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Abstract

Proponents of school choice argue that schoolshofce build stronger parent
communities. Using data from the National Houseltaddcation Surveys Program, a
nationally-representitive cross-section of U.S. $eholds, | examine the empirical
evidence for this claim. To account for the diffi@s in identifying causal effects in
cross-sectional observational data, | estimate @ehthat includes the parent’'s
unobserved propensity to both participate in scremivities and to choose a public or
private school other than their geographically ggsd public school.
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Introduction

Sociologists of education, political scientistsgd arther education scholars have long
been interested in the extent to which schoolefagtong communities among parents,
students, and staff. Such communities have bekadito both proximal outcomes such
creating a high-quality learning environment andgdiimg student achievement (Bryk et
al., 1993) and also to more distal outcomes, ss@twdent and parent civic engagement
and volunteerism (Campbell, 2001; Schneider e2@DQ). In particular, this literature
has focused on schools of choice—private and, memently, charter schools—as having
an institutional advantage over their public coymaets in community-building.

While there is an increasing body of empirical evide that schools of choice do, indeed,
have higher levels of parental involvement, itificult to determine whether this
difference is due to some feature of the schoomagement, organization, or policies,
or if the difference is driven by the self-selentiaf parents to the various schooling
options. Most of the quantitative research in #rsa attempts to statistically “control”
for obvious differences in parents’ socioeconontétus, race/ethnicity, size of schools,
etc. However, as education researchers are inngdgsiware (Schneider et al., 2006),
traditional methods are inadequate for drawing abingerences from cross-sectional,
observational data where unobserved factors, ssipar@ntal motivation or religious
volunteerism, may exist that are correlated witthtibe choice and the outcome of
interest.

| present here an empirical analysis of the efésichools of choice on parental
involvement that attempts to circumvent this prabley modeling simultaneously the
selection of the type of school by parents anceffect of this selection on measures of
involvement or participation. | estimate the modghg data from the 2003 Parent and
Family Involvement in Education module of the omgpNational Household Education
Surveys Program (PFI-NHES:2003), a nationally-repn¢ative telephone survey of U.S.
households’ behavior and attitudes regarding mapgets of education.[1] The plan of
the paper is straightforward. After a brief reviefithe literature linking school choice to
stronger school communities, | then introduce ting@iecal model and describe the
NHES data in more detail. This is followed by tlstiration of the model introduced in
the previous section for two measures of parentallvement. Finally, | conclude with
some caveats about the modeling approach andasdiea of the broader implications
of the results.

Choosing Schools, Building Communities?

All forms of school choice, such as private schowmlagnet schools, open enrollment
programs, vouchers, and charters, expand the @rg#ions available to parents.
Education policy analysts have examined the effeicsghool choice on variety of
outcomes, from parental satisfaction (SchneiderBukley, 2003) to academic
achievement (Hoxby, 2000). Throughout the histdrseoent choice reforms, two themes
have been evident. First, choice has been portrayedright that should be made
available to everyone (not only to the affluent wiawve long exercised choice through
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residential location and private schooling). Tlisrhe was crucial in the adoption of the
voucher program in Milwaukee, one of the nationst fand Moe (2001) finds strong
support for this theme in his comprehensive studti@udes towards vouchers and it is
one of the motivating forces in choice proponertigtoric for school reform. In addition
to this individual rights theme, there is also aatwe of systemic change, in which
school reformers have explicitly coupled choicewétbroad challenge to the current
system of education. In this view, the market-likeces unleashed by expanded choice—
particularly charter schools and vouchers—will lage needed improvements in the
performance of all schools.[2]

The concern for how the broad institutional arrangets of schools affect their
performance is a particular concern in the worldain Chubb and Terry Moe, who, in
their 1990 book, Politics, Markets, and Americath&ols, forged a clear link between
choice, markets, and the relationships among staétets in schools. Chubb and Moe
argue that while school reform has often been damed an “insiders’ game,” played by
bureaucrats, administrators, teachers, and otheosprofessionals and fought over
what may seem like technical problems (for examplesiculum, testing procedures, or
tenure), the bedrock issue in school reform isghee of governance: who has the right
to participate in the decision making process amnhat levels? Chubb and Moe
consider this to be a “constitutional” issue beeatistructures subsequent decisions
made by school officials, teachers, parents, amdesits.

