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ITEM MISSING RATES

Flrst Cohort Baseline Questlonnalres

Percent Missing
25

20. How Important do you think each of the
following is to getting a good job?

a. Graduating from high school
b. Getting specialized training after high school
[ Gomg to college

20

Questlon 65: * Question 71:

Are you 14 years Mother's job
old or older? .

23. How much do you think other students in
your classes saw you as each of the following:

Question 72:
Father's job

.| Question 20b

Question 20a

. As popular
b. As athletic

c."As a good student
d. ‘As' important

."As a trouble-maker

Ques-tlon 23a
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25

20

15

10

First Cohort

Percent Missing:

EXHIBIT D.1b

ITEM MISSING RATES
Targeted Follow- up Questionnaires

5.

of the followmg appended ‘tor you: or to
members of’yo

SO e a0 T

£

2222y

292

Since Juli« 1; of last year, have any

=3
1

R

. | moved to a new home .

. My parants got divorced or separaled
. One of my’ paranls lost his/her job. -
. One of my parents got a better job - -
.-} ‘bacame ‘sériously: iil or_ disabled: ...
(FEMALES ONLY) | became pregpant, .
. (MALES ONLY) | got a - girl ;pregnant *
. One. of my, brothers or slslers . :
out ‘of school

Question 5
a through h

Quesﬂon 20

expect to be doing when
you are 30 years old?

H. Other Experiénces

The next is about p: , your use.of alcohol and illegal drugs, and whether you
have been arrested. -We hope you. answer all ihe questions honestly, but you do not have to
answer any question lhal makes you uncomfortable,” Please remember that alt your

rasp are fid I, including your a s to the question in this

SECTION H
Questions 66 through 74

Question 66:
Please indicate
your. marital status,
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EXHIBIT D.3

DISTRIBUTION OF BASELINE QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM COMPLETION RATES
(Restructuring Projects)

Item Completion Rate

Percent of Baseline Questionnaire Items

Dallas Grand Rapids Philadelphia Phoenix Santa Ana Total

More than 90 percent 98.7 94.8 174 82.6 69.0 70.3

81 to 90 percent 1.3 5.2 426 142 310 29.7

71 to 80 percent 0.0 0.0 29.7 32 0.0 0.0

61 to 70 percent 0.0 0.0 9.7 0.0 0.0 0.0

51 to 60 percent 0.0 0.0 . 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0

Less than 50 percent 00 00 . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Number of Completed

First Cohort ‘Baseline

Questionnaires 763 856 581 301 887 3,388
* Numbet of Valid First

Cohort Baselire

Qgestiqnnaires Issued? 793 835 965 387 892 3,872

Note:  This table displays the distribution of item completion rates for baseline questionnaires administered in restructuring projects For example, the table shows that 98.7 percent. of
items in the baseline questionnaires received from the Dallas project had completion rates of greater than 90 percent. The remaining 1.3 peroent of items had completion rates of
81 to 90 percent. The full baseline questionnaire contained 155 items.

“The number of baseline questionnaires issued exceeds the number of completed baseline questionnaires due to nonresponse.

DRAFT
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EXHIBIT D.4

DISTRIBUTION OF FIRST FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM COMPLETION RATES
(Targeted Projects)

Percent of First Follow-up Questionnaire Items

: Flowers Las Long San i

Item Completion Rate . Albuquerque  :Chicago Flint = With Care Vegas Beach Newark  Rockford:  Diego  Seattle  St.Louis  Tulsa. Total
More than 90 percent 98.4 99.5 100.0 99.5 98.4 100.0 34.6 94.2 1000 1000 100.0 1000 . 1000
81 to 90 percent 1.6 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.6 0.0 41.0 5.9 0.0 - 00 0.0 0.0 00
7110 80 percent 0.0 0.0 © 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 . 00
61 to 70 percent 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 21.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 é‘: 0.0
51 to 60 percent 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 - 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 -
Less than 50-percerit 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 s 0.0 0.0
Number of Completed First Cohort

First Follow-up Questxonnalres in . '

the Analysis File . 204 83 91 52 130 52 273 282 239 178 138 145 . 1,867
Number of Valid First Cohort First A
Follow-up Questionnaires Issued (as . . -

of 4/14/94)a : ) ) 226 . 111 92 57 150 56 350 281 246 240 160 174 = 2,144 -

Note: This table dnsplays the distribution of item completion rates for First Follow-up questlonnaxres administered in targeted pro]ects For example, the table shows that 98.4 percent of items in the First Follow-up

questionnaires: received from the Albuquerque project had completion rates of greater than 90 percent. The remaining 1.6 peroent of items had completion rates of 81 to 90 percent. The full Flrst Follow-up
questxonname contained 188 items.

2The number. of Flrst Follow-up quesuonnalres issued exceeds the number of quesuonnaxres in the analysxs file because of nonresponse and because of ongoing random assngnment Some quesuonnalres were
administered to invalid sample members



EXHIBIT 9.1

CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDENTS IN IN-DEPTH PROJECTS

Demographic arfd 'Household Characteristics
+ Racially and éthnica_lly diverse
« Highly at risk of school failure
single-parent households
public assistance
parénts dropped out

sibling dropped out

Social Characteristics
Watch alotof TV
Go out".with"‘friend,s often
Not a member of school and out-of-school organizations
Use drugs -

Engage in criminal activity

Psychological 4_Characteristi¢s
. High self-esteem

« External locus of control |

s Feel ihat otﬁér' students view them as trouble_makers

' 6 : ’ . April 27, 1894



EXHIBIT 9.1 (continued)

CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDENTS IN IN-DEPTH PROJECTS

School Performance and Aspirations

+ Average grades

Low test scores

Average absenteeism

Overage

No time on homework

Mgt 1

Disciplinary problems

High education and career aspirations

Perceptions of School

« Positive view of teachers

 Feel unsafe in school

» High level of student problems (cutting classes, vandalism,
theft)

Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.
April 27, 1994



EXHIBIT 9.2
STUDENT RisK FAE:TORS
Middle School : High School :

SDDAP NELS 8th Graders SDDAP NELS 10th Graders

# : - Restructuring ~ Targeted National-  At-Risk Restructuring ~ Targeted I{ational At-Risk
'NCES At-Risk Factors B Schools Schools Sample Students Schools Schools . Sample Students

 Single Parent Family 42 54.1 225 648 462 64.9 160 72,9

* Low Income/Public Assistance Reéeipta 232 339 20.5 74.2 T 151 288 212 77.4

 Student Home Alone More than :Hours/Day 124 14.2 13.6 325 - - oL -

Neither Parent has High Se¢hool 27.2 17.5 10.7 39.1 26.4 18.7 186 37.3

 Student Has Sibling Who has Drdééed Out 21.0 a7 95 298 218 . 306 128 493

» Limited English Proficiency” 16.1 10.7 23 8.0 215 5.0 , f"io.s 22
*© ‘At Least 1 NCES At-Risk Factor ! 74.0 792 465 1000 4 823 383 100.0
1At Least 2 NCES At-Risk Factoxs 36.4 22 7 206 64.2 123 439, 147 717

Sample Size® ST r::', 803 802 - 24,599 5,079 885 e 1%5:44 2,3;6

S'OURCE' SDDAP Demonstmtlon Baselme Quesuonnaxre and NELS ’88 Baselme and Follow-Up Quesnonnalre

g

"‘SDDAP definition is based on Pubhc Assnstance reoelpt wh11c NELS definitio "‘s based on famlly income reported by parents

bSDDAP and NELS definitions dlf er sllghtly for thls vanable

'°Sam le sizes may vary due to 1tem nonresponse
P y ry




EXHIBIT 9.3

TEST SCORES AND GRADES
Test Scores
High Medium Low
Proportion  (Above 66th  (34th to 66th  (Below 34th
of Students  Percentile) Percentile) Percentile)
> High (A’s, A’s & B’s) 29 32 30 38
1 Medium (B’s, C’s) 53 10 28 62
Low (C’s & D’s and 18 7 25 69
= Below
-~ Total 100 16 28 57

-} SOURCE: SDDAP baseline questionnaire and records data.

NOTE: Student grades are based on self-reported student data. Test score déta are based
-on student records forms. Results from different tests are combined in this table.

