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NOMINATION OF LINDA MCMAHON
TO SERVE AS
SECRETARY OF EDUCATION

Thursday, February 13, 2025

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, AND PENSIONS,
Washington, DC.
The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:01 a.m., in room
562, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Bill Cassidy, Chairman
of the Committee, presiding.

Present: Senators Cassidy [presiding], Collins, Murkowski, Mar-
shall, Scott, Hawley, Tuberville, Banks, Husted, Moody, Britt,
Sanders, Murray, Baldwin, Murphy, Kaine, Hassan, Hickenlooper,
Markey, Kim, Blunt Rochester, and Alsobrooks.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR CASSIDY

The CHAIR. The Senate Committee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions will please come to order. Ms. McMahon, I appreciate
you coming before the Committee today.

You were very successful leading the Small Business Administra-
tion in President Trump’s first term and I am glad the President
has given you another opportunity to serve. You have enormous
challenges.

At the K through 12 level, students who were behind before the
pandemic are even further behind now. According to the latest Na-
tional Assessment of Educational Progress, or NAEP, reading
scores among fourth and eighth graders declined five points since
the pandemic. In math, fourth grade scores fell by five points, and
eighth grade scores fell by eight points.

The failures of the traditional K through 12 schools are leading
more families to try other education options proven to help stu-
dents succeed like charter schools. The Biden-Harris Department of
Education tried to take these options away from families.

They passed onerous regulations making it harder for charter
schools to apply for Federal grants, impeding their ability to grow
and to serve more children. The Department of—the Department’s
bloated bureaucracy failed to improve the Nation’s education sys-
tem and quite likely made it worse.

There has been a lot of talk about dismantling the Department
of Education, and I am sure that you will be asked this today. But
before we begin, I want to explain what the Department of Edu-
cation actually does.
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On average, only about 10 percent of public funds that go toward
educating a child comes from the Federal taxpayer. That is only 10
percent. 90 percent comes from state and local government.

While the Federal Government accounts for a small minority of
the funding, it is responsible for the vast majority of bureaucracy
and red tape preventing communities from improving educational
success.

I am hearing from schools across the country that they have
stopped going after Federal competitive grant funding because it is
not worth the hoops and red tape the Department of Education has
placed on those dollars.

If schools are not eager to apply for competitive grants to im-
prove operations, something is wrong and something should
change. It is not only the K through 12 system failing students.
Colleges and universities are not preparing students to succeed in
the modern workforce.

The cost of higher education are quickly outpacing the value of
the degrees students receive. According to a nonpartisan analysis,
23 percent of bachelor’s degree programs and 43 percent of mas-
ter’s degrees have a negative return on investment.

Too many students leave college woefully unprepared for the
workforce after being saddled with overwhelming debt they cannot
pay off. Under the last Administration, the Department of Edu-
cation’s only answer was to transfer hundreds of billions of dollars,
that is hundreds of billions, in student debt from those who will-
ingly took it on to supposedly advance their life—they transferred
it to Americans who either chose not to go to college or had already
paid their way through school.

To implement these schemes, the Department dramatically in-
creased the scope and authority of the student loan financing pro-
gram, clearly outside of what Congress previously intended. Your
experience overseeing SBA loans will be a great asset as the De-
partment looks to reform a very broken student loan program.

We have also seen rampant anti-Semitism on college campuses,
leading to attacks and harassment of Jewish students. I am
pleased to see the Trump administration has already launched in-
vestigations, and I look forward to working with you, presuming
that you are confirmed.

The status quo is not working. The educational system is failing
our children. The Biden-Harris Department of Education stood in
the way of students’ success. Transformative change of the edu-
cational establishment is needed.

The Department needs to get out of the way of states and local
communities who are best positioned to actually address students’
needs. We need to empower parents, so they have a voice in their
child’s education. This includes increasing access to school choice,
perhaps also called parental choice, so families can give their child
every opportunity to succeed in the classroom and beyond.

With President Trump in office and Ms. McMahon’s leadership,
we have a real opportunity to accomplish this. Thank you again,
Ms. McMahon for coming before this Committee and continue the
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discussion on how we can work together to improve students’ suc-
cess and get our education system back on track.

With that, I yield to Senator Sanders, the Ranking Member.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR SANDERS

Senator SANDERS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Mrs.
McMahon, nice to see you again. Let me begin by thanking teach-
ers all over this country. This is a very difficult time to be a teach-
er.

Talking to teachers in Vermont, and I think teachers all over the
country, what they are telling me as they are spending a lot of
their time not only teaching math and English, but dealing with
the emotional needs of kids, because among other things, our kids
are struggling in many, many ways.

It is a tough time to be a teacher, and I want to thank the teach-
ers very much for the extraordinary work that they are doing, espe-
cially for some of the most vulnerable kids in our Country.

Way back in 1863, as we recall from our history books, Abraham
Lincoln was in Gettysburg and he looked out on a field where sol-
diers by the thousands had just died in the struggle against slavery
and he talked about the need to maintain a government of the peo-
ple, by the people, and for the people.

That was a short but very powerful Gettysburg Address. And I
think in this country today, there is a growing fear that instead of
having a government of the people, by the people, and for the peo-
ple, we are looking at a government of billionaires, by billionaires,
and for billionaires whose job is not to improve life for ordinary
people, but to make the people on top even wealthier.

In the midst of massive income and wealth inequality with three
people owning more wealth than the bottom half of American soci-
ety, the Republicans in the House yesterday introduced a budget
resolution that would provide massive tax breaks to the people on
top and they would pay for those tax breaks for billionaires by cut-
ting Medicaid, education, and programs that working families
throughout this country desperately need. That is exactly the
wrong thing to do.

At a time when millions and millions of working families are
struggling, our job is to protect those families and not worry about
the billionaires who have never had it so good. But it is not just
cuts in Medicaid, as devastating as that would be. We are looking
at, if the Republicans get their way, massive cuts to education.

I should also say that the people who are trying to privatize So-
cial Security, privatize Medicare, privatize Medicaid, privatize the
Veterans Administration are precisely the same people who are try-
ing to privatize public education in America. We must not allow
that to happen.

In America, we must not allow our educational system to become
a two tier system, a system which says that if you have the money,
you are going to get help from the Federal Government, you are

oing to get a voucher to send your kid to a school that may cost
%50,000, 60,000 a year, while the public schools will end up being
segregated not just by race but by class.
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Most families in America do not have $40,000, $50,000, $60,000
a year to send their kids to private schools and it is absurd to pro-
vide public money to make that possible. Our job is not to take
away money from public schools to give it to private schools. It is
to strengthen public education in America.

Further, President Trump has talked about abolishing the De-
partment of Education. Yes, I think everybody on this Committee
wants to see us go after waste and bureaucracy in every agency of
government, but what we must understand is that when we talk
about the Department of Education, they are providing vital re-
sources for 26 million children in this country who live in high pov-
erty school districts.

Is it the responsibility of the Federal Government to say that
every kid in America, whether you are poor, middle class, rich, gets
a quality education? It is. And that is what a lot of what the De-
partment of Education does.

Department of Education provides millions of public school stu-
dents who have disabilities, motional problems, physical problems,
provides them with help. It provides Pell grants and other impor-
tant financial assistance that over 7 million low income students
need to get a higher education.

The goal is not to abolish the Department of Education. It is to
make it more effective and to make sure that it addresses the edu-
cational needs in this country. Mr. Chairman, in my view, we need
a Secretary of Education who understands that in the wealthiest
nation in the history of the world, we should have the best edu-
cational system on this planet, from childcare to graduate school.

We need a Secretary of Education who understands that if we
are going to attract the best and the brightest to the teaching pro-
fession, you know what? We have to pay teachers the kinds of sala-
ries that they deserve, which is why I have introduced legislation
that says no teacher in America should earn less than $60,000 a
year.

We need a Secretary of Education who understands that schools
do not end at 2.30 p.m., at 3.00 p.m.. We need strong afterschool
programs. We need strong summer programs. We need a Secretary
of Education who understands that we have got to invest in mental
health.

We need a Secretary of Education who understands that we have
got to fully fund the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. So
there are a lot of questions I have for Mrs. McMahon. I very much
appreciate her being here and look forward to the discussion we
will have. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIR. Thank you, Senator Sanders.

Now to introduce Ms. McMahon, we will start with Senator
Scott.

Senator SCOTT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Ranking
Member. Thank you, Committee Members for allowing me to have
an opportunity to talk about my good friend Linda McMahon.

I will say that one of the things I love about the Ranking Mem-
ber is his passion about the things he cares deeply about. He and
I don’t agree on the conclusions or the solutions, but I do believe
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that he is a thoughtful person who cares about the issues, and I
hope that doesn’t hurt your reelection bid.

[Laughter.]

Senator SCOTT. Let me say this, I am not a billionaire. Never
have been. Likely never will be. But I am a kid who grew up in
a single parent household mired in poverty whose mother worked
two jobs trying to keep the lights on. I went to four different ele-
mentary schools by the fourth grade.

When I think about the issue of education, I think about how in
the world did we ever get to a meritocracy where the vast majority
of the kids today are going to segregated schools that are failing
those kids. 13 schools in Maryland where the average kid—no, I
am sorry, 99 percent of the kids cannot perform at grade level.

I think about Chicago on the South side, where I spent a lot of
time, where 95 percent of the kids cannot perform at grade level.
I think about Charleston, South Carolina, my hometown, where 60
plus percent of African American males don’t go to college.

I think about the quagmire pit of failure that is consistently the
case in inner city schools across America. You talk about the reseg-
regation of America’s public schools. It has already happened. It is
happening right now. Our public education spends $850 billion to
disappoint families, millions of families, across this country.

10 percent of the resources come from the Federal Government,
and yet 80 to 90 percent of all the rules that suppress performance
come from Washington. The average employee at the Department
of Education—these numbers are a few years ago, and these, unfor-
tunately, aren’t part of my speech.

Bernie changed my speech for me. It is about $106,000 where the
average teacher makes $55,000. Those numbers are four, 5 years
old. But here is my point. My point is the simple point. I am a guy
who understands the weight of a poor education system and the

benefit of a good education system because I have experienced
both.

I chose to introduce Linda not because I have an affinity for bil-
lionaires—though I might now, actually. Because I have a passion
for quality that changes the trajectory of poor kids’ lives perma-
nently. I can’t think of a more important civil rights issue today
than public education and the education of our kids.

I can’t think of a better person to take on that challenge than
someone that I have confidence when she was the Administrator of
the SBA. I can’t think of someone better to take on this challenge
than someone that took a regional company, WWE, and made it
into the global powerhouse that it is today—than the Co-Founder,
Chief Executive, Linda McMahon.

I can’t think of someone better to do the job than someone who
served on our own State Board of Education, who was a trustee at
Sacred Heart University, and who led the policy initiatives at the
America First Policy Institute.

That would be Linda McMahon. I can tell you that there are a
lot of questions I would like to answer, but I don’t have time. But
I can tell you this, for the poorest kids in our Country, disillusioned
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about the American dream, the answers they are looking for rarely
come from Washington.

With all of our good intentions, the Department of Education has
simply failed the poorest kids in the United States of America, the
greatest nation on the planet. To turn that around, we need some-
one who has already succeeded in business and in government. And
let me just close with this.

The Department of Education doesn’t educate kids. It is a Fed-
eral agency. Local communities and local teachers educate kids.
Our Department of Education is a Federal behemoth that needs to
focus on getting more money in the hands of more students so that
they have a better chance.

Yes, I do believe that competition makes your quality go up and
your cost go down. Charter schools prove that. Private schools
prove that. And finally, Pell Grants. Pell Grants take public dollars
to private schools. Unfortunately for black kids today, the vast ma-
jority won’t have a Pell Grant.

Why? Because if you don’t graduate from high school, if you don’t
have proficiency in reading, math, and Science, the likelihood of
you going to college is zero. Let’s improve our K through 12 system
so that more of America’s poor, rural kids and inner city kids both
gave the experience I had of realizing their version of the American

ream.

The CHAIR. Thank you, Senator Scott. Very powerful.

Senator Britt.

Senator BRITT. Well, that was amazing. Thank you. My colleague
nailed it. Chair Cassidy, Ranking Member Sanders, and Members
of this Committee, I am honored to join you today to introduce
President Trump’s nominee for Secretary of Education, my friend
Linda McMahon.

It is clear that our current education system isn’t working. We
have the status quo and that is actually failing our kids. As you
mentioned, Mr. Chairman, the latest NAEP scores show that stu-
dents’ reading and math scores are down in almost every single
state, to the point where only 30 percent of eighth graders are
meeting reading proficiency levels.

The status quo in education just hasn’t failed students. It has
failed parents just like me. And very respectfully, Mr. Ranking
Member, the America that you just described, the one that you are
fearful will be created, it already exists.

Our students deserve better. Our parents deserve better. We
have to do something different in order to achieve a different re-
sult. For far too long, the Department of Education has catered to
far left bureaucrats at the expense of moms and dads.

It has pushed for school closures, removed parental rights from
the equation, promoted radical ideologies in the classroom, and
supported allowing men and boys to play in women and girls
sports. Enough is enough.

We need a change agent at the Department of Education, and
that change agent is Linda McMahon. She is the perfect antidote
to what is wrong with education in this country. Linda has an im-
mensely successful track record as a business executive, as a leader
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of a government agency, and at the America First policy—as an
America First policy advocate.

She is not just an overwhelmingly qualified nominee for Sec-
retary of Education, but a nominee who can make a real difference
at the Department that sorely needs it. She is also a grandmother
of six with a personal stake in the quality of our education system.

She understands how important it is that our kids learn what
they are supposed to and how important it is for parents to be em-
powered. I am right there with her. And that is not the only mis-
sion that Linda will pursue at the Secretary of Education—as the
Secretary.

Attending a 4-year college or university is the right path for
many Americans, but it is not the only one available to graduating
high schoolers and Linda will ensure that students know that.

Linda led efforts to empower the American worker at AFPI. And
I am confident that she will make aligning our education system
and our workforce systems a priority at the Department of Edu-
cation.

That means strengthening 21st century skills training and job
preparedness, bridging the gap between technical school programs
and industries, and expanding apprenticeships and credentialing
programs.

Linda McMahon is someone who knows how to reform our edu-
cation system, so it actually prepares our kids for the future, while
also empowering parents to make decisions that affect their chil-
dren’s lives. She has the experience as an executive. She already
demonstrated her immense ability to get the government out of the
way as head of the Small Business Administration.

She knows both K-12 and higher education, as my distinguished
colleague Senator Scott said, in serving on the Connecticut State
Board of Education and the Sacred Heart University Board. She
was on that since 2004.

Her confirmation as Secretary of Education will be a monu-
mental step toward preserving the American dream and making a
bright future possible for the next generation of Americans. Let’s
put parents in the driver’s seat.

Let’s return to the fundamentals of the classroom learning and
teach kids the skills they need to actually achieve their goals. Let’s
put education in the hands of states, not unaccountable Federal bu-
reaucrats.

For our kids’ sake, let’s confirm my friend, Linda McMahon.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIR. Thank you, Senator Britt. Ms. McMahon, now for
your opening statement. And you are welcome to introduce your
guest.

Ms. McMAHON. Thank you very much, Chairman Cassidy. Yes,
I would like to introduce my daughter, Stephanie McMahon, Paul
Levesque, her husband, and my son, Shane McMahon. I am so
happy to have them here and many friends from—have come from
far places, so I welcome having them here today and appreciate
that they are here.



[Background demonstrators.]

Ms. MCMAHON. Thank you, Chairman Cassidy, Ranking Member
Sanders, and distinguished Members of the Committee. I am hon-
ored to have your consideration to serve as the Secretary of the De-
partment of Education. And I would like to thank both Senator
Scott and Britt for their introductions.

The CHAIR. Members of the audience are reminded that disrup-
tions will not be permitted while the Committee

[technical problems]
We ask you to respect that, please.

STATEMENT OF LINDA MCMAHON TO SERVE AS SECRETARY
OF EDUCATION

Ms. McMAHON. Certainly. And I would like to thank both Sen-
ator Scott and Britt for their introductions, and for the opportunity
to welcome my friends and family. Thank you all so much for being
here with me today.

I would also like to thank President Trump for his confidence in
me to lead a Department whose mission and authority were a spe-
cial focus of his campaign. He pledged to make American education
the best in the world, return education to the states where it be-
longs, and free American students from the education bureaucracy
through school choice.

November proved that Americans overwhelmingly support the
President’s vision, and I am ready to enact it. Education is the
issue that determines our national success and prepares American
workers to win the future.

I have been passionate about education since my earliest college
days when I studied to earn a teaching certificate. This has contin-
ued through my business career as a Connecticut State Board of
Education member, as a university trustee, and as the Chair of the
America First Policy Institute, which advocates for workforce devel-
opment, parental choice and accountability in higher education.

I am also a mother and a grandmother, and I join millions of
American parents who want better schools for our kids and
grandkids. The legacy of our Nation’s leadership in education is
one that every person in this room embraces with pride. Unfortu-
nlately, many Americans today are experiencing a system in de-
cline.

The latest scores from the Nation’s report card show achievement
in K through 12 math and reading at their lowest level in years.
More than two-thirds of public colleges are beset by violent crime
on campuses every year. And most tragically, students’ suicide
rates have dramatically increased over the last two decades.

We can do better. We can do better for the elementary and junior
high school student by teaching basic reading and mathematics, for
the college freshmen facing censorship or antisemitism on campus,
and for parents and grandparents who worry that their children
and grandchildren are no longer taught American values and true
history.

In many cases, our wounds are caused by the excessive consoli-
dation of power in our Federal education establishment. So what
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is the remedy? Fund education freedom, not government run sys-
tems. Listen to parents, not politicians.

Build up careers, not college debt. Empower states, not special
interests. Invest in teachers, not Washington bureaucrats. If con-
firmed as Secretary, I will work with Congress to reorient the De-
partment toward helping educators, not controlling them.

My experience as a business owner and leader of the Small Busi-
ness Administration, as a public servant in the State of Con-
necticut, and more than a decade of service as a college trustee has
taught me to put parents, teachers, and students, not bureaucracy,
first.

Outstanding teachers are tired of political ideology and their cur-
riculum and red tape on their desks, and that is why school choice
is a growing movement across the Nation. It offers teachers and
parents an alternative to classrooms that are micromanaged from
Washington, DC.

We should also emphasize career focused education, especially in
cutting edge STEM fields where American companies need high
skill employees. Our workers deserve more post-secondary path-
ways, career aligned programs, apprenticeships, and on the job
learning. The jobs in tech, skill trades, and health care for non-col-
lege degree holders.

Those who do it in college deserve transparent costs and courses
of study aligned to workforce demand. The United States is the
world leader by far in emerging technologies like AI and
blockchain, and we need to invest in American students who want
to become tech pioneers.

We should encourage innovative new institutions, develop smart
accountability systems, and tear down barriers to entry so that stu-
dents have real choice, and universities are not saddling future
families with insurmountable debt.

We must protect all students from discrimination and harass-
ment. And if I am confirmed, the Department will not stand idly
by while Jewish students are attacked and discriminated against.
It will stop forcing schools to let boys and men into female sports
and spaces.

It will protect the rights of parents to direct the moral education
of their children. The opportunity before us these next 4 years is
momentous. I look forward to working with the Committee, our Na-
tion’s parents, teachers and students, and education leaders from
all political perspectives to build a better future for every American
learner.

Thank you so much for the opportunity to speak with you today,
and I look forward to your questions.

[The prepared statement of Ms. McMahon follows.]
PREPARED STATEMENT OF LINDA MCMAHON

Thank you, Chairman Cassidy, Ranking Member Sanders, and the distinguished
Members of the Committee. 'm honored to have your consideration to serve as the
Secretary of the Department of Education.

I would like to thank both Senators Scott and Britt for their introductions, and
for the opportunity to welcome my friends and family—thank you all so much for
being here today.
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I would also like to thank President Trump for his confidence in me to lead a De-
partment whose mission and authority were a special focus of his campaign. He
pledged to make American education the best in the world, return education to the
states where it belongs, and free American students from the education bureaucracy
through school choice. November proved that Americans overwhelmingly support
the President’s vision—and I am ready to enact it.

Education is the issue that determines our national success and prepares Amer-
ican workers to win the future. I've been passionate about education since my ear-
liest college days, when I studied to earn a teaching credential. This has continued
through my business career as a Connecticut State board of education member, as
a university trustee, and as the chair of the America First Policy Institute, which
advocates for workforce development, parental choice, and accountability in higher
education. Most importantly, I'm also a mother and grandmother—and I join mil-
lions of American parents who want better schools for our kids and grandkids.

The legacy of our Nation’s leadership in education is one that every person in this
room embraces with pride.

Unfortunately, many Americans today are experiencing a system in decline.

The latest scores from the Nation’s Report Card show achievement in K12 math
and reading at their lowest levels since 1971, the first year of testing. More than
two thirds of public colleges are beset by violent crime on campus every year. And
glostdtrag‘ically, student suicide rates have dramatically increased over the last two

ecades.

We can do better:

For the elementary and junior high student by teaching basic reading and
mathematics.

For the college freshman facing censorship or antisemitism on campus.

For parents and grandparents who worry that their children and grand-
children are no longer taught American values and true history.

In many cases, our wounds are caused by the excessive consolidation of
power in our Federal education establishment.

The remedy?

Fund education freedom, not government-run systems.
Listen to parents, not politicians.

Build up careers, not college debt.

Empower states, not special interests.

Invest in teachers, not Washington bureaucrats.

If confirmed as Secretary, I will work with Congress to reorient the Department
toward helping educators, not controlling them.

My experience as a business owner and leader of the Small Business Administra-
tion, as a public servant in the State of Connecticut, and more than a decade of
service as a college trustee has taught me to put parents, teachers, and students,
not bureaucracy, first. Outstanding teachers are tired of political ideology in their
curriculum and red tape on their desks. This is why school choice is a growing
movement across the Nation: it offers teachers and parents an alternative to class-
rooms that are micromanaged from Washington, DC.

We should also emphasize career-focused education, especially in cutting-edge
STEM fields where American companies need high-skill employees. Our workers de-
serve more post-secondary pathways: career-aligned programs, apprenticeships and
on-the-job learning, and jobs in tech, skilled trades, and healthcare for non-college
degree holders.

Those who do attend college deserve transparent costs and courses of study
aligned to workforce demand. The United States is the world leader by far in emerg-
ing technologies like AI and blockchain—and we need to invest in American stu-
dents who want to become tech pioneers. We should encourage innovative new insti-
tutions, develop smart accountability systems, and tear down barriers to entry so
that students have real choice and universities are not saddling future families with
insurmountable debt.

We must protect all students from discrimination and harassment. If I am con-
firmed, the Department will not stand idly by while Jewish students are attacked
and discriminated against. It will stop forcing schools to let boys and men into fe-
male sports and spaces. And it will protect the rights of parents to direct the moral
education of their children.
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The opportunity before us these next 4 years is momentous. I look forward to
working with this Committee, our Nation’s parents, teachers, and students, and
education leaders from all political perspectives to build a better future for every
American learner.

Thank you for the opportunity to speak with you today. I welcome your questions.

The CHAIR. Thank you very much. I shall begin. Everybody is
rightly focused on the fact that we have a problem with reading
scores, and they have been anchored where they are for quite some
time with an incredibly high percentage of children not reading at
grade level.

The old kind of truism that kids learn to read by grade 3 or 4
and they read to learn thereafter. But they are not learning to read
by grade 3 or 4. So that said, dyslexia, according to NIH kind of
reviewed literature, affects 20 percent of our population.

Those 20 percent learn to read differently, and if their differences
are not acknowledged, then they will be among those, almost an
anchor holding reading scores down. Now, it would just intuitively
make sense to diagnose the child with dyslexia as early as possible.
Most states do not screen.

That said, you can see where I am going with my own thoughts.
But what would be your approach to addressing the issue of dys-
lexia, which is frankly ignored? Not in a State like New Hampshire
where Governor Hassan actually put in such programs, but in
other states.

What would be your approach to make sure that the child who
is dyslexic is diagnosed at an early stage and receives the interven-
tion that she or he would need to receive?

Ms. McMaHON. Well, thank you very much, Chairman Cassidy.
And I know this is a very sensitive subject for you, since I believe
it is your son that does have dyslexia, as you and I discussed when
I visited with you in your office.

The CHAIR. My daughter, but that is Okay.

Ms. McMAHON. I am sorry. It is your daughter. But I certainly
very much would like to be sure that we are looking to diagnose
issues like this, like dyslexia early because we have found that it
can be turned around. So I would like to work with you and under-
stand how we could have a better approach for that in our school
systems.

The CHAIR. You had mentioned that you would not tolerate the
anti-Semitism that has been on the rise. What steps would you
take to make sure the backlog of anti-Semitism cases at the Office
of Civil Rights is processed and those responsible for illegal dis-
crimination held accountable?

Ms. McMAHON. Senator Kennedy, I think that—Cassidy, I am
sorry. I think that by far what we saw happening on our campuses
was absolutely deplorable. Kids locked in libraries afraid to come
out.

Now, I believe in freedom of speech on campus, open debate, and

we should encourage that, but we cannot allow violence happening
on our campuses. That puts all students in an unsafe place.
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As the—if I were confirmed as the Secretary of Education, I
would want to make sure that the presidents of those universities
and those colleges are taking very strong measures not to allow
this to happen.

They can call in the police. They can do whatever they need to
do to set standards and to make sure those standards are upheld.
We cannot allow that kind of violence to take place on our college
campuses.

The CHAIR. There is a current backlog in the Office of Civil
Rights within the Department of Education to address this. Do you
have any specific plans about how you could help them address
that backlog?

Ms. McMaHON. Well, I would like very much to be confirmed and
to be able to get into the Department and understand that backlog,
to talk to those lawyers who were there. And let’s focus on what
we need to do to clear out that backlog, and I look forward to doing
that.

The CHAIR. As President Trump has reported—is reportedly
drafting an Executive Order requiring the Secretary of Education
to develop a plan for downsizing the Department of Education and
working with Congress to eliminate entirely, yes or no, do you
agree that since the Department was created by Congress, it would
need an act of Congress to actually close the Department of Edu-
cation?

Ms. McMAHON. Certainly President Trump understands that we
will be working with Congress. We would like to do this right. We
would like to make sure that we are presenting a plan that I think
our Senators could get on board with and our Congress could get
on board with that would have a better functioning Department of
Education. But certainly, it does require Congressional action.

The CHAIR. Okay. And in terms of the plans to downsize, what
would be the components of that plan that would not require Con-
gressional approval?

Ms. McMAHON. Well, I do believe, Senator, that there are De-
partments of Education that are established by statute. And in
those particular departments, we would have to pay particular at-
tention too. But long before there was a Department of Education,
we fulfilled the programs of our educational system.

Are there other areas, other agencies where parts of the Depart-
ment of Education could better serve our students and our parents
on a local level? And I am really all for the President’s mission,
which is to return education to the states.

I believe, as he does, that the best education is closest to the
child and certainly from Washington DC.

The CHAIR. If the Department is downsized, would these states
and localities still receive the Federal funding which they cur-
rently—{[technical problems]?

Ms. MCMAHON. Yes.

The CHAIR. Okay. With that, [——

Ms. MCMAHON. It is not the President’s goal to defund the pro-
grams. It is only to have it operate more efficiently.
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The CHAIR. With that, I yield to Senator Sanders.

Senator SANDERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. When we talk
about education, we are looking at it in a vacuum. We are talking
about the struggles that low income kids are having. And that is
true.

But Mrs. McMahon, you are also aware that in America we have
more income and wealth inequality than we have ever had before.
You are aware that we have the highest rate of childhood poverty
of almost any major country on Earth.