Congruent with this argument, many proposals ftorre now seek to rewrite the
relationship between stakeholders, building on@elyi shared vision emphasizing small,
autonomous schools, unburdened by a large adnatngrstructure, and fueled by a
desire to bring parents, students, teachers, améhadrators into cooperative, supportive
relationships. In this vision, parents are givehaordy the power to choose but are seen
as essential to school governance and to the areati‘effective” schools in which the
resulting stronger community leads to many positiveeomes, including higher
academic performance.

children do better in school, and they go to bettdrools.” Similarly, according to
Ostrom (1996, 1079): “If students are not activahgaged in their own education,
encouraged and supported by their family and fisemdhat teachers do may make little
difference in the skills students acquire.” Brylddns colleagues have repeatedly
demonstrated that parents must be involved in deigpto ensure the quality of schools
as institutions serving the community. They alsovsithat children from low-income and
minority families gain the most from parent invaivent (see, for example, Bryk et al.
1993; Bryk and Schneider 2002; Bryk et al. 1998¢a@y, this vision of effective
schools means that stakeholders work togethergmdace higher quality education,
making the relationship between parents, studemdeachers more cooperative and
interdependent (see, e.g., Henig 1994, 187 or ®s11906).

Other linkages between parental involvement andipesutcomes both at the school

level and beyond are found in the literature onadaapital. Indeed, Coleman’s (1988)
classic article speci cally addressed the questibhow effective school communities
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can create this elusive commodity. Other work lndlewiwed Coleman’s lead. For
example, Schneider et al. (1996) and Astone andaviahan (1991) examine social
capital as a function of the interactions betwedmiaistrators, teachers, parents, and
children. Bryk et al. (1993) identify the “valuedst]” of Catholic schools to a range of
outcomes, many of which relate to norms that supgpeanticipation and political attitudes
(also see Campbell 2000). Carnoy (2000) and Besteeet al. (2003) similarly
emphasize the importance of schools in fosterimgasand institutional networks.
Schneider and his colleagues (1997; 2000) showphdic school choice increases
social capital of parents, measured by volunteerlBiA membership, and sociability.

A growing number of studies focusing particularty@harter schools assert that they
yield higher rates of parent involvement than ofndslic schools. These higher rates are
thought to stem from a culture of as well as peBdhat nurture (if not quite force)
higher involvement (Corwin and Flaherty, 1995; Betkal., 1993; Finn et al., 1997). For
example, in California, many charter schools usdreats that require parental
involvement, including their presence at the sch@ohtracts often include student
attendance requirements, and parent commitmenbtode educational materials at
home and to support school codes (Schwartz, 19@8prding to Miron and Nelson
(2000), among Pennsylvania charter schools, halgthools require that parent
volunteer, and 25 percent of parents report thet tlolunteer more than three hours per
month. Henig et al. (1999) nd evidence public deaischools in Washington, D.C.
reach out to parents in similar ways.

Hill et al. argue that charter schools (and, byesgion, other schools of choice), freed
from many of the bureaucratic rules and regulatgmgerning traditional public schools,
have created new key accountability relationshifk the teachers, on whose
performance the schools depend, and with famiuegm the schools must attract and
satisfy (2001, 6). These relationships, accordingitl et al., transform the way in which
teachers, administrators and parents deal with etier. To use Shklar’'s (1991)
terminology, these schools give parents more stgnaid grant them rights and
privileges that accord them rst-class citizensimghe school community. More
concretely, choice gives parents the authority &x@requests and to expect the school
to respond appropriately to the needs of individindidren (also see Berman et al. 1998).
Combined with the fact that charter schools usualigr a smaller, more intimate setting,
staffed by people who chose to work in the schib@ ,conditions for stronger ties
between parents and the schools exist.

Choice may also put pressure on administratorshtga and staff to be more “consumer
friendly.” As Hassel (1999, 6) writes: “Charter sclfs cannot take their ‘customers’ for
granted. Their very survival depends on the detgreehich families believe the schools
are responding to family preferences and workimgl b@ provide the education they
demand.” Teske et al. (2001) also nd that paremgging charter schools are, on
average, treated better than parents visiting Wigstin, D.C. public schools and that the
charter schools treat parental requests for infitomabout programs more seriously and
responsively than do staff at the D.C. public s¢hioo

February 8, 2007 5



Education Working Paper Archive

Clearly, one putative outcome of school choicenrafcs the transformation of parents
from passive clients of a government service tovagiartners entitled to a say in how
schools are run and how students are taught. Batldools of choice actively foster
parent involvement, or are they passive bene cgaoka sorting process by which
motivated parents with a propensity to be involget-select schools?

An Empirical Investigation

Descriptive Statistics

As noted above, to test whether schools of chacse an increase in parental
involvement relative to traditional public schodlsise data from the pfi-nhes:2003.
Speci cally, | examine two dependent variables ipeledently. The rst variable is a
count of how many times the respondent or othelt amithe household reported
participating in meetings or activities at theirldls school since the beginning of the
school year. The second variable is a count of mamy hours the adults in the child’s
household spent on volunteer activities or fundhmgisluring the current school year.[3]

Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics for the dependent variables by type of school.
For both outcome measures, parents with childresangned public schools appear to
participate least, followed by those in chosen fpudathools (although this difference

does not appear to be statistically signi cant@twentional levels), secular private
schools, and religious private schools. Substalytitiee amount of participation using
either measure is about the same for the assigredresen public school parents.
Parents in private, secular schools appear tocgaate about 1.5 times as often as parents
in assigned public schools, whether measured lyéecy of meetings or time spent
volunteering.