% |
|
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EXHIBIT 9.4

EDUCATIONAL AND OCCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS

Middle School ' High School
SDDAP .= NELS 8th Graders SDDAP DR NELS 10th Graders
Restructuring  Targeted . ~National ~ At-Risk Restructuring v Tarééfed_’: ~ National  At-Risk
Schools Schools . - Sample  Students Schools -Schools. - Sample  Students
How Far Student Would Like to Get in School .
Less than High School 25 13 15 38 17 34 06 19
High School Only 14.4 18.1 : 105 18.9 17.9 313 = 9.5 18.5
Vocational School 5.2 57 i ) 94 12,5 9.7 19.8 © 125 19.2
Some College 4.6 4.5 ©oow 131 16.9 33 2.6 33 =49
College Degree ’ 39.0 384 w0 428 323 432 32:6 . 465 373
Graduate Degree 34.3 321 S 227 15.6 243 10.3 : 27.4 183
Certainty of Graduating from High School
Very Sure 64.1 65.3 .. 825 72.8 73.9 531 863 79.3
Probably 325 30.3 e 15.7 22.8 222 323 121 17.3
Probably Not 2.7 2.9 : 11 2.6 2.8 9.8 0.7 1.6
Surely Not 0.8 1.5 ) : 0.7 1.8 0.9 48 0.9 18
Certainty of Pursuing Education Beyond High
School
Very Sure 56.4 577 614 48.6 545 49.9 62.4 46.2
Probably 34.4 31.9 29.1 . 348 36.2 354 28.2 37.0
Probably Not 6.4 7.8 ’ 6.8 12,0 7.8 12.7 6.9 115
Surely Not 28 2.7 28 4.7 1.6 23 25 53
Student Perception of the Amount of Education
Their Parents Want Them to Get®
Less than High School 05 08 . 07 " 22 R B ¥ 0.5 1.0
High School Only 5.7 6.5 T 46 85 . 62 . . 94 4.7 8.0
Vocational School 32 2.7 o 55 7.6 ' 5.6 14.3 - 6.8 1.7
Some College 1.9 24 _ 102 14.2 1.2 33 147 14.0
College Degree 30.2 322 - 445 : 335 333 ‘ 345 45.6 36.8
Graduate Degree . 49.2 46.6 29.1. 26.6 ' 442 28.7 19.2 19.1

Don’t Know 94 9.0 54 15 . 8 91 - 85 9.5
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EXHIBIT 9.4 (continued)

i

Middle School

High School
SDDAP NELS 8th Graders SDDAP NELS 10th Graders
Restructuring  Targeted National  At-Risk Restructuring =~ Targeted National  At-Risk
Schools Schools Sample  Students Schools Schools Sample - Students
Occupations That Students Want to Be In At
Age 30
Maxigger/Professional 52.0 534 38.5 29.8 48.4 351 578 49.1
Business .Owner 5.4 6.6 6.9 5.8 59 124 6.0 6.9
Technical Worker 6.9 53 6.9 75 82 63 5.4 55
Office Worker/Sales 8.7 82 32 4.2 7.7 5.0 5.0 58
Service Worker . 3.0 32 55 7.6 36 6.0 15 31
Laborer 0.5 1.5 0.6 11 0.9 31 0.6 1.1
Military/Protectiye Service 7.9 8.0 10.7 13.6 10.2 8.1 6.1 6.6
_ Tradesperson/Draftsperson/Operator 29 3.0 4.7 6.9 4.8 11.0 52 9.2
Farm Worker 0.4 0.3 11 1.0 0.1 0.5 1.0 09
Homemaker/Not Working 2.0 1.0 2.6 3.6 0.9 1.0 23 31
Other‘Occupation 10.3 9.7 19.0 19.0 9.3 84 8.9 8.7
Sample Size® 303 302 24,599 5,079 885 694 17,544 2,356

SOURCE: SDDAP Demonstration Baseline Questionnaire, and NELS-88 and NELS Student Follow-Up Questionnaire.

2These-figures reflect the highest educational attainment hoped for by the mother and the ,fz{ih«:r combined.

bSample sizes may vary due to item nonresponse.



EXHIBIT-10.2 (continued) -

Middle School High School
Intensive i Alternative Alternative Transition
Enrichment? Supplemental® High School® GED* : Program®
Treatment Contiol Treatment = Control Treatment  Control . Treatment  Control Treatment  Control
Group Group : Group Group Group Group Group .. . Group - Group Group
MATG: : ) . . 3
-Reading : - - 29.8 25.0 - - - - -
“Math . oo - - L - 369 0 273* - - - - - -
~ Reading Gain ... = w07 - - - - - -
“ Math Gain Sl s -- - 12 - 41 - - - - - -
SESAT: E o : : o
Reading - - 344 394 : - - - - - -
iMath oo - - 344 371 - - - - - -
“Reading Gain - - 5.2 41 o - - - - - -
*.Math Gain - - 40 41 - - - - - -
- In- c:h;)ol Obu’tcon‘lnosu
Percent of Days Absent’ - 9.1 152 ** 10.5 10.4 239 316 **+ - - - -
> 20 Days Absent 267 . 409 27.8 28.1 56.7 82.8 ** - - 75.9 818
Suspended During Year 109 . 196 204 287 72. 7.0 - ~ 13 33
Di_Séiplinary Incidents: _ , ‘
Sent to office for behavior - - 69 70 42 51 33 33 36 70 **
Sent to office.for academics - e 26 22 19 17 16 9 23 35
Warning to parents regarding . _ . . ;
*,-attendance : e - 29 29 55 8 . 46 40 48 65
Warning to parents regarding _ ' : 44 45 .22 21 21 L 22 20 . 38*
" behavior : - - ' S ,
 Got into fight oL - . a1 25 21 19 21 15 . 3T
Spent More than 3 Hours a Week :
Doing Homework o - 7 - 19 - 22 26 17 * 19 29 ’ ' 12 19

Pra—— P [er—— p— P . [— e i e i Ay P TR R e e =
iz iyfmmn: uﬂ gAY ,ﬁu_«n:“-"‘ftﬂ i i 3 TP ‘/wa-mwmmuq“ . R ) !'MM'] e A et B ﬂiwmam — ‘ wg s m ’ Somern
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EXHIBIT 10.2 (consinued)

Middle School

High School
Intensive Alternative Alternative Transition
Enrichment? Supplemental® High School® GED? Program® -
Treatment Control Treatment  Control Treatment  Control Treatment  Control Treatment  Control
Grouip Group Group Group Group Group Group Group Group Group

Soéiﬁ!/l’sychological Outcomes

Educational Aspirations:

At least college degree 78 83 70 74 52 45 33 55 ** 41 29
Graduate degree 52 49 41 44 14 11 12 17 14 9

Self-Esteem:. . . .

Lower third 23 23 42 44 31 31+ 28 21 27 35
Middle third 30 29 32 29 31 41 40 33 42 38
:Upper third 47 47 26 26 38 28 31 46 31 27

Locus of Control: _ m
Lower third 37 45 45 42 44 41 53 38 42 52
~Middle third 33 26 29 31 27 35 25 31 31 33
Upper third 31 30 26 27 28 24 22 31 27 15

School Perceptions '

School Climate: =
Lower third - - 52 48 39 42 44 34 23 46
Middle third - - z7 32 34 37 31 26 25 34

» _U'pper' third -- -- 21 20 27 21 25 41 52 20

School Problems: v _ -
Lower third - - 7 6 26. . 24 40 40 60 24
Middle third -- -- 23 27 38 35 29 30 24 35
Upper third - o 70 67 36" 41 31 3 16 a1

Receipt of School Services
Special classes - - 41 39 34 31 ~ 41 44 133 16 *
Tutor - - 38 37 32 17 ** 2% 39 3 9*
Personal counseling - - 42 33 ** 26 31 45 32 39 36, .
Career counseling - - 37 26 ** 42 40 51 44 65 20 **

- Parent counseling: - - 21 15* 20 14 16 1 26 4 **
Other counseling - - 40 37 27 26 38 26 44 27
Mentoring -- -- 47 43 29 42 ** 30 26 36 " 35
Referral to social services - - 23 17 * 17 15 28 5 ** 15 10 -
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EXHIBIT 102 (continuied)