You are aware, I suspect, that teachers are dealing with kids
who are literally homeless. Kids who come from dysfunctional fami-
lies where there is violence. Does it concern you in America that
we are living in a society where the people on top are doing phe-
nomenally well while 60 percent of Americans are living paycheck
to paycheck? And how do you think that impacts our educational
system?

Ms. McMAHON. Thank you very much, Senator, for that ques-
tion. First of all, let me say that I believe that teaching is one of
the most noble professions that we have in our Country, and we
have so many good, dedicated teachers to help our students. I do
think that we are trapping students often in low performing
schools, and that is why the President has such a strong policy to-
ward school choice.

Senator SANDERS. But you will agree—I don’t mean to interrupt
you. But you will agree that you can’t just look at education—the
truth is that middle class, upper middle class public schools in
America generally do pretty well.

But if you are homeless, if you were a homeless person and you
had kids, the odds of your kids doing pretty well—and I am just
asking you, what do you think about the massive level of income
and wealth inequality, the fact that we have the highest rate of
childhood poverty? Is that something you think you might want to
pay attention to?

Ms. McMAHON. Well, certainly, Senator, I do believe that we
want to make sure that every child in our Country has the oppor-
tunity to have equal access to a quality education. And the Depart-
ment of Education really is not setting economic policy in the coun-
try. We should focus on educating our children and we should focus
on it at the local level.

Senator SANDERS. Let me ask you this. You have mentioned cor-
rectly that we have many great teachers in America, right?

Ms. McCMAHON. Yes.

Senator SANDERS. If you as a businesswoman wanted to attract
the best and the brightest, would you be starting them off after
they leave school maybe $50,000, $60,000 in debt with salaries of
$35,000 or $40,000.

Or would you say we respect—you have talked about teaching
being the noblest profession. I agree with you. Would you agree
with me, support my legislation that says no teacher in America
should earn at least $60,000 a year?

Ms. McMAHON. Well, certainly the pay to teachers is up to the
states where those teachers reside. I do believe we should pay our
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teachers fairly. They spend so much time with their students and
they should be well compensated for their job.

Senator SANDERS. All right. But paying them fairly, nobody in
the world will disagree with you. I mean, the question is, if teach-
ing is a noble profession, if teaching is an important profession
should we be paying them salaries commensurate with the value
that they—of the work that they are doing? So I am asking you a
simple question, would you recommend to states, as the leader of
education in America, that teachers at least make $60,000 a year?

Ms. McMAHON. I would certainly recommend to states that
teachers be paid what is commensurate with the kinds of jobs that
are part of their states. Not all states have the same living costs.

Not all states have the same ability to pay teachers. But to at-
tract really good teachers and to keep them, we should definitely
pay them commensurate with the job performance that they are
undertaking.

Senator SANDERS. Millions of young people, low income people,
are finding it very difficult to afford to go to college. And they are
leaving school $50,000, $100,000, $200,000 in debt.

Pell Grant program provides assistance to over 7 million low in-
come young people in this country. Can you guarantee to us, if you
are made a Secretary of Education, that no student in America will
lose their Pell grant as one—as that Department is dismantled?

Ms. MCMAHON. Surely the defunding is not the goal here. The
continuation of Pell Grants—I would actually even like to see an
expansion of Pell Grants. I would like to see short term certificates
for Pell Grants for students who aren’t going on to 4 year univer-
sities, who could have the opportunity to use Pell Grants for skill
based learning.

Senator SANDERS. What I am hearing you say is the Pell Grant
program will continue under your Administration?

Ms. McMAHON. Yes.

Senator SANDERS. Okay. Mister—Senator Cassidy asked you an
important question, and that is, do you agree—and let me just once
again get your feelings on this—that if there is a movement to
abolish the Department of Education, it has to go through the
United States Congress?

Ms. McMAHON. Yes, it is set up by the U.S. Congress and we
work with Congress. It clearly cannot be shut down without it.

Senator SANDERS. Thank you.

The CHAIR. Senator Collins.

Ms. McMAHON. Thank you.

Senator COLLINS. Welcome. First of all, let me say I was very
pleased to hear your strong commitment to enforcing the Office of
Civil Rights jurisdiction over the many incidences, horrible
incidences of the anti-Semitism that we have seen on our college
campuses.

Among the important programs that are administered by the De-
partment of Education are Title I, IDEA, TRIO programs, all of
which have been high priorities for me. I want to briefly discuss
those programs.
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Title I helps public schools that are serving low income students.
It helps level the playing field in terms of resources compared to
more affluent communities. In Maine, 63 percent of our public
schools receive Title I funds, very important to our state.

Second, IDEA, the Disabilities and Education Act, which helps
children with special needs. Maine receives more than $65 million
to support K through 12 students with special education needs.

I would note that falls far short of the 40 percent that was prom-
ised when the legislation was passed in the 1970’s. TRIO programs,
which we have discussed, have changed the lives of countless first
generation students who are going to college and come from fami-
lies with no experience with higher education.

I have seen so many success stories as a result of TRIO. So my
question for you is how do we maintain the administration and
oversight of these programs if we abolish or substantially reorga-
nize the Department of Education?

Ms. McMAHON. Thank you, Senator Collins. And I know how
passionate you are about these issues, and I enjoyed meeting with
you in your office and talking about these various things, especially
I think the TRIO program which we both agreed was just hit a ter-
rible blow just by regulation with some of the students who were
appb}ing, their applications were rejected simply because of spacing
on a form.

Senator COLLINS. Right.

Ms. McMAHON. That kind of regulatory control just cannot
stand. That is just impossible. The Title I programs that you have
been—discussed will continue to be appropriated through Congress.
Today, they go directly to the State Departments of Education and
then are distributed to the districts.

Not looking to defund or reduce any of those amounts. IDEA is
the same. But might it be better served in a different agency? I am
not sure. It started at HEW, and the concerns for disabilities and
health issues with students may very well rest better within an
agency that has more oversight of all of those.

I think if I am confirmed to be able to get in and assess pro-
grams how they can have the best oversight possible, how we can
really take the bureaucracy out of education and focus on teaching
our children to read and to do math, and to appreciate our history,
is certainly my goal and would be my goal as the Secretary of Edu-
cation.

Senator COLLINS. Thank you. On Monday, the Administration
announced that the Department of Education was going to termi-
nate 89 contracts from the Institute of Education Sciences. They
were worth $881 million.

As well as terminating 29 training grants. This week, my office
heard from a former teacher from Oakland, Maine who has devel-
oped a high impact tutoring model, and it is currently being used
in 12 schools in Maine alone, and she has one of the grant applica-
tions pending to more thoroughly evaluate the impact of this model
on the students’ outcomes.

She is worried that it is now going to be in jeopardy due to these
sudden cuts. Considering the poor reading and math scores re-
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ported by NAEP, and that unfortunately includes poor scores in my
home state, shouldn’t the Department of Education continue to col-
lect data and evaluate outcomes rather than to halt these activities
so that you can help states know what works?

Ms. McMAHON. Well, thank you, Senator. And it is my goal, if
I am confirmed, to get in and assist these kinds of programs, be-
cause I am not sure yet what the impact of all of those programs
are.

I know that there are many worthwhile programs that we should
keep, but I am not—I am not yet apprised of them. I want to study
them. I would like to get back and talk to you more and to work
with you. I look forward to working with this Committee and all
of Congress to make sure we can deliver for our education.

[Background protestors.]

Senator COLLINS. Thank you. I appreciate your responses. Thank
you.

[Background demonstrators.]
Senator MURKOWSKI. The Committee will come to order.

Senator Murray.

Senator MURRAY. Thank you. Ms. McMahon, Elon Musk’s DOGE
staffers have reportedly set up camp at the Department of Edu-
cation.

They have already been given access to highly sensitive student
data and have already started holding back money that Congress
decided on a bipartisan basis was needed to help our schools and
students.

We are also hearing, about an Executive Order coming any day
that will seek to dismantle the Department of Education. These are
bipartisan laws. You indicated that you understood that, that the
Congress has passed these laws, but a lot of turmoil is happening.
You heard it from my colleague just asking that question now.

I want to ask you, if confirmed, do you commit to getting every
dollar we have invested in our students and schools out to them?

Ms. McMAHON. Well, the appropriated dollars and those moneys
that are passed by Congress, yes.

I have no issue, however, with the fact—and I believe the Amer-
ican people spoke loudly in the election last November to say that
they want to look at waste, fraud, and abuse in our government.

DOGE, there are a couple of implants at the Department of Edu-
cation as there are with agencies throughout the district and they
are doing an audit. And it is

Senator MURRAY. Right. I understand and audit, but when Con-
gress appropriates money, it is the Administration’s responsibility
to put that out as directed by Congress who has the power of the
purse.

What will you do if the President or Elon Musk tells you not to
spend money Congress has appropriated to you?

Ms. McMAHON. We will certainly spend those dollars that Con-
gress has passed. But I do think it is worthwhile to take a look at
the programs before money goes out the door. It is much easier—
it is much easier——
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Senator MURRAY. I understand that but——

Ms. MCMAHON [continuing]. To stop the money as is going out
the door than it is to claw it back.

Senator MURRAY. Process by law is that you look at that, you
make recommendations to Congress, and we implement those laws.

I mean, the question really is who decides how much Federal
funding public schools get in Seattle, where it has already been al-
located. The school district, or Elon Musk, or Congress?

I think Congress has been pretty clear that the purse lies here.
We passed our appropriations bills. We expect those programs to
count. If you have input, if you have programs you have looked at
that you believe are not effective, then it is your job to come to us,
explain why, and get the support for that.

Ms. McMaHON. Okay.

Senator MURRAY. Let me move on. Ms. McMahon, I believe that
our Nation’s students, families, and taxpayers do want true ac-
countability. They do want improvement in our schools. Back in
2015, Congress came together in a bipartisan way to replace the No
Child Left Behind Act with the new law, Every Student Succeeds
Act.

That was a bill I was very proud to negotiate with my Repub-
lican counterpart on this Committee—passed it into law. It gives
states more flexibility in using their Federal education funds, it
eliminated those one size fits all mandates that everyone hated,
and it established some really strong Federal guardrails to hold
states and schools accountable.

I believe that the Department of Education must do more to im-
plement that law. Right now, less than 42 percent of our schools
identified for comprehensive support and improvement, or CSI as
we call it.

Had a plan that met all the requirements of that law. And 1 in
5 schools plans included practices we know are ineffective. National
assessment results, as you well know, released a few weeks ago
show that our lowest performing students continue to fall furthest
behind.

I want to ask you, what specific actions will you take to imple-
ment the ESSA law? I am not looking for an exhaustive list, but
can you name a couple of the requirements that are in that law
that you will make sure are implemented?

Ms. McMAHON. Well, Senator, thank you. And I would look for-
ward to working with you and the Committee, understanding more
about the ESSA law.

Senator MURRAY. Do you know what the requirements are? Do
you know about the requirements for targeted support improve-
ment schools or the annual report card reform? Can you name any
of the requirements that are in that?

Ms. McMAHON. Yes, I have—I have read through ESSA. And I
do know—it is very interesting. It is how I really got into education
in the first place was when No Child Left Behind was in place.
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Senator MURRAY. But there are no requirements that you can
tell me right now that you will make sure as Secretary of Edu-
cation you will implement?

Ms. McMAHON. No, I want to study it further and get back to
you on that, and I will be happy to do that.

Senator MURRAY. Okay. Well, let me ask one last question. As
I mentioned, DOGE staff have been given access in the Department
of Education to personal information—personal information of stu-
dents and families like their Social Security numbers, and their
driver’s license numbers, and their date of birth, what college they
are enrolled in.

I know that the access has been temporarily paused due to litiga-
tion, but there is a real potential for that kind of information to
be abused or for students’ privacy to be placed in jeopardy if the
courts end up ruling against the students.

We know that DOGE could use that highly personal information
to then target students and target their families or cutoff access to
Pell Grants for students at college that someone perceives opposes
maybe President Trump policy.

I want to ask you, do you believe that DOGE employees should
have access to private student data?

Ms. MCMAHON. It is my understanding that those employees
have been onboarded as employees of the Department of Education
and therefore they operate under the restraints of utilizing access
of information and they are constrained by that.

Senator MURRAY. That is not our understanding. And I have to
tell you

Ms. McMAHON. That is my understanding.

Senator MURRAY [continuing]. Deeply concerning that. We have
DOGE staffers. We don’t know who they are. They are not held ac-
countable. Getting access to students private information. I think
that should frighten everyone.

Ms. McMAHON. Well, again, I am not there yet——

Senator MURRAY. Thank you, Madam Chair.

Ms. MCMAHON [continuing]. I am not there yet, but it is my un-
derstanding that they are onboarded fully employees.

Senator MURRAY. I hope if you do get there, that you make sure
that students’ private information is not given to someone who has
no idea what or we have no idea how they are using it. Thank you.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Senator Husted.

Senator HUSTED. Thank you. Ms. McMahon, thank you—or con-
gratulations on your nomination.

Ms. McMAHON. Thank you.

Senator HUSTED. Look forward to your confirmation, hopefully,
and working with you on what is arguably one of the most impor-
tant issues to the future of our Country and to our children. I
would just simply ask you, if you believe that education is
foundational to the opportunity to live your version of the Amer-
ican dream for children? You agree with that?
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Ms. MCMAHON. I certainly do agree with that. And thank you
very much, Senator, for that question. Education, I think, is at the
very—it is at the very center of our culture. It is the ticket out of
poverty for so many students.

It is how our children’s minds are absolutely cultivated so that
they can learn. And I remember listening to Senator Cassidy when
he said that every child up until the third grade learns to read and
then after the third grade reads to learn. And if children cannot
read at a proficiency level, they cannot continue to learn.

They can’t then be proficient in school. They can’t go forward to
higher education. They can’t even start a business or do anything.
So education I do believe that the very center of what we need to
do, and to ensure that we have the best education for our students
and that they all have equal access to quality education.

Senator HUSTED. Thank you. The issue of inequality has come up
in this hearing. And I can tell you as a—when I started in my
elected career, I was a Green State Legislator in the State of Ohio
who had this strange notion that if children were trapped in chron-
ically failing schools, that they should have the opportunity to go
somewhere else.

Then I thought, who could be against that? And I quickly found
out, well, there were a lot of people who were against that—power-
ful people, powerful institutions. And I just believe that we as
Americans, we believe that freedom and choice is good. It is part
of our DNA. It is good for markets and business.

That monopolies don’t work, whether that is big business or big
government. And that has been reinforced to me over the course of
the—Dbasically my lifetime that I have worked on this issue.
Foundationally, or fundamentally, billionaires have choice.

Their children have choice. It is children that grow up in poverty
that don’t have choice. And that is an important element of fixing
inequality because if we are going to—if we say that an education
is foundational to living your version of the American dream, that
you don’t have the choice to go to a school that serves your needs,
we basically have institutionalized a barrier against that oppor-
tunity and to have that equality of opportunity. Just share with me
how you hope to fix that.

Ms. McMAHON. Well, certainly the President, one of his corner-
stones relative to education is school choice. He certainly does be-
lieve in universal school choice. And we have seen, I think that
there are now, I believe the number of 33 states. I might be cor-
rected on that. States that do have school choice.

What we have found that public schools come up. They are com-
petitive. A lot of the concerns relative to school choice I think the
statistics belie. We have students that are not leaving public
schools in hordes and going to other schools, but they have the op-
portunity.

Parents look at their children and say, I want that for my child.
My school is failing my child. So if I have the opportunity to have
an educational savings account, or a voucher program, or a scholar-
ship program to get my child maybe to that charter school or to
that other public school that is doing better than the one that my
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child is here because this is where I live, but I know that if I could
get my child to that next school, they would be better off. Every
parent wants that opportunity for their child.

Senator HUSTED. Thank you. And just quickly, I made some calls
to superintendents in my State in Ohio before I came today and I
said, would you prefer to have the money sent directly to you rath-
er than through the Federal Department of Education?

Do you think you could do a better job if we released you from
the rules and regulations and you just said—and they said, yes.
Tell us what you want us to achieve. We will achieve it. We will
do it.

I just wanted to share that with you. And that—I also want to
give you a chance to answer this, that you are not, and President
Trump is not talking about cutting any funding for children. You
are not talking about cutting funding for disabled children.

You are just talking about changing the way that the money gets
to these students in schools and that you are committed to that.
Is that correct?

Ms. MCMAHON. That is correct, Senator. Thank you very much.

Senator HUSTED. Great. Thank you.

The CHAIR. It is now Senator Baldwin.

Senator BALDWIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And before I start
my questions, I just wanted to put some studies in the record.

Research studies of private school vouchers in Louisiana, Indi-
ana, Ohio, and Washington, DC. showed that students who used
these vouchers performed worse academically than their public
school peers.

I ask unanimous consent to enter into the record those four stud-
ies that show private school vouchers have a negative impact on
student achievement.

The CHAIR. Without objection.

[The following information can be found on page 53 in Additional
Material:]

Senator BALDWIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mrs. McMahon, I
appreciated the opportunity to meet with you last month, and I be-
lieve in giving all the President’s nominees a fair shake.

That is what the people of Wisconsin expect from me, and I look
forward to hearing more about your approach to running the De-
partment of Education if confirmed. Mrs. McMahon, since 1972,
Title IX has been a critical tool in ensuring that all students are
protected from sex based discrimination in federally funded edu-
cation programs.

We briefly discussed Title IX in our meeting, but I would like to
ask you a series of yes or no questions to get into a little bit more
detail here. So yes or no, do you believe that Title IX should be en-
forced to protect students from sexual harassment and sexual as-
sault?

Ms. MCMAHON. Yes, I do.

Senator BALDWIN. Do you believe that sexual harassment that is
severe should be prohibited under Title IX?
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Ms. McMAHON. I think sexual harassment should be prohibited
in any case.

Senator BALDWIN. Thank you. Do you believe that sexual harass-
ment that is pervasive should be prohibited by Title IX?

Ms. McMAHON. Yes.

Senator BALDWIN. Do you believe that harassment that is either
severe or pervasive should be prohibited under Title IX?

Ms. McMAHON. I don’t believe there should be any acceptance of
sexual harassment, Senator.

Senator BALDWIN. Great. Because I am glad you actually agree
with President Trump’s efforts during his first term to narrow
what qualifies as sexual harassment under Title IX. He—his guid-
ance said that sexual harassment had to be severe and pervasive.

I hope that you will take your position and press for that to be
the law, but right now, the Title IX is limited to sexual harassment
that is severe and pervasive, not severe or pervasive.

Yes or no, if an assault occurs between two student but it hap-
pens off campus, do you think the school should have the ability
to investigate that matter?

Ms. McMAHON. I think the school should investigate that matter.
And I believe under the regulations today, and I could be corrected
on that, that they are obligated to investigate.

Senator BALDWIN. Okay. And do you believe that the school then,
after investigation, should have the ability to take actions regard-
ing an incident that occurs off campus?

Ms. McMAHON. Yes. I think the school should be required to take
those actions, and to investigate, and to notify the parties that are
involved and that—so that both sides of the equation can have due
process.

Senator BALDWIN. I appreciate your answer. It is not entirely
clear at this matter in this—at this time that the incidents would
not only be investigated but adjudicated as to the school’s adjudica-
tion rules.

The problem with that, as I am sure you are well aware, is that
you would have the potential of a victim of sexual assault facing
the potential—attending class with their perpetrator. Despite how
much this Administration likes to talk about protecting women and
girls, the actions have not matched the rhetoric.

I think instead of actually protecting women and girls, this Ad-
ministration is not making school a safer place for anyone while
using this topic as a way to fearmonger and demonize others. Mrs.
McMahon, you have been named in a lawsuit which alleges that
you and your husband allowed for systemic and pervasive abuse of
underage children to persist in your business for years.

It is an ongoing lawsuit, and it alleges that you rehired a known
sexual predator and you felt it was sufficient to simply direct him
to steer clear of children. If confirmed, you will be responsible with
overseeing the Department of Education Office of Civil Rights,
charged with ensuring equal access to education through vigorous
enforcement of civil rights laws.
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I am so concerned about whether sexual assault survivors on
campus can trust you to support them.

Ms. MCMAHON. Thank you, Senator. They certainly can trust me
to support them. I have a granddaughter that is now in college. I
have two grandsons who are in college.

I have a deep commitment of understanding of how I would feel
if any of them were involved in sexual harassment or accused of
sexual harassment.

You have my absolute commitment that I will uphold and protect
those investigations to make sure that those students are treated
fairly on both sides.

Senator BALDWIN. Mrs. McMahon, we met shortly after a shoot-
ing at——

The CHAIR. You are a minute over.

Senator BALDWIN. Oh, I will submit this question for the record.
Thank you.

Ms. McMAaHON. Thank you, Senator.
The CHAIR. Senator Tuberville.

Senator TUBERVILLE. Thank you. Thank you, Chairman. Ms.
McMahon, thank you for being here today and thanks for wanting
to take on this monumental task.

I am a football coach. I am not a lawyer. I am not a business
guy. I taught high school and worked my way up for 40 years. This
country gives you one thing and is what I taught my kids when I
coached country.

This country doesn’t owe you anything but an opportunity, and
that is the reason this country is the greatest country on the face
of the earth. Now, when you lose that opportunity, and you—I have
lost many times. I have got my tail back up and gone again.

But that is where you learn it, through education. I have been
to every state in this country recruiting, going through high
schools, except for Alaska, in my 40 years. In my 40 years of coach-
ing and going into a high school, there has not been a bigger dis-
appointment than our education system.

I have seen it decline for 40 years. It has gotten worse. So you
are going to have the task of trying to bring it back. It is going to
be hard to do because you are going to be fought from every side.
This is not Democrat, Republican, Black, White.

It is not—it is an American problem. I have spent tens of thou-
sands of dollars of my budget when I coach and bringing kids in.
After I test them, they couldn’t read past sixth grade reading level,
but they had 3.5 GPAs when they came to my university. We are
failing. It is a disaster. If you can’t read, you can’t learn.

That is one of the first things that we got to get back to, is teach-
ing our kids to read. We got a lot of teachers that don’t teach read-
ing like you and I learned. It is different. We have all this nonsen-
sical teaching of what we call common core of math.

I still haven’t figured that out. But thanks for wanting to take
this on because there is a lot of obstacles that are going to be in
your way. And so, don’t be afraid to make changes. We have had
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a K through 12 system for years. It is a failure. It is an absolute
failure. Let’s teach our kids.

That is the only chance they got to survive in this world, which
is going to be very competitive. Now we have things that are get-
ting in our way. And what is deterring our kids nowadays? That
thing right there.

I had problems coaching with—enemy No. 1 when I told them,
put that damn phone up. Don’t bring it to my dressing room be-
cause I want you to listen and learn, not be on there, listening to
music and read the nonsense you see on there.

You got a lot of obstacles. The one thing I think we need to do
is just look at K through 12 and what do we do? How do we get
better? I am all for workforce development in the last 2 years of
high school, teaching kids to learn to use their hands.

What is your thoughts on that, about work in high school? I am
not talking about the past. I am talking about the last couple of
years.

Ms. McMAHON. Well, thank you, Senator. I think when you and
I met in your office, and I appreciated that time, I discussed with
you that I probably dated myself by saying that when I was in high
school, in your senior year in high school you could take voca-
tional—a vocational program, which meant that you went to school
the first part of the day.

The second part of the day you could have a job. You could be
learning a skill or a trade, and those credits would count toward
your education. I think we need to get back to more of that. We
are not teaching skill based learning in our schools anymore.

I think we have to look at our entire education system and say,
4 year college is not for everyone. For those particular jobs that re-
quire it, your doctors, lawyers, engineers that require 4 years, then
I think

[Background demonstrators.]

The CHAIR. Ms. McMahon, please suspend.

[Background demonstrators.]

The CHAIR. The Committee will come to order. Capitol Police are
asked to remove the individual from the room.

Senator TUBERVILLE. I don’t think she knows how to read.

The CHAIR. Again, members of the audience are reminded that
disruptions will not be permitted while the Committee conducts its
business. And with that, Ms. McMahon, please resume.

Ms. McMAHON. Thank you. So I think we do have to get back
to teaching basics in school K through 12. But to continue onto
what we were talking about, but we don’t have enough skill based
learning.

We don’t have enough internships or apprenticeship programs. I
would also like to see more dual credits in our high schools, our
junior and senior years, that would count toward community col-
leges, or other or other institutes that would get students through
college faster if in fact that is the plan that they are going to take.

We have so much that we can do to help our students get pre-
pared to have a good income and a good livelihood. And if they can
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graduate from high school with some skill based already, they can
even start a business of their own.

They can decide at that particular point, I want to put more
money toward my own education, but in the meantime I am pre-
pared to make a living. But I think we have to look at education
and say, our vocational and skill based training is not a default
education.

It can be something. It can be front and center so that students
who are inclined to go in that direction actually should be encour-
aged to do that. It is not one size fits all.

Senator TUBERVILLE. I would hope too that you would look—my
time is almost up but look at the number of teachers we have now
as compared to administrators. We need teachers.

We don’t need people sitting in the office with their feet propped
up. We need people in the classrooms teaching these kids, hold
them accountable. And put more money in the teachers and less
money in administrators. I think we would be a heck of a lot better
off. Thank you. Thank you very much.

Ms. McMAHON. Thank you.

The CHAIR. I will note for the record that many of the losses
Coach Tuberville suffered were at the hands of LSU.

[Laughter.]
The CHAIR. Senator Murphy.

Senator MURPHY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Ms.
McMahon, good to see you. You and I have spent a lot of time over
the years, and I appreciate your willingness to sit before the Com-
mittee and answer some really important questions.

I want to talk to you about an Executive Order that the Trump
administration issued that commands agencies, including the De-
partment of Education, to eliminate grants to organizations and en-
tities that support DEI programs and activities.

As you know, this has a lot of schools all across the country
scrambling because they have no idea what that means. They don’t
know, because the order doesn’t define DEI, as to whether they are
in compliance or out of compliance, and whether they are going to
have their Federal grants compromised.

How does the school know whether it is running a DEI program
or not?

Ms. McMAHON. Well, certainly—and thank you, Senator. And it
is good to see you again outside of the State of Connecticut where
we run into each other. DEI I think has been—it is a program that
is tough.

It was put in place ostensibly for more diversity, for equity, and
inclusion, and I think what we are seeing is that it is having an
opposite effect. We are getting back to more segregating of our
schools instead of having more inclusion in our schools.

When there are DEI programs that say that Black students need
separate graduation ceremonies, or Hispanics need separate cere-
monies, we are not achieving what we wanted to achieve with in-
clusion.
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Senator MURPHY. Let me give you an example then. So this order
applies to Department of Defense schools, and those schools have
canceled all programing around Black History Month.

If a school in Connecticut celebrates Martin Luther King Day
and has a series of events and programing teaching about Black
history, are they in violation of a policy that says schools should
stop running DEI programs?

Ms. McMAHON. Not in my view. That is clearly not the case. The
celebration of Martin Luther King Day and Black History Month
should be celebrated throughout all of our schools. I believe that
Martin Luther King was one of the strongest proponents of making
sure that we look at all of our populations.

When he said that he would hope that his children wouldn’t be
judged by the color of their skin, but the content of their character,
and I think that is the fundamental basis that we should celebrate
Black History Month.

Senator MURPHY. West Point has closed down all ethnic clubs, so
the Society of Black Engineers no longer can meet because they be-
lieve that to be in compliance with this order, they cannot have
groups structured around ethnic or racial affiliations.

Would schools—would public schools be in violation of this
order—would they risk funding if they had clubs that students
could belong to based on their racial or ethnic identity?

Ms. McMAHON. Well, I certainly today don’t want to address hy-
pothetical situations. I would like, once I am confirmed, to get in
and assess these programs, look at what has been covered——

Senator MURPHY. Is that a pretty easy one? I mean, you are say-
ing that it is a possibility that if a school has a club for Vietnamese
American students or Black students where they meet after school,
tha{& they could be potentially in jeopardy of receiving Federal fund-
ing?