Parents in religious private schools attend schu®#tings or events about 1.65 times
more often and spend about 1.89 times more houadvied in their child’s school than
parents in the traditional public schools. Thesdinys are more-or-less in accordance
with the literature outlined above, although progts of public choice schools would
perhaps expect a larger difference than observedeker, the simple descriptive
statistics in Table 1 are not suffcient for assgra causal link between schools of choice
and parent involvement. Thus | turn to a more c@xplut appropriate statistical model
to attempt to disentangle the effects of scho@mfparental self-selection or sorting.

Model Speci cation

The general empirical strategy is to assume thainps choose a particular type
(assigned public, chosen public, religious privatenon-religious private) of school as a
function of their preferences and constraints (ejr budget, the admissions process of
private schools, etc.).[4] In addition to choosthg type of school, the parents also
choose their level of involvement, again subjeqtreferences, constraints, and, in
theory, to the the effect of the particular typesciiool. It is very likely that any
observational data used to model this choice ahd\ber process would be missing
some diffcult-to-measure covariates, such as panetivation or sociability, that may be
correlated with both the selection and the pardittgn equations. Thus any empirical
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model that attempts to draw a causal inferencetabheteffect of sector or type of school
on parent participation must also account for thpegential unobserved covariates.

Schneider et al. (2006) discuss several empirtcalegyies for identi cation of causal
effects using large-scale, cross-sectional obsenaltdata (see also Goldhaber and Eide
2003; Schneider and Buckley 2003). Deb and Triy2d06) discuss an extension of one
of these approaches, the Gronau Heckman seleagasmindel (Gronau, 1974;
Heckman, 1976, 1979), for an outcome variableithatnon-negative integer (“count”

7k
data) with endogenous self-selection to a multimbtneatment. Le '/ denote the
“indirect utility” that individual i would obtainfishe chose “treatment” j =1, 2, ..., J. This
indirect utility can be modeled as:

Vi = zioy 4 0555 + ;5 (1)

where zis a vector of observed covariates predictingctin@ce with parameters and
the j are the usual independent and identically disteitderror terms. The hre latent
variables included to model the unobserved fadmsussed above; they affect the
choice of treatment through parametgrd\s usual for categorical regression models,
& 7* — )

since 7 is not observed, | » 0 for a reference category j = 0. Although

o
the 7 are not observed, the choice of school type isrokseand can be encoded using
a vector of dichotomous indicator variables di #(dli2, ..., diJ).

Deb and Trivedi (2006) assume that the probalnlityselecting a given treatment
(school type) relative to the reference categosyaeultinomial distribution with a
mixed multinomial logit structure:
exp(z.a; + 6;l;;)
J o
1+ k1 eXP(Z;0% + 95li)

Pr(d;|z;,1;) = (2)

The dependent variable, in turn, is a non-negatitexger count, y=0, 1, 2, .... The
expected value ofiis given by

J J
E(yildi,xi, L) = xiB+ > 7idij + ) Ali (3)
j=1 j=1

where the xare exogenous covariates with coeffcients be estimated, the are
parameters modeling the effect of each type of sicfielative to the control group or
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excluded category), and theare the factor loadings of the unobserved chaiattes
correlated with both selection and outcome. DebTancedi further assume that ig
distributed negative binomial:

T N (T ). ¥ N°f m \* ,
Flyildi i, ki) = L)y + 1) (P’-é —I—t,f}) (#i —I—?f'i‘) )

where the mean parameter is the expected valueaotdly=1/ , ( > 0) is the
overdispersion parameter.[5] To identify the motled, the latent factors are scaled in
equation (2) by setting = 1 for each choicg
Before estimating the model, | rst must specife ttovariates in;{the predictors of
choice) and x(the predictors of the outcomes measures). Asdpebrrivedi note (and
as is the case for the simpler Gronau-Heckman tsatgdias model) it is not strictly
necessary that these two vectors be unequal fontuel to be mathematically identi ed,
but exclusion restrictions between the two setsoeffcients are helpful for estimation.
For predictors of the parent’s choice of type dfc, z, | include:

Household income, a 14 category variable treateel &® continuous;

Number of children (siblings);

Indicator variables for Census region (Northeasittexat);

Whether or not the child has a disability, incluglautism;

An indicator coded one if neither parent speakdiEm@gs their primary language;

A set of four indicator variables measuring pareetcation (less than high
school omitted);

Indicator variables for the race/ethnicity of theld@ (white, non-Hispanic
omitted);

Three indicator variables for the grade level & sishool-middle, high, or
combined grades (elementary omitted);

Indicator variables categorizing the percent blackispanic in the respondent’s
zip code (less than 6% as the omitted referenegoay);

Whether or not the school is in a rural area;
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An indicator for family status coded 1 if both mettand father are present in the
household, and,;

Whether the child is female.