Middle School S S _ High School . .
Intensive : . Alternative Alternative Transition
Enrichment? Supplemental® High School? .. GED* - - Program®
Treatment Contro! Treatment  Control Treatment  Control Treatment Co_ntml Treatment  Control
Group Group Group Group Group Group Group - Group Group Group
Parems’ School Involvement - : ' :
Attended meeting - - ‘ 52 57 38 37 34 29 29 29
Spoke to teacher - - 69 74 63 66 72 58 67 72
Visited- class - - 32 35 26 19 27 30 14 ‘34
Attended-event ' - - 50 49 31 25 25 28 16 27
Oul-of-School Outcomes
Pregnancy: i
Female 2 3 3 3 20 18 33 11 ** 28 16
Male (got female pregnant) ; 2 1 . 4 2 11 10 21 24 21 7*
Spent >1 Hour/Week Reading 36 36 33 31 49 46 49 56 3 30
Spent >4 Hours/Day Watching TV 42 31 29 25 25 31 41 33 21 39 *»
Going Out for Fun >3 : E -
Nights/Week 53 49 48 45 40 39 30 40 47 40
Emp’loyejd"Duﬁng'-P:;vious Year® * 11 16 18 17 52 49 . 44 45 79 70
Drank Alcbhol During Previous _ , o
Monthe En _ 14 12 31 35 - 47 46 41 43 54 55
Used lilegal Drugs Durmg Previous - Co - . : Ce : : o g
- Month® - F10 Ca 13" 14" v23 28 24 28 18
Arrested Durmg Previous Year® 12 11 11 14 . 28 26 : 23 24 19
Sample Size D 21_7 ST 147 477 300 242 149 106 84 88 . 57

SOURCE: .. SDDAP baselme and follow-up questlonnalre and records

' aIntensnve ennchment mlddle school progtams Newark and Flmt supplememal mlddle school programs Rockford, Albuquerque Sweetwater (CA), Long Beach; aliernative hxgh school programs:
Chicago, Las Vegas;-Seattle; alternative GED-programs: St. Louis, Queens; transition program: Tulsa. -
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EXHIBIT 10.2 (continued)

b"Stop‘p'ed out" isidefined as not being enfolled in school for two weeks or more during the school year, and being enrolled in school at the end of the school year.

°Test scores are reported as normal curve equivalents (NCEs). The ITBS was used in Albuquerque and Flint; the MAT6 was used in Long Beach; and the SESAT was used in Rockford and San Diego.

4The base for pef_cent-c';_f time absent is the number of days enrolled in school.

eItemsfonly asked- for students 14 or older, leading to small sample. sites for middle school students.

* Significantly'di_fferent from restructuring sciibjol_ ‘statistic at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
** Significantly different from restructuring school*statistic at the .05 level, two-tailed test.




100

80

20

EXHIBIT 10.3

IMPACTS ON STAYING IN SCHOOL
(HIGH SCHOOLS)

impacts

sk

Total Chicago Las Vegas Queens §St. Louis Seattle TJulsa

T3

SOURCE:
NOTE:

Total Chicago Las Vegas Queens St. Louis seattle . Tulsa_

SDDAP baseline records, baseline questionnaire and follo‘w-,ué records.

Whether students stayed in school .is determined from, questi‘c'mnaire responses,
impacts are measured as the difference between school retention-rates for
treatment-group students and control-group students at follow-up.

18




EXHIBIT 10.4

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS IN TARGETED PROJECTS

Project Negative Difference - Positive Ditference

Flint Watching TV -« -» Enrollment Attendance

. Credits

GPA
~.Grades

Suspensions
Aspirations
Self-esteem
Locus of control
Pregnancy.
Reading
Going out

Newark®

] Albuquerque Enroliment Behavior
. GPA School services
} e : = Grades '
.. Test scores
" Attendance
: -~ Suspensions
% Homework
‘Aspirations
Self-esteem
Z - Locus of control
- School climate
: School problems
t' ‘ .. . Parents involvement
' Pregnancy
Reading
Watching TV
.- Going out
= Employment
. - Alcohol
- Drugs
Arrests

19



EXHIBIT 10.4 (continued)

Project Negative | No Difference “Positive Difference

' Enroliment =~ . Credits
GPA i Test scores
~ Grades 0 ~v et o
- Attendance
- Suspensions
- ~Behavior
“Homework
“ -« Aspirations
- Self-esteem -
‘Locus of control
School climate
~School problems
-School services
_ Parents involvement

 Long Beach

- Employment

Rockford Watching TV + z+Enroliment School services
: - Credits Pregnancy (male)
o GPA
- -Grades
.+ Test scores
< -Attendance
. . ‘Suspensions
- - Behavior
sz Homeweork
- Aspirations
~Self-esteem
. ‘Locus of control
+.School climate
-=“School problems
_+ »Parents involvement
~:-/Reading
=« Going out
-.--‘Employment
eAlcohol
Drugs
Arrests

20.



EXHIBIT 10.4 (continued)

Negative Difference - - No Difference ' = - Positive Difference -

Project

San Diego “Test scores .. .o Credits Enroliment

i GPA
- Grades
Attendance
Suspensions
- Behavior
. . - Homework
. Aspirations
- Self-esteem
Locus of contro!
-~ School climate
-.School problems
School services
Parents involvement
Pregnancy
Reading
Watching TV
- Going out
.. Employment
_+»Alcohol
- Drugs
Arrests

Chicago Enroliment =~ - Behavior School services
Aspirations - . ‘Homework Parents involvement
Corresees ot Gelf-esteem
Locus of control
-'School climate
School problems
~ Pregnancy
- Reading
- Watching TV
= Going out
Employment
Alcohol
‘Drugs
Arrests

21



EXHIBIT 10.4 (continued)

:No. Diﬁer nce

Proje . Negative Difference

Positive Difference-

Enroliment -:
- Credits .
- Math grade
Suspensions
“Self-esteem
-+ Locus of control
- School problems
School services
Parents involvement
+ .Pregnancy
- Reading
. .Going out
~ r'‘Employment
<5 Alcohol
g - Drugs
« o Arrests

- Las Vegas

Seattle Credits

‘English grade
‘Math grade
Suspensions
- Behavior
‘Homework

‘GPA

English grade.
Attendance
Behavior
Homework
Aspirations
School climate

- Watching TV

Enroliment
GPA

Aspirations 7

Seif-esteem
+ - L.ocus. of control .- -
.r8chool climate -
- :School problems
- School services
-2 Parents invivmt
<.~ Pregnancy
;.- Reading
= \Natching TV
Going out
- Employment
- -Alcohol
- DrUgS
.-Arrests

22



EXHIBIT 10.4 (continued)

Project

Negative Ditference

-~ No-Difference

Positive Difference

Queens Watching TV

Aspirations

Locus of control
School climate
School services
(classes, tutors)
Pregnancy (female
Drugs = .

St. Louis

Behavior

Homework

) Aspirationg
“'Self-esteem

Locus of control
School climate.
School problems

Parents invoivement

Pregnancy
Reading

~ Going out.

Employment
Alcohol
Drugs
Arrests

Behavior

Homework

School problems
Parents involvement
Reading '
Watching TV
Employment
Alcohol

Arrests

Enroliment
School services

Enrollment
School services
{referrals)
Going out

Tulsa Pregnancy (male) ’

Grades
Suspensions
‘Homework
Aspirations
Self-esteem

Locus of control
Parents involvement
Reading

Going out
Employment

- -Alcohol

23

Drugs
Arresis

Enroliment Credits

- GPA
.. Behavior-

School climate
School probiems
School services
Watching TV



. EXHIBIT 105

SUMMARY OF lMPACTS IN TARGETED PROJECTS
(by outcome)

Outcome

Negative Difference

No Difference

Positive Difference

Enroliment

Chicago

Albuquerque
Flint

| | Las Vegas

Long Beach
Rockford

Queens
San Diego
Seattle

St. Louis
Tulsa

- Credits

Flint

Las Vegas
Rockford
San Diego
Seattle

Long Beach
Tulsa

Grade Point Avera_ge

Albuquerque

--| Long Beach
- Rockford

San Diego_

Las Vegas
Seattle
Tulsa

English Grade

Albuquerque
Flint

| Long Beach.

Rockford
San Diego
Seattle

" | Tulsa

Las Vegas

Reading and Math

San Diego (reading)

Albuquerque
Rockford

Long Beach (math)

Test Scores
Attendance

| Albuquerque

Long Beach
Rockford

. | San Diego

Flint
Las Vegas

Disciplinary Incidents

Chicago
Queens
Long Beach
Rockford
San Diego
Seattie

St. Louis

Albuquerque
Las Vegas
Tulsa

Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.

