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Table 3-6. Impact of Switching to a New York City Private School on
African Americans’ lest Scores Controlling for Likely Suspects

Year one Year two
Characteristic (1) . 2 3 4)
~Attend private school 5.4%** 5. 7¥k* 4.3%* 5.2%*
School disruptions — -0.3 — =21
Communication — -0.4 — -0.9
School size — -0.1 — 1.0
Class size —_ 0.3 —_ -0.2
Baseline math score 0.4*** 0,4%** 0. 4%+ 0.4%%*
Baseline reading score 0.4%** 0.4*** 0.3%** 0.3+
Constant 2.9 -2.2 0.5 3.4
N 622 622 497 497
Adjusted B2 52 51 45 43

** Significant at the 0.05 level on a two-tailed test,

*+* Significant at the 0.01 level on a two-tailed test,

— Item not included in this model.

Note: Weighted least squares regressions performed. Impacts expressed in terms of national per-
centile rankings, All models control for baseline test scores and lotrery indicators. Missing values for
school covariates imputed by best subser regression.

they have fewer school resources than their public school peets, while Latinos
in private schools have comparable levels? Probably not.

Note that from these impacts we cannot infer whether African Americans
are coming from a particularly poor lot of public schools or are gaining access
to a particularly effective group of private schools. All that we know is that
along some dimensions, the impact of the switch from public to private
school for African Americans was greater than that for Lacinos.

Sehool Characteristics and Voucher Effects

We added to our test score model measures of class size, school disruptions,
school size, and school communications. If these four school characteristics
explain the differential impact of attending a private school on the two ethnic
groups, the voucher impact on Aftican Americans should diminish or
entirely disappear once they are included in the model.

The resuits for African Americans are reported in table 3-6. Column 1
reports the impact on African American test scores of attending a private
school in New York City after one year: 5.4 percentile points. Column 3
shows the same effect after two years: 4.3 percentile points.

In columns 2 and 4, we report the effects of attending a private school in
years one and two, respectively, after controlling for parental reports on
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'Table 3-7. Impact of Switching to a New York City Private School on
Latinos’ lést Scores Controlling for Likely Suspects

Year one . Year two
Characteristic (1) ) 3 4)
Attend private school -1.4 ' ~1.4 0.9 1.0
School disruptions — —2.2%¥ — 0.9
Communication — 1.5* — 0.3
School size — 1.0 — 0.9
Class size — 1.3* — 2.5%4%
Baseline math score . 0.4+ 0.4%+ 0.4%%* 0. 4%+
Baseline reading score " 0.4*** 0.4 0.3+ 0.3***
Constant 20.2* 11.6 115 4.9
N 704 704 612 612
Adjusted B 44 AG A5 A6

* Significant at the 0.10 level on a two-tailed test,

*** Significant at the 0.01 level on a two-tailed test.

Note: Weighted least squares regressions performed. Impacts expressed in terms of national per-
centile rankings. All models control for baseline test scores and lottery indicators. Missing values for
school covariates imputed by best subset regression.

school disruptions, school communications, class size, and school size. If
these factors drive African American test score gains, then the effect of a
voucher should diminish or disappear once they are added to the model.
Unfortunately, this does not happen. The size of the impact remains essen-
tially constant, Neither separately nor combined, these four factors do not
explain why African Americans petform better on tests when given an oppor-
tunity to attend a private school. Parenthetically, only one of the four items
in either year—the school disruption index in year two—has a significant
and direct impact on African Americans’ test scores. The others do not
appear to have any causal impact at all.

Table 3-7 reports the results for Latino students from equivalent regrcs—
sions. The offer of a voucher has no impact on student performance either
before or after additional items are included in the equation. Furthermore,
school disruptions appear to have a negative direct impact on student perfor-
mance, especially after one year. Class size also has an effect, but its sign is
perverse: Latinos do better in larger classes. This correlation could be caused,
however, by the assignment of Latino students with language or learning dif-
ficulties to smaller classes.

Perhaps the factors that impact African American test scores are not the
same ones that distinguish the impact of vouchers on the perceptions of
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Afiican American and Latino parents. Instead, some other factor or all factors
combined may account for the differential race effects on test scores that we
observe. To examine this possibility, we conducted a kitchen-sink analysis,
one that included every survey item in a single model, along with all relevant
interaction terms. Such a model is not a very good way of estimating the
impact of any particular aspect of school life on student test score perfot-
mance. Because few of the indexes measure distinct school characteristics, the
estimated impact of each is partially estimated by others. However, this
approach allows us to ascertain whether measurable aspects of school life help
explain the private school advantage for African Americans.

Again, they appear not to. Even when we include all items—not only
school disruptions, school communications, school size, and class size but
also suspensions, dress rules, hallway monitoring, school resources, home-
work, segregation, parental involvement with child, and parental involve-
ment with the school—in the equation, the impact of attending a private
school on African American test scores remains statistically signiﬁcanﬁ, while
that for Latinos does not. In both years one and two, the impacts for African
Americans in the comprehensive models register a statistically significant 6.3
NPR points. For Latinos, the impacts for years one and two were —1.8 and
—1.5, respectively.