The covariates predicting the outcome measure sbosmany of the same measures as
above, with the exclusion of the region, urbanicityd community measures and the
addition of the size of the school and the paresdtssfaction with the school.
Speci cally x; includes:

Indicator variables for the type of school (pubiissigned omitted);

Household income, a 14 category variable treateel &® continuous;

Number of children (siblings);

Whether or not the child has a disability, incluglautism;

An indicator coded one if neither parent speakdiEmgs their primary language;

A set of four indicator variables measuring pareetication (less than high
school omitted);

Indicator variables for the race/ethnicity of theld (white, non-Hispanic
omitted);

Three indicator variables for the grade level & sishool-middle, high, or
combined grades (elementary omitted);

An indicator for family status coded 1 if both mettand father are present in the
household;

Whether the child is female;

An indicator coded 1 if the parent reported beiogewhat or very dissatisfied
with the school, and;

Whether the school is very large (1000 or moreestis).
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Model Estimation and Results

Deb and Trivedi (2006, 248-9) propose estimatirgrttodel described in equations (1-4)
via maximum simulated likelihood (MSL) due to theed to integrate the (assumed
Normal) unobserved lij out of the joint density. ®to the complexity and thus slow
convergence of the model, they further recommeadiie of quasi-random draws based
on Halton sequences to accelerate convergence, (B)@t; Train, 2003).

Following this advice, | estimate the model via M@&ing S = 1000 Halton series-based
guasi-random draws per observation. Also, followtimg advice of McFadden and Train
(2000) | compute robust (“sandwich”) standard exttoraccount for the additional
uncertainty due to nite S. The results are presdni tables 2 and 3.

The rst set of three results in each model, theich equations, are interpreted the same
way as a multinomial logit regression. For examplehe results for the number of
meetings/activities model presented in Table 2ep@rwith more children are, all else
equal, less likely to have a child in a public sahaf choice (p<.01, all p’s two-tailed) or
in a non-religious private school (p<.05) thanhe assigned public school, but number
of siblings is not a statistically signi cant pretlor of the probability of choosing a
religious private school versus a traditional paisichool. Similarly, household income
does not predict enroliment in a public schoollodice, but it is positively related with
the choice of either kind of private school (p<.0%gr the assigned public school.

In terms of effect sizes, the exponentiated coefits in the multinomial part of these
models can be interpreted as a relative risk r&to.example, according to the estimates
in Table 2, an increase of one sibling in the hbotkpredicts a&eteris paribuslecrease
of e1%°=0.852 in the relative risk of choosing a secplivate school over the assigned
public school.

For the purpose of evaluating the causal effeschbol type on parental involvement,
the key coeffcients of interest in each table hee itst three rows in the outcome models.
These coeffcients may be directly interpreted asgre#age changes (compared to the
reference case of assigned public school) in tpemi@gent variable. In the case of the
model predicting the number of meetings or scheehts attended (Table 2), parents
choosing a religious private schools attend, omayeand all else equal, 32.9% fewer
meetings or events than their public school coyates (p<.01) and parents in non-
religious private schools attend 17.0% fewer megtijp< .05). There is no statistically
signi cant difference for public, chosen schools.

For the model predicting the number of hours spehinteering or fundraising, choosing
a public school versus attending the assigned $ghedicts, on average, an 18.9%
increase in the amount of time spent involved engbhool (p<.05). Similarly, choosing a
secular private school over the assigned publioa@gbredicts an increase of 23.0% more
time volunteering (p< .10). On the other hand, ptaré religious private schools spend,
on average, 52.6% less time volunteering or fusdrgi(p<.01) once the covariates in
the model and the unobserved variables potentaliselated with both the selection and
the outcome are controlled for.
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In each model, the three estimatecbeffcients provide a statistical test for theeet$ of
selection on the unobservables. For the case ghtdel predicting the number of
meetings or events, the estimatésifor the two private school options are positarel
statistically signi cant at the 1% level, suggestithat individuals who are more likely to
choose either type of private school on the basimobserved characteristics also attend
more school events. Thecoeffcient for public, chosen schools is not statally

signi cant at conventional levels. For the modedgiicting hours spent volunteering, all
three ’s are statistically signi cant at at least the ¥4%el, although only the estimated
values for the chosen public and secular privateals are negative in this case,
suggesting that parents who are more likely to shdbese types of schools on the basis
of unobserved characteristics volunteer less often.