Draft _ 2% April 27, 1994
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EXHIBIT 10.5 (continued)

- Qutcome

‘Negative Difference

No Difference

Positive Difference

Homework

Albuquerque
Chicago
Queens
Long Beach
Rockford .
San Diego
Seattle

St. Louis
Tulsa -

Las Vegas

I Aspirations

Chicago
St.Louis

Albuquerque
Flint

Queens
Long Beach
Newark
Rockford
San Diego
Seattle
Tulsa -

Las Vegas

: Self-Esteem

Newark

Albuquerque
Chicago
Flint
Queens

Las Vegas
Long Beach
St. Louis
Rockford
San Diego
Seattle
Tulsa

‘Locus of Control

Mathematica Policy Research, inc.

“Draft

St. Louis

Albuquerque
Chicago
Flint
Queens

Las Vegas
Long Beach
Newark
Rockford
San Diego
Seattle
Tulsa

April 27, 1994



EXHIBIT 10.5 (continued)

Outoome - | Negative Difference = No* Difference _Posttive Difference

Perceptlon of . St. Louis Albuquerque Las Vegas
1:;Schoo|/Program : L Chicago Tulsa

*Climate T Queens

: L g Long Beach
-Rockford
San Diego
Seattle.

-Perception of ' Albuquerque
“School/Program - Chicago
-Student Problems R Queens

' Las Vegas " -
Long Beach
Rockford
San Diego
Seattle

St. Louis

‘School Services St. Louis (classes, | Las Vegas Albuquerque
A o S tutors) . ""Long"Beach'" . ChicagO'
PETLIESE R San Diego ' Queens -
Seattle Rockford
St. Louis (referrals)
Tulsa .

‘Parent Involvement - e nn Albuquerque Chicago
o Queens
Las Vegas
Long Beach
Rockford
San Diego

| Seattle
St. Louis
Tulsa

1 ‘Pregnancy (femaie) or | St.Louis (female) | Albuquerque Rockford
.Getting a female - | Tulsa (male) Chicago :

'} pregnant (male) ) e v | Flint
Lo o ] Queens
Las Vegas

Newark
San Diego
Seattle

Mathematlca Pollcy Research, Inc. T R L R e
Draft - e 2 , April 27, 1994



: Outcome

Negative Difference |

" No Difference

Positive Differehoe

Watching TV

Flint
Queens
Rockford

Albuquerque
Chicago
Long Beach
Newark

‘San Diego

Seattle

o |"St. Louls .

Las Vegas
Tulsa

Going Out

“| ‘Aibuquerque

Chicago
Flint
Queens

Las Vegas
Long Beach
Newark

"San Diego

Seatile
Tulsa

St. Louis

Drug Use

NOTE:

St. Louis

Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.

Draft

Albuquerque
Chicago
Queens

‘Las Vegas

Rockford
San Diego
Seattle -
Tulsa

- There were no impacts in any sites with available data for the following outcomes:
-~ math grade, suspensions, employment, alcohol use, and arrest rates.

_ April 27, 1994



S EXHIBITLAY

~ SUMMARY OF IMPACT FINDINGS FOR STUDENTS IN
~ RESTRUCTURING PROJECTS

ANALYSIS

- Regression models used to adjust for differences and trends

FINDINGS

No pattern of impacts on jdrbpping out

Impact on credit accumulation in one district
Downward.trends in grades and scores, no pattern of -__impact_s
Downward trend in GPA, no impact

Upward trend in absenteeism, no impact

28



EXHIBIT 11.2

STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS AT RESTRUCTURING AND COMP ARISON SCHOOLS

i’hiladelphia Grand Rapids
Middle Schools High Schools Middle Schools . .- High Schools
Restructuring  Comparison Restructuring  Comparison Restructuring ~ Comparison Restructuring  Comparison
"Age (as of Jan 1, 1992)
Less than 11 0.0 0.0 - - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1to12 531 55.7 - - : 49.1 46.8 0.0 0.0
13to 14 46.2 42.9 36.9 38.5 50.9 52.8 11 0.4
15to 16 0.8 0.9 583 54.1 0.0 ’ 0.5 95.7 - 933
More than 16 0.0 0.5 4.9 7.4 0.0 0.0 32 6.3
(Mean Age) (12.6) (12.5) (149) (14.9) (12.6) (12.6) (15.4) (15.5)
Gender
Male 52.7 54.4 471 479 57.3 30.5 ** 48.1 53.6
‘ Racé/Eth'niéity
. * *k
Black (Non-Hispanic) 91.5 94.4 94.2 96.7 553 432 55.6 4.6
White (Non-Hispanic) 0.8 0.5 ' - - 332 41.7 34.8 51.6
Hispanic . 0.8 0.9 1.0 1.7 43 4.0 43 1.8
Other® 7.0 4.2 4.9 1.7 72 11.1 54 5.0
Household Composition
Two Parents ' 234 22.7 8.7 252 37.0 387 44.6 . 395
Mother/Stepmother Only 86 74 126 59 123 88 9.7 139
Father/Stepfather Only 211 14.4 12.6 135 1.6 10.1 7.0 3.6
No Adults 31 0.9 39 5.0 24 51 36.6 39.0
Other 43.8 54.5 62.1 50.4 40.8 37.3 22 4.0
Mother’s Eciucaﬁon
Less than High School 10.5 12.1 16.3 15.8 11.3 10.4 4.0 8.5
High School Degree/GED 324 28.5 395 26.3 246 224 29.7 317
Some College 13.3 11.5 186 158 3.6 71 166 - 17.9
College Degree 86 14.6 93 11.8 - 215 18.6 o 269 20.7
Graduate Degree 6.7 7.9 0.0 6.6 6.7 8.7 ' 9.1 52
Unknown/No Mother : 28.6 255

16.3 23.7 323 32.8 : 13.7 9.9.



EXHIBIT 11.2 (continued)

Philadelphia Grand Rapids
"Middie Schools ) . High Schools Middle Schools High Schools
Resfmcturing Compérison Restructuring Couiparisbn Restructuring ~ Comparison Restructﬁring Comparison

Rece}jﬁl of Wélfa}e/F ood Stamps

Yes 23.7 231 15.2 14.5 134 16.7 83 5.8
. 'No- 39.7 34.8 16.2 355 69.0 595 79.7 85.4

Don’'t'Know . 36.6 421 68.6 50.0 17.6 239 12.0 8.9

Ceﬂaﬁit& of Graduating from High School

Very Sure 76.2 75.1 82.0 833 67.8 66.4 87.6 87.0

Probably 21.5 226 14.0 15.0 29.0 295 10.2 11.2

Probably Not 23 - 23 2.0 0.8 28 28 . 22 18

Very Sure I Won't 0.0 0.0 20 08 0.5 1.4 0.0 0.0

Self-Esteem® '

. *k

Upper Third 46.0 65.1 455 50.9 485 417 489 505

Middle Third 282 17.5 31.8 31.3 217 28.0 324 28.1

Lower Third 25.8 175 227 179 238 30.3 18.9 21.4

Locus of Control®

*%

Upper. Third 30.4 345 31.5 354 34.5 326 40.5 39.5

Middle Third 24.0 35.9 292 27.4 282 29.7 314 278

Lower Third 45.6 29.7 39.3 372 374 37.7 281 327

Ever Dropped Out?