Ms. McMAHON. Again, I would like to fully understand what that
order is and what those clubs are doing.

Senator MURPHY. That is pretty chilling. I think schools all
around the country are going to hear that. What about educational
programing centered around specific ethnic and racial experiences?

My son is in a public school. He takes a class called African
American History. If you are running an African American history
class, could you perhaps be in violation of this court order—of this
Executive Order?

Ms. MCMAHON. I am not quite certain, and I would like to look
into it further and get back to you on that.

Senator MURPHY. There is a possibility—there is a possibility,
you are saying, that public schools that run African American his-
tory classes, right—this is a class that has been taught in public
schools for decades, could lose Federal funding if they continue to
teach African-American history.

Ms. McMAHON. No, that is not what I am saying. I am saying
that I would like to take a look at these programs and fully under-
stand the breadth of the Executive Order and get back to you on
that.
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Senator MURPHY. I think you are going to have a lot of educators
and a lot of principals and administrators scrambling right now.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My time has expired.

The CHAIR. Senator Murkowski.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Welcome, Ms.
McMahon.

Ms. McMAHON. Thank you.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Good to have a conversation with you. You
have had the privilege, I know, to come to Alaska during your ten-
ure at the SBA. You came North, so I know that you have had an
opportunity to understand some of the challenges that we face with
basically our geography.

I wanted to talk a little bit this morning about our public schools.
There is a lot of discussion, and I listened carefully to your com-
ments to Senator Husted about school choice. We would all love to
have the benefits of greater school choice.

In the Anchorage public school system, my sons were able to at-
tend a magnet school that was focused on an immersion program
for—Spanish speaking immersion program. It was a great program
for them. I go to the vast majority of my communities across the
state and there is no choice. It is a small village. It may have 500
people, it may have 1,000 people, but you have one school.

It is not as if there is an opportunity to go to another school be-
cause 82 percent of these communities are not connected by a road.
So if you wanted to go to another school, you would have to figure
out how you fly to another village, another population center.

For me, investment in our public education system is really what
I have been focused on. I had an opportunity to speak before our
Alaska Association of School Boards just recently and received a
standing ovation when I said public funds for public schools. Pretty
simple.

I want to ask you whether you believe it is your primary role and
responsibility as Secretary to support and strengthen our Nation’s
public schools?

Ms. McMAHON. I absolutely do believe that our public schools are
the bedrock of our education. They go back to the very founding of
our Country. I think in the first Constitution, there were actually
Secretaries of each state that were set aside for the specific goal
of public education.

Education is certainly understood to be so vital and so important
to what we are doing. I understand the schools in Alaska—I think
when I was in your office, we were talking about the school that
I visited in Kwethluk, which is a very, very small island.

The school was being funded by SBA, this was when I was at
SBA, and because we were looking at the fact that there was no
real community center and no glue holding the community to-
gether. And the children, especially in K through 12, often dropped
out of school because they didn’t see the need or the necessity to
continue with education and they would often wind up on the
streets or not having jobs.
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I have not checked back with that school to see how it was going,
but I saw the commitment of that community to invest and to
make sure that the best education—and this was a state of the art
school built on this island.

When I pulled up in the boat in that village, there were mothers
in a smoking hut that were cutting salmon to get ready for the
winter. And on the other side, there was this incredibly modern
school that was being built.

I think we have to invest our public education, if we can use pub-
lic funds, to help with tutoring in those issues, in those instances
where you don’t have a choice to go to another school.

Senator MURKOWSKI. You quite possibly saw one of the very few
examples of good infrastructure. And as we know, it is not just giv-
ing a good building. It is making sure that you have teachers that
are able to stay in a village that lacks a lot of resources, a lot of
support.

I want to pivot from that, but I do want to underscore the em-
phasis on education equity across America including in the most
rural of areas. Because I listen to a lot of the comments around
here, and it works if you are in a city, but it doesn’t work in my
communities, and I have an obligation to them.

I want to ask you about local control here real quickly. This has
been something that as Republicans we have been talking about,
this is—it is local control, local control, local control. And we have
got a lot of folks that are suggesting that now the public school cur-
riculum should not include lessons in diversity, equity, and inclu-
sion.

Want to focus on other things. I understand that. But we have
ESSA, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. We included
a number of provisions that were very, very specific in prohibiting
any Federal employee from mandating, directing, or controlling a
state’s school districts or school’s instructional content, academic
standards, and assessments, curricula, or program of instruction.

You may be in a situation where, as Secretary, you may not con-
dition the award of a grant on a school agreeing not to teach DEI
subjects. You may be in a position where you can’t mandate that
they teach the principles of the U.S. Constitution.

You may be in a position where you are not able to prohibit
teachers from discussing LGBTQ issues with students. ESSA is
very clear. And again, it was something that we wanted to promote
as Republicans with the focus on local control.

How do you balance what you have shared here before the Com-
mittee with the requirements of the law that says the Federal Gov-
ernment is not the school board here, if you will, for our Nation’s
schools?

Ms. McMAHON. Thank you, Senator. And I believe—I don’t re-
member which is the Senators this morning. Actually, I think it
was Senator—[technical problems]—who said the Department of
Education does not actually educate any child. It is to be handled
at the local level.

I understand under ESSA there were lots of regulations put in
place to return, and the goal was to return education to the states,
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which is clearly the President’s role. But, Senator, I must say we
have failed in our mission.

We are not delivering the kind of education that we need to de-
liver to our children. I believe, as does the President, the best edu-
cation is closest to the child. That parents and school officials who
understand the needs of those children in those communities can
best direct the education of those states, and states will be competi-
tive.

Governors have put in programs for school choice, etcetera, and
looking—and what kind of results are we seeing? I was heartened
by the State of Louisiana in the recent NAEP scores that came out
that they had brought up their reading and their math scores by
a considerable percentage because they went back to basics.

They were teaching children to read and write and do arithmetic.
And I think I heard a superintendent of the Louisiana schools say
that he would—he used everything from flashcards to Al to make
sure that the students were getting the basics in education, and
that is what we have to get back to.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Sounds like you are suggesting we need to
amend or change ESSA. Okay.

The CHAIR. Senator Murkowski, I was asleep at the wheel.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Go ahead.

The CHAIR. You are like way over.

Senator MURKOWSKI. I am sorry.

The CHAIR. Senator Kaine.

Senator KAINE. I would never describe you as asleep at the
wheel, Mr. Chairman. But thank you, Ms. McMahon. I enjoyed the
visit we had in our office, especially our discussion about career
and technical education.

Ms. MCMAHON. Yes.

Senator KAINE. That is a huge passion of mine. I want to ask you
about public service loan forgiveness. The Federal Public Service
Loan Forgiveness Program was put in place during the Bush ad-
ministration. Bipartisan Congress. It has been part of law since
2007. But what is your position on the Public Service Loan Forgive-
ness Program?

Ms. McMAHON. Well, certainly, and thank you very much. And
it was good to visit with you in your office, Senator. Clearly, there
are programs that have already been passed by Congress that do,
in fact, grant loan forgiveness for public service.

Our first responders, military, etcetera, and we certainly should
honor those programs. And if we want stronger or more programs
for loan forgiveness, then I think Congress should pass those pro-
grams and then we would implement it.

Senator KAINE. Your commitment is, should you be confirmed,
you will fully implement existing public service loan forgiveness
programs that have been passed by Congress?

Ms. McMAHON. Those that have been passed by Congress, yes.
That is the law.

Senator KAINE. That is very important because during the first
Trump administration, Secretary DeVos and the Department of
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Education slow walked approvals of public service loan forgiveness.
7,000 people over the course of 4 years were granted forgiveness
under the programs.

It was about a 3 percent acceptance rate of fully qualified appli-
cants for public service loan forgiveness. During the Biden adminis-
tration, more than a million applicants were approved for forgive-
ness, as was appropriate given the Congressional directive, and
more than 33,000 Virginia public servants were given public serv-
ice loan forgiveness.

If the DOGE brothers or somebody else tells you we don’t like
these programs and we don’t want you to implement them, I can
count on you to stand up and fully implement them to benefit those
who are entitled to the benefit by the Congressional statute?

Ms. McCMAHON. Yes, because that is the law.

Senator KAINE. Thank you for that. If there is no Department of
Education, who will enforce the Individuals with Disabilities and
Education Act?

Ms. McMAHON. Well, I think that is something that I would very
much like to understand more and look into.

I mean, when IDEA was originally set up, it was under HEW,
the Department of Health, Education and Welfare. After the De-
partment of Education was established in 1980, it shifted over
there. I am not sure that it is not better served in HHS. But I don’t
know. I haven’t yet been able to be in.

If I am confirmed, it is of high priority to make sure that the stu-
dents who are receiving disability loans—I mean, disability fund-
ing, that is not impacted. It is incredibly important that those pro-
grams continue to be funded.

Senator KAINE. My Virginia parents who have children with dis-
abilities are highly, highly worried right now about the elimination
of the Department of Education because the IDEA is about fund-
ing, and I know you have talked about that already, but it is also
about enforcement. You would agree with me that there has to be
vigorous enforcement of the requirements of IDEA?

Ms. McMAHON. Well, I certainly agree that we want to make
sure that funding gets to those students, and it is not
defunding——

Senator KAINE. I am not asking about funding. I am asking
about enforcement.

Ms. McMAHON. Well, yes. The programs have to have account-
ability. All of the programs do.

Senator KAINE. What role do you think the Federal Government
should play in addressing the national teacher shortage?

Ms. McMAHON. That is a really critical issue that we are not—
we are not attracting and keeping our teachers. One thing I think
we need to make sure of—and I am not sure it is a Federal Govern-
ment policy because that really should be at the state level.

How are we educating and teaching our—and training our teach-
ers? How are we making sure that they have the supplies that they
need in their classrooms? We need to make sure that the funding
is proper in the states so that they can support teachers.
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Senator KAINE. Let me say a word about funding. Just in the
first couple of weeks of the Trump administration, here is what
they have done with respect to the teacher shortage. They have
canceled grants going to jurisdictions, including jurisdictions in Vir-
ginia, on teacher training programs that have been designed to re-
duce teacher shortages.

There is also a national priority that I am sure you are familiar
with, national board certification for teachers. It is kind of giving
teachers the ability to sort of up their professional credentials, and
often local governments, and occasionally the Federal Government,
Wﬂll give an incentive, a financial incentive for upping your creden-
tials.

The Trump administration canceled the grant that goes to the or-
ganization that administers national teachers certification. I get it
that the primary responsibility for dealing with teacher shortages
is at the state and local level, but the Federal Government has
played an important role in this, and there are important ongoing
initiatives to help states deal with it that this Administration is
canceling, suggesting that they don’t really prioritize having highly
qualified teachers standing up in front of every classroom.

My time has expired. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

The CHAIR. Thank you.

Senator Hawley.

Senator HAWLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Ms. McMahon,
thank you for being here. Nice to see you again. Let me just say
this, the last 4 years have been in many ways absolutely hellacious
for students on our college campuses.

You had the last Administration, which issued Federal rules,
binding regulations that required our college campuses to put bio-
logical men into women’s locker rooms. You had multiple univer-
sities claiming the mandate, claiming the cover of the Biden ad-
ministration forcing women to accept biological men in women’s
sports.

You have seen young woman after young woman denied basic
safety in their changing facilities, for heaven’s sake, basic safety in
their dorm rooms, not able to play college sports.

I am delighted that a Federal court finally struck down this
Biden administration rule back in January, just over a month ago,
and President Trump issued a clear, strong, unequivocal Executive
Order saying that Title IX will be enforced according to its terms,
which is Title IX protects women’s sports. It protects women on col-
lege campuses.

No more men in women’s locker rooms. This is a huge victory for
common sense and the rule of law. My question to you is this, a
number of universities, including some very prominent ones, ones
that love to call themselves elite, have said they are not going to
follow that Executive Order.

They are going to keep having men in women’s locker rooms.
They are going to try to get men in women’s sports. What can be
done to ensure that these colleges comply with the law and that
women are safe on campus, and that women are able to play sports
without men interfering?
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Ms. McMAaHON. Well, certainly that—it is a—I agree with you
that I was very happy to see that—those restrictions on Title IX
vacated so that we are really back to what Title IX was originally
established to do, and that was to protect sexual discrimination.

Women should feel safe in their locker rooms. They should feel
safe in their spaces. They shouldn’t have to be exposed to men un-
dressing in front of them. I think I heard one person the other day
say, well, the guy should hold the shower curtain in front of them
so that they aren’t exposing themselves.

I mean, really, that is just not what we should be doing. We
want to make sure that Title IX, which is the law, is enforced, and
we need to uphold that.

Senator HAWLEY. Will you investigate those universities that are
not complying with Title IX, that are not complying with the Presi-
dent’s Executive Order—these universities are absolutely getting
Federal funds from this Department, the Department that you are
going to run, if and when you are confirmed, and I believe you will
be.

Will you investigate those universities and give them an ulti-
matum? Either they need to comply with the law, they need to fol-
low the law of Title IX, they need to follow the rules issued by this
Administration and your Department or no Federal funding. I
mean, will you make sure that this—that the law is enforced?

Ms. McMAHON. Yes, we will make sure the laws is enforced.

Senator HAWLEY. Very good. Let me ask you about——

[Background demonstrators.]

The CHAIR. The Senator will suspend. The Committee will come
to order. Capitol Police are asked to remove the individual from the
hearing room. Members of the audience are reminded that disrup-
tions will not be permitted while the Committee conducts its busi-
ness. The Senator will resume.

Senator HAWLEY. Don’t worry, Ms. McMahon. It is me, it is not
you, as a matter of fact.

[Laughter.]

Senator HAWLEY. Let me ask you about something else that has
happened on our campuses in the last 4 years, the wave of anti-
semitism that we have seen, particularly after October 7th with the
attacks on Israel. Shameful attacks on Jewish students, Jewish
American students, Jewish students from overseas.

We have seen the most unbelievable pro-terrorist propaganda.
And again, these universities taking Federal money, getting Fed-
eral funds, not protecting Jewish students, permitting encamp-
ments, permitting violence, in some instances attacks on students
on their campuses.

The President has issued an Executive Order on January the
29th on measures to combat anti-Semitism, and he directed the De-
partment of Education’s Office of Civil Rights to open Title VI in-
vestigations into a number of universities, including Columbia,
Berkeley, Northwestern.

Will you enforce the law, Title VI to the hilt, and will you make
sure that Jewish Americans are safe on our campuses, for heaven’s
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sake, and these crazy students who are committing crimes, break-
ing windows, smashing into buildings, trapping Jewish students in
libraries, will you make sure that this stops on our college cam-
puses that are getting all of this Federal tax money?

Ms. McMAHON. Absolutely, or face defunding of their moneys.

Senator HAWLEY. Very good. And let me ask you about some-
thing else. For students who have come to this country on a stu-
dent visa—and as you know, that is a lot of people on our college
campuses.

For students who are here on a student visa who have threat-
ened their fellow students, threatened Jewish students, who have
supported terrorist organizations, who have broken our law by tres-
passing, or vandalism, or acts of violence against Jewish students,
will you see that those students, that their visas are revoked, and
they are sent home, and they are not allowed to stay on our cam-
puses under cover of our laws committing crimes and threatening
our own students? Will you return some common sense to our cam-
puses in this way?

Ms. MCMAHON. Yes.
[Background demonstrators.]

The CHAIR. Capitol Police are asked to remove the individual
from the hearing room. I am not sure it is going to matter, but I
am going to remind members of the audience that disruptions are
not to be permitted while the Committee conducts its business.

Please show people the regard you would have them show your-
self if you are in this role. It may seem trite, but the rudeness of
people who are trying to squelch others as they are trying to com-
municate in an incredibly public form is just amazing—amazingly
bad.

With that editorial comment, I then go to Senator Hassan.

Senator HASSAN. Thank you, Mr. Chair. And welcome, Ms.
McMahon. It was good to meet with you in my office a little bit ago.
And I have been starting these hearings with a question I never
thought I would have to ask.

I will cut to the chase with you because you have said several
times that you will uphold the law. So I assume that if the Presi-
dent of the United States gives you a directive that breaks the law,
you will instead do what you are legally required to do rather than
his instruction.

Ms. McMAHON. The President will not ask me to do anything
that is against the law.

Senator HASSAN. Well, the last month has told us that it is quite
likely he may, but I am going to take you at your word that you
will enforce the law because you have said it several times today.

Three weeks ago, the President unilaterally cut all Federal
grants by issuing an indefinite freeze. That is an unconstitutional
and, yes, illegal action that was stopped by Federal courts, to my
previous point.

Subsequent reporting indicates that the President is also plan-
ning to eliminate the Department of Education, the Education—the
Department that you are interviewing today to lead. And there is
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this little bit of—I don’t know, the whole hearing right now feels
kind of surreal to me.

It is almost like we are being subjected to a very elegant
gaslighting here because Senator Hawley just asked you and you
talked about the need to enforce protections for Jewish students on
college campuses, but the very Department where the enforcement
would take place is the Department of Education and he wants to
eliminate it, and you say you will work with him to do that.

Similarly, you have talked about the importance of apprentice-
ships and other kinds of career and technical education. Really im-
portant. There is bipartisan support for that here. The Republicans
are in charge. We have bipartisan bill after bipartisan bill. We
could go right forward with it, but there is this discussion as if we
haven’t made any progress on that and there is somehow a
partizan divide about that.

I would encourage you to look into that. But I want to talk a lit-
tle bit about why the Department of Education is so important. It
plays a critical role in making sure that students, regardless of
their zip code, race, gender, disability, or family circumstance have
access to a quality public education.

It was established because Congress recognized that the country
has a compelling interest in ensuring that all of our kids become
self-sufficient members of our workforce and our civil society. New
Hampshire schools rely on Federal funding of about $2,000 per stu-
dent to provide that public education.

What would you say to parents in my state who are concerned
about the President’s attempt to cut all Federal funding to New
Hampshire and to eliminate the Department of Education? Are you
telling parents that their children should lose access to special edu-
cation services, for example, or lose access to trained teachers or
school nurses?

Ms. McMAHON. Well, thank you, Senator, very much. Let me just
object to one point, and that is that the residents in the State of
New Hampshire should not be concerned that Federal funding is
going to be removed from their schools. How they get that Federal
funding may change——

Senator HASSAN. My time is limited. What Department do you
suggest would then administer that funding?

Ms. McMAHON. Which funding?

Senator HASSAN. The special education funding.

Ms. McMAHON. Special education, I think it could very well go
back to HHS where it started.

Senator HASSAN. All right. So I just want to be clear. You are
going to put special education in the hands of Robert F. Kennedy,
Jr. Now, I want to talk about IDEA a little bit more. I want to turn
to a specific issue regarding the President’s plan to eliminate the
Department of Education. What does the Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act promise?

Ms. McMAHON. It promises that we are going to take care of
these students, and they are going to be provided with assistance
that they have in the school rooms, the technology that they need,
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the assistance. And you and I talked a little bit about that with
your own child.

Senator HASSAN. IDEA guarantees children with disabilities a
free, appropriate education. What is the Federal investment prom-
ise to states under IDEA? What is it supposed to be?

Ms. MCMAHON. In terms of dollar amounts?
Senator HASSAN. Yes.
Ms. McMAHON. I am not sure.

Senator HASSAN. The Federal Government committed back in
1975 when it passed IDEA to pay 40 percent of the average per
pupil expenditure for special education. What we actually—what
the Federal Government actually does?

Ms. McMAHON. I think it is around 14 to 18 percent at this
point.
Senator HASSAN. It is about 15 percent.

Ms. MCMAHON. But it is an appropriated amount from Congress,
though. And so Congress needs to appropriate those dollars to
spend.

Senator HASSAN. That is right. But the President of the United
States is proposing, and the Republicans in Congress are proposing
massive tax cuts for billionaires, and they are trying to pay for it
by massive cuts to education and other services.

Just so you know, New Hampshire would lose $60 million in
IDEA funding if IDEA were eliminated. I am going to—my time is
almost up. I am just going to say this. The reason the Department
of Education came about in about 1975—IDEA was passed in 1975.

In 1979, was the Department—and Mr. Chair, I will take just a
second here. But people need to understand, people like my son, we
talked about him, before IDEA, before the Department of Edu-
cation existed, state and local schools did not educate these kids.
They barred them from the classrooms.

These kids were institutionalized and abused. There is a reason
that a Department of Education and IDEA exist, and it is because
educating kids with disabilities can be really hard, and it takes the
national commitment to get it done.

That is why so many people are so concerned about this proposal
to eliminate the Department because they think kids will once
again be shoved aside, and especially kids with disabilities. Thank
you, Mr. Chair.

The CHAIR. Thank you.

Senator Scott.

Senator SCOTT. Thank you, sir. One of the things that you and
I had the opportunity to talk about a number of months ago, I actu-
ally believe that competition does in fact increase the production as
well as improve the outcome, typically.

Whether it is private sector or with public education, I think
competition is a key component to making things better and typi-
cally cheaper. I think charter schools is a classic example of that.

Typically speaking, some of the most successful schools in the
country—think about success academies in New York City, where
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you have 83 percent minorities who are consistently ranked in the
top five high schools in the state because all kids have high poten-
tial of learning. I think that we need to make sure that every par-
ent has choice so that the kids have the best chance at life.

By the way, I think that public schools are part of school choice
from my perspective. Public schools, private schools, charter
schools, virtual schools, homeschool. I want the parents to make
that choice because they care the most about their kids.

I know some people think it is the teachers unions. I think it is
the parents. I would love to hear your thoughts.

Ms. MCMAHON. I am sorry.
Senator ScOTT. I would love to hear your thoughts.

Ms. McMAaHON. Well, absolutely. I agree that competition is, I
think, very key. When 1 first was—started to take a look at edu-
cation, I was reading the Sunday morning paper in Greenwich,
Connecticut and I saw that public schools in Greenwich, Con-
necticut were not meeting the levels of No Child Left Behind, and
I couldn’t understand that. One of the richest communities in the
country. How could there be this kind of achievement gap between
students from lower income areas to upper income areas?

I tried to meet with the superintendent to talk about that article.
I couldn’t meet with her. I eventually talked to the Governor. And
the Governor said to me, if you are really interested, let me intro-
duce you to some people.

She did. And I started talking to the folks who were developing
charter schools in Connecticut. A woman named Daisha Tall. And
I visited those schools, and I saw how much better those children
were performing.

They were rapidly coming up to grade level reading and doing
math. They were teaching differently. And I thought, this is a real
opportunity. This is a charter school, which is a public school.

Senator SCOTT. Yes.

Ms. McMAHON. In the State of Connecticut, it is not fully funded.
The facility is not provided. And so you—it is a public, private part-
nership to make sure that these schools are offering choice and
competitiveness.

We saw quite—it was clear evidence how those schools provided
an opportunity for students to succeed.

Senator SCOTT. Awesome. I only have 2 minutes left. That was
quick. Maybe I have as much time as I want. I will be the Chair
for a few

[Laughter.]

Senator ScoTT. That’s great. Oh my goodness gracious. Never
mind. I didn’t see that hammer you had there. So back in 2017, I
started working on creating a definition in higher education for
anti-Semitism.

I thought then that we were seeing a little uptick. And having
been raised in the Deep South, I am familiar with discrimination
and the challenges that come with, unfortunately, the color of peo-
ple’s skin and, or their religious beliefs.
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If you look at the level of hate that we have seen recently on col-
lege campuses toward our Jewish students, I find it disgusting,
frankly. I hope that you will commit to investigating reports of
anti-Semitism to the full extent of the law, especially on college
campuses around this country.

Ms. McMAHON. Yes, absolutely. There should be no discrimina-
tion of any form. But I fully believe that there should be First
Amendment protections for discourse and for freedom of speech.

But when you become involved in activities that are actually en-
dangering the students that are on campus, then that is not what
should happen. And those schools that accept Federal funding that
allow that to happen should face defunding.

Senator SCOTT. Thank you. And my last question. I know that
many of us on my side of the aisle think that DEI is about power
more than it is about anything else. I think diversity actually is
very healthy for our Country.

It is the backbone and the strength of our Country. I think diver-
sity, equity, inclusion is a political movement that has very little
to do with the advancement of people based on the merit, based on
what they have to offer, and more to do with about gaining power
and political position.

President Trump and I worked a lot on HBCUs, Historically
Black Colleges and Universities. He was able to take that funding
to the highest level in the history of the country. He was the first
President and the only President to make that funding permanent.

There is no doubt that our Country still struggles with the issue
of race, but one of the shining examples of a merit based system
that helps those who do not have, see the perspective that the
American dream is for them.

I hope that you will commit to continuing the efforts of President
Trump on supporting Historically Black Colleges and Universities.

Ms. McMAHON. Yes. As a matter of fact, I met with the president
of Howard University a week ago and we sat and talked through
a lot of the different programs that are offered there. And I was
very impressed.

I understand that I believe that I am an honorary Board of Re-
gent member, that may not be the right description, by virtue of
if I am confirmed as the Secretary of Education, and I look forward
to continuing those programs.

Senator SCOTT. With my last 5 minutes.

[Laughter.]

Senator MARSHALL. Make it fast.

Senator SCOTT. Okay, I am done.

Senator MARSHALL. Thank you, Senator Scott. I see Senator
Hickenlooper jumped in front of the freshman.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. No, I will yield to the freshman. Just
out of deference to her fresh status.

Senator MARSHALL. Okay.
Senator Blunt Rochester, you are recognized for 5 minutes.
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Senator BLUNT ROCHESTER. Thank you so much, Mr. Chair and
Mr. Hickenlooper for that sharing of the time.

I will first start out by acknowledging that today here with us
are representatives from the Delaware State Education Associa-
tion, and I want to thank them and all of their members for being
here in Washington, but more importantly, for what they do for the
students and families in the State of Delaware.

I also want to thank you, Ms. McMahon, for taking the time to
come and meet with me and talk about a myriad of issues. I espe-
cially appreciated your candor in our meeting. And as I am sitting
here watching the passion of the participants, of the Members, it
is clear that education is so important to this country.

I am clear eyed about the challenges that we face in accom-
plishing the goal of ensuring that all students are able to be
prioritized. I shared my concerns about the call to abolish the De-
partment. I am particularly concerned as a former Cabinet Sec-
retary myself, Cabinet Secretaries do have the influence, the
power, the responsibility to share what is good, what is bad, what
is wrong.

I understand waiting until you get into a position to figure some
things out, but there are core basic things like do we have—the
confusion that people have over this Executive Order on diversity.
They are scared. The fact that school kids are afraid to come to
school maybe because of their status.

We are hearing all kinds of stories and that is why this hearing
is so important. That is why this position is so important. And I
am just a little confused because part of the reason why it was cre-
ated was because in HEW, children were buried into these big de-
partments.

Why do you think that a Department that is focused and that
really is dealing with children, whether it is civil rights, disability,
the providing the checks and balances, why do you think that it is
better to stick the functions of dealing with children with disabil-
ities in a huge department that will not have the same priority?

Ms. McMaHON. Thank you very much, Senator, for that ques-
tion. The bottom line is, because it is not working. The Department
of Education was set up in 1980, and since that time, we have
spent almost $1 trillion, and we have watched our performance
scores continue to go down.

I do believe that it is the responsibility to make sure that our
children do have equal access to excellent education. I think that
is best handled at the state level, closest to the states, working
with state administrators, teachers, parents who should have input
into their curriculum.

Senator BLUNT ROCHESTER. I have only 2 minutes. And I just
want to follow-up, do you believe that any school benefiting from
taxpayer dollars should be required to follow Federal civil rights
laws?

Ms. McMAHON. Schools should be required to follow the laws.