Discussion

The simple descriptive statistics presented in @abduggest that on the whole (and on
average), parents with students in schools of ehocan be expected to be more involved
in the their child’s school through more reguldeatlance at meetings or other activities
and through increased time spent volunteering rdraising. However, the results of the
more detailed analyses presented in tables 2 anddest that the true effect of schools
of choice on parents’ behavior is more complicated.

Public schools of choice appear to have no effeghoreasing parent participation in
activities or meetings (as compared to traditignadlic schools), but they do provide a
statistically and substantively signi cant boostp@arents’ hours spent volunteering.
Private secular schools appear, all else equdkdtoease parental attendance at meetings
and activities while there is some evidence thay thcrease the amount of volunteer
time by a magnitude similar to public schools obicle. The most interesting results are
found for the case of private religious schoolsteHbe results of model suggest that after
controlling for the observable covariates and antiog for selection on unobservables,
these schools markedly decrease the participafiparents (as measured in both
attendance at events and meetings and hours spenteering) relative to those in
traditional public schools.

It is important to keep in mind that the descriptstatistics of Table 1 are not refuted by
the subsequent results; rather the two types dysisare answering different questions.
Table 1 tells us, for example, that, on averagegrmia with children in religious private
schools participate more than their traditionallmutounterparts. However these parents
are not randomly selected to attend these schaxadsthe analyses reported in tables 2
and 3 tell us that, after controlling for obseneabhd unobservable predictors of choice,
these parents actually appear to participate kessthey would if their child were
enrolled in their neighborhood public school. Owegible explanation for this result is
that parental religiosity is an unmeasured covaiathese models that causes both an
increase in the likelihood of selecting a religi@etool and an increase in parental
participation in general. However, when parentg@ldeir children in a religious private
school, this action itself may obviate some theepts’ perceived need to participate or
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volunteer at the school (perhaps because theyiraay volunteering at the associated
parish or church).

An alternate explanation, suggested by some oftliags reported in Benveniste et al.
(2003), is that the observed effect is the redulh@se schools’ lack of receptivity to
parental efforts to in uence school operations-t ieathe schools may be making it clear
that input and participation above a certain leseinwanted. As Hirschman (1970)
observes in his classic book, Exit, Voice, and Liyyanstitutions designed to perfect the
“exit” option, such as educational choice, may leeoncreasingly incompatible with

the use of “voice,” (see also McMillan (2000)).

In any event, the results presented here suggastthile some support is found for the
hypothesis that public school choice may buildreger school communities by
increasing parental engagement, the empirical teesuthe literature linking private
religious schools to increased parental partiogpatnay bear closer examination. It is
important to note that models for causal inferemgiag observational data that attempt to
control for selection on the unobservables sudh@se presented here rest their case for
identi cation (and thus unbiased estimation of asffects) on some fairly strong
assumptions, as compared to causal inference fr@ndomized eld experiment.
Perhaps more information about the relative abdftdifferent types of school to build
strong parent communities can be gleaned eithar the existing school choice
randomization studies (e.g. Peterson et al. 2008)se from future experiments.
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Footnotes

1. Information about the survey and public accedbe data are available at
http://nces.ed.gov/nhes/.

2. For a more in-depth exploration of the ideasuBsed in this section, see Buckley and
Schneider (2007).

3. In the PFI-NHES:2003 questionnaire, these itaradabeled as FSFREQ and
FSVOLHRS, respectively.

4. Parents, of course, actually choose a partiaglaool and not just a type or sector of
school. The data used in this analysis, a natipmajpresentative telephone survey, do
not permit analysis at that fine a level of choideere the attributes of the schools in the
parents’ choice set are known.

5. The negative binomial distribution is useful feodeling count data with
“overdispersion” or extra-Poisson variation possiilie to unobserved heterogeneity.
The specification used here is the mean dispemimthel, sometimes referred to in the
econometrics literature as the “NB2” or “type 2” deb (Cameron and Trivedi, 1998, 70-
7).

February 8, 2007 13



Education Working Paper Archive

References

Astone, N. M. and McLanahan, S. S. (1991). Familyedure, parental practices, and
high-school completion. American Sociological Rewi®&6(3):309-320.

Benveniste, L., Carnoy, M., and Rothstein, R. (3088 Else Equal: Are Public and
Private Schools Dierent? RoutledgeFarmer, New York.

Berman, P., Nelson, B., Ericson, J., Perry, R.,@ihkrman, D. (1998). A study of
charter schools: Second year report. TechnicalrteppdS. Department of Education,

O ce of Educational Research and Improvement, Wasimn®.C.

Bhat, C. R. (2001). Quasi-random maximum simuléitedihood estimation of the
mixed multinomial logit model. Transportation Resda Part B, 35:677—-693.