. *x

Yes - - 15.4 7.8 - - 23 24

No - - 539 76.6 - - 96.5 97.1

Not Asked - - 30.8 15.6 - - 12 0.5

GPA During Baseline Year

%

0.00 to 1.00 - - - - - - 6.0 16.4

1.01 to 2.00 - - - - - - 288 352

2.01 to 2.50 - - - - - - 201 14.2

2.51 to 3.00 - - - - - - 16.9 16.4

3.01 to 3.50 - - - - - - 16.3 11.0

3.51 to 4.00 - - - - - - 12.0 6.9

(Mean) - -- - - - - 2.4 21 **
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EXHIBIT 11.2 {continued)

Philadelphia Grand Rapids
Middle Schools High Schools Middle Schools High Schools
Restructuring ~ Comparison Restructuring  Comparison Restructuring  Comparison Restructuring Comparisbti

Average Math Grade During Baseline Year

*k
100 to 91 1.6 1.6 1.2 0.0 11.0 929 7.5 34
90 to 81 213 35.8 13.1 9.0 357 340 30.0 24.0
80 to 71 40.2 479 286 20.5 29.2 30.3 313 343
70 to 61 29.5 12.6 36.9 44.9 20.1 19.1 313 382
60-to 50 6.6 1.6 16.7 15.4 39 6.8 0.0 0.0
Less than 50 0.8 0.5 35 10.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(Mean) 732 772 ** 68.4 649 * 78.2 713 713 74.8 **
Average English Grade During Baseline Year

*x hhd
100 to 91 7.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.4 18.0 12.8 238
90 to 81 320 17.5 121 11.3 48.8 383 41.7 228
80 to 71 34.4 54.7 231 30.0 26.5 299 36.1 243
70 to 61 19.7 247 473 325 14.2 10.8 9.4 29.2
60 to 50 6.6 31 132 17.5 31 3.0 0.0 0.0
Less than 50 0.0 0.0 44 8.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(Mean) ' 76.1 74.0 ** 67.3 66.4 80.2 80.8 813 79.8
Mean Percent of Enrolled Days Absent from School . . ST
Durmg Baseline Year 10.4 10.1 227 237 6.3 8.0 .89 11.4 *+
Percentage of Sludenls Who Agree or Strongly Agree
That Co )
Students Get Along Well with Teachers 342 45.9 ** 40.5 336 49.8 476 41.1 601 **
Teathers Are. Willing.to Help Students 833 91.2 *+ 84.0 80.7 91.2 95.7 * 86.5 88.1 .
Schools Expects Students to Work Hard 84.7 93.5 »» 87.2 93.5 96.6 91.8 ** 93.5 88.0
My Classes Make Me Think 69.7 82.3 #* 67.1 72.5 85.4 86.5 72.6 85.0 **
My Classes are Interestmg 70.9 79.7 * 57.5 65.5 74.9 79.9 50.8 552
People Care About me Here . 70.6 70.8 . 517 64.2 80.0 80.5 64.9 80.2 **
Students Who Break the Rules Get Into Trouble 720 83.9 *+ 60 0 _ 73.1* 83.0 89.4 * 743 745
I Feel Safe Here 385 - 56.2 ** -36.0 - 44.9 76.4 76.2 . 68.9: 75.0-
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EXHIBIT 11.2 (continued)

Philadelphia _ Grand Rapids
Middle Schools High Schools Middle Schools High Schools
Restructuring:  Comparison Restructuring  Comparison Restructuring = Comparison Restructuring ©  Comparison

Percentage of. Students Reportmg that the Follawmg are

Moderate or, Serious. Problems

Students Not Doing Homework 613 584 652 613 88 56.7 685 709

Students Talking Back L E ’ 833 776 71.8 729 69.8 75.6 734 656 *

Students Cuttmg Class Bt 85.7 64.8 ** 855 . 81.3 65.8 62.5 73.9 71.7

Students Skipping School " 824 70.5 ** 82.6 757 61.6 65.4 76.6 732

Students Using Alcohol ‘ 56.9 503 73.1 585+ 433 413 59.2 577

_Students Using Drugs R e e 51.7 52.0 81.2 66.0 ** 433 42.0 54.9 452 *

Students Stealing ' ‘ : 66.1 582 74.3 50.5 ** 54.7 61.2 57.1 434 **
_ Students Making Threats - 74.8 76.9 83.8 74.5 63.7 74.8 ** 63.9 548 *.

Students Engagmg in Vandallsm R T 72.9 65.2 721 529 ** 53.0 54.3 51.4 35.3 **

Students Fighting o : 793 - 76.0 68.6 72.4 64.9 76.4 ** ' 62.3 52,0 **

Sample Sized - . 131 221 - 124 ‘105 222 216 192 226




EXHIBIT 11.2 (continued)

Middle Schools High Schools Middle Schools High Schools
Restructuring  Comparison Restructuring  Comparison Restrubtdﬁng Comparison Restructuring Combarison
Age (as of Jan 1, 1992)
*

Less than 11 0.0 0.4 0.5 0.0 14 0.0 - -
111012 39.4 422 0.0 0.0 61.9 58.1 - -
131014 393 55.6 0.5 0.0 363 41.1 0.5 0.5
15t0 16 0.9 13 75.9 62.6 0.5 0.0 86.6 826
More than 16 0.5 0.4 231 36.5 0.0 0.9 13.0 16.8
(Mean Age) (12:8) (12.8) (15.9) (16.2) * (12.4) (12.5) * (15.7) (158) *
Gender

Mﬂk 52.9 533 50.2 50.9 48.9 43.6 56.9 52.9
Race/Ethnicity )

R . *E *ok .
Black (Non-Hispanic) 475 54.5 56.6 68.2 19 18 0.5 0.5
White (Non-Hispanic) 123 0.5 12,7 0.9 33 23 4.9 1.1
Hispanic - 370 438 291 29.0 86.5 811 88.8 94.7
Other® - 32 13 15 19 8.4 148 5.8 37
Household Composition

B ET3 L) . e
Two Parents 44.7 371 414 355 68.6 64.5 54.5 435
Mother/Stepmother Only 11.5 5.4 11.4 37 6.8 57 11.3 8.4
Father/Stepfather Only 78 12.2 4.2 84 6.4 48 6.8 7.3
No Adults 0.9 23 4.7 0.9 23 18 2.7 63
Other - 35.0 43.0 383 51.5 15.9 233 248 34.6
Mother's Education ;

EL .
. o W

Less than High ‘School C 221 29.8 26.8 30.2 419 40.8 52.5 532
High School Degree/GED 20.2 25.1 29.5 33.0 115 15.4 13.7 15.0
Some College 8.0 " 6.5 10.0 6.6 4.2 2.5 7.7 39
College Degree 9.4 4.7 14.7 6.6 5.2 6.0 33 4.4
Graduate Degree 7.0 2.8 11 0.9 2.6 0.5 1.6 1.1
Unknown/No Mother 333 31.2 17.9 © 226 34.6 34.8 21.3 222



EXHIBIT 11.2 (continued)

Dallas Santa Ana
Middle Schools High Schools Middle Schools High Schools
Restructuring ~ Comparison Restructuring ~ Comparison Restructuring  Comparison Restructuring  Comparison
'Percentage of Stb d en_!s Reportlng that the Followmg are
Problems
-Students Not Domg Homework 71.8 60.3 ** 64.6 72.1 591 60.7 67.2 68.5
‘Students Talking Back . 84.2 71.9 * 78.4 71.4 67.8 65.3 559 69.5
Studens Cutting'Class ~ = 826 82.4 88.5 79.0 ** 70.8 64.4 76.7 823
“Studénts Skipping School . 752 - 80.3 88.6 76.9 ** 70.0 65.3 75.0 82.6*
Students Using Alcohol L 48.6 49.5 7.2 50.0 ** 56.6 53.6 54.8 70.3 **
Stidents Using Drugs R o 528 609 * 66.0 47.6 ** 58.9 525 54.5 651 **
Students Stealing o o ' 65.6 71.7 65.4 56.2 67.1 61.2 575 649
Students Making Threats 76.6 715 78.6 62,9 ** 69.5 70.7 . 595 713 **
Studerits Engaging in Vandalism 74.8 67.9 67.5 76.2 76.1 70.3 68.8 76.6 *
Students Figliting: . 71.0 78.7 . 81.8 56.3 ** 75.6 74.1 : 66.5 7.1
Sample Sized . . 223 227 205 108 233 233 226 195

o Soq;{cg: ,ISDDAP baseline questionnaires.
aIm‘:ludés Asian, Native American, and "Other."

®Index variable based on student responses to four questionnaire 1tems and normed on a natlonally represemanve sample of 8th graders (for the middle school sample) and 10th graders (for the hlgh school sample from
NELS ngh values of the index indicate high self-esteem. . :

°Index vanable based on student:responses to four questionnaire items and normed on a nationally representative sample of 8th graders (for the middle school sample) and 10th graders (for the high school sample) from
NELS ngh values of the index indicate an internal locus of control; low values indicate an external locus of control.

dSa;nple ';:sizes may vary due to item nonresponse.