Discussion

If African Americans learn more in New York City private schools than they
do in public schools, and if the private school impact is not due to school
size, class size, school disruptions, school communications, desegregation,
dress rules, hallway monitoring, school resources, homework, level of
parental involvement with child’s education, or their involvement with the
school, then what does explain the difference?

Parental perceptions are not always as precise as one might like, and so
these school charactetistics should not be prematurely ruled out as possible
explanations for the differential race effects that vouchers scem to generate.
Still, though, we remain impressed by the similar patterns of parental
response from one year to the next and one city to another. If parents were
responding to questions mote or less randomly, then we should observe dif-
ferent patterns that vary across city and over time. Instead, the pattern of
parental responses is remarkably stable.

The voucher impacts could derive not from these items considered sepa-
rately or additively, but through some complex interaction among some or all
of the variables. Perhaps it is the interaction between school disruptions and

i,
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school size that counts? Or the interaction between parental-school commu-
nications and class size? Different aspects of school life may come together in
different ways for African Ameticans and Latinos, generating contrasting test

scores outcomes for the two groups.

Private school impacts also could stem from instructional factors that
none of the items in our parental survey adequately measures. Perhaps the
disparities between the quality of teachers for African American students in
public and private schools are much wider than those for Latino students.
Perhaps African American students are particularly and uniquely receptive
to teaching techniques that are more prevalent in private schools. Recent
research has shown that teacher effectiveness can have 2 large impact on
student test score pérformancc.21 Our models, however, do not include any
measures of curriculum, teaching techniques, the expectations that teachers
place on their students, or teacher quality. Such factors might be the key to
understanding why African Americans benefit from choice, but Latinos
do not.

Finally, the effects may have nothing to do with the characteristics of pub-
lic and private schools that African Americans and Latinos attend. They may
instead derive from the quality of the peer groups ar these schools. Richard
Rothstein, for instance, has suggested that positive effects arise when voucher
recipients “are surrounded by pupils with higher academic expectations.”** If
African Americans attend private schools with a particularly elite group of
classmates, while the peer groups of Latinos who switch from public to pri-
vate school change very little, then peer effects may lie at the heart of the
story we are trying to uncover.

We still do not know what makes private schools successful, at least for
African Americans. And without an answer, it remains unclear how, or even
whether, public schools can introduce appropriate reforms thar benefit
African American students. Future pilot studies that contain a larger number
of subjects, proceed for longer periods of time, and colle;t a broader array of
information may unearth some of the reasons that at least some students
appear to benefit from choice.

Appendix 3A

Depending upon which year the surveys were administered, indexes were
constructed from all or a subset of the items that follow. Response categories
are available upon request,

School disruptions. “How serious are the following problems at this child’s
school? Very serious, somewhat serious, or not serious?: Kids destroying
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-'-_‘j[;‘;‘r';j'pcr'ty;'*kids being late for schools; kids missing classes; fighting; cheating;
racial conflict; guns or other weapons; drugs or alcohol.”

“ Suspensions. “During this past year, was this child ever suspended for disci-
plinary reasons?”

Dress rules. “Are students required to wear a uniform?” “Are certain forms
of dress forbidden?”

Hallway monitors. “Are visitors required to sign in at main office?” “Are
hall passes required to leave class?” :

School resources. “At the school this child attends, which of the following
programs or facilities are available to students?: A computer lab; a library; a
gym; a cafeteria; child counselors; a nurses’ office.”

School pragrams. “At the school this child attends, which of the following
programs or facilities are available to students?: Special programs for
non-English speakers; individual tutors; special programs for students with
learning problems; special programs for advanced learners; a music program;
an arts program; an after-school program.” -

School communication with parents. “Do the following practices exist in
this child’s school?: Parents informed about student grades halfway through
the grading period; parents notified when student are sent to the office the
first time for disruptive behavior; parents speak to classes about their jobs;
parents participate in instruction; parent open-house or back-to-school night
held at school; regular parent-teacher conferences held; parents receive notes
about this student from this child’s teachers; parents receive a newsletter
about what is going on in this child’s school or classtoom.”

Amount of homework. “Approximately how much homework is assigned
on an average day?”

Class size. “Approximately how many students are in this child’s class?”

School size. “Approximately how large is the school this child attends?”

Racial segregation. “What proportion of students in this child’s classroom
is minority?” Percent responding “everyone” or “90-100 percent.”

Parental involvement with child’s education. “In the past month, how ofien
did you do the following?: Help this child with his or her homework; help
this child with reading or math that was not part of his or her homework;
talk with this child about his or her experiences at school; attend school
activities; work on school projects.”

Larental involvement with child’s school. “How many parent-teacher confer-
ences did you attend this school year?” “How many hours have you volun-
teered in this child’s school this past month?” “Are you a member of a PTA
[Parent-Teacher Association] or other similar organization (Parent’s Council,
for example)?”
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Satisfaction index. “How satisfied are you with the following aspects of this
child’s current school?: Location of school; school safety; teaching; how much
school involves parents; class sizes; school facilities; student respect of teach-

ers; how much teachers inform parents of students” progress; how much stu-

dents can observe religious traditions; parental support for the school; disci-
pline; clarity of school goals; teamwork among staff; teaching values;
academic quality; the sports program; what is taught in the school.”
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