Senator BLUNT ROCHESTER. Anybody getting Federal—getting
taxpayer dollars. And so, that is good. So private schools should not
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be able to turn away a student with a disability or a student based
on their religion or their ethnicity or race.

Ms. McMAaHON. Well, private schools have—private schools aren’t
taking Federal dollars.

Senator BLUNT ROCHESTER. But I am saying——

Ms. McMAHON. They have the ability to say that they—if they
do not believe that they——

Senator BLUNT ROCHESTER. If they receive then, they should not.

Ms. McMAHON. Well, if they believe that they cannot best serve
that student and they are not taking Federal dollars, then they
have the right not to accept that student.

Senator BLUNT ROCHESTER. But I am speaking specifically when
we talk about—there is a lot of conversation about vouchers. If pri-
vate schools take Federal dollars, can they turn away a child based
on a disability, or religion, or race?

Ms. McMAHON. Well, I think that there are also some public
schools who are saying that they don’t have the——

Senator BLUNT ROCHESTER. It is really just a yes or no.
Ms. McMAHON. No it is not. It really is

Senator BLUNT ROCHESTER. For me—if you want to follow-up, be-
cause I am kind of running out of time.

Ms. McMaHON. Okay. I would be happy to follow—and I look for-
ward to following up with you to discuss that. Thank you very
much.

Senator BLUNT ROCHESTER. Okay. Because this is a big—one of
the big concerns that we hear about. Also, I believe that as a coun-

try, as I said, we have benefited from checks and balances. It is a
hallmark.

If you are concerned, how would you defend the rights of all stu-
dents if state and local governments are unable or won’t address
violations of students’ civil rights? For example, how will you inter-
vene if a student is being bullied or harassed on the basis of race
or disability?

Ms. McMAHON. Well, certainly civil rights are the rights of ev-
eryone. And so, we want to make sure that our schools are enforc-
ing—bullying shouldn’t happen anywhere. No child should be made
to feel uncomfortable. So it is—but the Department of Education
does not control that from Washington.

Senator BLUNT ROCHESTER. But would you put this in the De-
partment—when we talked, you mentioned the Department of Jus-
tice. Would you move this to the Department of Justice?

Ms. McMAHON. Well, one of the things that we talked about, as
I said this morning, that I think there may be more appropriate
places that maybe the Department—OCR that is currently in the
Department of Education is better served in the Department of
Justice where they have civil rights attorneys as well.

But I don’t know those things yet. If I am confirmed, I look for-
ward to getting in and really digesting and understanding where
all of these particular aspects need to fit to best serve our students.
That is the goal, is to protect our students.
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Senator BLUNT ROCHESTER. I look forward to following up. You
can understand there is a lot of distrust based on people’s motiva-
tions in just the past few weeks. I think that is why you are seeing
all of what you have seen in this audience today in terms of partici-
pation of the folks here.

This is important. Our students are important, as you know. And
so, I really hope that this Administration and that you will recog-
nize that there are students, there are teachers, there are parents
that need the support and the help. And we hope that you will con-
tinue as well with your support of HBCUs.

Senator MARSHALL. Thank you, Senator.

Senator BLUNT ROCHESTER. I yield back. Thank you so much,
Senator Marshall.

Senator MARSHALL. Thank you so much. Good morning, Ms.
McMahon. Good to see you.

Ms. McMAHON. Thank you. Good to see you too.

Senator MARSHALL. You bet. Ms. McMahon, when I speak to
youth, I typically talk about the three pillars of my life, faith, fam-
ily, and education. And thanks to a strong faith, a loving family,
and the public educators in my life, I was a first generation college
kid who got to live my American dream and become a physician
and practice in rural medicine.

This education thing is so important to all of us on both sides
of the dais. I raised four kids in public schools. And unfortunately,
I have seen the deterioration of the education system. And again,
we have the most incredible teachers and coaches back home, and
I am grateful for all of them, but I think we would all agree we
are going the wrong direction.

Just really big picture, what would be your top priorities? How
do we move—how do we change the ship’s direction?

Ms. McMaHON. Well, certainly the President has given a very
clear directive that he would like to look in totality at the Depart-
ment of Education and believes that the bureaucracy of it should
be closed. That we should return education to our states. That the
best education is that closest to the kids.

That we should work with our local schools, with our super-
intendents, with our parents to make sure that the education that
our students are getting are the ones that is best for them. It is
not one size fits all education policy throughout the country. Gov-
ernors have taken great strides in putting in schools—imple-
menting school choice, making sure that schools have the funding
that they need.

We have seen public education in those states actually improve.
There have been studies to show that. And so, I am very hopeful
that we will get back to the basics of education so that our children
can read when they leave third grade, and that eighth grade stu-
dents can do math and reading proficiency.

Today, one-third, only one-third of high school students grad-
uating can read proficiently. That means two-thirds can’t. We are
failing our students—our Department of Education. And what we
are doing today is not working and we need to change it.
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Senator MARSHALL. Thank you. Ms. McMahon, should boys, bio-
logical boys be allowed to compete against girls in sports?

Ms. McMAHON. I do not believe that biological boys should be
able to compete against girls in sports. And I think now that they
certainly not only have the people spoken, because that was some-
thing that President Trump ran very hard on, but also the court
has spoken.

Senator MARSHALL. Ms. McMahon, I feel like there is a—that
anti-Semitism has become endemic in our universities. Would you
be open to some type of an anti-Semitism commission to evaluate
the progress of the universities on this issue?

Ms. McMAHON. Yes, I would. And I would look forward to per-
haps working with you or other Members of the Committee on such
a commission.

Senator MARSHALL. Okay. Let’s talk about workforce Pell Grants
for a second. We can’t keep doing what we are doing. The average
starting salary for graduates from our community colleges and
technical colleges back home is higher than our 4 year universities,
and their debt is close to zero, if not zero as well. Would you speak
1(:;: som‘;e more—what do you feel about more flexibility of Pell

rants?

Ms. McMAHON. Well, I certainly would like to see workforce Pell
Grants. And it goes through various stages of getting passed.

But I definitely think that workforce Pell Grants are something
that could stimulate our economy, provide opportunity for those
who are wanting to participate in skilled based learning to have
the opportunity. If we have short term certificates of Pell Grants,
that would get those students into the workplace faster, if they
want to be electricians, HVAC developers, or——

Senator MARSHALL. Apprenticeships as well.

Ms. McMAHON. Apprenticeships and internships, all of that. In
fact, in the first Trump administration, I was part of—with SBA,
working with the Department of Labor, of making sure that there
were more apprenticeship programs across the country, because
those are very, very vital to the growth of not only our economy but
our businesses in general.

Senator MARSHALL. Thank you, Ms. McMahon. I appreciate your
answers and look forward to supporting you. Again, education is so
important to all of us. To live that American dream, we need a
strong education system. And I know you are committed to that as
well. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I yield back.

The CHAIR. Senator Hickenlooper.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Thank you, Mr. Chair. And thank you,
Ms. McMahon, for your public service and for coming back and
going through all this again.

I thought when you were talking to Senator Blunt Rochester that
your comment that bullying shouldn’t happen anywhere true—is
absolutely true. It shouldn’t happen in schools. It shouldn’t happen
in homes. It shouldn’t happen in government.

I am not going to go over—I agree on the things so much—you
have covered anti-Semitism and making sure that there is great
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clarity around that. I want to talk a little bit about history and the
teaching of history. I used to talk about topophilia, which means
love of place.

I believe it is a basic building block of economic development, of
people’s affection for a place. And that affection comes largely
through the teaching of the history of that part of your state or
your county, however that gets broken down. But I think teaching
every part of our history is important.

Colorado, some of the worst parts of our history, our Governor,
Ralph Carr, a Republican Governor who was one of the few West-
ern Governors who when we were putting large detention facilities
together for Japanese Americans during World War—at the begin-
ning of World War II, he said not only we are not going to support
that, but any Japanese Americans who want to come, should come
to live in Colorado and live freely.

We had the Sand Creek massacre where Colorado volunteers
slaughtered almost 200 mostly women and children. But I think
you mentioned in your testimony that the importance of teaching
true history, and I understand the emphasis on positive, but I want
to make sure that we agree on the teaching of all of it, both posi-
tive and negatives, just because as any—as an entrepreneur, you
learn more from your mistakes than from—what you do right.

I think making sure that we don’t gloss over the troubling parts
of our history is—that we are not letting that slip behind us.

Ms. McMaHON. Well, clearly, I do agree that we should teach our
history, the true history, the good, the bad, and the ugly, because
we don’t learn unless we recognize our mistakes.

I will say that the Department of Education does not establish
curriculum, but that is something that is handled at the state level.
But clearly, I am in favor of our history being taught exactly as it
happened.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. All right. I appreciate that. And it is
funny that a lot of people don’t. So it is good to get that on the
record. We talked a little bit about apprenticeships and the impor-
tance of apprenticeships.

I think the comment you made just that almost two-thirds of our
kids when they graduate from high school cannot read proficiently
is a disgrace that we should all not accept. And I think, as you rec-
ognize, it is not that we don’t have good teachers. I think we have
great teachers in every state.

It is a very powerful statistic that in almost every survey, par-
ents think that the school systems are broken except theirs. They
think their school is pretty good. And I think that is a reflection
of the quality of teachers we have. But this notion that everybody
should go to college, I think is prevalent and persistent.

You have talked about the importance of alternative career path-
ways. And when you were in the office, we discussed this. One of
the major issues we hear on trying to push apprenticeships, not
just to trades, not adult apprenticeships at 18, but 16, 17, 18 year
olds while they are in high school, going and working a couple of
days a week in an insurance company, could be a law firm, any-
where, but learning what a job place looks like, coming back to
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school and learning things that might make them more successful
there.

One of the problems is that type of an apprenticeship, so many
of the academic advisers are just focused on that 4 year college
track, and that is what the parents are kind of expecting. They
may not even realize what apprenticeships are around there.

What can you do as Secretary of Education to share with high
schools all across America that these other alternative pathways
are available?

Ms. McMAHON. Well, certainly I have been on record even when
I ran for the Senate in the State of Connecticut—I ran twice and
didn’t win. But I always talked about how we needed skills in our
Country.

That we did not have the trades that we need to have today. But
I also talked about how parents, I think, are encouraging their chil-
dren only to go to college and not necessarily recognizing that there
are other avenues that those children could pursue.

I clearly was a parent who were pushing both my children to go
to college, but I realize today that there are other opportunities for
students to succeed and enter into a pathway that they will be suc-
cessful in their lives.

I think apprenticeships, internships, working the public, private
sector to make sure that we have our curriculum that is designed
for the needs of the communities and business. I think that is in-
credibly important. That is one of the things that we have—was
driven to do at Sacred Heart University that I sit on the Board of
Education.

What are the needs of the community and how can that cur-
riculum be structured to satisfy that need? And that is, I think,
critically important.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Great. We are out of time. Of course, I
have got millions more questions. Maybe we will continue that dis-
cussion. I appreciate you being open about not wanting to end the
Department of Education completely and not—your willingness to
look at Pell Grants on a larger scale. Thank you.

The CHAIR. Senator Banks.

Senator BANKS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just as a side note,
I am struck by the outburst of some of the protesters in the room,
and a number of them have told us that they are teachers.

Can you imagine them teaching—these people teaching our kids
in classrooms across America, and they come here and act like chil-
dren with outburst and try to prevent us—in attempt to prevent
us from doing our job to move you forward to do the important
work that you have to do.

For me, that is what this is all about. I have three daughters
who are in grade school in public schools, and I want to get politics
out of the classroom. I want political flags and political statements
and ideologies out of the classroom. I want teachers to teach our
kids and prepare them for the jobs of the future.

I am very intrigued with what President Trump is talking about
in dismantling the Federal Department of Education because I
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have served in the State House and the Indiana State Constitution
devotes a number of chapters to educating our kids.

The last time I checked, the Federal Constitution doesn’t say a
single thing about education because our founders, in their wisdom,
recognized that is a role of the state. And Ms. McMahon, I know
we have talked about this before, but this is about an attitude.

An attitude of empowering teachers and schools and moms and
dads to give our kids the best chance that they can possibly have.
And I know that you agree with this, but I want to ask anyway,
can’t the State of Indiana do a whole lot better of a job of spending
dollars on education rather than bureaucrats in Washington, DC?

Ms. MCMAHON. I certainly believe that to be true, Senator, yes.
And that is definitely what the President believes as well. That I
will be repetitive, that education is best handled closest to the
child, to understand what that child needs and what the commu-
nity needs. And working with parents, parental rights are so im-
portant in educating our children, and I definitely believe that
should be returned to the states.

Senator BANKS. Speaking of wasting money, the Biden Depart-
ment of Education allocated over $1 billion in grants toward diver-
sity, equity and inclusion programs, and that included $4 million
toward a “culturally responsive computer science camp for high
schoolers.” $1 million to train elementary teachers in Iowa on “eq-
uity centered education.”

$38,000 for a 1-day session with an “equity consultant” in Michi-
gan. Countless dollars toward race based hiring, which is unconsti-
tutional and unlawful, by the way. Will you commit to ending all
racial discrimination in government programing at the Department
of Education?

Ms. McMAHON. That will be my goal, absolutely, to work—and
I look forward to working with you and other Members of the Com-
mittee as well, and with Congress to make sure that we can take
the ideology, if you will, out of education and focus on actually
teaching our students to read and to write and to do arithmetic, be-
cause they cannot be successful if they cannot do the basics.

Senator BANKS. Some of my colleagues have talked about the rise
of anti-Semitism on college campuses, and I think one of the
motivators of that is money that flows from adversarial foreign
countries like China and other countries with an anti-American
agenda that are donated to many of our colleges and universities
in the United States of America.

It turns out that the Department of Education plays a key role
in reporting and making those foreign donations transparent. Well,
I want to ban them altogether. China should never be donating
money to colleges and universities in Indiana or anywhere else in
the country.

Have you thought about what other steps that we can take to
eliminate foreign influences, especially anti-American influences,
on our college campuses?

Ms. McMAHON. Well, I think what we have seen is the lack of
transparency of where the money comes from, how much, and what
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it is used for when it gets to colleges. And I think there absolutely
has to be more transparency in tracking that money.

Senator BANKS. I hope that I saw what President Trump did in
the first—in his first term and the 4-years of tightening many of
the—these donations and blocking them, making them transparent.

Then I saw—I served on the Education Committee in the House
for 8 years. So, 4 years of President Trump, 4 years of President
Biden. There was no attention paid to this under President Biden.
Chinese Communist Party dollars flowing to colleges, universities
that are no longer reported, made transparent.

I hope that—I know that will be a big priority of yours because
we talked about it and I want to do everything I can to help you
block it, make it—the public should know that adversaries of the
United States of America are giving money to the universities that
they are sending their kids to.

Thank you very much for your leadership. You have my full sup-
port. I look forward to working with you. I yield back.

Ms. McMAHON. Thank you.
The CHAIR. Senator Markey.

Senator MARKEY. Thank you. Yesterday, President Trump said
he would like the Department of Education to be closed imme-
diately. He called the Department a big con job. Education funding
helps us work toward a country where every student can go to
their school knowing that they will get the same education as the
family that can afford private school. Public school is not a con job.

It is equality for every student, regardless of income. It helps
guarantee that every student, including the 26 million low income
students, the 10 million rural, 5 million English language learners,
7 million disabled students, and 1 million homeless can go to public
zchool knowing they have the same opportunity as every other stu-

ent.

Trump’s crusade to abolish the Department of Education and
“root out waste and fraud and corruption”—for cuts to public
schools is an attack on every public school student, parent, teacher,
paraprofessional, administrator, and school worker in this country.

Waste, fraud, and corruption is code for cuts to public education
for all of those students. So I have here the text of a bill I have
been working on. The No Cuts to Public Schools Act.

This bill would guarantee that Federal funding to public schools
could not be cut during the length of President Trump’s adminis-
tration. Ms. McMahon, can you commit today to not cutting fund-
ing for public schools in this country?

Ms. McMAHON. Well, certainly what I will commit to, sir, is that
funding for schools is appropriated by Congress, and that funding
should continue. Congress will continue to pass those laws. The De-
partment of Education is not doing that.

Senator MARKEY. Will you oppose any cuts to public education,
yes or no?

Ms. McMAHON. Well, the President is not—he is not saying that
we should cut funding to public education.

Senator MARKEY. Yes, he is. Yes, he is.
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Ms. McMAHON. He is simply saying—well, I would disagree with
you

Senator MARKEY. Elon Musk yesterday announced he would im-
mediately cut $900 million from the Department of Education, and
he stood right next to Trump and made that very clear.

The answer I am looking for, by the way, is a yes, I will fight
to make sure that public funding is not cut because that announce-
ment was just made, the $900 million cut, and we know that is just
a down payment to gut the education of every public school student
in America.

By the way, to find the billions of dollars that are going to be
needed for the tax cuts for billionaires and millionaires in our
Country. They have to go to the Department of Education. They
have to go to clean air and clean water. They have to go to Med-
icaid. They have to go to the Affordable Care Act.

They have to go for all—to all of the programs that they are call-
ing waste, fraud, and corruption, but that is just another way of
saying the programs that help the poor and the sick and the elder-
ly, the disabled in our society. That is what we are talking about,
because they want all of these programs gutted to find the funding
for the tax breaks.

DOGE, as it is rumbling through the Department of Education
right now, just stands for Department of Gutting Education. That
is what they are doing. They are inside looking at it. $900 billion
is the down payment.

Ms. McMahon, can you commit today to fight so that not $1 from
public schools goes toward paying for tax breaks for millionaires
and billionaires?

Ms. McMAHON. Well, that was certainly a broad view of what is
going on right now today. We are trying to find waste, fraud, and
abuse. The DOGE groups that are in the Department of Education,
from my understanding, have looked at competitive contracts that
are bidding, and let’s see where that money is going. How is it
being spent? I am not there. If I may, Senator

Senator MARKEY. What they are doing——

Ms. McMAHON. If you ask me a question, I would really like the
opportunity to answer.

Senator MARKEY. What they are doing is first, they announce the
cuts. Then they go to find where it is. So it is all backward. And
again, we know what the plot is.

Ultimately, the answer I am looking for is a yes because if even
$1 flows away from an educator or student toward a billionaire tax
break, that will be immoral in our Country—immoral. These kids
deserve the funding which they are receiving.

Donald Trump and Elon Musk should be ashamed that they are
working harder for billionaires than they are for working families—
for these kids who need help. 90 percent of disabled students go to
public schools.

95 percent of students with disability go to public school. And
Trump and Musk want to take from those students to give to bil-
lionaires. That is immoral. It is wrong. It is unjust. And we are
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going to fight it every single step of the way. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIR. Thank you. Senator Markey.
Senator Moody.

Senator MooDY. Hello. It is so great to be with you. Thank you
for joining us today. I would like for you to have some time to an-
swer some questions. Wouldn’t that be unique? I am wondering,
one of my very first important questions is, is it harder to sit com-
posed and calm and focused among a bunch of WWE wrestlers, or
is it harder to sit in this hearing with people popping up and
yelling at you all day?

Ms. MCMAHON. I can stay pretty composed and focused in either
environment.

[Laughter.]

Senator MooDY. As you know, United States Department of Edu-
cation provides more than $120 billion in grants. And much of that
flows through to our public university systems. And the Higher
Education Act makes a condition for higher education to receive a
single dollar of that money, that higher education institution has
to be accredited.

Now, that is not by the Department of Education. They have del-
egated that to a private—private entities of persons that aren’t ac-
countable to voters, aren’t accountable to the President, and they
decide who is accredited—which institution actually is eligible to
get all that money.

In Florida, we have had the experience that our post-secondary
institutional accreditor, the Southern Association of Colleges and
Schools Commission on Colleges, also known as SACs, has decided
that it will threaten that accreditation, meaning threaten our Fed-
eral funding, if we even suggest that maybe a former policy leader,
lawmaker, conservative, might go into leadership at a university.

Or one of my dear friends, Senator Scott, former Governor Scott,
had suggested that he was going to go on campus and speak about
hazing. It seems pretty expected. As a parent, I would want that,
and our accreditation was threatened. Even in North Carolina
when they wanted to institute a policy focused on—or excuse me,
a program focused on ideological diversity, their accreditation was
threatened.

As Attorney General of Florida, I sued. I think there is a Con-
stitutional problem with the Department of Education delegating
that authority to a private organization who dictates whether
someone can get Federal funding and tries to insert their own pref-
erences and policies down into the education policies of a state and
force it on our educational institutions. So I wanted to talk to you
a little bit about that today.

I don’t think it has just frustrated Florida. I think, yes, we were
one of the first states to stand up and fight, and go to court, and
try and stop that. But a lot of the themes that you are hearing, es-
pecially with some of the nominees, were trying to stop unelected
bureaucrats or unelected people and these private organizations
that have been either getting a lot of authority or a lot of Federal
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money pushing policies into the states, and we don’t think that’s
right. So I wanted to talk to you if—do you think that is right?

Ms. McMAHON. No, I don’t think that is right.

Senator MooDY. If you are confirmed, which I expect that you
will be, and I hope that you are. I am very impressed

Ms. McMAHON. Thank you.

Senator MoOODY [continuing]. Not only with your—some of your
educational participation in your own state, but your managerial
experience. I think we need that right now. But will you commit
to me that you will look into some of the regulations and guidance
documents that relate to higher education institutions being able
to change their accreditors?

Ms. McMAHON. Yes, definitely. And I look forward to working
with you on that. And there has been a lot of issues raised about
these five to seven accreditors that are the ones that are deciding
these fates today, and I think that needs to have a broad overview
and review.

Senator MooDY. It may be that we have to look at the accredita-
tion process. And as Congress, we might need to amend the Higher
Education Act to make them more accountable. But I do believe,
and we are still in litigation in Florida.

I say we—I am trying to change hats now as Senator Moody, but
Florida still in litigation about this issue, because I do think it is
a Constitutional problem for an agency to delegate that kind of au-
thority over to a private organization.

I think a lot of that delegation is really where you are seeing
states getting frustrated, people getting frustrated, because in
these agencies and in these private organizations, you are seeing
an ideological agenda, a policy driven agenda, and people that are
willing to implement it, whether they have the authority or not,
and I believe that is where you are seeing so much frustration and
why you saw such an overwhelming expectation that this President
change things.

I think you are going to help him do that, and I, for one, am look-
ing forward to that. Thank you, Chairman.

Ms. McMAaHON. Thank you. Thank you very much.

The CHAIR. Thank you, Senator Moody.

Now it is Senator Kim’s turn.

Senator KiMm. Yes, thank you, Chairman. Thank you for coming
before us. I guess I just wanted to jump in. I have heard a couple
of times you mentioned that you believe that Congress would need
to be involved if there is an effort to abolish the Department of
Education. That is right?

Ms. McMaHON. Correct.

Senator KiM. Do you know if President Trump shares that senti-
ment?

Ms. McMAHON. I have heard President Trump recently over the
last couple of weeks—in conjunction with his fervor to shut down
the bureaucracy of the Department of Education, he has also stated
that he will work with Congress to make that happen.




48

Senator KiM. Do you know if Elon Musk has had any conversa-
tions with him about the Department of Education—him or his
team?

Ms. McMAHON. I have not.

Senator KiM. Why I raise this is that I just came from another
hearing that was talking about foreign assistance, talking about
USAID.

USAID is another element of our Federal Government that was
codified by Congress, and we see an effort there to dismantle it.
Not fully abolish it but dismantle it basically down to about 600
people. Gut everything.

Put it under the State Department. So I guess, I wanted to just
ask you, if something like that was proposed by the Trump admin-
istration for the Department of Education, does that have to come
to Congress?

Ms. McMAHON. Certainly there are departments that I believe
that are in the Department of Education by statute, and those have
to be looked at.

Senator KiM. What elements of the Department of Education are
those that are protected by statute?

Ms. McMAHON. I believe IDEA is. I think Title I is. And I would
like to discuss that—Ilook into it and discuss it more fully with you.

Senator KiM. But for those that are not codified by statute, you
are saying those are ones that the executive branch can do as they
please?

Ms. McMAHON. Well, I think that I would like to look into that
more.

Senator KiM. Why I kind of mentioned this as well is that just
in the first couple of weeks here we had a lot of conversation about
the surge of anti-Semitism, our strong support, and make sure we
are protecting students from that type of harassment, from that
type of intimidation.

Absolutely something we need to stand against in terms of anti-
Semitism. But I guess I was alarmed because what we ended up
seeing is there are multiple attorneys and other staff members of
the Department’s Office of Civil Rights that have been placed on
administrative leave with no notice, no explanation.

Some of them were in the process of investigating cases directly
related to anti-Semitic harassment. So I guess I wanted to just ask
you, is that something you would support? Do you think that is the
right actions that we should be taking at this time that we see
such a surge in anti-Semitism?

Ms. McMAHON. Well, Senator Kim, I know that it is not a great
comfort for me to say this morning that I am not yet confirmed,
have not yet been in the Department. I don’t know about all the
administrative people that have been put on leave.

I want to look into that. I want to understand it. I want to assess
the Department. I can’t do that unless I am confirmed, and I get
there. But I would certainly be willing to come back to you with
a more specific answer.
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Senator KiM. But does that concern you at all if—when you—if
you were confirmed, would you make that a priority to go and see
whether or not this is going to impact our ability to respond to the
anti-Semitism?

Ms. McMAHON. No, I would want to make sure that we have ev-
erything that we need to have in place to protect our students on
campuses.

Senator KiM. One thing that we see in having this debate on
here in Congress is about this, and what we have seen is that Re-
publicans have called for a 25 percent cut in the budget of the Of-
fice of Civil Rights. Is that something you would support?

Ms. McMAHON. I would—again, I would want to see exactly what
that impact is going to be and understand it.

Senator KiM. Look, I guess I just, I am frustrated because I feel
like this is such a clear place where we can just say, yes, we want
to make sure we have as much resources as possible to be able to
fight anti-Semitism, to make sure that we are addressing these
needs. Such a surge—when we see a surge in anti-Semitism, of
course, we would want a surge in resources to focus on that.

I just wanted to raise that because this whole debate that we are
having right now, it feels like it is untethered from just the reality
on the ground. And I just urge you, if you are confirmed, that we
are understanding the human impact of the problems that are
here. I have a second grader and a fourth grader. I have got two
little boys. And I just had their parent-teacher conference.

Yes, we talked through the performance of my kids, the data that
NAEP and others are using, the Institute for Education Science,
and now we are seeing $900 million cuts to that coming out from
Elon Musk and his team. But I just raise this is—the reason why
teachers are concerned right now.

It is not about their own salaries and their own careers. When
they talk to me, they talk about the kids. They talk about the kids.
That is like—I find that to be so powerful when these teachers,
they are saying, look, like I am not asking about my own career.

I am asking about the kids. So just as you proceed, just remem-
ber that. Parents are very scared right now. And I yield.

The CHAIR. Thank you, Senator Kim.
Senator Alsobrooks.

Senator ALSOBROOKS. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman. I
would like to just begin my remarks—hello. Thank you so much,
Ms. McMahon, for being here today. And I would like to just begin
to follow-up with what my colleague said and address what I re-
gard as very disparaging comments, I would just like to say first,
by one of my colleagues regarding the educators who have come
here today.

In the same vein as Senator Kim, the educators who are here,
my colleague referred to them as these people, and said, who would
want to be taught by these people. The passionate educators who
have come here today, not on behalf of themselves, they are here
on behalf of our children, and I want to address how shameful it
was to say who would want to be taught by them.
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They are exactly the kind of people who we want teaching our
children. The question I have for you today, I know your parents
were civil servants and so you recognize the importance that they
bring to their work, the care and concern that they bring to their
work. And I have been very concerned regarding the treatment of
many of our civil servants, those especially in the Department of
Education.