Bryk, A. S., Lee, V. E., and Holland, P. B. (199@atholic Schools and the Common
Good. Harvard University Press, Cambridge, Mass.

Bryk, A. S. and Schneider, B. (2002). Trust in SlioRussell Sage Foundation, New
York.

Bryk, A. S., Sebring, P. A., and Rollow, S. G. (829Charting Chicago School Reform:
Democratic Localism as a Lever for Change. West\Ress, Boulder, Colo.

Buckley, J. and Schneider, M. (2007). Charter Sthdtype or Hope? Princeton
University Press, Princeton, N.J.

Cameron, A. C. and Trivedi, P. K. (1998). Regras#ioalysis of Count Data.
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

Campbell, D. E. (2000). Making democratic educatank: Schools, social capital, and
civic education. Technical report, Harvard Univgr$trogram on Education Policy and
Governance, Cambridge, Mass.

Campbell, D. E. (2001). Bowling together: Privatb®ols, serving public ends.
Education Next, Fall:55-61.

Carnoy, M. (2000). Sustaining the New Economy: Wéidmily, and Community in the
Information Age. Harvard University Press, Cambeidilass.

Chubb, J. E. and Moe, T. M. (1990). Politics, Maskend America’s Schools.
Brookings Institution Press, Washington, D.C.

Coleman, J. S. (1988). Social capital in the cozmatif human capital. American Journal
of Sociology, 94, Supplement:S95-S120.

February 8, 2007 14



Education Working Paper Archive

Corwin, R. and Flaherty, J., editors (1995). Freedmd Innovation in California’s
Charter Schools. WestEd, San Francisco, Calif.

Deb, P. and Trivedi, P. K. (2006). Maximum simuthli&elihood estimation of a
negative binomial regression model with a multinaineindogenous treatment. Stata
Journal, 6(2):246-255.

Finn, C. E., Manno, B. V., Bierlien, L. A., and Maurek, G. (1997). Charter Schools in
Action. Hudson Institute, New York.

Goldhaber, D. D. and Eide, E. R. (2003). Methodmiaighoughts on measuring the
impact of private sector competition on the educeti marketplace. Educational
Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 25(2):217-232.

Gronau, R. (1974). Wage comparisons—a selectivaty. dournal of Political Economy,
82:1119-1143.

Hassel, B. (1999). The Charter School ChallengeoBngs Institution Press,
Washington, D.C.

Heckman, J. J. (1976). The common structure ofssital models of truncation, sample
selection, and limited dependent variables andnhglsi estimator for such models.
Annals of Economic and Social Measurement, 5:478-49

Heckman, J. J. (1979). Sample selection bias pe@ sation error. Econometrica,
47:153-161.

Henderson, A. T., editor (1987). The Evidence Gurds to Grow: Parent Involvement
Improves Student Achievement, An Annotated Biblagry. National Committee for
Citizens in Education, Columbia, Maryland.

Henig, J. (1994). Rethinking School Choice: Linufshe Market Metaphor. Princeton
University Press, Princeton, N.J.

Henig, J., Moser, M., Holyoke, T. T., and Lacirdhaguet, N. (1999). Making a choice,
making a di erence? an evaluation of charter schools in theatisf columbia.
Technical report, Center for Washington Area Stsidigeorge

Washington University, Washington, D.C.

Hill, P., Lake, R., Celio, M. B., Campbell, C., Hienan, P., and Bulkley, K. (2001). A
study of charter school accountability. nationantér school accountability study.

Technical report, U.S. Department of Education, € of
Educational Research and Improvement, Washingtdd, D

Hirschman, A. O. (1970). Exit, Voice, and Loyalarvard University Press,
Cambridge, Mass.

February 8, 2007 15



Education Working Paper Archive

Hoxby, C. M. (2000). Does competition among pubtibools bene t students and
taxpayers? American Economic Review, 90:1209-1238.

McFadden, D. and Train, K. (2000). Mixed mnl modelsdiscrete response. Journal of
Applied Econometrics, 15:447-470.

McMillan, R. (2000). Competition, parental involvent, and public school performance.
National Tax Association Proceedings, pages 150-155

Miron, G. and Nelson, C. (2000). Autonomy in exajparfor accountability: An initial
study of pennsylvania charter schools. Techniqabme The Evaluation Center, Western
Michigan University, Kalamazoo, Mich.

Moe, T. M. (2001). Schools, Vouchers, and the Apn@riPublic. Brookings Institution
Press, Washington, D.C.

Ostrom, E. (1996). Crossing the great divide: Cdpaobion, synergy, and development.
World Development, 24(6):1073-1087.

Peterson, P. E., Howell, W. G., Wolf, P. J., andh@kell, D. E. (2002). School vouchers
and academic performance: Results from three rarmaimeld trials. Journal of Policy
Analysis and Management, 21(2):191—-

217.