* Restructuring school statistic is signiﬁéantl_v different from the comparison school statistic at the .10 percent level, two-tailed test.
** Restructuring school statistic is significantly different from the comparison school statistic at the .05 percent level, two-tailed test.
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EXHIBIT 11.3

STUDENT OUTCOMES IN THE FIRST FOLLOW-UP YEAR AT RESTRUCTURING AND COMPARISON SCHOOLS
(RWGRESSION ADJUSTED OUTCOMES)

Philadelphia ~ Grand Rapids
Middle School High School Middle School High School
Res. Comp  Difference Res. Comp  Difference Res. Comp  Difference Res. Comp  Difference

Enrollment Status
During the Year

In Same School 98.1 97.5 0.6 85.9 84.5 1.4 86.7 88.6 -1.9 86.7 74.9 11.8 **

Transferrgda 1.6 24 -0.8 3.7 1.9 18 4.8 5.0 -0.3 4.2 109 -6.6 **

Stopped Out? 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 24 1.5 0.9 1.5 1.7 -0.2

Dropped Out® 0.3 0.1 02 10.5 12,7 2.2 51 29 22 75 12.5 -5.0*
Enrolled All Year 99.7 99.7 0.0 89.6 86.4 32 91.5 93.6 2.2 90.9 85.8 52*
Mean Percentége of
Enrolled Days
Absent? 153 14.7 0.7 452 39.6 55+ 138 14.0 0.2 15.7 163 -0.6
Average GPA - - - - - - 22 22 00° 2.1 23 0.2
Mean Credits Earned - - - - - - 6.4 73 0.9 *»¢ 488 48.8 0.0
Mean Math Grade 71.1 69.7 1.4 59.7 60.3 -0.6 74.9 72.2 27* 69.2 743 5.1 **
Mean English Grade 67.7 74.4 -6.7 * 58.2 62.9 -4.7 ** 719 722 -03 753 74.1 1.2
Mean Standardized
Test Scoref .

Reading 322 279 4.3 ** 26.6 311 -4.5 39.6 42.8 3.2 515 54.1 -2.6

Math 312 27.8 35 2.7 288 -6.0 ** 45.6 47.7 2.1 525 524 0.1
Gains in Test Scoref e

Reading 24 2.0 4.4 ** 6.4 04 6.0 ** 8.0 6.4 -1.6 23 017 22*

Math 22 4.5 6.7 ** 3.4 0.5 39 8.0 ‘71 09 0.6 14 0.8
Sample Sizes 131 221 124 105 222 216 192 226




EXHIBIT 11.4

SUMMARY OF STUDENT OUTCOME DIFFERENCES IN RESTRUCTURING PROJECTS

District and

School Level Difference

Negative Outcome

Positive ‘Outcome

Difference Not Available

No Outcome Difference

Reading scores
Reading gains

Middle School

High School

More dropouts

Middle School Credits earned®

High School Math grade

Reading gains

GPA Fewer dropouts Math grade
Math scores Credits earned . English grade
Math gains

Absenteeism

GPA credits earned Reading scores Math grade
Math scores Absenteeism English grade

Reading and math gains

GPA™ Math grade --
English grade

Enrollment

Reading and math scores

Reading and math gains

GPA Fewer dropouts -
English grade

Credits earned

Reading and math scores

Math gains

Absenteei

Middle School Reading grade

High School

English grade

Credits earned

Math scores

Reading gains
Increased absenteeism

~ Middle Schoot -

High School -

Reading and math scores GPA

Math grade
Enroliment
Absenteeism

Reading and math gains Credits earned

Math grade - GPA
Enrollment '

Reading scores

Math gains

Math grade : _ . GPA

Math scores
Math gains
Absenteeism

« Enrollment’
Credits earned

English grade
Reading scores
-Reading gains

GPA _
Reading and math grad '
Credits earned o

Reading and math scores -
Reading and math gains
Absenteeism, ol

. Enfollment -

SOURCE: SDDAP baseline questionnaire and records data.

NOTE: These differences were adjusted for differences-in student baseline characteristics and for pre-existing differences in
outcomes among students in the restructuring and comparison projects.

aThese items were adjusted only for differences in student characteristics. Baseline values were not available.
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EXHIBIT 11.5

RESTRUCTURING-COM‘PARISCJY)N DIFFERENCES
IN -STANDARDIZED TEST SCORES

Differences Da“aS Differences G I'an d Rapids
S el - - - - - - o o ool
4 - ‘NN L L P
2t - ‘N T - - - - Y B T ST
o o
Y e R 2
j o 4
} T T T T T N
: ) Middle Schools " High Schools Middie Schosls High Schools -

?‘ . - Reading Math

Z . Differences Ph[lade]p hia Differences Santa Ana
S o
4 ............ - . . . . .
ab - - - - - oL ...

Middie Schools * High Schools Middle Schoois High Schoois

SOURCE: SDDAP baseline records, baseline questionnaire and follow-up records.

NOTE: Estimates have been derived. from regression models which account for differences in student
characteristics and for preexisting differences in outcomes for restructuring and comparison

students.
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EXHIBIT 11.6

STANDARDIZED MATH TEST SCORES
AT BASELINE AND FOLLOW-UP
(RESTRUCTURING MIDDLE SCHOOLS)

B5p - - - - - s st e - e s oo SBp - - - - e m - e o e s e e~ -
—
—
— N
—~— Ao
S~ - Lo
asf - - - - - - - e oo B e e
L R
| S
° o2 ' 3

Grand Rapids

BS[ - - - - - -t - s - s s s s s s - U BBp - - e e e s ae o e e s e s

L] T DT e

‘92 TR gy 92 L ETE ‘93

Philadelphia ' ‘Santa Ana

COMPARISON __ =~ RESTRUCTURING
STUDENTS STUDENTS

 SOURCE: SDDAP baseline records, baseline questiohriaire data and follow:-up records.
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EXHIBIT 11.7

STANDARDIZED MATH TEST SCORES
AT BASELINE AND FOLLOW-UP
(RESTRUCTURING HIGH SCHOOLS)

L

B e

35 - -

= T R

‘92 938’
Dallas

S5 - o e LR
L]
asp - - -« - - - S

=~
25f -~ - - - - - - R

=~ S—
N .
‘a2 ‘93
Philadelphia

e e

28} - v - - - - - - e o oo oo Lo

= ; N
Grand Rapids

Bay L e R R e e

o A IR

‘.‘35

‘92 ‘93
. -Santa Ana

—— COMPARISON - — RESTHUCTURING

STUDENTS

STUDENTS

SOURCE: SDDAP baseline records, baseline queétiéhhé:ifg:':d_été ahd_folloﬁ-ﬁp:récords.




EXHIBIT 12.1
CHARACTERISTICS AND PERCEPTIONS OF TEACHERS
o (RESTRUCTURING SCHOOLS) '
Academic CIimete‘
Students put low priority on {earning
Difficult to motivate students
Low student and teacher morale
Teachers interested in more effective teaching methods
Teachers share ideas with other teachers
Teachers support school improvement goals

- Innovation hlndered by lack of planning time and l|m|ted
resources -

Relationship with Principals and Administrators
Strong support from principals and administrators
Collaborative relationships '

Principals get resources enforce discipline; encourage staff
development

Relationships With Parents

« Telephone contacts when students have academlc or disciplinary.
problems

. Barners to communicating

No parents or gua drans o

Parents working« ¢

Parents have no phone

‘Teacher has no time during the school day
‘Lahguage differences

l).rnﬂ : 44 Aprit 27, 1994



EXHIBIT 12.1 (continued)

CHARACTERISTICS AND PERCEPTIONS OF TEACHERS
(RESTRUCTURING SCHOOLS) -

Perceptions of Student Problems

-« Most severe student problems are absenteeism, vandalism, and
verbal abuse

Participation in School Management Activities

« Involved in planning instructional, curricular, or school
improvement activities

« Not involved in

hiring or spending decisions }
setting policy about grades, attendance, or discipline

Comparison to National Samples of Teachers

. Comparedlto a national sample of public secondary teachers,
teachers In restructuring schools were

more likely to rate their students as low-achieving
more likely to say that absenteeism, vandalism, student fights,
and verbal abuse of teachers were problems