You may know that last night a number of them were laid off
with 15 minutes to have their computers turned off, access to it.
Just treated really horribly. So the question I have for you, because
one of my constituents on a town hall I hosted last night with
17,000 Marylanders, said that they are working in a culture of fear
at the Department, and that civil servants at the Department don’t
know who will be fired next, have little guidance, and feel like they
can’t do their jobs—and they care very much about the work they
are doing.

How will you address the culture of fear in an environment
where civil servants, both Democrats and Republicans, who are
working that are feeling undervalued and attacked by this Admin-
istration?

Ms. McMAHON. Well, thank you very much for that question,
Senator. And it is always difficult to downsize. It is always difficult
to restructure and reorganize in any department. I have faced that
in the business world, because you know what you do impact peo-
ple’s lives.

But at this particular point, I know that there are people that
have been placed on administrative leave, which means they are
still receiving full benefits and salary while their jobs are being
looked at and how the Department is being evaluated overall.

I think people should always be treated with respect and with
humility, and I would hope that is what is going on within the De-
partment of Education. I am not there in person to see that yet,
but it would certainly be something that I would strive to do in any
reorganization that we would take.

Senator ALSOBROOKS. Okay. And I would also like to ask you, re-
garding the President’s targeting of legally binding collective bar-
gaining agreements. He has really targeted those. To ask you
whether you will commit to abiding by the agreement in upholding
civil service employment protections?

Ms. McMAHON. I will certainly commit to working with you and
to looking into those issues if I am confirmed to be the Secretary
of Education.

Senator ALSOBROOKS. Also to ask you whether you will commit
to ensuring that Federal workers with disabilities—many of them
are very concerned about whether they will continue to have rea-
sonable accommodations as required by law.

Ms. McMAHON. Well, as required by law is the key phrase there.
Yes.

Senator ALSOBROOKS. Okay. Well, in the same vein, there are
some who are concerned about being forced now to reapply for ac-
commodations.



51

These are people who have had those accommodations given to
them and they are being told now that they must reapply for those
accommodations with their supervisors. And so, will you commit
that the Department’s civil servants with disabilities will have
their reasonable accommodations honored without interference or
delay?

Ms. McMAHON. I will certainly commit time there and if con-
firmed to look into all of those and to get back to you.

Senator ALSOBROOKS. Okay. And finally, I would like to ask you,
regarding the freezing of funds, if you are confirmed, would you
support any directive from the President to freeze funds that have
been appropriated by Congress, including funds that students and
families rely on to pay for college?

Ms. McMAHON. If they have been appropriated by Congress,
those funds should be disseminated.

Senator ALSOBROOKS. Okay. And so, you would block any direc-
tive—you would not adhere to any directive, including some of our
HBCU’s in my state, Bowie, Coppin State, Morgan State, you
would not interfere with the freezing of those funds?

Ms. McMAHON. I would commit to you that I will look into every
single one of those programs so that I can get back to you and say,
this is what I have found. This is what I have discovered. This is
what—the action that is being taken against it or in—for it, be-
cause I want to be very inclusive with you on that regard.

Senator ALSOBROOKS. Okay. Final question. I just have 9 seconds
here—Title I. I know that you said you support it. If the Depart-
ment of Education is dismantled, what will you do to protect the
students who rely, who are disadvantaged and impoverished, on
Title I funds.

Ms. McMaHON. Well, Title I funds are appropriated by Congress.
They flow directly to the states today. They go to the State Depart-
ment of Education and are deployed to the districts. So the Depart-
ment of Education is not really involved in that distribution.

Senator ALSOBROOKS. Okay. Thank you so much.

The CHAIR. Thank you. Thank you, Senator Alsobrooks.

Senator Sanders.

Senator SANDERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I ask unanimous
consent to enter into the record 18 letters opposing Ms. McMahon
as Secretary of Education.

[The following information can be found on page 265 in Addi-
tional Material:]

The CHAIR. So ordered. I will now conclude but let me first say
that the Capitol Police are requesting that the audience remain
seated until Ms. McMahon leaves. So just to first say that.

Ms. McMahon, thank you very much for being here. You have
handled yourself extremely well. I now ask for unanimous consent
to enter into the record 55 letters of support for Ms. McMahon’s
nomination.

[The following information can be found on page 345 in Addi-
tional Material:]
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The CHAIR. This concludes our hearing. For any Senators who
wish to ask additional questions, questions for the record will be
due tomorrow at 5.00 p.m.. Once more, audience, please stay seated
until Ms. McMahon leaves. Thank you.

Ms. McMaHON. Thank you very much.
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Impact of the Indiana R. Joseph Waddington
Choice Scholarship Program: Mark Berends
Achievement Effects for

Students in Upper

Elementary and Middle

School

Abstract

This paper examines the impact of the Indiana Choice Scholarship Program on stu-
dent achievement for low-income students in upper elementary and middle school who
used a voucher to transfer from public to private schools during the first four years
of the program. We analyzed student-level longitudinal data from public and private
schools taking the same statewide standardized assessment. Overall, voucher students
experienced an average achievement loss of 0.15 SDs in mathematics during their first
year of attending a private school compared with matched students who remained in
a public school. This loss persisted regardless of the length of time spent in a private
school. In English/Language Arts, we did not observe statistically meaningful effects.
Although school vouchers aim to provide greater educational opportunities for stu-
dents, the goal of improving the academic performance of low-income students who
use a voucher to move to a private school has not yet been realized in Indiana. © 2018
by the Association for Public Policy Analysis and Management.

INTRODUCTION

Educational reform efforts have often failed to deliver (Berends, Bodilly, & Kirby,
2002; Zimmer, Henry, & Kho, 2017). For instance, over the last decade, the federal
government invested $7 billion in School Improvement Grants (SIG)—the largest
federal investment to date—to improve performance in struggling schools (Kahlen-
berg, 2017). These grants were aimed at the lowest performing schools and gave
them four options from which to choose: (1) transform the school by bringing in
a new principal; (2) turn the school around by firing a majority of the teachers
and the principal; (3) restart the school by turning over its management to char-
ter schools; or (4) close the school and enroll students in higher achieving district
schools. The result? Research has shown this investment did not have a significant
impact on improving student outcomes: “Overall, across all grades, we found that
implementing any SIG-funded model had no significant impacts on math or read-
ing test scores, high school graduation, or college enrollment” (Dragoset et al., 2017,
p. 3).

Current federal leadership has turned from the SIG approach to school choice
policies and programs aimed at improving low-performing schools. These programs
include charter schools, interdistrict choice programs, and private school vouchers
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or tax credit programs. School vouchers, or scholarships, are provided to qualifying
families so they can send their children to the schools of their choice, whether
public or private, religious or nonreligious. If voucher programs were succeeding,
we would expect that participating students are experiencing new opportunities
to learn, increasing their achievement growth, and closing achievement gaps (e.g.,
socioeconomic and racial/ethnic). In this paper, we assess those expectations by
examining the impact of Indiana’s Choice Scholarship Program (ICSP)—the largest
single statewide voucher program in the United States—on low-income students’
math and English/Language Arts (ELA) achievement. Despite the program’s large
size, little is known about its effects on Indiana schools and students.

This study aims to address this gap in a context where vouchers have not been
randomly assigned to families in Indiana. Instead, our analysis uses a rich set of
longitudinal, student-level records for public and private school students in grades
3 through 8. We used a variety of estimation strategies to examine the program’s
impact on low-income students receiving a voucher and switching from a public
to a private school during the first four years of the voucher program (2011/2012
through 2014/2015). This group of voucher students aligns with the initial eligibility
requirements and intent of the Indiana voucher program. Our research questions
are as follows:

¢ What is the yearly impact of receiving a voucher and switching to a private
school on low-income students’ math and ELA achievement compared to peers
remaining in public schools?

e What are the differences in yearly voucher impacts across various subgroups of
students (i.e., by sex, race/ethnicity, English proficiency, or special education
status) or private schools (i.e., Catholic vs. Other Religious, or urban locale)?

Overall, we found no consistent evidence that vouchers promote increased aca-
demic achievernent among low-income recipients. In contrast, students who use a
voucher to attend private schools experienced a modest average achievement loss
in mathematics and no effects in ELA. The achievement loss in mathematics is
greatest for students in the first two years after receiving a voucher and persists
through four years. Our findings in both subjects are consistent across most student
subgroups.

Our research contributes to the existing school voucher literature in three dis-
tinct ways. First, Indiana’s statewide school voucher program is the nation's most
expansive in terms of enrollment and in providing scholarships to both low- and
modest-income families.! Second, our study is one of only a handful that finds
modest and statistically significant negative effects of school vouchers on student
math achievement. Third, we examined the effects of a voucher program that oper-
ates within a different context from other programs, whereby many private schools
were participating in statewide testing prior to the implementation of the voucher
program. Finally, unlike other statewide studies that cover a shorter time frame
(Abdulkadiroglu, Pathak, & Walters, 2018; Figlio & Karbownik, 2016; Mills & Wolf,
2017), we examined the impact for students who have received a voucher to attend
private schools up to four years.

In what follows, we provide a brief background on the Indiana voucher program
and the evidence about the effects of vouchers on student achievement based on
prior rigorous research. We go on to describe the data and our approach to analyzing
the effects of the first four years of the statewide program. We conclude with the
results and a discussion of their implications.

! The State of Ghio has more students enrolled in voucher programs across the state. However, these
students are spread across five different programs, each with their own eligibility criteria and focus.
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THE INDIANA CHOICE SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM

Currently, 15 states have voucher programs, and 181,175 students are using them
to attend private schools (EdChoice, 2018). In Indiana, which has the largest sin-
gle program, 35,458 students received a voucher during the 2017/2018 school year
and 318 private schools participated (76 percent of private sector schools statewide)
(Indiana Department of Education, 2018). Authorized in 2011, the ICSP provides
state payments to qualifying Indiana families to help offset tuition at participat-
ing schools. When the program began, students qualified for vouchers based on
their prior enrollment in a public school and their family’s total household income.
Starting in 2013/2014, the state removed the cap on the number of eligible Indiana
students who can receive a scholarship. It also expanded the criteria for eligibility
to include kindergarten students, siblings of voucher students, special education
students, and those located in the attendance zones of failing public schools.

Although researchers have studied the effects of various school voucher programs
and policies over the past two decades (for reviews, see Austin & Berends, 2018;
Epple, Romano, & Urquiola, 2017; Figlio, 2009; Shakeel, Anderson, & Wolf, 2016;
Zimmer & Bettinger, 2015), the Indiana voucher program is unique.? Unlike other
programs, the ICSP is aimed at both low- and modest-income families (Indiana
Department of Education, 2018). Families with the lowest income may obtain vouch-
ers for up to 90 percent of tuition (average 2017/2018 voucher value in grades 1
through 8 of about $4,800) at a participating private school if their annual income
is equal to or less than 100 percent of the amount to qualify for reduced-price lunch,
which is inclusive of free lunch eligibility (together referred to as “FRPL”), under the
National School Lunch Program (Indiana Department of Education, 2018).? For a
four-person household, that income threshold was $44,955. Moderate-income fam-
ilies may obtain S0 percent vouchers (average 2017/2018 voucher value in grades 1
through 8 of about $2,900) if their annual income is equal to or less than 150 per-
cent of the amount to qualify for FRPL; for a four-person household, that income
threshold was $67,433 (Indiana Department of Education, 2018).

VOUCHER RESEARCH ON STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT QUTCOMES

Voucher programs are typically aimed at low-income families to offer educa-
tional opportunities they may not otherwise access: schools that better meet their
children’s academic needs. Proponents claim that, as more schools compete for
students, all schools will become more effective in encouraging positive student
outcomes, especially for low-income students (Chubb & Moe, 1990). Friedman
(1955, 1962) was one of the first to use this market theory, arguing that the cost of
K-12 education should be covered by the government but parents should be able to
choose the schools their children attend, whether public or private. Toward this end,
Friedman promoted giving parents government vouchers as a way to accomplish a
system of education that was publicly financed but delivered privately and publicly.

Critics, however, raise questions about the empirical validity of the market theory’s
key assumptions about parents as consumers (demand-side), schools (supply-side),

2 With the new Trump administration and di ions about turning Title I money into vouchers and the
possibility of bundling state and federal education funds, states like Indiana may be poised to significantly
expand their voucher programs (Berends, 2018). Thus, understanding the effects of Indiana’s student
voucher use informs state and national education policy at a critical time.

3 The amount of a voucher in Indiana is determined based on the lesser of the private school’s tuition
and fees (at which the student must first be accepted before receiving a voucher) and the state per-pupil
subsidy granted to the public school district (corporation) in which the student resides. In 2017/2018, net
voucher payments from the Indiana Department of Education to private schools totaled $154 million.
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and the products that a market in education would generate (Austin & Berends,
2018; Finnegan, 2007; Henig, 1995; Hess, 2002; Levin, 1998). They emphasize that
public schools support the “common school” model that promotes civic and demo-
cratic values among its students. In this light, critics argue, vouchers may increase
already existing inequalities by skimming off the best students, decrease support of
public schools due to falling enrollments in an era of fiscal challenges, and under-
mine our democracy.* Moreover, students who transfer with vouchers may experi-
ence achievement losses because student mobility is often associated with negative
school outcomes, independent of the quality of the school (Grigg, 2012; Schwartz,
Stiefel, & Cordes, 2017).

With the global expansion in the number of voucher programs, research address-
ing the effects of these programs has increased as well (Berends, 2018). Evidence
can be drawn from both publicly and privately funded voucher programs in the
United States and from international research (Epple, Romano, & Urquiola, 2017;
Figlio, 2009; Shakeel, Anderson, & Wolf, 2016; Zimmer & Bettinger, 2015).

A number of voucher studies examining impacts on student achievement out-
comes have focused on specific cities: Milwaukee (Greene, Peterson, & Du, 1998,
1999; Rouse, 1998; Witte, 2000; Witte et al., 2014), Charlotte (Cowen, 2008; Greene,
2001), Cleveland (Metcalf et al., 2002), Dayton (Howell & Peterson, 2006), New York
City (Barnard et al., 2003; Jin, Barnard, & Rubin, 2010; Krueger & Zhu, 2004), and
Washington, DC (Howell & Peterson, 2006; Wolf et al., 2010, 2011, 2013; Wolf &
McShane, 2013). Generally, the experimental and quasi-experimental research in
these cities shows either modest positive effects on student test scores for certain
subgroups of students and for certain years of program participation, or no effects
at all (Austin & Berends, 2018; Epple, Romano, & Urquiola, 2017; Figlio, 2009;
Zimmer & Bettinger, 2015).5

More recent statewide studies on the impact of voucher programs in Louisiana and
Ohio have shown negative effects on student achievement. Abdulkadiroglu, Pathak,
and Walters (2018) examined the Louisiana Scholarship Program, analyzing data
between 2008 (the first year of the program) and 2012. Following students who
won and lost a lottery to receive a scholarship, the authors found significant and
large negative effects for students who participated in the first year of the voucher
program, with declines of 16 percentile points in math and 14 percentile points
in reading. The effects were consistent across income groups, geographic areas,
and private school characteristics (higher and lower proportion of white students,
enrollment, achievement scores, and whether the private school was Catholic).

Mills and Wolf (2017) investigated the Louisiana program through its second year,
reporting substantial negative effects in both math and reading in year one, but less
negative effects in year two. Only the effects for mathematics were statistically
significant after year two. In mathematics in year two, they found that students
who won the voucher lottery and transferred to a public school scored 0.34 of a
SD below those students who lost the voucher lottery. “The magnitude of these
negative estimates,” the researchers wrote, “is unprecedented in the literature of
random-assignment evaluations of school voucher programs” (p. 2).

4 During the first two years of the voucher program, public school districts (corporations) experienced
a reduction in their state funding based on the number of students who left the district after receiving
a voucher to attend a private school. Beginning in the 2013/2014 school year, the state began restoring
these per-pupil subsidies back to public school districts to make up for state funding lost due to district
students participating in the voucher program.

3 The exception to these overall findings is a recent study in Washington, DC on the DC Opportunity
Scholarship Program that found negative effects in mathematics after the first and second years of the
program (Dynarski et al,, 2017, 2018). The findings in DC are consistent with those of the statewide
voucher programs.
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These findings are consistent with what Figlio and Karbownik (2016) found in
their evaluation of the Ohio EdChoice Scholarship Program. The researchers used
propensity score-matching to estimate the program’s effects because the program
did not rely on a lottery to provide scholarships. Analyzing student-level data be-
tween 2007 and 2010, with several estimation specifications, they found significant
negative effects on both reading and mathematics scores: about ~0.40 to —0.20 SDs
in reading and —0.60 to —0.45 SDs in mathematics.

In our study of the ICSP, we also found negative effects in mathematics for stu-
dents who transfer from public to private schools with a voucher. However, our
research differs from evaluations of the Louisiana and Ohio statewide voucher pro-
grams in a number of ways. Unlike Louisiana and Ohio, students in Indiana’s public
and private schools have all taken the same state tests for a number of years. Thus,
our findings come from a state context where annual testing in grades 3 through 8
is common across the board, particularly in a broad sample of over 300 voucher-
participating private schools. In the year prior to the voucher program (2010/2011),
the average private school has achievement 0.1 to 0.2 SDs above the state mean in
both math and ELA. While average private school achievement varies, many higher
performing private schools participate in Indiana’s voucher program than in other
states.® In addition to broader income eligibility in Indiana, students from all pub-
lic schools are eligible as opposed to just those enrolled in the lowest performing
schools as in Ohio. While students in low- or modest-income families may be eligi-
ble to receive a voucher, we focused on the lowest-income students for estimation
purposes and better comparisons of our findings with other contexts.

DATA AND MEASURES

Data Description

We used six years (2009/2010 school year through 2014/2015) of longitudinal,
student-level demographic and test score records for this study, obtained through
a data-sharing agreement with the Indiana Department of Education (IDOE). The
records contain information about students attending public (traditional, charter,
and magnet) and private schools (including voucher and non-voucher students)
that participated in the Indiana Statewide Testing for Educational Progress Plus
(ISTEP+) program. The ISTEP+ is aligned to the Indiana Academic Standards and
serves as the main accountability-linked assessment for Indiana students in grades
3 through 8. Testing has taken place each spring since 2009 in mathematics and
ELA (Indiana Department of Education, 2011).7

Indiana is unique because many private schools participate in the ISTEP+ pro-
gram and other state reporting (304 schools statewide as of 2015). Participation in
ISTEP+ testing is a requirement of all private schools participating in the voucher
program.® However, nearly all K-8 Catholic schools and over 80 other religious and
nonreligious K-8 private schools, participated in statewide testing as part of their
accreditation process for several years prior to the start of the voucher program.
Additional private schools began taking the ISTEP+ after starting participation in

¢ Most elite, nonsectarian private schools do not participate in the voucher program.

7 The ISTEP+ is vertically equated across grades and consists of multiple-choice, constructed-response,
and extended-response items scored using item response theory methods. Reliability coefficients range
from 0.88 to 0.94 in ELA and 0.88 to 0.95 in math (Indiana Department of Education, 2011).

8 The Indiana Department of Education holds voucher program-participating private schools account-
able through their performance on the ISTEP+ assessment by restricting their ability to enroll students
receiving vouchers should the school have two consecutive years of poor testing performance.
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the voucher program. All students in private schools, including enrolling students
with vouchers, take the test, regardless of whether an individual student received a
voucher.

The robust annual participation in statewide testing and other reporting by private
schools offers several advantages. First, we can make apples-to-apples achievement
comparisons between voucher private and non-voucher public school students. Sec-
ond, the number of participating schools and the testing of non-voucher private
school students allow us to better describe the academic composition of the private
school sector in Indiana. Third, because each student’s testing records are longitu-
dinally linked, we can observe changes in an individual student’s achievement over
time, regardless of the sector in which they are enrolled.

Measures

The primary outcomes of interest are students’ annual ISTEP+ test scores in mathe-
matics and ELA. These are the two subjects tested annually during grades 3 through
8. We standardized each of the scaled test scores relative to the mean and SD of stu-
dents statewide within each subject, grade, and year of testing.” The standardized
measures allow us to draw comparisons, in SD units relative to the state average of
all test takers.

We used several student demographic and background characteristics reported
in the IDOE data, including indicators of each student’s gender, race/ethnicity,!°
FRPL status, English Language Learner status (ELL), special education status, and
grade level. We created an indicator for grade retention from the previous year. We
also observed whether a student received a voucher in each year. This allowed us to
construct an annual indicator of voucher receipt and a measure of the total number
of years a student received a voucher.

Along with voucher recipient status, we also observed the student’s school of
record within each year. The school records contain each school's National Center
for Education Statistics (NCES) unique identification number. Using the NCES
ID, we linked the schools to the Common Core of Data (CCD) and the Private
School Universe Survey (PSS) to augment the available school-level data.!! We
used these data to create binary indicators of the school type (e.g., public, charter,
magnet, Catholic, or other private) and private school locale (urban, suburban, or
town/rural). We manually entered this information for schools with missing data.

ANALYTICAL SAMPLE AND ESTIMATION STRATEGY

Our main research question pertains to the academic achievement of voucher stu-
dents who attend private schools. In an ideal experimental setting, voucher-eligible
students attending public schools would be randomly assigned an offer to receive a
voucher. We could then estimate unbiased intent-to-treat effects of being offered a

9 Although the ISTEP+ is vertically equated, we did not use scaled scores for our outcome as the
variation in scales differs between grade levels. This introduces additional measurement error; however,
we adjusted for differences between years and across tests by controlling for grade and year fixed effects
in all models.

10 We re-coded the race/ethnicity variable into four categories: White, Black/African American, Latino/a,
and Other Race/Ethnicity, due to the small number of voucher students identifying as either Asian/Pacific
Islander, American Indian/Alaskan Native, or multiracial.

11 The CCD contains annual demographic and background information for the universe of public schools.
Similarly, the biennial PSS contains similar information for private schools. We applied CCD data to all
public schools for each corresponding year. Similarly, we applied PSS data from the most recent prior
year to all private schools,

Journal of Policy Analysis and Management DOL: 10.1002/pam
Published on behalf of the Association for Public Policy Analysis and Management

This content downloaded from 156.33.241.73 on Fri, 14 Feb 2025 17:21:21 UTC
All use subject to https://about jstor.org/terms



60
Impact of the Indiana Choice Scholarship Program | 789

voucher on student achievement by comparing the achievement gains of students
offered and not offered a voucher. We would then also be able to use this assign-
ment as an instrument in a two-stage least-squares approach for actual voucher use
and attendance in a private school. Here, we could obtain the treatment-on-the-
treated effects of private school attendance on student achievernent. Many voucher
programs (e.g., Milwaukee, New York City, Washington, DC, Louisiana) either ran-
domly assigned vouchers or held voucher lotteries, enabling researchers to estimate
causal effects.!?

In Indiana, vouchers were not randomly assigned to students through the ICSP,
making it challenging to assess the causal effects of receiving a voucher and attend-
ing a private school on student outcomes. Individual private schools participating
in the voucher program are not required to hold lotteries to determine enroliment,
except for oversubscribed schools. Most private schools had an excess supply of
available seats over the period of our study, and we found no private schools that
implemented enrollment lotteries.!* We did observe any student who received a
voucher and attended a private school in grades 3 through 8.1

Without a random-assignment of vouchers or a natural experiment such as a
lottery, any assessment of the effects of Indiana’s voucher program is subject to
selection bias. Choosing to apply for and receiving a voucher depends on the ac-
tive choices of parents and their children. These choices typically depend on student
background, parental preferences, motivation, and available opportunities in public
or other choice (e.g., charter, magnet) schools. For example, if students with high
aptitude or motivation apply for and receive a voucher, then the performance of
voucher students might appear better than non-voucher students because of poten-
tially unobserved background differences between students. Thus, we cannot simply
compare the achievement of voucher and non-voucher students.

Given the availability of longitudinal data and the eligibility criteria of the-ICSP;
we took several steps to mitigate selection bias. First, we will describe the process
of creating a comparable sample of students who receive a voucher and attend a
private school and students who do not receive a voucher and remained enrolled in a
public school. Then, we will describe multiple strategies used to estimate the effects
of the voucher program on student achievement. For both the sample construction
and estimation strategies, we drew upon important lessons from recent literature
that uses nonexperimental approaches to replicate the experimental estimates of
school choice evaluations (Anderson & Wolf, 2017; Bifulco, 2012; Fortson et al.,
2014) and the implementation of those lessons in the nonexperimental evaluation
of charter schools (Angrist, Pathak, & Walters, 2013; Dobbie & Fryer, 2013, 2017).

We implemented several data restrictions prior to sample construction (see
Appendix A).!S These restrictions included requiring each student to have at least
three years of test scores, including two years before receiving a voucher (a pre-
baseline and baseline year). After these restrictions, we have a sample of 11,756
voucher students and 556,919 public school students.

12 Recent evaluations of charter schools (e.g., Abdulkadiroglu et al., 2011; Angrist et al., 2012; Clark
et al., 2015; Dobbie & Fryer, 2013) also used a similar approach in instances where charter schools hold
enroliment lotteries.

3 We contacted each of the five Catholic dioceses in the state, the Indiana Non-Public Education As-
sociation, and the Indiana Department of Education to confirm this in the first years of the voucher

rogram.
4 We observed very few voucher “decliners,” or students who applied for a voucher but did not receive

one. From principal and parent interviews, families only applied for vouchers if they knew they met the

eligibility criteria. ’

15 Al appendices are available at the end of this article as it appears in JPAM online. Go to the publisher’s

website and use the search engine to locate the article at http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com.
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Voucher Student Sample

A student must meet several eligibility criteria to qualify for a voucher in Indiana.
One criterion from the initial implementation of the policy was that a student had
to be enrolled in a public school (either traditional public, charter, or magnet) for
at least one year immediately prior to receiving a voucher. In our cleaned data,
4,384 students moved from a public to a private school for the first time after
receiving a voucher.!® Of the students who were once enrolled in a private school
without a voucher, 209 left for one year to attend a public school, and returned
to a private school after receiving a voucher.!” The other 7,163 students received
a voucher for the first time while previously enrolled in a private school, largely
a restllglt of expanded voucher eligibility criteria beginning in the 2013/2014 school
year.

Our focus solely on the voucher students moving from a public to a private school
for the first time yields several advantages for our analysis. First, this movement is
typical of other voucher programs, and most evaluations compare voucher and pub-
lic school students. With longitudinal records of public school students, we can draw
comparisons of voucher students switching to private schools with students remain-
ing in public schools and not receiving a voucher, Second, previous enrollment in a
public school allowed us to establish a baseline level of student achievement before
receiving a voucher and attending a private school for the first time observed in our
data. We could have established a baseline prior to receiving a voucher for students
previously enrolled in a private school; however, these students have prior private
school experience that may have influenced the impacts of receiving a voucher
and attending a private school in a different manner than first-time private school
enrollees. We display comparisons of all voucher and non-voucher private school
students in Appendix Table A1.'® We found that voucher students initially enrolled
in private schools are much higher achieving and less diverse along demographic
and academic dimensions.

The second eligibility criterion for all voucher students is based on family income.
The voucher income thresholds based on household size directly correspond to
the thresholds for reduced-price lunch (RPL) eligibility, which is inclusive of free
lunch eligibility (Indiana Department of Education, 2018). Students in families at
or below the income threshold for RPL eligibility are eligible for a “90 percent” or
“full” voucher for tuition at a private school. Students in families at or below 150
percent of the income threshold for RPL eligibility are eligible for a “50 percent” or
“half” voucher.