Schneider, B., Carnoy, M., Kilpatrick, J., RaudesiiyS., Schmidt, W., Shavelson, R.,
and Suter, L. (2006). Estimating causakets in experiments and secondary analyses of

large-scale datasets in education: A think tankevbaper. Technical report, Governing
Board of the AERA Grants Program, Washington, D.C.

Schneider, B., Schiller, K. S., and Coleman, J1996). Public school choice: Some
evidence from the national education longitudinatlg of 1988. Educational Evaluation
and Policy Analysis, 18(1):19-29.

Schneider, M. and Buckley, J. (2003). Making thedgr. Comparing d.c. charter schools
to other d.c. public schools. Educational Evaluatind Policy Analysis, 25(2):203-215.

Schneider, M., Teske, P., and Marschall, M. (20@boosing Schools: Consumer
Choice and the Quality of American Schools. Priacdiiniversity Press, Princeton, N.J.

Schneider, M., Teske, P., Roch, C., and Marschtl(1997). Networks to nowhere:

Segregation and strati cation in networks of inf@tion about schools. American
Journal of Political Science, 41:1201-1223.

February 8, 2007 16



Education Working Paper Archive

Schwartz, W. (1996). How well are charter schoelsisag urban and minority students?
Technical Report ERIC/CUE Digest No. 119, ERIC @leghouse on Urban Education,
New York.

Shklar, J. (1991). American Citizenship: The Qdestnclusion. Harvard University
Press, Cambridge, Mass.

Teske, P., Schneider, M., Buckley, J., and Clark2801). Can charter schools change
traditional public schools? In Peterson, P. E. @athpbell, D. E., editors, Charters,
Vouchers, and Public Education. Brookings InstitPress, Washington, D.C.

Train, K. (2003). Discrete Choice Methods with Siation. Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge.

February 8, 2007 17



Education Working Paper Archive

Tables

Table 1: Two Measures of Parental Involvement, by School Type

Number of Meetings/Activities Attended

School Type Mean Std. Error Minimum Maximum
Public, Assigned 6.98 0.154 0 200
Public, Chosen 7.28 0.665 0 200
Private, Religious | 11.54 0.501 0 100
Private, Secular 10.42 1.04 0 100
Hours Spent Volunteering/Fundraising
School Type Mean Std. Error Minimum Maximum
Public, Assigned | 10.39 0.481 0 600
Public, Chosen 11.14 0.950 0 480
Private, Religious | 19.62 1.23 0 600
Private, Secular 15.66 2.19 0 200

Note: Means and standard errors adjusted for survey design and probability weights.

Number of observations = 12,179. Data from the PFI-NHES:2003.

Table 2: Joint Estimation of School Type Selection and Num-
ber of Meetings/Activities Attended.

Variable Coefficient Std. Err.
Public, Chosen vs. Public, Assigned
Household Income -0.012 0.010
Number of Siblings -0.096** 0.030
Region = South 0.087 0.097

Continued on next page...
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.. table 2 continued

Variable Coefficient Std. Err.
Region = Midwest 0.314** 0,100
Region = Wast 0.5 0,100
Student Disahled 0.117 0.066
Paremts Mot English Spealkers -0, 451 0.11&
Parent High School Grad -0.174 0.124
Parent Some College -0.102 0.125
Paremt College Grad 0.017 0.141
Parent Grad or Professional School 0.066 0.146
Student Black, Non-Hispanic 0.580** 0,100
Student Hispanic -0.100 0.103
Student Asian/Pacific Ialander 0.360* 0.177
Student Other Race/Ethnicity 0.204 0.163
Middle School -0.566* 0.0&5
High School -0.237T 0,071
Combined Grades School 0,317+ 0.113
6-15% Black or Hispanic 0.150 0,008
16-40% Black or Hispanic 0,412 0,102
More than 40% Black or Hispanic 0.6R2** 0.110
Rural 0,250 0,002
Mother and Father in Home -0.089 0.073
Student Female 0.083 0.059
Intercept -2.021* 0177
Private, Religious ve, Public, Assigned
Houschold Income 0.150%* 0.015
Number of Siblings 0.00s 0.042
Region = South -0.7TE* 0.116
Region = LMidwest 0.019 0.112
Region = West -0.819** 0.125
Stndent Disabled -0.226* 0,090
Paremts Mot English Spealers -0.651** 0.186
Parent High School Grad 0.505t 0.279
Parent Scme College 0.811** 0.270
Paremt College Grad 1.537** 0.286
Parent Grad or Professional School L462* 0.200
Stndent Black, Non-Hispanic -0.209 0.149
Stndent Hispanic -0.007 0.127
Student Asian/Pacific Islander -0.191 0.229
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Variable Coefficient Std. Err.
Student Other Race /Ethnicity -0.T0g** 0.271
Middle School -4, B0 0.580
High School -0, 070 0,006
Combined Grades Schoaol L.eO0** 0.114
6-15% Black or Hispanic 0,452+ 0,112
16-40% Black or Hispanic 0.86T* 0.124
More than 40% Black or Hispanic 1.226++ 0.140
Rural -1.643* 0. 168
Mother and Father in Home -0.035 0,110
Student Famale 0.057 0.076
Intercept -4.634* 0,330
Privata, Secular va. Public, Assigned
Houschold Income 0.08T** 0.026
Mumber of Siblings -0.160* 0.069
Region = South -0.947+* 0.175
Region = Midwest -0 TEE* 0.193
Region = West -0.581%* 0,180
Student Disabled 0.160 0,134
Parents Not English Speakers -0.147 0.205
Parent High School Grad 0.578 0.565
Parent Some College 1.147* 0.556
Parent College Grad 1.824*+ 0.572
Parent Grad or Professional School 2.514* 0.571
Student Black, Non-Hispanic -0.067 0,230
Student Hispanic -0, 8344 0.260
Student Asian /Pacific Islander -0.040 0.315
Student Other Race /Ethnicity 0.166 0.305
Middle School -2.285" 0.375
High School -0.755* 0177
Combined Grades School 2.625* 0.152
6-15% Black or Hispanic 0.782** 0,194
16-40% Black or Hispanic L.OG0++ 0,212
More than 40% Black or Hispanic 1464+ 0.247
Rural -1.400%+ 0.241
Mother and Father in Home -0.101 0.17&
Student Femalo 0.101 0.123
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Variable Coefficient  Std. Err.