Differences between Teachers in Restructuring and Comparison
Schools ‘

« Weak design for measuring impacts

+« Most outcomes did not differ significantly

» Positive differences balanced by negative differences

Mathernatica Policy Research, Inc. ‘ - .
. ) 45 i : Apiil 27, 1994



EXHIBIT 12 2

PERCEPTIONS OF STAFF CONSENSUS

b v 4

Philadelphia Grand Rapids Phoenix
Gillespie . Sulzberger  Gratz  University Iroquois ~ Northeast Ottawa Creston Central  Camelback
Middle .  Middle High  City High Middle Middle ~ Hills High  High - High High
School .+  School School School School School School School; School -School
Percent of Teachels Who Agree or Strongly Agree with the =/
Statement : :
Teachers Plan the Curriculum Collaboratively in this School 333 .. 436 49.0 18.7 ) 283 275" 314 21.3 ., 413 44.1
Teachers Agree. About:the Instructional Goals of:this School ., Lo 238 o 63.2 26.0 34.7 39.1 39.0 343 396 49.5 - 61.7
Teachers in this School are Interested in More Et’f Sctive Teachmg o ’ . ; ; EEA
Methods - * : s 727 S 868 56:9 66.2 46.7 69.1 68.6 70.8 -’ 80.2 58.5
Ideas from Various Commumtv Groups are Sough, to Help Solve g Do o : : : '
Problems in this School : 318 29.0 353 29.3 _ 34.8 26.2 514 41.7 35.0 553
Most Teachers:in this School Suppon the Goals for School . d o . : ' ' :
Improvement 636 o 737 628 50.7 56.5 64.3 771 60.4 - 69.2 69.2
Teachers Frequently Share Ideas wnth Other Teactiers 63.6° . 868 76.0 . 69.3 - 422 61.0 . 559 532 68.1 73.4
Most Teachersénd the Principal or Sehool Administrators in this. L TR I '
School are Reoepuve to Change and Expenmentatlon 546 . 526 3737 200 ; 50.0 46.3 4571 413 - 56.7 68.1
Number of Teachers Rosponding ' 22 39 51" 77 g 48 2 v 38 ‘48 0 o9 94
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EXHIBIT 12.2 (continted)

Dallas

Santa Ana
Comstock - Edison Spruce  Pinkston Restructuring ~ Comparison . ‘ CL
Middle Middle Leamning = High High Middle Middle Century Santa Ana
School Center School.  School Schools Schools High School High School
Percent of Teachers Who Agree or Strongly Agree with the
" Statement
" ' ' 77.0 471
Teachers Plan the Curriculum Collaboratively in this School 51.1 41.4 153 45.7 49.4 61.1 '
Teachers Agree About the Instructional Goals of this School 511 61.8 44.2 75.0 41.7 56.7 552 41.6
"Feachers in this School are Interested in More Effective Teaching Methods 652 74.3 69.8 75.0 88.9 87.6 95.4 " 69.6
Ideas from Various Community Groups are Sought to Help Solve Problems in i :
this School N _ ’ 31.9 42.9 33.7 69.4 46.6 41.4 49.4 55.9
Most Teachers in this School Support the Goals for School Improvement 78.7 783 69.8 833 81.7 76.7 86.2 814
Teachers Frequently Share Ideas with Other Teachers 70.2 75.4 61.6 722 91.8 852 71.0 68.3
Most Teachers and the Principal or School Administrators in this School are
Receptive to Change and Experimentation 67.4 53.6 30.6 75.0 61.3 65.9 80.5 54.5
Number of Teachers Responding 47 70 86 36 182 92 87 102

SOURCE: : Sprmg 1993 Survey of Staff, Evaluation of the School Dropout Demonstration Assistance Program, Mathematica Policy Research, Incorporated.

the right.

- The number of teachers réspond'mg to each question may vary due to nonresponse. Restructuring and comparison schools are paired. Restructuring schools are on the left and comparison schools are on
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EXHIBIT 12.3

IMPACTS OF RESTRUCTURING ON STAFF OUTCOME MEASURES?

Grand Rapids:

Full Sample Phoenix Philadelphia Dallas Santa Ana
Full Middle High High Middle High Middle High Middle High Middle High
Sample School School School School School Schoel School School . School School School
Collaborative Climate
Unadjusted D‘iffe'renceb -.08 02 -15* - 47 ** A4 ST -21 ** A5 ** 36 **  -1.08 ** -17 -04
Adjusted Difference -13 -03 -23 ** -50 ** 34 * 37* -85 ** 45 ** .26 <77 ** -16 -14
Academic Climate
Unadjusted Difference -02 -.05 01 13 .14 22 23 ** 13 17 -88 ** -.09 .23
Adjusted Difference” -.04 -05 -.05 .16 -.01 -.08 -1.02 ** .16 22 -.65 ** -07 .09
Staff Cohsensus _ )
Unadjusted Difference Lo 02 o.=07 .10 .12, -04 . .20 63 %% 48 .06 =89 *¥* .01 . 57 **
© Adjusted Diffex‘enceb )t -10 .08 -15 -19 -28 -88 * 67 ** 01 -.69 ** .07 .60 **
School Management
Activities® . U o :
Unadjusted leference T 08 . .05 A0 .18 12 -03 -25 34 13 -20 .06 30
Adjusted- leference‘__ .08 03 14 21 07 .04 -11 33 -.05 .08 13 18
‘Outsvide-'Cl'aiérsrébm‘v" »
‘Acfii'{igieS' o N - _ .
" Unadjusted Difference -~ " .06 -09 116 ** 31+ .18 -22 -03 01 -61** 30 05 25
Adjusted Differenoe," 05 -09 19 ++ 39 .02 -39 -18 24 -.62 ** 47 .03 21
Sample Size IR )
* " "Reéstructuring Schools © -~ 643 ;232 338 90 35 34 39 48 45 86 120 87
Comparison Schools " '568 C 302 346 94 48 48 22 72 70 36 152 102

Sogkgi-:i Staff_ Qqestionnaire, Spring, 1993, Eygluation of the School Dropout Demonstration Assistance Program, Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.
2Qutcomes are scaled to have-an overall mean of zero and a“standard deviation of one,

bDifferences were adjusted using a linear regression model, The explanato:y variables in the model were age, gender, mce/ethmclty, total years of teaching experience, years of teaching expenence in the school, and
indicator variables for primary subject area taught. The impact estimate in the table'is the estlmated coeff1c1ent of the indicator vanable for whether a teacher was at a restructurmg school

*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero-at the.:05 level, two-tailed test. -



EXHIBIT 12.4

' DIFFERENCES IN STAFF RESPONSES IN RESTRUCTURING AND COMPARISON SCHOOLS |

Negative Difference - ' No.Difference - Positive Difference

" Collaborative climate
Academic climate .
Staff consensus
School management

- Qutside activities

Middle School

High School . 'Collaborative climate Staff' consensus
‘Academic climate

School management
Outside activities

Middle School Academic climate .- Collaborative climate
Staff consensus
School management
Outside activities

High School Academic climate Collaborative climate
Staff consensus School
management Outside
activities :

Middle School Collaborative climate School management
Academic climate Outside activities
Staff consensus ' LR

High School Academic climate . _.Collaborative climate
School management Staff consensus
Outside activities

Middle School Outside activities . Collaborative climate
Academic climate
Staff consensus
School management

High School Collaborative climate - School management
Academic climate - - Outside activities
Staff consensus

~ High School . Collaborative climate .. Academic climate . .. ...Outside activities . -

Staff consensus
School management
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- EXHIBIT 13.1

 CHARACTERISTICS AND PERCEPTIONS OF PARENTS
(RESTRUCTURING SCHOOLS)

Parent Involveli;;;hf-"i‘n’ Educatlon
‘Involved in school-felated activities
Talks with SOn/daughtér about school activities
Has rules for son/dau_ghter’s home and social activities:
Helps with homework

High aspira'tioqs'f"o'r"jéorj/da_ughter’s education attainment

Interactlons wrth Schools

+ Contact w1th school about homework behavior, or attendance

« . Attends PTA meetings

Impressions of School Climate
+ * Feels their son/daughter
is learning a lot -~
likes school
“works hard in school and on homework -
+ Feels that school staff
think learning is |mf:ortant
are interested.in their son/daughter
do a good job keeping.parents lnformed R

. Feels that schools are unsate

50



EXHIBIT 13.1 (continued)

CHARACTERISTICS AND PERCEPTIONS OF PARENTS
(RESTRUCTURING SCHOOLS)

Views on School Improvement

- Important to

reduce violence in schools
teach more practical skills
increase parental involvement in school decision-making
increase funding for book, supplies, and computers

» Less important to

increase the school day or school year
de-emphasize sports

Comparison to National Sample of Parents (NELS)

« Parents of‘restructuring school students are more likely to

help with homework every day

not communicate with the school
say their child works hard at school
say their child’s school is unsafe.