Because of the direct correspondence with RPL eligibility, we focused on the
3,883 voucher students switching from public to private schools that either received
a “full” voucher or received FRPL in the two years prior to receiving a voucher.
We refer to this group of voucher students as “low-income.”?® We found non-low-
income voucher students have much higher achievement before receiving a voucher
and are less diverse along demographic and academic dimensions (see Appendix

16 Some of these students eventually exit a private school after receiving a voucher and return to a public
school. We included both students who remained in a private school and those who returned to a public
school in our analysis.

17 We believe these 209 students and their families made these decisions to become eligible for a voucher.
18 Of these students, 649 later attended public school while 6,514 were always enrolled in a private
school.

19 All appendices are available at the end of this article as it appears in JPAM online. Go to the publisher’s
website and use the search engine to locate the article at http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com.

20 As income fluctuates, we wanted to account for indications that a family is low-income in either the
year before receiving a voucher {baseline year) or the year after. We used a similar procedure for public
school students.
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Table A1). Because we specifically focused on the lowest income voucher students
who transitioned from a public to a private school, our analysis represents only a
partial effect of the voucher program on student achievement. Thus, effects may
differ for all other voucher students.

Public School Comparison Student Sample

As our voucher student sample consists of students leaving public schools to attend
private schools, not all Indiana public schools are represented. One key takeaway
from the quasi-experimental study design literature and the application of within-
study comparisons in educational research (see Bifulco, 2012; Cook, Shadish, &
Wong, 2008) is that treatment and comparison groups should be drawn from the
same geographic location (i.e., the same school). So, we constrained our comparison
sample to include only public school students of the same race/ethnicity and sex
in the same grade, year, and public school as a student who receives a voucher
and attends a private school the following year.?! This process also establishes a
baseline year from which we can draw comparisons between voucher and public
school students over time. We refer to the exact match between voucher and public
students by race-sex-year-grade-school as a “matching cell.”

The exact matching approach on several observable dimensions helps to mitigate
selection bias in terms of who does and does not receive a voucher. By matching
students by grade, year, and school, we compare voucher and public school students
in the same schooling context beginning at baseline. The exact matching based on
a student’s race and sex further accounts for variation in the selection process. For
example, if students of a certain race/ethnicity were more or less likely to participate
in the voucher program, we are now comparing them to their same-race peers who
should share the same likelihood of selection into the program.

This is the same approach used by researchers in the nonexperimental evaluation
of charter schools in Massachusetts, New York City, and Texas (see Angrist, Pathak,
& Walters, 2013; Dobbie & Fryer, 2013, 2017). These researchers compared esti-
mates using the nonexperimental approach with their own experimental estimates
on the same sample of students and found similar results in terms of the effect
of attending a charter school on student achievement or attainment outcomes. If
differences existed, these researchers noted that the nonexperimental approach col-
lectively tends to bias the effects slightly toward zero.

The exact matching approach shares important features with propensity score-
matching (Rosenbaum & Rubin, 1983). Both approaches rely on the matching of
students based on a limited set of observable characteristics of students that may
be associated with the selection process. While the exact matching process is more
precise than matching on propensity scores, the number of matching variables must
be limited when using exact matching in order to construct a sufficiently powered
sample of treatment and comparison students. We believe that race, sex, and sharing
a baseline year, grade, and school are a reasonable set of criteria to mitigate selection
bias, and there is an empirical basis for using these characteristics. Yet, as with
propensity score-matching, we are adjusting for only observable differences between
voucher and non-voucher students. Our estimates of the voucher program'’s effects
remain subject to bias based on any unobservable characteristics that may drive
selection into the program. We further detail these concerns when describing our
approach to the estimation of voucher program effects.

21 Some public school students have peers who leave to attend a private school with a voucher across
several grades and years. To avoid replicating individual students in our sample, we randomly chose
which of a given public school student’s years serves as the baseline year.
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After constructing the matching cells, we further constrained our comparison
sample to include only public school students who may be eligible to receive a
full voucher. As we previously described, “full” voucher eligibility corresponds di-
rectly to the income threshold for RPL eligibility. Therefore, we constrained the
public-school comparison group to students who also received FRPL in the base-
line or first post-baseline year. By constraining our sample, we can draw more
relevant comparisons between low-income voucher students and non-voucher, low-
income public school students who would also be considered “eligible” to receive a
full voucher. In effect, this mitigates the unobserved influence that family income
may have on selecting to attend a private school. We compared all non-low-income
public school students to their voucher-eligible public school peers in Appendix
Table A2.22 .

To finalize our analytical sample, we only included low-income voucher students
who have a low-income public school peer of the same sex, race, and baseline
school, grade, and year. Similarly, we only included public school students who
have a voucher peer who shares the same characteristics as above at baseline. For
each student, we have achievement data from at least three years in at least one
subject: pre-baseline, baseline, and at least one year post-baseline.

Our analytical sample includes 34,587 low-income public school students who
are in the same school, grade, and year at baseline as 3,363 students of the same
sex and race/ethnicity who received a voucher and attended a private school in
the subsequent year. Given data constraints, we matched 87 percent of all low-
income voucher students who switch from a public to a private school to at least
one public school peer at baseline. We compared the matched versus unmatched
voucher students in Appendix Table Al and public school students in Appendix
Table A2.

Student Descriptive Characteristics

Before moving to our approach to estimation, we describe our analytical sample and
display the results in Table 1. More than half of the voucher students in our sample
are racial or ethnic minorities, with a slightly lower proportion of black students
(0.238) and higher proportion of Latino/a students (0.226) relative to their low-
income public school peers (0.252 proportion of black students and 0.168 of Latino/a
students). The proportion of voucher students classified as ELLs is 0.123 and as
special education students is 0.079 at baseline. In the voucher sample, ELL students
are overrepresented and special education students underrepresented compared to
the public school peer sample. Over half of the low-income voucher and public
school students are attending urban public schools at baseline.

In terms of academic achievermnent, low-income voucher students are lower achiev-
ing compared to the state average by nearly one-fourth of an SD in both math
and ELA. However, voucher students are higher achieving than their low-income
public school peers by about a tenth of an SD in both subjects. The low av-
erage achievement and diversity of low-income voucher students previously at-
tending public schools suggests that private schools are not “cream-skimming”
the highest achieving students from public schools per se, but there is slight
positive selection when comparing to voucher-eligible peers remaining in public
schools.

In Table 1 we provided a comparison between low-income voucher and public
school students. However, we can also compare low-income voucher students and all

22 All appendices are available at the end of this article as it appears in JPAM online. Go to the publisher’s
website and use the search engine to locate the article at http:/onlinelibrary.wiley.com.
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Table 1. Descriptive comparison of matched analytical sample of low-income voucher and
public school students in Indiana.

Voucher Public
Students 3,363 34,587
Schools 265 871
Baseline measures
Female 0.526 0.527
Black 0.238 0.252
Latino/a 0.226 0.168
Other race/ethnicity 0.076 0.027
English Language Learner 0.123 0.093
Special education 0.079 0.114
Retained 0.008 0.008
Attended charter : 0.109 0.065
Attended magnet 0.027 0.020
Attended suburban school 0.230 0.243
Attended town/rural school 0.212 0.246
Mean math score —0.244 ~0.335
Mean ELA score —0.220 —0.333
Mean math gain —0.023 —0.055
Mean ELA gain -0.010 -0.046
First-Year post-baseline measures
Attended Catholic school 0.538 -
Attended other private school 0.462 -
First-Year exit rate 0.163 -
Mean math score -0.380 -0.330
Mean ELA score -0.213 —0.313
Mean math gain ~0.135 0.005
Mean ELA gain 0.004 0.019

Notes: Table displays voucher and public school (traditional public, charter, or magnet) students with at
least three years of test scores in either math or ELA (pre-baseline, baseline, first-year post-baseline) and
matched within the same race-sex-year-grade-public school matching cell at baseline. Number of public
schools reported at baseline and voucher private schools in first-year post-baseline. ISTEP+ Math and
ELA scores measured in SD units, relative to the Indiana statewide mean and SD within each grade and
year.

Source: Authors’ calculations.

other private school students for added context (see Appendix Table A1).23 Besides
income differences, low-income voucher students switching from public to private
schools are much more likely to be a racial or ethnic minority or ELL. This group of
voucher students is also substantially lower achieving than their private school peers.
Thus, low-income voucher students are moving into environments substantially
behind their peers in terms of academic achievement (by up to more than a half
SD), resulting in this group of voucher students experiencing a markedly different
schooling context than previously.

Estimation Strategy
Although we have specifically matched low-income voucher and public school stu-
dents who are more closely aligned than a broader sample of voucher and public

23 All appendices are available at the end of this article as it appears in JPAM online. Go to the publisher’s
website and use the search engine to locate the article at http:/onlinelibrary.wiley.com.
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school students, we still found a number of meaningful differences between the two
groups at baseline. Voucher students are higher achieving than their matched public
school peers at baseline. This observable difference, among others, suggests that the
two groups of students may also differ on unobservable dimensions that influence
selection into the voucher program as well as subsequent achievement outcomes. If
we did not account for these baseline differences, our results would be subject to
selection bias. Below, we describe our estimation approach that helps to enhance
the internal validity of our estimates of the Indiana voucher program’s impact on
student achievement.

Our preferred model is an ordinary least squares (OLS) regression model with
several covariates. We estimated this model for each individual year posttreatment,
resulting in a total of four individual models to estimate the voucher program effects
on student achievement in the first, second, third, and fourth year after receiving
a voucher. We also estimated different effects for each subject (math and ELA) as
the outcome in separate models, though the structure of the equation remained the
same. We display the model for the first-year estimates in equation (1) below.

Yiege = o + BVouchericg + 7 Yicgr—1 + 0¥icgr-2 + 8Xicgr—1 + 6 + Te + Vie (1)

Here, the achievement level (¥) for each student (i) in matching cell (c), grade
(g), and post-baseline year (¢) is a function of receiving a voucher and attending a
private school (Voucheriq:) as well as a host of other covariates.

In this model, we controlled for a vector of student baseline academic charac-
teristics (X -1) including baseline classification as an ELL or special education
student. Grade fixed effects (6,) account for systematic differences in exams across
grade levels. Matching cell fixed effects (z.) account for unobserved differences be-
tween the race-sex-year-grade-school matching cells at baseline. Effectively, these
also account for systematic differences in exams across years as students within
each cell take exams always within the same calendar year posttreatment. The term
Ujegt Tepresents school cluster-robust standard errors to account for serial correla-
tion among students within the same baseline public school cohort (same grade and
year).

We also included in our preferred model two measures of a student’s prior
achievement in the same subject as the outcome, one at baseline (Y1) and one
pre-baseline (¥-2). Because lagged achievement scores are endogenous in the
post-baseline years, these controls remain as the baseline and pre-baseline achieve-
ment measures for our estimates in the second, third, and fourth years post-baseline.
In Appendix B, we detailed three alternative model specifications regarding the in-
clusion of a student’s prior achievement in addition to a host of other robustness
checks of our main results.?* In the first, we controlled for only baseline achieve-
ment. In the second, we controlled for the first-, second-, and third-order polyno-
mials of a student’s baseline and pre-baseline achievement. In the third, we also
controlled for the first-order baseline and pre-baseline measures of a student’s prior
achievement in the off-subject (e.g., we also control for prior ELA achievernent when
math is the outcome and vice versa).

After accounting for these pretreatment achievement differences between voucher
and public school students, we describe the estimates of the voucher program im-
pacts as the value-added achievemnent gains (or losses) from baseline. Thus, we
define our main estimate (8) as the difference in the achievement gain (or loss)
from baseline in a given post-baseline year between low-income voucher and pub-
lic school students who share the same race/ethnicity and sex and are from the

24 All appendices are available at the end of this article as it appears in JPAM online. Go to the publisher's
website and use the search engine to locate the article at httpi/onlinelibrary. wiley.com.
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same baseline public school cohort. This estimate will be minimally biased if we
have accounted for all covariates that could explain differences between the two
groups.

By incorporating both baseline and pre-baseline achievement, we mitigate con-
cerns regarding differing pretreatment trends between voucher and public students.
This pretreatment phenomenon, known in the job-training literature as “Ashenfel-
ter’s Dip” (Ashenfelter, 1978), suggests that a substantial drop in student perfor-
mance may be a signal to parents to have their child change schools. If this were the
case, some students may be more likely to receive a voucher and attend a private
school than others, yielding biased estimates. We believe that by accounting for
pretreatment achievement in our models, we have effectively negated concerns with
pretreatment trend differences between voucher students and their matched public
school peers. However, because we estimated separate models for each post-baseline
year, we couild not incorporate a standard event study set of estimates derived from
the same model to demonstrate parallel pretreatment trends between voucher and
public students.

To further assuage these concerns, we estimated a set of two additional mod-
els, one with baseline achievement as the outcome and another with pre-baseline
achievement as the outcome. These models contained the voucher indicator as well
as the baseline student characteristics, matching cell fixed effects, grade fixed ef-
fects (for the pre-baseline model only, as these are collinear in the baseline model
with the matching cells) and cluster-robust standard errors. The estimate on the
voucher indicator shows the baseline and pre-baseline achievement level differ-
ences between voucher and public students within each matching cell. Although we
found statistically significant differences in achievement levels between matched
voucher and public students, the difference is a consistent 0.09 to 0.11 SD between
the pre-baseline and baseline years (see Table 2 of our results). This suggests a par-
allel pretreatment achievement trend between the two groups. In addition to this
investigation of pretreatment trends, we also conducted a series of other robust-
ness checks for our preferred model estimates, all described in Appendix B and the
results displayed in Appendix Tables B1 and B2.2

Regarding the external validity of our findings, because of how we defined our
sample, all our estimates of the voucher program effect on achievement rely on low-
income students who use a voucher to switch from public to private schools. This
limits the generalizability of our findings because we did not estimate voucher effects
for those who are always enrolled in private schools.?® Voucher students switching
from public to private schools are different in terms of baseline characteristics from
voucher students always enrolled in private schools (see Appendix Table A1).2” Qur
approach also requires at least three successive years of test score data, which
excludes many students from the analysis.?® Thus, most of our estimates of voucher
program impacts are constrained to students in grades 5 to 8.

25 All appendices are available at the end of this article as it appears in JPAM online. Go to the publisher's
website and use the search engine to locate the article at http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com.

26 We did not estimate voucher effects for students always enrolled in private schools because we did not
want to make strong assumptions about prior achievement or geographic matching without a comparison
school context.

27 All appendices are available at the end of this article as it appears in JPAM online. Go to the publisher’s
website and use the search engine to locate the article at http:/onlinelibrary.wiley.com.

28 We could estimate models by only controlling for baseline achievement and not including pre-baseline
achievernent. This would require only a minimum of two years of observations for each student. As this
is a nonexperimental evaluation, we valued enhanced internal validity over broader external validity.
We had enough power to detect effects, particularly through three—years posttreatment. We also used
the three years of observations data minimum to help identify low-income voucher students and omit
voucher students making multiple switches.

Journal of Policy Analysis and Management DOI: 10.1002/pam
Published on behalf of the Association for Public Policy Analysis and Management

This content downloaded from 156.33.241.73 on Fri, 14 Feb 2025 17:21:21 UTC
All use subject to hitps://about.jstor.org/terms



67

796 | Impact of the Indiana Choice Scholarship Program

Table 2. Annual effects of Indiana voucher program on student achievement.

A. Math achievement

First Second Third Fourth
Pre- year with year with  year with  year with
Baseline Baseline voucher  voucher  voucher  voucher
All voucher 0.088™"  0.106™" -0.146™" -0.172"" -0.168"" -0.173"
[Voucher students = 3,350] 0.016) {0.016)  (0.011)  (0.015) 0.024) (0.059)
Baseline covariates Y Y Y Y Y Y
Baseline and pre-baseline N N Y Y Y Y
achievement
Grade fixed effects Y N Y Y Y Y
Matching cell fixed effects Y Y Y Y Y Y
N all students 37,601 37,601 37,601 21,354 9,156 1,757
Overall 12 0.010 0.039 0.494 0.566 0.540 0.504
One total year with voucher 0.076™"  0.069™" -0.135""

[Voucher students = 1,497} {0.023)  {0.022) (0.017)

Two total years with voucher 0.097""  0.126™" —0.158"™ -0.156
[Voucher students = 1,076] (0.029) (0.029)  (0.019) (0.019)

Three total years with voucher ~ 0.117""  0.139" —-0.145"" —0.181™ -0.147
[Voucher students = 602] (0.036)  (0.035) (0.025) (0.025) (0.026)

Four total years with voucher 0.004 0.167"" —0.245"" -0.219™ -0.246"™ -0.173"
[Voucher students = 175] {0.073)  (0.081) (0.046) {0.048) (0.057) (0.059)

ann

P

B. ELA achievement

First Second Third Fourth
Pre- year with  year with  vear with  year with
Baseline Baseline voucher  voucher  voucher  voucher

All voucher 0.097"""  0.111""  —0.002 -0.038™" 0.013 0.062

[Voucher students = 3,348} (0.015)  (0.016) 0.011) (0.015) (0.023) (0.053)

Baseline covariates Y Y Y Y Y Y

Baseline and pre-baseline N N Y Y Y Y
achievement

Grade fixed effects Y N Y Y Y Y

Matching cell fixed effects Y Y Y Y Y Y

N all students 37,264 37,264 37,264 21,459 9,280 1,995

Overall 2 0.021 0.086 0.498 0.537 0.552 0.490

One total year with voucher 0.069" 0086  0.009

{Voucher students = 1,494} (0.022) (0.022) (0.016)
Two total years with voucher 0117 0,124™ 0005  -0.018
[Voucher students = 1,077} {0.026)  (0.027) (0.018) (0.019)

Three total years with voucher ~ 0.131  0.162"  -0.056°  -0.032" 0.021

{Voucher students = 602] {0.033)  (0.035) (0.025) (0.024) (0.026)

Four total years with voucher 0022 0.077 -0.010  ~0.153™"  -0.009 0,061
[Voucher students = 175] (0.073)  (0.078) (0.042) {0.046) (0.045) (0.052)

Notes: *P < 0.050; **P < 0.010; P = 0.001. ISTEP+ Math and ELA achievement measured in SD units,
relative to the Indiana state mean and SD within each grade and year. Number of voucher students in
brackets. Robust standard errors clustered by baseline cohort (year-grade-school) are in parentheses.
Source: Authors’ calculations.
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RESULTS

Main Effects of Receiving a Voucher and Attending a Private School

We begin by describing the estimated yearly effects in the first four years of the
Indiana voucher program for low-income voucher students switching from a public
to a private school. In Table 2, we display the results for mathematics and ELA. The
first two columns provide the pre-baseline (i.e., year before baseline) and baseline
test score estimates in columns 1 and 2, respectively. In mathematics, students
who switch from public to private schools with a voucher had an estimated score of
0.106 SD (P < 0.001) at baseline and 0.088 SD (P < 0.001) at pre-baseline above their
matched peers remaining in public schools. In ELA, the estimates were 0.111 SD
(P <0.001) at baseline and 0.097 SD (P < 0.001) at pre-baseline. In both mathematics
and ELA, these baseline and pre-baseline estimates reveal that students who switch
from public to private schools with a voucher scored slightly higher while enrolled
in a public school compared with their public school peers. The pre-baseline and
baseline estimates were roughly the same, providing little evidence of divergent
pretreatment trends; rather, there was a consistent levels difference in test scores
between matched voucher and public students.

The estimates for the impact by year after receiving a voucher and switching from
a public to a private school appear in the third through sixth columns of results
in Table 2. In the first year, voucher students scored an average of —0.146 SD
(P < 0.001) below their matched public school peers in mathematics. This average
loss increased to —0.172 SD (P < 0.001) in the second year and then remained
consistent at ~0.168 SD (P < 0.001) in the third year, and then —0.173 (P < 0.010)
in the fourth year after receiving a voucher and attending a private school.

The lower part of the mathematics panel of Table 2 shows separate estimates by
each cohort of students based on the total number of years observed receiving a
voucher. The yearly estimates above have a changing sample, whereas the cohort
analysis keeps a consistent sample. To produce these findings, we constrained our
sample to include only voucher and public school students who have one, two, three,
or four total years of posttreatment data within each cell.

For students who were observed using vouchers for all four years, their mathe-
matics achievement was 0.167 SD (P < 0.001) higher at baseline compared with
their peers who remained in public schools. This difference was larger than what
we found for all voucher students in the first row of Table 2. The cohort of students
using vouchers for four total years scored —0.245 SD (P < 0.001) lower than their
matched public school peers in year one. By year four, the negative effect shrunk
to —0.173 SD (P < 0.010). An important caveat for these estimates is that we only
observed a small number of students who receive a voucher and attend a private
school for a total of four years (175 total students). For all other cohorts, we did not
observe any meaningful differences with the overall first-, second-, and third-year
estimates.

In ELA (Table 2), most of the value-added estimates for voucher students were not
statistically significant, indicating that there were no differences in ELA achieve-
ment gains from baseline when comparing voucher students with their matched
public school peers. The one exception was the estimate for students in the sec-
ond year revealing that voucher students scored —~0.038 SD (P < 0.010) below their
public school peers. Although statistically significant, the estimate was quite small
and disappears immediately in the third year. The second-year achievement loss in
ELA was even larger (—0.153 SD, P < 0.001) for the cohort of students receiving a
voucher for all four years; however, the loss also immediately dissipated. In addition
to the estimates in Table 2, we display our main yearly effects in Figures 1 and 2.
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Figure 1. Mean Math Achievement Gain from Baseline for Indiana Voucher
Students.
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Figure 2, Mean ELA Achievement Gain from Baseline for Indiana Voucher
Students.
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Robustness Checks

We subjected our preferred main effect estimates in math and ELA to a series of
robustness checks. We fully describe the rationale behind each of the robustness
checks in Appendix B and display the results for math in Appendix Table B1 and for
ELA in Appendix Table B2.2° Here, we provide a brief synopsis. In total, we estimated
seven alternative models to assess the robustness of the main voucher effects. The
robustness checks include: (1) controlling only for baseline achievement; (2) using
a polynomial specification of baseline and pre-baseline achievement; (3) adding
additional controls for prior achievement in the off subject; (4) including structural
and nonstructural school change indicators; (5) constraining our results to only
those students making structural school changes; (6) keeping students who exited
private schools in the treatment group; and (7) taking out the Indianapolis urban
area schools. The robustness checks largely revealed consistent findings with our
preferred yearly estimates, primarily differing by no more than +/—0.020 SD for any
one year.

One notable difference is when we restricted our sample to only students making
structural changes (that is, changing schools due to normal grade progression) using
a voucher to switch to a private school. In math, we observed a slightly lower first-
year achievement loss (~0.127 SD, P < 0.001). However, the second- (~0.195 SD, P <
0.001), third- (—0.220 SD, P < 0.001), and fourth-year (—0.261 SD, P < 0.050) losses
became increasingly larger when compared to the overall voucher effects. We believe
more motivated families are more likely to make nonstructural moves (changing
schools for any other reason), hence, the greater overall losses for students making
structural moves. Despite the magnitude differences of these estimates, the large
standard errors suggest that these are not statistically different from our preferred
estimates.

Subgroup Effects

We found consistent evidence of modest annual achievement losses from baseline in
math and null effects in ELA when comparing voucher students with their matched
public school peers. However, these average estimates for all voucher students may
either differ or be consistent across various subgroups of students. Therefore, we
disaggregated the results further by student sex, race/ethnicity, student baseline
ELL, and special education status; whether a student remains enrolled in a private
school; type of private school; and the location in which a voucher student previously
attended a public school (a proxy for locality of their residence). We calculated these
estimates by introducing interactions of the student subgroup with the voucher
indicator in our preferred model. The main voucher effect in these models represents
the voucher impact for the reference group (e.g., males), while the voucher effect
for the interacted group (e.g., females) is calculated through the linear combination
of the main effect and the estimate of the interaction.

In Tables 3 and 4, we display the results of our heterogeneity analysis by stu-
dent subgroups for math and ELA, respectively. The first column in Tables 3 and
4 contains the baseline test scores indicating how much higher or lower baseline

22 All appendices are available at the end of this article as it appears in JPAM online. Go to the publisher’s
website and use the search engine to locate the article at http:/onlinelibrary.wiley.com.

9 Prior research indicated that students are less likely to be classified as special education once enrolled
in private schools (Wolf, Witte, & Fleming, 2012). We descriptively find a similar bias in Indiana (though
not for ELL classification). For our subgroup results, we estimated differences based on a student’s
classification as a special education student at baseline, so we had minimal concern about this potential
bias.
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Table 3. Subgroup effects of Indiana voucher program on math achievement.

First Second Third Fourth
year with  yearwith  year with  year with
Baseline voucher voucher voucher voucher
Male 0.15476)  _0.143™  —0.164™ —0.164""  -0.144"
[n = 1,590] (0.023) (0.016) (0.022) (0.035) (0.070)
Female 0.063™®  —0.149""  -0.179" ~0.173""  -0.205"
[n = 1,760} (0.022) (0.014) (0.019) (0.031) (0.089)
White 0.090™ —0.151™ 021177 0,200 —0.239™
[n=1,542] (0.024) (0.016) (0.021) (0.035) (0.070)
Black 0.132™ -0.156™"  -0.162"" -0.183""  —0.167™
fn = 795] (0.031) (0.022) (0.032) (0.057) {0.119)
Latino/a 0.108™ ~0.124™  ~0.089™%)  -.0,067¢ 0.013
[ = 759} (0.033) (0.023) (0.031) (0.043) (0.113)
Other race/ethnicity 0.119 -0.147""  -0.205™" —0.295""6 -
[n =254} (0.067) (0.038) (0.053) (0.081)
Non-English language 0.098™ -0.143""  -0.178"™ ~0.194™"6) ~.0.250""
learner
[n = 2,931} (0.017) (0.012) (0.016) (0.027) (0.060)
English language 0.172"" —0.174™"  -0.133™ —0.051® 0.150©
learner

[n = 412] (0.043) (0.030) (0.038) (0.052) (0.142)
Non-Special education 0.092""®  -0.146™ -0.185™" -0.190"" -
[n=3,0771 (0.017) (0.012) (0.013) (0.024)
Special education 0.245™6) 0,133 -0.141" —-0.095 -
[n = 263] (0.056) (0.040) (0.064) (0.098)
Continue in private 0.137°®  ~0.140™ -0.167" ~0.168™" -
[n = 2,870] 0.017) 0.012)  (0.015) (0.024)
Exit & return to public —0.0720 -0.183"" 0232 —-0.172 -
[n = 480] (0.040) (0.029) (0.052) (0.160)
Catholic 0.099™ —0.123""6) 0,144 ~0.127™"6) -0.165"
[n = 1,804] (0.022) (0.014) (0.019) (0.027) (0.068)
Other private 0.114™ —0.175"" 0,210 ~0.252""© ~0.193"
[n = 1,546] (0.023) (0.017) (0.023) (0.044) (0.098)
Urban 0.115™ -~0.154™"  ~0.168"" -0.157""  -0.191"
[n =1,866] (0.022) (0.015) (0.021) (0.035) 0.077)
Suburban : 0.091™ -0.114™ 0167 ~0.216™  -0.048
fn =773] (0.032) (0.024) (0.032) (0.045) (0.102)
Town/rural 0.098" -0.164™ ~0.176™ ~0.092 -0.181
{n =707} (0.033) (0.025) (0.031) (0.049) (0.159)

Notes: "P < 0.050; ""P < 0.010; ""P < 0.001. ISTEP+ Math achievement measured in SD units, relative
to the Indiana state mean and SD in each grade and year. We estimated subgroup effects by including
subgroup interactions in our preferred model. Number of voucher students within each subgroup in
brackets. Robust standard errors clustered by baseline cohort (year-grade-school) are in parentheses.
ONndicates significant differences between subgroups (P < 0.050). Missing cells in fourth year indicate
<15 students.

