29. Still, another, more practical concern supports this policy recommendation. As
Massachusetts schools are held accountable for the test scores of subpopulations
of students, the kst of underperforming schools will undoubtedly rise, further
limiting the number of schools that can accept student transfers.

Choice and Supplemental Services
in Ameri__,ca.’s Great City Schools

Michael Casserly

Introduction

The school district of Philadelphia is on the list of systems in Pennsylvania
that are “in need of improvement,” Only 20 percent of the city’s fifth-graders
met the state’s reading standards in 2002. So when Paul Vallas took the reins
of the long-struggling district in the summer of 2002, he pledged to dra-
matically raise student performance and do everything he could to meet the
goals of a new federal law that President George W, Bush had signed only
months before, called No Child Left Behind (NCLB), ~

Vallas’s support for NCLB was generally shared by his colleagues in the
nation’s major cities. The Council of the Great City Schools, the umbrella
organization for the city school systems, gave the measure its endorsement as
the bill headed toward final approval, And large cities across the country
moved rapidly to put the law into effect after it was signed.

But urban school leaders were also wary. NCLB was different from any
federal education legislation they had seen before, The new law fundamen-
tally changed the rules of the game, Public schools were being called on not
only to educate all students, including those with special needs, but to teach
to a standard that few other countries in the world had cver asked of their
educational systems,

‘The law has been in place for two years now, and a number of trends, some
predictable and some not, are beginning to emerge. First, NCLB is clearly