Differences Between Parents in Restructuring and Comparison
Schools

+ Weak design for assessing "impacts”

» Most responses did not differ significantly

- Responses that differed were mostly negative
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EXHIBIT 132
PARENT IMPRESSIONS OF SCHOOL CLIMATE
Philadelphia Grand Rapids : Phoenix .

Gillespie.  Sulzberger Iroquois  Northeast Ottawa Creston . Central’  Camelback
Middle Middie Middle _ Middle  Hills High High " High © High
School School School . School School School ~. School - School

Percent of ;E;Respondems who Agree/Strongly Agree tha_&

People at the school think learning is important - 81.8 96.9 96.1 96.8 93.1 89.0 95.5 -* 90.2
Child wdrks hard on homework © 714 71.0 75.0° 79.2 75.0 61.6 . 74.4 76.2
Child works hard. at school 72.7 89.7 91.0 83.0 78.9 74.7 - 88.9 81.0
Child likes school D 853 - ‘831 81.3 80.7 80.0 78.1 e 88.1 82.5
Child is bored at school . g 333 27.2 . 44.2 o261 353 36.1 S 224 171
School keeps me well-informed- 617 - 749 . 66.3 64.2 69.6 58.8 & 62.2 . 65.9
School seems interested’in the child . 63.6 . 81.3 778 653 67.1 62.7 o 64.8 - 70.0
School is. teaching students a lot - __; 629 . 84.8 772 83.0 70.0 655 oo 739 821
School is.preparing students well:for jObS oo 58.8 .0 68.2 68.4 s 582 60.9 533 e 70.8 - 715
School is:a safe place : LR 394 O 63.6 ; 696 7 670 74.3 65.0 S 69.8 415
School offers kind of courses/programs-] I Wanl for Chlld bohoE wSeT 79.5 : 808 - .862 715 75.9 He 80.9 . 86.8
w1 - Parents have enough say about how the- school is run S L 406 55.0 , 566 = 602 . 529 538 66.7 632
N - Parents work together to help school & EE | 533 7 69.9 ’ 703 .- 693 70.0 .. 662 S 66.3 - 70.3
Sample Size. T e i st 99 73 o s 92 4
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EXHIBIT 13.2 (continued)

Dallas Santa Ana

Edison Santa
Comstock Middle Spruce Pinkston “{Restructur-  Comparison Century Ana
Middle Learning High High ing Middle Middle High High

School . Center .School .. School Schools Schools School School

Percent.of Respondents who Agree/Strongly Agree that: : :
“People at the school think learning is important 90.9 91.3 84.1 92.3 98.6 97.8 96,7 933
.Child works hard on homework 76.1 75.3 71.8 83.0 82.6 831 84.2 817
", Child works hard at school 76.1 ) 80.7 80.3 77.8 85.0 87.6 88.8 853
. -Child likes school 80.0 77.7 769 78.0 951 94.3 93.0 95.0
- Ctiild'is bored at school 51.9 332 © 378 286 193 18.7 17.4 26.8
School keeps me well-informed : 74.9 71.8 584 755 833 81.8 77.9 713
School seems interested in the child 71.6 78.9 62.3 72.6 92.0 81.5 89.0 91.1
School is teaching students a lot 77.4 85.3 69.9 82.0 88.7 84.7 92.7 88.0
School is preparing students well for jobs 63.1 771 48.4 76.0 87.1 86.3 89.7 88.5
School is.a safe place 442 572 40.3 54.0 69.0 78.4 752 735
" School offers kind of courses/programs I want for child 75.3 85.1 59.2 63.5 93.6 86.3 92.9 92.0
Parents have enough say about how the school is run 51.9 60.0 40.5 62.8 77.1 74.8 78.5 67.9
Parents work together to help school 59.7 68.8 48.8 620 74.8 73.4 87.3 77.0
W Sample Size 177 204 130 56 145 143 159 122

SOURCE:;  Spring 1993 Survey of Parents, Evaluation of the School Dropout Demonstration Assistance Program, Math‘ematica Policy Research, Inc.
NoTE:

The number of parents responding to each question may vary due to nonresponse. Restructuring and comparison schools are paired. Restructuring schools are on the left and comparison schools
are on-the right.

Hpnt
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EXHIBIT 133

IMPACTS OF RESTRUCTURING ON PARENT OUTCOMES

Full Sample Phoenix Grand Rapids Philadelphia Dallas Santa Ana
Full Middle High High Middle High Middle Middle High Middle High
Sample School School School School School School School School School  School
Perception of Child’s Attitude
toward School®
Unadjusted Difference® -.04 -13 ** A1 11 -18 32% -19 -17 -13 .01 .07
Adjusted Difference -03 -11* 11 .14 -19 29 -25 -08 -00 .01 .05
Parent. Attitude toward School®
Unadjusted Difference -15 ** -13 ** -11 -12 - A1 A2 =72 ** -24** -59 ** .09 .03
Adjusted Difference® -14 ** 12 -10 .06 .00 .05 82 ** -15 -41* 10 02
Parental Involvement at School® , .
Unadjusted leference . =06 -06 -05 -07 05 - 13 -54 ** -11 - 57 ** .04 22 **
Ad]usted Dxfference -07 -07 02 -04 -08 14 ~55 ** -07 -47 ** 07 23
School’ Contact with Parent® .
Unadjusted. Difference Lo =09 -.06 -07 -.01 .04 -18 -29 -20* -36 ** 13 .03 -
Ad]usted leferenoe " e =07 . -.05 -.09 A3 -.06 <23 -29 -23* -30 12 .06
Parent Contact with School® . -
Unad]usted leference } BN Ve -11* -10 .02 ~01 -16 -24 .26 ** -50 ** .09 06
Adjusted leferenoe . - 210 ** -09 -13* 16 0 =20 24 -29 ** -144 ** A1 06
Part1c1pat10n in School Acuvmes . . -
Unadjusted Difference " -.04 -03 -06 -03 .05 -05 -81 ** -13 -20 22 .08
Adjusted leference ' -.05 -03 -.08 =02 18 -03 -50 ** -16 * -15 28 ** .03
Sample, Slze i ‘ v
v o8 438 454 92 81 73 35 o 130 145 159
Qg;qpanson Schools . L9246l 310 44 99 88 168 - 204 56

SOURCE: “Parént Questionnaire, Sprifig 1993, Evaluation of the School Dropoiit Demons;ratioh Ass1stance Prograin, Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.

20utcomes are scaled to have an overall mean of zero and a standard deviation of one.

143 122

®Differences were adjusted using a linear regression model. The explanatory variables in the model were gender, race/ethnicity, parent’s education level, language spoken and parent’s recelpt of welfare. The lmpact

estimate in the table is the estimated-coefficient of the indicator variable for whether the parent’schild was at a testructuring school

*Significantly different fron_}-zeroraﬂt the .10 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.



EXHIBIT 13.4

DIFFERENCES IN PARENT RESPONSES IN
RESTRUCTURING AND COMPARISON SCHOOLS

Negative Difference

District and School

No Difference Po_gitive Difference

High School

Child’s Attitude Toward School
Parent Attitude Toward School
Involvement

School Contacts with Parent -
Parent Contacts with School
Participation

- Middle School

High School

Participation

Child’s Attitude Toward School
Parent Attitude toward School
Involvement

School Contacts with Parent
Parent Contacts with School
Child’s Attitude Toward School Involvement
Parent Attitude toward School

School Contacts with Parent

Parent Contacts with School

Participation

Middie School

High School School Contacts with Parent

Child’s Attitude Toward School
Parent Attitude toward School
Involvement

School Contacts with Parent
Parent Contacts with School
Participation

Child’s Attitude Toward School
Parent Attitude toward School!
Involvement

Parent Contacts with School
Participation

Parent Attitude toward School

Involvement at School

Participation in School
Activities

Middle School

Child’s Attitude Toward School
School Contacts with Parent
Parent Contacts with School

Middle School School Contacts with Parent
Parent Contacts with School
Participation

High School Parent Attitude Toward School

Involvement
Parent Contacts with School

Child’s Attitude Toward School
Parent Attitude Toward School
Involvement

Child’s Attitude Toward School
School Contacts with Parents
Participation in School
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