Source: Authors’ calculations.

achievement is for different student groups (e.g., baseline estimates for black stu-
dents receiving a voucher compared with their black peers remaining in public
schools). In the subsequent columns of Tables 3 and 4 are the annual effects show-
ing how much higher or lower student groups from baseline score in their first,
second, third, and fourth year after receiving a voucher to attend a private school
compared with their matched peers remaining in public schools (e.g., how much
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Table 4. Subgroup effects of Indiana voucher program on ELA achievement.

Fouxth
First Second Third year
year with year with year with  with
Baseline  voucher  voucher  voucher voucher

Male 0.169%  0.013 —-0.020 0.000 0.096
fn =1,585] (0.023) (0.015) (0.022) (0.033) (0.076)
Female 0.060™  ~0.017 —0.053" 0.025 0.025
[n=1,763] (0.022) (0.014) (0.019) (0.031) (0.060)
White 0.112""  —0.031"® —0.083™® -0.034%9  0.009
[n=1,538] (0.025) (0.016) (0.022) (0.033) (0.050)
Black 0.152" 0,051 0,006 0.054 0.096
[n =796} - (0.030) 0.021) (0.030) (0.050) (0.098)
Latino/a 0.065™ 0.006 0.011¢ 0.074® 0.137
{n = 7601 . (0.030) (0.021) (0.028) (0.041) 0.121)
Other race/ethnicity 0.106 -0.019 -0.034 —0.030 -

{n == 254] (0.062) (0.041) (0.058) (0.084)
Non-English language learner 0.118"™  ~0.003  -0.047"  -0.0119  0.038
{n =2,929] 0.017) (0.011) (0.016) (0.024) (0.047)
English language learner 0.053 —0.011 0.020 0.125°®  0.167
[n =412] (0.036) (0.029) (0.039) (0.056) (0.151)
Non-Special education 0.088°" 0003  -0.045" 0.009 .

[n = 3,080] (0.016) (0.011) (0.015) (0.023)

Special education 0.337"74 0,013 0.047 0.035 -

[r = 258] (0.058) (0.039) (0.052) (0.092)

Continue in private 0.138™ 0000 -0.031" 0.020 -

[n = 2,870] (0.017) (0.012) (0.015) (0.022)

Exit & return to public —0.048¢)  —0.017 -0.121"  —0.194¥ -

[n = 478] (0.042) (0.026) . (0.045) (0.105)

Catholic 0.101™" 0.036™  0.0109 0.056"®  0.039
[n = 1,804] (0.021) (0.014) (0.018) (0.025) (0.061)
Other private 0.123™ —0.049""6-0,104"® —0.074®  0.115
[n = 1,544] (0.024) (0.016) (0.023) (0.042) (0.097)
Urban 0.118™" 0.001 -0.023 0.027 0.028
[n =1,863] (0.021) (0.015) (0.021) (0.033) (0.080)
Suburban 0.098" 0.011 -0.025 0.002 0.157
[n=772] (0.032) (0.021) (0.027) (0.036) (0.089)
Town/rural 0.106™ -0.021 -0.089" 0.013 0.044
[n =709] (0.034) (0.023) (0.032) (0.055) (0.072)

Notes: "P < 0.050; P < 0.010; ™ P < 0.001. ISTEP+ Math achievement measured in SD units, relative
to the Indiana state mean and SD in each grade and year. We estimated subgroup effects by including
subgroup interactions in our preferred model. Number of voucher students within each subgroup in
brackets. Robust standard errors clustered by baseline cohort (year-grade-school) are in parentheses.
() ndicates significant differences between subgroups (P < 6.050). Missing cells in fourth vear indicate
<15 students.

Source: Authors’ calculations.

higher or lower black students scored from baseline through one, two, three, and
four years after receiving a voucher compared with their black peers who stayed
in public schools). The estimates in Tables 3 and 4 are marked with an “®” if
the differences in the value-added effects were significantly different, for exam-
ple, between male and female voucher students, between black and white voucher
students, or other subgroups of voucher students. Looking across student sub-
groups, the results were generally consistent with our overall findings. The losses
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in math were widespread across most subgroups. Similarly, we found mostly null
impacts in ELA across the same subgroups. We highlight some notable differences
below.

First, there were some significant differences in the estimates for Latino/a and
black voucher students. Latino/a students experienced significant mathematics
losses in the first year of using a voucher compared with their matched Latino/a
public school peers, but these losses dissipated over time. By years three and four,
the Latino/a voucher estimates were no longer statistically significant, revealing that
Latino/a voucher students and their matched Latino/a public school peers did not
differ in their math scores after several years in the program. In addition, white
voucher students’ mathematics losses were significantly greater than those expe-
rienced by Latino/a voucher students as indicated with the “©»” by the Latino/a
estimates in Table 3 for the second and third years of using a voucher. In ELA,
black voucher students experienced a small gain from baseline compared to their
matched public school peers in the first year (0.051 SD, P < 0.050), which dissipates
after two years and remerges, albeit statistically insignificant, three and four years
post-baseline. Latino/a students experience positive, but statistically insignificant
gains from baseline in all four years. Also, in the first two years, black voucher stu-
dents score significantly higher than white students, who experienced an average
loss relative to their public school peers in the first (-0.036 SD, P < 0.050) and
second (—0.084 SD, P < 0.001) year of receiving a voucher. Latino/a students also
score higher than white students in years three and four post-baseline.

Second, there were significant differences in the mathematics estimates for stu-
dents classified at baseline as ELL or special education. Although ELL and special
education students experienced annual losses in mathematics over the first two years
of receiving a voucher compared with their matched public school peers, there were
no statistically significant differences at the 5 percent significance level (denoted
“NS") between these student groups by the time ELL students used a voucher for
three (—0.051, NS) or four years (0.150, NS) or a special education student used a
voucher for three years (—0.095, NS) (see Table 3). In ELA, ELL students experi-
enced a statistically significant gain compared to their public school peers in the
third year of receiving a voucher and attending a private school (0.0125, P < 0.050).
We also observed a positive ELA achievement gain for special education students
after two years of receiving a voucher and attending a private school (0.047 SD, P <
0.050). Although the estimate after three years is consistent in magnitude (0.035SD,
NS), the estimate is no longer statistically significant, primarily due to the small
number of special education students observed receiving a voucher through three
years.

Third, students who exited the voucher program and returned to a public school
experienced larger losses in both subjects than their voucher peers. This is most
evident in mathematics after one (—0.183 SD, P < 0.001) or two years (-0.232 SD,
P < 0.001) and after two years in ELA (—0.121, P < 0.010). This is a signal that
students who left the voucher program and returned to a public school are among
the lowest performers in private schools.

Fourth, we also note differences by type of private school, whether Catholic or
other religious or nonreligious private. Although voucher students who attended a
Catholic school experienced significant average losses compared to their matched
peers across all four years, students attending other private schools experience even
greater losses in the first three years (—0.175 SD, P < 0.001; —0.210 SD, P < 0.001;
and —0.252, P < 0.001, respectively). The difference between Catholic and other
private school voucher students is more pronounced in ELA, as the difference be-
tween the two groups is statistically significant through three years, with voucher
students attending other private schools experiencing an average achievement loss
from baseline of between 0.050 to 0.100 SD in each year.
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DISCUSSION

Although vouchers in Indiana are not randomly assigned, this study was able to
make use of state administrative longitudinal student records to investigate the
impacts of the Indiana voucher program on student achievement. Public and private
school students in Indiana, including all students receiving a voucher, have taken
the same assessment for several years, even prior to the implementation of the
voucher program. This feature is a significant benefit to researchers, allowing for
apples-to-apples comparisons of student achievement outcomes and the ability to
capture longitudinal impacts.

Generally, we found that low-income voucher students in Indiana experienced
similar average achievement in ELA after attending a private school as did their
matched peers who remained in public schools. In math, voucher students expe-
rienced a substantial average achievement loss after attending a private school in
comparison with their public school peers. The losses in math primarily accumulate
during the first two years of attending a private school and persist. We found these
overall results are consistent across several robustness checks and between most
student subgroups. We also found no evidence of different pretreatment trends be-
tween voucher and public students; the validity of our estimates hinges on this key
assumption being satisfied.

This study is one of a small, but growing number of studies to estimate such losses
in math achievement for students who use a voucher to attend a private school.
Our findings align with recent research on the Louisiana Scholarship Program (see
Abdulkadiroglu, Pathak, & Walters, 2018; Mills & Wolf, 2017) the Ohio EdChoice
Scholarship Program (Figlio & Karbownik, 2016), and the DC Opportunity Scholar-
ship Program (Dynarski et al., 2017, 2018). We found a smaller average overall loss
in math; however, we similarly found that the largest losses in math achievement
occur during the first two years of receiving a voucher and attending private school.
We also found that these losses persist through four years of receiving a voucher
and attending a private school, notably different from prior studies.

We also did not find statistical evidence that voucher students experience an
improvement in their average achievement after baseline the longer they are enrolled
in a private school. One might expect that students and their private schools would
adjust to better meet the educational needs of voucher students. Collectively, this
does not appear to be the case. However, there may be notable differences among
private schools that is worthy of additional research to examine whether some
private schools help students adjust to a greater degree than others. Incorporating
additional years of testing data, which will also include new students, will help to
reduce the noise in the third- and fourth-year estimates. Additional information
from teachers and principals also will help to shed more light on these trends—and
possible explanations for them—as the program continues to grow.

We did find some differential effects by some student subgroups. In math, Latino/a
students, by the third year of using a voucher, do not score differently from their
matched public school Latino/a peers. White students experience consistent losses
across all years post-baseline in mathematics and the first two years in ELA. The
results in math are also similar across several other subgroups of students, except
for students classified as ELLs or special education at baseline. The consistency
of findings across most student subgroups raises questions about the mechanisms
that may explain these negative effects in mathematics, such as the mathematics
curriculum, instruction, or teacher quality in private schools not being as robust as
is found in public schools.

In investigating how voucher effects may differ across types of private schools, we
found negative effects in mathematics for both Catholic and other private schools as
well as even greater negative effects for other private schools in both math and ELA
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achievement. These mathematics findings for Catholic and other private schools
mirror those we found in previous work on student transfers from public to Catholic
and other private schools in Indianapolis (see Berends & Waddington, 2018). This
is a relevant comparison as it takes place in the same state, includes a handful of the
same students, and the mechanism of switching from public to private schools is the
same. Further research should explore the possible variability of impacts between
Catholic and other private schools as school-average effects in both subjects are
highly variable between schools. Some schools were more racially and ethnically
diverse prior to the implementation of the voucher program, and therefore may have
been better equipped to educate a demographically (and perhaps, academically)
diverse group of students.

Our research has its limitations. Although our use of exact matching is a strong
methodological approach to examine impacts with longitudinal data and is based
on prior within-study comparisons, it has drawbacks as described earlier in this
paper. We only drew generalizations about students using vouchers to switch from
public to private schools. Our modeling strategy aligns well with the original intent
of the voucher program-—to increase access to private schools for low-income public
school families—to estimate the program’s effects. However, after the law changed
prior to the 2013/2014 school year, which no longer required voucher students to
move from a public to private school, over half of all students participating in the
voucher program in 2014/2015 never attended an Indiana public school (Indiana
Department of Education, 2018). For these students, we would find it challenging
to establish an equivalent baseline and assess meaningful voucher effects. We also
found it challenging to estimate effects for non-low-income voucher recipients (e.g.,
those receiving a “half” voucher) as we did not have a fine-grained measure of
income to identify comparable public students who would be eligible.

Second, Indiana does not have a common assessment system in the pre-K through
second grade levels in public and private schools. Because we used third, fourth, or
fifth grade as a baseline for most students, our research focuses on voucher program
effects in the upper elementary and middle school grades. In 2014/2015, nearly
50 percent of the students receiving vouchers statewide were in the K-4 grade levels
(Indiana Department of Education, 2018), meaning that current ISTEP+ testing
does not capture a significant number of students receiving vouchers. As a result,
we may never know whether the ICSP had a significant impact (positive or negative)
on students in earlier grade levels.

Voucher programs are designed to provide new learning opportunities, for which
achievement gains should serve as a proxy for any program’s success for students
and schools. Our results do not provide robust support that the ICSP has been suc-
cessful to date at improving student achievement for low-income students who
use a voucher to switch from a public to a private school. Although academic
achievement outcomes are important for researchers, policymakers, and practi-
tioners to consider, parents make schooling decisions for their children based on
a multitude of factors, including academics, location, safety, and religion. There-
fore, researchers need to examine outcomes beyond test scores (e.g., educational
attainment, engagement, social and emotional learning, character, civic participa-
tion, and other nonacademic outcomes). Additional data on these other student
outcomes need to be collected and analyzed to provide a more complete picture. In
an era of expanding school choice, policymakers must draw from recent findings
about statewide voucher programs that there is more to learn about the impacts of
large-scale parental choice programs on American families.
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Policy Studies and Evaluation at the University of Kentucky, 131 Taylor Education
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Free to Choose: Can School Choice Reduce Student
Achievement?’

By ATILA ABDULKADIROGLU, PARAG A. PATHAK, AND CHRISTOPHER R, WALTERS*

A central argument for school choice is that parents can choose
schools wisely. This principle may underlie why lottery-based school
evaluations have almost always reported positive or zero achieve-
ment effects. This paper reports on a striking counterexample fo
these results. We use randomized lotteries to evaluate the Louisiana
Scholarship Program, a voucher plan that provides public funds for
disadvantaged students to attend private schools. LSP participation
lowers math scores by 0.4 standard deviations and also reduces
achievement in reading, science, and social studies. These effects
may be due in part ro selection of low-quality private schools into
the program. (JEL H75, 121,122, 128)

P Yhe benefits and costs of increasing school choice in the United States education
i system are a matter of continuing debate. Choice advocates believe that increas-
ing choice forces schools to compete for students, thereby boosting educational
quality and promoting better matches between students and schools (Friedman
1962; Hoxby 2003). Proponents also cite surveys indicating that families are hap-
pier expressing choice, pointing to economic revealed preference considerations
as a rationale for choice (Howell and Peterson 2002). The additional freedom to
choose may be the reason that numerous lottery-based studies of school choice, pos-
sible only at schools where demand exceeds capacity, have found either positive or
zero effects of choice programs on student achievement. For instance, charter school
lottery studies have found some charters increase achievement markedly; impacts
averaged over representative samples of charter schools are smaller but rarely neg-
ative (Abdulkadiroglu et al. 2011; Angrist, Pathak, and Walters 2013; Dobbie and
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Fryer 2013; Chabrier, Cohodes, and Oreopoulos 2016).! Analyses of district-wide
school choice plans show that attending a preferred public school yields limited
test score impacts while improving college quality (Cullen, Jacob, and Levitt 2006;
Hastings, Kane, and Staiger 2009; Deming et al. 2014). Randomized evaluations of
voucher plans in New York, Washington D.C., and Dayton, Ohio show small aver-
age test score effects, with larger gains for some subgroups (Howell and Peterson
2002; Mayer et al. 2002; Howell et al. 2002; Krueger and Zhu 2004; Wolf et al.
2007, 2010). Together, these findings suggest that school choice programs generally
produce zero or positive effects for participating students and almost never reduce
student achievement.

This paper provides a striking contrast to the literature on lottery-based studies
of school choice. We evaluate the Louisiana Scholarship Program (L.SP), a school
choice program that provides private school vouchers for disadvantaged Louisiana
students attending low-performing public schools. Income-eligible students
enrolled in public schools graded “C” or below on an achievement-based rating
system may apply for an LSP voucher to cover tuition at an eligible private school.
Private schools gain eligibility by applying to the Louisiana Board of Elementary
and Secondary Education to host LSP students (Louisiana Department of Education
2015a). If the number of eligible applicants to a private school exceeds the available
seats, LSP vouchers are distributed via stratified random lottery. We estimate causal
effects of LSP vouchers by comparing outcomes for lottery winners and losers in
2013, the first year after the LSP expanded throughout Louisiana.

Lottery-based estimates show that LSP vouchers dramatically reduce academic
achievement. Attending an LSP-cligible private school lowers math scores by an
average of 0.41 standard deviations (o) and reduces reading, science, and social
studies scores by 0.080, 0.26¢, and 0.33¢ one year after the lottery. LSP partic-
ipation shifts the distribution of scores downward in all four subjects, increasing
the likelihood of a failing score by between 24 and 50 percent. These impacts are
similar across family income levels and geographic locations. LSP voucher effects
are more negative in earlier grades, though vouchers reduce achievement in later
grades as well,

‘We {ind suggestive evidence that the negative effects of the LSP may be linked
to selection of low-quality private schools into the program. LSP-eligible private
schools charge lower tuition than nonparticipating schools, and the program’s neg-
ative math impacts are concentrated among the eligible schools with lowest tuition.
Compared to nonparticipating schools, LSP-eligible private schools also experience
sharp relative declines in enrollment prior to entering the program, though enroll-
ment changes are unrelated to achievement effects among participants. We find no
evidence for other candidate explanations for negative voucher impacts, including
schools’ inexperience with the voucher-eligible population, transitional costs asso-
ciated with the program’s statewide expansion, and the quality of fallback public
schools available to LSP applicants. The LSP includes test-based accountability
rules that aim to retrospectively identify and remove low-quality schools, but lottery

! An exception is Angrist, Pathak, and Walters (2013), a study that finds negative test score impacts for non-urban
charter middle schools in Massachusetts.
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estimates are similar for schools that were subsequently sanctioned for weak aca-
demic performance and for schools that were not sanctioned. This suggests that the
program’s accountability rules do not identify the low-quality schools that drive its
negative achievement effects.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. The next section provides back-
ground on the Louisiana Scholarship Program and describes the data used to evalu-
ate it. Section II outlines our empirical approach and reports lottery-based estimates
of voucher effects. Section III documents the robustness of these estimates to
adjustments for differential atirition between lottery winners and losers. Section IV
explores mechanisms that might explain negative voucher impacts, Section V
concludes.

I. Data and Background
A. The Louisiana Scholarship Program

School voucher programs are expanding quickly in the United States: the num-
ber of students using educational vouchers increased by 130 percent between 2009
and 2015 (Alliance for School Choice 2009, 2015). Paralleling this national trend,
the Louisiana Scholarship Program launched in New Orleans in 2008, Legislation
proposed by Governor Bobby Jindal authorized statewide expansion of the program
in 2012, and it grew rapidly thereafter (Barrow 2012). This growth can be seen in
Figure 1, which plots the numbers of LSP applicants, voucher recipients, and partic-
ipating schools by year. Through the 2011-2012 school year the LSP awarded fewer
than 2,000 vouchers annually for attendance at roughly 40 schools, mostly located
in New Orleans. By 2014, 12,000 students applied for more than 6,000 LSP vouch-
ers to attend 126 private schools, making the LSP the fifth-largest school voucher
program in the United States (Louisiana Department of Education 2014a; Friedman
Foundation for Educational Choice 2015).

Eligibility for LSP vouchers is limited to students from families earning below
250 percent of the federal poverty line. Applicants for grades 1 through 12 must also
have attended public schools graded C, D, F, or T (turnaround) by the Louisiana
School Performance Score {(SPS) ratings system in the previous year. Rising kinder-
garteners have no previous school and so are exempt from this requirement. SPS rat-
ings are based on a formula that combines test score levels, gains for low-achieving
students, and (for high schools) graduation rates; most of the weight is placed on
test score levels. In 2014, 54 percent of Louisiana Public Schools received SPS
ratings low enough for enrolled students to qualify for LSP vouchers (Louisiana
Department of Education 2015b).

Students apply for LSP vouchers to cover tuition at eligible private schools of their
choice. LSP vouchers may also be used to attend public schools with SPS ratings of
A or B, though few public schools participate in the program. An LSP voucher pays
either the private school’s tuition fee or the per pupil funding level of the student’s
home district, whichever is lower. L.SP-eligible private schools typically charge less
than public per pupil expenditure: in 2014, the average 1.SP voucher paid $3,311,
while students’ sending districts spent $8,605 (Louisiana Department of Education
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FIGURE 1. LOUISIANA SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM STUDENTS AND SCHOOLS

Notes: This figure plots the number of schools participating in the Louisiana Scholarship Program (LSP; left axis)
and the number of students applying for and receiving LSP vouchers (right axis). Circles indicate the total number
of schools by year, and triangles show the number of schools in New Orleans. Squares display the number of appli-
cants, and diamonds show the number of vouchers awarded. The vertical line indicates the 2011-2012 school year.

2014a). Private schools must accept the LSP voucher as full payment of tuition;
charging “top-up” fees to LSP voucher recipients is prohibited.

Private schools become eligible to accept LSP voucher students by applying to
the Louisiana Board of Elementary and Secondary Education (BESE). The applica-
tion requests a maximum number of LSP seats. BESE reviews applications through
site visits, financial audits, and health and safety assessments. If an application is
accepted, BESE authorizes a number of seats that may be fewer than the requested
number. Schools with more L.SP voucher applicants than authorized seats must give
priority to students with enrolled siblings, students living nearby, and students pre-
viously enrolled in D- or F-rated public schools.? Students may list multiple schools
on their LSP applications, and seats at a school are allocated in order of student pref-
erence rankings, then by admissions priorities. Ties among equal-priority students
are broken by random lottery (Louisiana Department of Education 2015a).

To maintain eligibility, private schools must undergo annual financial audits and
administer Louisiana state achievement tests to LSP students. Non-LSP students
enrolled at participating schools are not required to take these tests. Schools with
more than 40 total voucher students or 10 voucher students per grade receive a pub-
lic Scholarship Cohort Index (SCI) score, an SPS-like rating based on voucher stu-
dent achievement. Schools with SCI scores lower than 50 (equivalent to an F on the
SPS scale) in the second year of participation or any subsequent year are not eligible
to enroll new voucher students the next year, though the school may retain students
already enrolled. Schools without enough students to qualify for an SCI score may
also be barred from accepting new voucher students if less than 25 percent of their
LSP enrollees earn “proficient” test scores. In 2013-2014, 28 private schools served

2Enrollees in the Nonpublic School Early Childhood Development Program (NSECD), continuing students in
transitional grades, and transfers from ineligible private schools may also receive admission priority.
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enough LSP students to receive SCI scores, and 15 were sanctioned for scores below
50. Eight additional schools were sanctioned for low proficiency rates (Louisiana
Department of Education 2014a).

The LSP has generated controversy since its inception. In response to a 2012
lawsuit filed by Louisiana’s teachers’ unions, the state Supreme Court ruled that
funds carmarked for public schools cannot constitutionally be used to fund the LSP.
In response, the state legislature approved the use of funds not designated for pub-
lic education (Dreilinger 2013b). In 2013, the US Department of Justice filed a
lTawsuit alleging that the program interferes with federal desegregation orders by
altering school racial composition. This lawsuit resulted in the requirement that
applicant schools fill out “Brumfield-Dodd” reports documenting compliance with
desegregation orders (Dreilinger 2013c¢). LSP detractors cite persistently low test
scores among voucher students, while supporters note that the LSP serves very dis-
advantaged students and receives high scores on surveys of parental satisfaction
(Dreilinger 2013a; Varney 2014). The LSP is also relevant to more general debates
over school vouchers, serving as an example for similar proposed programs in other
states (Ardon and Candal 2015). The expansion of voucher programs nationwide
seems likely to be high on the agenda of US Education Secretary Betsy DeVos
(Brown 2016).

B. Data Sources

The Louisiana Department of Education provided data covering voucher applica-
tions, background characteristics, lottery outcomes, and test scores for all students
applying to the LSP between 2008 and 2012. As shown in Figure 1, the program
was not heavily oversubscribed prior to 2012. Our analysis therefore focuses on stu-
dents applying for LSP vouchers in Fall 2012, the first application cohort after the
program cxpanded statewide. Follow-up scores on Integrated Louisiana Educational
Assessment Program (iILEAP) or Louisiana Educational Assessment Program
(LEAP) achievement tests are available for students in grades three through eight.’
Primary outcomes are math, English Language Arts (ELA), science, and social
studies LEAP and iLEAP scores in Spring 2013, the end of the academic year after
LSP application. These scores are in standard deviation units, normed using means
and standard deviations for students in the New Orleans Recovery School District
(RSD) by grade and year.

The application data records students’ rank-ordered choice lists of private schools,
information for determining admission priorities, and voucher offers. We use this
information to isolate random variation in voucher receipt. Vouchers are randomly
assigned within “risk sets” defined by application year, grade, first-choice private
school, and priority status. Our lottery analysis sample consists of first-time LSP
voucher applicants for grades three through eight in 2012-2013, in risk sets in which
some students were offered vouchers and others were not.

3LEAP exams are taken in fourth and cighth grade. iLEAP exams are taken in third, fifth, sixth, and seventh.
The iLEAP includes items from nationally normed lowa Tests of Basic Skills as well as items based on state testing
criteria, while the LEAP includes only items based on state criteria.
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TapLe 1—DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR STUDENTS

Louisiana Scholarship Program

Randomized
Louisiana RSD All applicants  applicants Enrollees
1 &) 3 @ 8

Female 0.487 0.473 0.489 0.487 0.539
Black 0.451 0.939 (.861 0.885 0.805
Hispanic 0.044 0.031 0.031 0.033 0.039
White 0.468 0.010 0.086 0.058 0.131

NSECD - - 0.004 0.005 0.006
Household income: mean - - 15,471 15,535 17,400
25th percentile 1,300 1,455 1.452
Median 12,000 12,840 15,000
75th percentile 24,781 24,864 28,032
Observations 715,012 14,689 3,723 1,412 1.019

Notes: Columns 1 and 2 show statistics for students enrolled in Louisiana and Recovery School District (RSD) pub-
lic schools in grades 3-8 in the 20122013 school year, These statistics are obtained from the Louisiana Department
of Education website. Column 3 shows statistics for first-time applicants to Louisiana Scholarship Program (LSP)
schools in grades 3-8 for 2012-2013. Column 4 shows statistics for LSP applicants subject to first choice random
assignment. Column 5 shows statistics for LSP enrollees.

We supplement data on LSP applicants with private school characteristics
obtained from the Private School Universe Survey (PSS), along with tuition infor-
mation gathered via internet searches and phone calls. The PSS, a biennial cen-
sus of US private schools, collects data on enrollment by demographic group as
well as class size, instructional time, religious affiliation, and geographic loca-
tion. We matched the 2000-2012 PSS waves to voucher lottery data by school
name and city, manually correcting small discrepancies for a few inexact matches
(e.g.. missing hyphens or apostrophes). This procedure yielded matches for 142 of
159 schools that participated in the LSP between 2008 and 2013. We searched
for tuition for all Louisiana private schools in the 2012 PSS and successfully col-
lected data on 94 percent of LSP schools and 92 percent of non-LSP schools,
The online Appendix provides further details on data processing and sample
construction.