Intercept G021 0.601

Number of Meetings or School Events Attended
Public, Chosen -0.015 0.164
Private, Religious -0.329** 0.041
Private, Secular -0.170* 0.078
Household Income 0.025** 0.003
Number of Siblings 0.012 0.009
Student Dizabled -0.033 0.021
Parents Not English Speakers 0,308+ 0.032
Parent High School Grad 0.252* 0.036
Parent Some College 0.417* 0.037
Parent College Grad 0.622% 0.043
Parent Grad or Professional School 0.665** 0.043
Student Black, Non-Hispanic -0.191** 0.039
Student Hispanic 0,177 0.029
Student Asian/Pacific Islander -0.491++ 0.053
Student Other Race/Ethnicity -0.144* 0.058
Middle School -0.326** 0.026
High School -0.210* 0.027
Combined Grades School 0096+ 0.033
Mother and Father in Home -0.012 0.024
Student Female 0.010 0.019
Parent Dissatisfied -0.096** 0.035
More than 1000 Students 0,052+ 0.025
Intercept 1.150% 0.052
In{a) -2.396+ 0.098
Apublic, chrsen -0.040 0.191
Aprivats, religious 0.734* 0.030
Aprivata, secular 0.369** 0.056
N 12179
Log-likelihood -46710.225
x?m 3798.646

Mote: Bignificance levals (two-tailed) T=10% *=5% = 1%
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Table 3: Juint Estimation of School Type Selection and Hours
Spent Volunteering.

Variable Cloefficient  Std. Err.
Public, Chosen vs. Public, Assigned
Houschold Income -0.012 0.010
Numher of Siblings -0.096** 0,030
Region = Sonth 0.108 0,007
Region = LMidwest 0.310%* 0,099
Region = West 0.573* 0,100
Student Disahled 0.115 0.066
Parents Not English Speakers -0.453* 0.11&
Parent High School Grad -0.175 0.124
Parent Some College -0.101 0.126
Paremt College Grad 0.014 0.141
Parent Grad or Professional School 0.070 0.146
Stndent Black, Mon-Hizpanic 0.583** 0,100
Student Hispanic -i0,100 0,103
Student Asian/Pacific [slander 0.353* 0.177
Student Other Race/Ethnicity 0.208 0.163
Middle School -0.566% 0.0&5
High School -0.236%* 0,071
Combined Grades School 0.318** 0112
6-15% Black or Hispanic 0.145 0,009
16-40% Black or Hispanic 0,409+ 0,102
More than 40% Black or Hispanic 0.GEZ+* 0.110
Rural -0.251*+ 0.002
Mother and Father in Home -0.004 0.073
Student Fomale 0.083 0,059
Intercept. -2.028* 0177
Frivate, Religions vs. Public, Assigned
Household Income 0,146+ 0.015
Number of Siblings 0.022 0,040
Region = South -0.TE5* 0.114
Reogion = Midwest 0.090 0.111
Region = Wast -0, 8244 0.123
Stndent Disabled -0.218* 0,080
Parents Not English Spealers -0.779* 0.190
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