C. LSP Students and Schools

The LSP voucher applicant population is composed mostly of low-income
minority students. Table 1 reports descriptive statistics for first-time voucher appli-
cants, applicants subject to random assignment, and enrollees in the 2012-2013
school year, as well as for students enrolled in Louisiana public schools and the
RSD. Eighty-six percent of LSP applicants are black, compared to 45 percent in
Louisiana and 94 percent in the RSD. LSP voucher applicants come from familics
earning $15,471, on average. As shown in column 4, randomized L.SP applicants are
very similar to the full applicant population. Column 5 shows that students who use
LSP vouchers are slightly less disadvantaged than LSP applicants. Eighty-one per-
cent of voucher recipients are black, and average family income is $17.,389 for this
group. These income levels are well below 250 percent of the poverty line, which
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TapLe 2—DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR PRIVATE SCHOOLS

All Louisiana private schools Matched city sample
18P Oversubscribed  Other Lsp Oversubscribed  Other
voucher LSP private voucher Lsp private
schools schools schools schools schools schools
(1 2) (3) 4 (5) (6)
Eorollment in 2012 311 243 323 323 239 349
Enrollment growth, ~12.4% —16.1% 2.8% -7.7% ~10.4% 1.9%
20002012
Tuition $4,898 $4,653 $5,760 $5,115 $4,740 $6,430
Fraction black 0.327 0.433 0.158 0.387 0.517 0.188
Fraction Hispanic 0.020 0.021 0.037 0.021 0.021 0.041
Fraction white 0.622 0.517 0.752 0.564 0.433 0.714
Catholic school 0.645 0.679 0.391 0.594 0.619 0.367
Other religious affiliation 0.27 0.304 ¢.421 0.313 0.357 0.430
Student/teacher ratio 13.5 12.7 115 133 123 10.9
Days in school year 178.6 178.8 1779 178.8 178.9 1717
Hours in school day 6.8 6.8 6.7 6.8 6.7 6.7
Observations 124 56 235 96 42 158
Naotes: This table reports characteristics of private schools in Louisiana using data from the Private School Universe

Survey (PSS). Column 1 shows statistics for schools eligible for Louisiana Scholarship Program vouchers at any
time through 2012-2013, Column 2 shows statistics for voucher schools with applicants subject to random assign-
ment in 2012-2013. Column 3 shows statistics for non-LSP private schools. Columus 4, 5, and 6 report statistics for
schools in cities with both LSP and non-LSP private schools. The second row reports average envollment growth
between 2000 and 2012 for schools with available data in both years. The third row measures tuition in the most
recent available vear, usually 2015-2016. Tuition is available for 94 percent of voucher schools and 92 percent of
other private schools.

is the Timit for LSP eligibility (i.¢., $37,825 for a family of two and $57,625 for a
family of four in 2012; see Department of Health and Human Services 2012).

Private schools participating in the LSP differ systematically from other Louisiana
private schools. This can be seen in Table 2, which compares characteristics of
LSP private schools versus other private schools in the state. LSP schools open in
both 2000 and 2012 experienced an average enrollment loss of 13 percent over this
time period, while other private schools grew 3 percent on average. LSP schools
also charge lower prices: average tuition is $4,898 for LSP schools and $5,760 for
non-LSP schools, a difference of roughly 15 percent. Most Louisiana private schools
are associated with religious groups, but LLSP schools are more likely to be affiliated
with the Catholic church than other schools. LSP schools also serve more black stu-
dents and have larger student/teacher ratios than do non-LSP schools. Instructional
time per day and per year is comparable for these two groups.

Column 2 of Table 2 describes LSP schools that were oversubscribed and there-
fore admitted students by random lottery in Fall 2012. These schools are the basis
for our analysis of LSP voucher effects. Oversubscribed schools are smaller and
serve more black students than other LSP schools, but are otherwise generally simi-
lar. Columas 4 through 6 report corresponding statistics for schools in cities with at
least one LSP school and one non-L.SP school. Characteristics in this matched-city
sample are similar to the broader sample in columns 1 through 3, suggesting that
differences between LSP and non-L.SP schools are not explained by geographic
differences in private school markets.
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FIGURE 2. ENROLLMENT TRENDS IN LOUISIANA PRIVATE SCcHOOLS

Notes: This figure plots average annual enrollment for private schools in Louisiana. Enrollment is measured using
the Private School Universe Survey (PSS). Voucher schools are defined as schools eligible for the Louisiana
Scholarship Program at any time through 2013-2014. Schools are included if they have available PSS data in both
2000 and 2012, which covers 93 of 159 voucher schools.

Figure 2 presents a more complete investigation of enrollment trends by plot-
ting average annual enrollment for a balanced panel of private schools open in both
2000 and 2012. Schools are permanently categorized as LSP for this analysis if they
received an LSP voucher student at any time through 2013-2014. The resulting sam-
ple covers 93 of the 159 schools that ever participated in the LSP. In 2000, enroll-
ment levels were slightly higher in schools that eventually opted in to the voucher
program than for other private schools. Mean enrollment began to decline for LSP
schools around 2006, while enrollment was roughly constant for other schools until
2010. Both groups’ enrollment fell after 2010, but this decline was sharper among
LSP schools. As aresult, LSP schools were roughly 10 percent smaller than non-LSP
schools by the time the voucher program expanded statewide in 2012-2013.

II. Lottery Estimates of Voucher Effects
A. Empirical Framework

The primary equation of interest for our empirical analysis is
(1 Y, = 5Pf+%:wdié+xf5+€i,

where Y is a test score for student i, and P; is an indicator equal to one if this student
uses an LSP voucher to attend a private school. The d;, are a mutually exclusive and
exhaustive set of lottery risk set dummies indicating combinations of first-choice
school and priority status. The term X; is a vector of baseline covariates (gender,
race, NSECD status, and family income quartiles) included to increase precision.
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Decisions to participate in the LSP may be related to potential academic achieve-
ment, so ordinary least squares (OLS) estimation of equation (1) may not recover
causal effects of voucher use. We therefore employ a lottery-based instrumental vari-
ables (IV) strategy to estimate voucher effects, Let Z; denote an indicator equal to
one if student { was offered an LSP voucher. We estimate equation (1) by two-stage
least squares (2SLS), with first-stage equation

2 Py = wZi+ ) pedy + X[0 + n,
7

Two-stage least squares estimates are obtained via OLS estimation of (1) after sub-
stituting P;, the predicted value from (2), for P;. The voucher offer instrument Z is
randomly assigned within risk sets and therefore independent of family background
and other determinants of potential achievement. Assuming that voucher offers only
influence test scores through LSP participation and weakly increase the likelihood
of participation for all students, the 2SLS estimate of 3 may be interpreted as a local
average treatment effect (LATE), that is, an average causal effect of participation for
“compliers” induced to attend private schools by LSP vouchers (Imbens and Angrist
1994; Angrist, Imbens, and Rubin 1996).

B. Covariate Balance

Within lottery risk sets, students offered LSP vouchers should look much like
students not offered vouchers. Table 3 presents a check on this by comparing base-
line characteristics for voucher lottery winners and losers. These calculations are
restricted to our lottery analysis sample, which includes 1,412 first-time applicants
for grades three through eight in risk sets subject to random assignment in Fall 2012,
Column 1 displays mean characteristics for lottery losers, while column 2 reports
coetficients from regressions of baseline variables on the voucher offer indicator Z;,
controlling for risk set indicators. Column 3 shows corresponding coefficients for
the 88 percent of applicants with follow-up test score data. Demographic character-
istics and income distributions are similar for lottery winners and losers, indicating
that random assignment was successful. Mean differences for individual character-
istics are small, and p-values for joint tests of balance across all baseline character-
istics give no cause for concern.

C. IV Estimates

Lottery estimates show that LSP vouchers reduce academic achievement.
Table 4 reports results for Spring 2013 math, ELA, science, and social studies
LEAP/ILEAP scores. As shown in column 1, lottery offers boost the probability of
voucher use by 68 percentage points in the subsequent year. This estimate corre-
sponds to the first-stage coefficient 7 in equation (2). Column 2 shows reduced form
differences in test scores between lottery winners and losers, obtained by substitut-
ing ¥; for P; on the left-hand side of (2). Voucher lottery losers outscore winners by
0.28¢ in math, 0.060 in ELA, 0.18¢ in science, and 0.23¢ in social studies.
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TasLe 3—COVARIATE BALANCE

Offer differential

Non-offered mean Full sample With follow-up
i @ )
Female 0.474 0.012 0.008
(0.033) {0.035)
Black 0.900 ~0.034 -0.028
{0.021} (0.022)
Hispanic 0.030 0.003 0.001
{0.012) (0.013)
‘White 0.050 0.019 0.018
(0.015} (0.016)
NSECD 0.004 ~{.001 ~0.002
(0.006} (0.006)
Household income 15,410 1,636 1,025
{1,097) (1,118)
Income below pos 0.254 —0.007 0.000
0.029) {0.030)
Income below pyg 0.503 —0.030 —0.017
(0.035) (0.036)
Income below pyg 0.733 -0.048 -0.028
(0.034) (0.035)
Joint p-value - 0.659 0.932
Observations 1412 1,248

Notes: This table compares characteristics of offered and non-offered applicants to Louisiana Scholarship Program
schools for grades 3-8 in the 2012-2013 school year. The sample is restricted to first-time applicants subject to first
choice random assignment, Column 1 reports mean characteristics for applicants not offered a seat, while columns 2
and 3 report differences between offered and non-offered applicants. These differences come from regressions that
control for risk set indicators. The sample in column 3 is restricted to applicants with follow-up test scores. pas.
Pso. and pys refer to the twenty-fifth, fiftieth, and seventy-fifth percentiles of household income in the non-offered
group. The Jast row shows p-values from tests that all differentials equal zero. Standard errors, clustered by risk set,
are in parentheses.

Because the I'V models estimated here are just-identified, 2SL.S estimates of Jin
equation (1) equal ratios of corresponding reduced-form and first-stage estimates,
These estimates appear in column 3. The 2SLS coefficients show that LSP partici-
pation lowers math scores by 0.41¢ one year after the lottery and reduces ELA, sci-
ence, and social studies scores by 0.08¢, 0.26¢0, and 0.330, respectively. Estimates
for math, science, and social studies are highly statistically significant, though the
estimate for ELA is insignificant at conventional levels. Here and elsewhere, stan-
dard errors are clustered by risk set.* Column 4 shows corresponding OLS esti-
mates. OLS and 2SLS estimates are very similar, suggesting little selection into
voucher use within lottery risk sets. The OLS estimates are negative and statistically
significant in all four subjects.

Together, the estimates in Table 4 clearly demonstrate that attending LSP-cligible
private schools reduces voucher recipients’ test scores. It’s worth benchmarking

*Clustering by risk set accounts for negative dependence between voucher offers for students in the same
Tottery. With a fixed number of offers available, an offer for one student reduces the likelihood of offers for other
students in the same risk set.
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Tasrr 4—Two-S1ace LEast Squares Estimares oF VoucHsr Errects on Test Scores

First stage Reduced form 2818 OLS
Subject (h 2) 3 4)
Math 0.679 —0.281 -0.413 —(.386
0.029) (0.061) (0.091) [0.066)
Observations 1,247
BLA 0.679 -0.055 -0.081 ~0.120
(0.029) {0.053) {0.079) 0.056)
Observations 248
Science 0.689 —0.181 —0.263 —0.282
{0.030} {0.066) 0.095) (0.065)
Observations 1,221
Social studies 0.690 ~0.229 ~0.331 ~0.270
(0.030) (0.060) (0.089) {0.039)
Observations 1.220

Notes: This table reports estimates of the effects of attendance at Louisiana Scholarship Program {LSP) voucher
schools on LEAP /iLEAP test scores. The sample includes first-time voucher applicants subject to first choice ran-
dom assignment applying to grades 3-8 in 2012-2013. Column 1 reports first-stage effects of voucher offers on
attendance at an LSP school, while column 2 reports reduced form effects of offers on test scores. Column 3 reports
two-stage least squares estimates of the effects of 18P participation, and column 4 reports corresponding ordinary
least squares estimates. All models control for risk set indicators and baseline demographics {sex, race, NSECD,
and indicators for household income quartiles). Standard errors, clustered by risk set, are in parentheses.

these effect sizes against the impacts of important educational interventions eval-
uated in the recent literature. Rouse {1998) estimates that participating in the
Milwaukee Parental Choice Program boosts math scores by 0.08-0.12¢ per year.
Evidence from the Tennessee STAR experiment indicates that cutting class size by
one third increases achievement by roughly 0.2¢ (Krueger 1999; Chetty et al. 201 1),
while estimated standard deviations of achievement impacts across teachers and
schools range from 0.1-0.2¢ (Chetty, Friedman, and Rockoff 2014a; Angrist et al.
2017). Studies of effective charter schools show annual score gains between 0.20
and 0.4 (Abdulkadiroglu et al. 2011; Dobbie and Fryer 2011; Angrist et al. 2012;
Curto and Fryer 2014). The negative impacts of LSP vouchers, on the order of 0.3~
0.4 in math, science, and social studies, are therefore comparable in magnitude
to some of the largest effects documented in recent studies of education programs.

D. Effects on Performance Categories

Louisiana’s educational accountability system groups LEAP and iLEAP scores
into five performance categorics: Unsatisfactory, Approaching Basic, Basic,
Mastery, or Advanced. These categorizations carry high stakes for both students and
schools. Fourth and eighth grade students must score Approaching Basic or above in
math and ELA, and Basic or above in at least one subject, to be promoted to the next
grade (Louisiana Board of Elementary and Secondary Education 2015). The SPS
school rating system awards points for each student scoring at least Basic; scores
below Basic are considered failures and awarded no points (Louisiana Department
of Education 2015b).
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TapLe 5—Voucuer Errects ox Test SCORE PERFORMANCE CATEGORIES
Approaching Basie Mastery
basic or above or above or above Advanced

Subject (1) (2) (3) 4
Math —0.156 —0.067 —0.012

{0.045; {0.024) (0.011
CCM [0.802 [0.090] [0.017]
Observations 1.214
ELA —-0.022 0.107 -0.032 0.002

(0.034) {0.047) (0.031) (0.011)
CCM [0.844] [0.563] [0.100] [0.009]
Observations 1,222
Science —-0.035 ~0.040 -0.001

(0.047) (0.018) (0.004)
M [0.810} [0.062] [0.003]
Observations 1,211
Social studies —0.096 —0.160 —0.026 —0.004

(0.041) (0.045) £0.020) (0.003)
CCM [0.759] {0.513] [0.044] [0.004]
Observations 1,209
Qualify for promotion —0.284
(4th and 8th grade} (0.086}
CCM [0.786]
QObservations 347

Notes: This table reports 2818 estimates of how attendance at Louisiana Scholarship Program {L.SP) schools affects
LEAP/iLEAP score categories. The dependent variable in cach column is an indicator for scoring in the relevant
performance category or higher. The last row shows effects on passing LEAP exams for fourth and eighth graders.
Passing requires scores of Approaching Basic or above in math and ELA and Basic or above in at least one subject.
See notes to Table 4 for a description of the 2SL.S model specification. Control complier means (CCM}; mean out-
comes for non-offered compliers are shown in brackets. Standard errors, clustered by risk set, are in parentheses.

We investigate LSP vouchers’ effects on high-stakes performance categories in
Table 5. Specifically, this table reports 2SLS estimates of equation (1) for a series
of outcomes equal 1o one if a student scores at or above each performance cate-
gory. To benchmark these effects, we also report control complier means (CCMs),
which are average non-LSP outcomes for voucher lottery compliers. Appendix A
provides the details of CCM estimation and other methods for characterizing com-
pliers employed in the analysis to follow.

LSP vouchers shift students into lower performance categories and increase the
likelihood of failing scores. Attending an LSP-eligible private school reduces the
probability of scoring at least Approaching Basic in math by 16 percentage points
from a base of 80 percentage points, a result that can be seen in cotumn 1 of Table 5.
This implies an 80 percent increase in Unsatisfactory math scores (16 points on a
base of 20). Vouchers also increase the probabilities of Unsatisfactory scores in the
other three subjects, though these effects are smaller in magnitude, Column 2 shows
that voucher use substantially boosts the likelihood of failing tests in every subject:
impacts on the probability of scoring at least Basic are negative and statistically
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significant for all four tests. LSP participation reduces the probability that compliers
carn passing math scores by 21.6 percentage points from a base of 56.7, implying a
50 percent increase in failures (21.6/43.3). Corresponding increases for ELA, sci-
ence, and social studies are 24, 29, and 33 percent, respectively.

Effects on higher performance categories are smaller in absolute magnitude, but
some imply large proportionate impacts. As shown in column 3, vouchers cut the
probability of qualifying for Mastery or above in math by 6.7 percentage points
from a base of 9.0, a 74 percent reduction. The corresponding decrease in science
is 65 percent {(4.0/6.2). Fewer than 2 percent of compliers earn Advanced scores in
each subject, and impacts on this category are small.

The bottom row of Table 5 looks specifically at the effects of LSP participation
on the probability that fourth and eighth grade students earn LEAP scores sufficient
for grade promotion in the public school accountability system. The outcome here is
an indicator equal to one if a student scores at least Approaching Basic in both math
and ELA, and Basic or above in at least one subject. LSP participation more than
doubles the likelihood that students fail to qualify for grade promotion. Voucher
use reduces the probability of passing by 28.4 percentage points from a base of
78.6, implying a 133-percent increase in failures (28.4/21.4). Private schools are
not required to promote or retain students on the basis of state achievement test
scores, of course, but this result shows that LSP vouchers have substantial effects on
an outcome used for high-stakes decisions elsewhere.

E. Effects on Score Distributions

To develop a more complete picture of LSP vouchers’ distributional effects, we
estimate marginal test score deansities for compliers lotteried into the program and
compliers who did not receive LSP vouchers. Let ¥;(1) and ¥;(0) denote potential
scores for student 7 as a function of the LSP participation “treatment” £;. We charac-
terize distributions of these potential outcomes by estimating equations of the form

3) Tr("

JELERCEDINIES SR

instrumenting P; with the voucher offer indicator Z; as before, Here, K(u) is a sym-

regularity conditions, the 2SLS estimate of 7, is a consistent estimate of the den-
sity function of ¥;{(1) for voucher lottery compliers evaluated at y (Angrist et al.
2016; Walters 2014). Estimates of the density of ¥;(0) for compliers are obtained
by substituting (1 — ;) for P; on both sides of {3). Our implementation evaluates
complier densities at a grid of 100 points using a Gaussian kernel and Silverman’s
(1986) rule-of-thumb bandwidth.

Figure 3 reveals that LSP participation shifts the entire achievement distribution
downward for all four subjects. This results in lower treated densities at high test
score levels and higher treated densities at low levels relative to distributions for non-
treated compliers lotteried out of the program. Figure 3 also reports Kolmogorov-
Stirnov test statistics equal to maximum differences in estimated complier CDFs,
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FIGURE 3. TEST SCORE DISTRIBUTIONS FOR VOUCHER COMPLIERS

Notes: This figure plots marginal potential test score distributions for Louisiana Scholarship Program voucher lot-
tery compliers. Treated densities are estimated using 2SLS regressions of the interaction of a kernel density func-
tion and an LSP participation indicator on the participation indicator, instrumented by a random offer indicator and
controlling for risk set dummies and baseline demographics. Untreated densities are estimated by replacing partic-
ipation with one minus participation in this 2SLS procedure. All models use a Gaussian kernel and the Silverman
(1986) rule of thumb bandwidth. Vertical dotted lines indicate mean untreated outcomes, and dashed /dotted lines
indicate mean treated outcomes. KS statistics are maximum differences in complier CDFs. The bootstrap procedure
used to test distributional equality is described in the Appendix.

along with bootstrap p-values from tests of distributional equality (see Appendix A),
which result in rejections of distributional equality at conventional levels for all four
subjects (p < 0.02).

E. Effects on Subgroups

Previous studies of voucher programs and Catholic private schools have empha-
sized effect heterogeneity across demographic groups, particularly by race (Neal
1997; Howell and Peterson 2002). Because 86 percent of LSP applicants are black,
there is insufficient power to split our sample by race. We instead investigate
heterogeneity by family income and location, which may capture differences in
resources and schooling opportunities. Columns 1 and 2 of Table 6 report estimates
from 2SLS models that interact LSP participation with family income and add the
interaction of income with the lottery offer as a second instrument, controlling for
a main effect of income. The income interaction is insignificant in all subjects,
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Tapre 6—Voucuer EeFecTs By SUBGROUPR

By family income By By Catholic By
($1.000s) location affiliation grade

Main New Orleans/ Not

effect Interaction  Baton Rouge  Other Catholic  Catholic  2rd-5th 6th-8th
Subject (1) (2) 3 (4) (3) () 7 (8
Math —0.413 —0.002 —0.276 —0.436 -0.462 0286 -0.631 —0.207

{0.093) {0.003) (0.284) (0.095} (0.144)  (0.104) (0.140) (0.110)
Observations 1,247 133 1114 643 471 664 383
p-value 0.636 0.593 0.319 0.016
ELA —0.078 —0.001 —0.034 —0.086 -0.090 —-0.034 -0301 0.135

{0.082) {0.004) {0.259) {0.083) (0.119)  (0.121) {0.119) {0.080}
Observations 1,248 133 1,115 643 472 664 384
p-value 0.787 0.847 0.747 0.002
Science —0.266 0.002 —0.412 —0.242 —0.238 -0.39% -0.132

{0.096) (0.005) (0.208} {0.099} (0.119) (0.137)
Observations 1,221 132 1.089 636 565
p-value 0,708 (.588 0.145
Social studies  —0.338 0.003 —0.542 —0.301 —0470 0105 -0387 —-0.276

{0.091} {0.005) {0.268) {0.092) (0.135)  (0.106) (0.131) {0.122)
Observations 1,220 132 1.088 629 463 656 564
p-value 0.473 0.394 4.035 0.542

Notes: This table reports estimates from 2SLS models that interact Louisiana Scholarship Program {LSP) partic-
ipation with observed student and school characteristics. Columns 1 and 2 interact LSP participation with fam-
ity income. Income is demeaned in the estimation sample, so that main effects are at the mean. Column 3 shows
effects for students in New Orleans and Baton Rouge, while column 4 shows cffects for students in other places.
Columns 5 and 6 report effects for Catholic schools and schools with other or no religions affiliation. Column 7
shows effects for students applying in third through fifth grade, while column 8 shows effects for students applying
in sixth through eighth. See notes to Table 4 for a description of the 2SLS model specification. p-values are from
tests of the hypothesis that interaction effects or subgroup differences are zero. Standard errors, clustered by risk
set, are in parentheses.

implying similar effects for richer and poorer students. Columns 3 and 4 compare
effects for students in New Orleans and Baton Rogue, Louisiana’s two largest urban
centers, or elsewhere. These estimates show similar effects for urban centers and
other locations, though estimates for New Orleans and Baton Rogue are imprecise
due to small samples.

A large literature evalutes the effects of Catholic private schools on student out-
comes (Neal 1997; Altonji, Elder, and Taber 2005). Columns 5 and 6 of Table 6
report LSP voucher impacts by Catholic affiliation. Effects are similar for Catholic
and non-Catholic schools. The estimated effect for social studies is more negative
for Catholic schools, but this difference is only marginally significant and may be a
chance finding given the large number of splits examined. These estimates indicate
that Catholic LSP schools do not improve test scores for voucher applicants.

Columns 7 and 8 of Table 6 report effects by grade, which are relevant for under-
standing LSP vouchers’ effects on human capital accumulation. Results here suggest
that impacts of L.SP participation are more negative for younger children. Students
in grades three through five lose 0.62¢ in math, an effect three times as large as the
loss for students in grades six through eight (0.21¢). Similarly, vouchers reduce
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TapLp 7—ROBUSTNESS TO ADFUSTMENTS FOR DIFFERENTIAL ATTRITION

Full sample Without imbalanced risk sets Bounds
Non-offered Offer AT Non-offered  Offer 2S8LS Lower  Upper
follow-up rate differential  estimate  follow-up rate differential  estimate bound  bound
Subject ® @ @) “ ® %) m®
Math 0.856 0.079 0.413 0.908 0.017 -(1.397 ~0.494 0.178
(0.015)  [0.091) (0.013)  {0.099) (0.091F  {0.001)
Observations 1,412 1,247 1,059 962 1,412
ELA 0.857 0.078 0.081 0.905 0019  -0.098 -0.208 0101
{0.015) (0.079) {0.013) (0.095) (0.0807  {0.087,
Observations 1412 1,248 1,059 958 1,412
Science 0.836 0.078 -0.263 0.890 0.006 0272 —0.362 -0.016
{0.016) (0.093) (0.015) (0.104) (0.096)  (0.097)
Observations 1,412 1,220 1,059 042 1.412
Social studies  0.835 0.079 0331 0.888 0.008 0362 —0.404 —0.032
0.016) {0.089) {0.015) (0.112) (0,104} (0.102)
Observations 1,412 1,221 1,039 941 1,412

Notes: This table explores the robustness of estimated voucher effects to adjustments for differential attrition
between offered and non-offered students. Column 1 shows the fraction of non-offered applicants with follow-up
test scores. Column 2 shows coefficients from regressions of a follow-up indicator on an offer indicator, con-
trofling for sex, race, NSECD status, income quartiles, and risk set dummies. Column 3 shows the full-sample
2SLS estimates from Table 4. Columns 4 through ¢ order the sample by risk-set specific attrition differentials and
drop the 23 percent of students from risk sets with the largest differentials. Column 4 shows follow-up rates in the
trimmed sample, column 5 shows offered/non-offered atirition differentials, and column 6 shows 2818 estimates.
Columns 7 and 8 report nonparametric bounds on local average treatment effects of LSP participation, estimated via
the method described in the Appendix. Standard errors, clustered by risk set, are in parentheses.

ELA scores by 0.3¢ for younger children, while the EL A estimate for older children
is positive and marginally significant. These cross-grade differences are statistically
significant at conventional levels (p < 0.02). Estimates of science and social stud-
ies effects are also more negative for younger applicants, though the differences for
these subjects are not statistically significant.

HI. Attrition

Hven when LSP vouchers are randomly assigned, non-random attrition from the
sample may compromise the comparability of lottery winners and losers, possibly
generating selection bias. Column 1 of Table 7 shows high follow-up rates for the
lottery sample: test scores in each subject are observed for at Ieast 83 percent of
lottery losers. As shown in column 2, however, follow-up scores are more likely to
be observed for lottery winners than for losers. Specifically, the probability of an
observed score is 8 percentage points higher for lottery winners, conditional on risk
sets and baseline demographics. This difference is likely due to the fact that LSP
participants are tested for accountability purposes, while non-participants who exit
the public school system are not followed.

The differential attrition process would have to be extremely pathological to
explain the large negative estimates reported in Table 4. For example, if all students
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without test scores among those offered vouchers scored at the eighty-fifth percentile
of the offered distribution and all those missing scores from the non-offered group
scored at the fifteenth percentile of the non-offered distribution, the reduced-form
estimate for math would equal —0.12¢ with a standard error of 0,050, a statis-
tically significant effect. The math reduced form would be approximately zero if
missing offered students scored at the ninety-fifth percentile and non-offered stu-
dents scored at the fifth percentile of their respective distributions. This degree of
imbalance seems very implausible in view of column 3 of Table 3, which shows that
observed characteristics remain balanced in the sample of students with followup
scores. Nonetheless, we cannot be assured of balance on unobserved characteristics.

‘We conduct two additional analyses to formally assess the robustness of our results
to selective atirition. The first drops lottery risk sets with large attrition differentials
and reports estimates for the remaining sample. The second constructs nonparamet-
ric bounds on local average treatment effects under a monotonicity assumption on
the attrition process. The latter approach is in the spirit of Lee (2009), who derives
sharp bounds on treatment effects in randomized experiments with monotonicity.
Engberg et al. (2014) apply similar methods in a lottery-based research design with
imperfect compliance, an approach we follow here. Intuitively, if a voucher offer
weakly reduces the likelihood of attrition for all students, the usual LATE frame-
work must be augmented with an additional set of “at risk” compliers who exit
the sample when denied an offer. This prevents identification of the mean treated
outcome for the subgroup of compliers who remain in the sample, but this mean
can be bounded using observed response probabilities and quantiles of the cutcome
distribution. Appendix B formalizes this argument and details the methods we use
to construct bounds for LATE.

Adjustments for differential attrition do not overturn the conclusion that LSP
participation reduces achievement. Columns 4 through 6 of Table 7 report results
after dropping risk sets with the largest attrition differentials, This trimmed sample
is constructed by computing risk set-specific differential attrition rates, ordering stu-
dents according to the rate for their risk set, and dropping the 25 percent of students
with the largest differentials. Column 4 shows that follow-up rates io the remaining
sample are roughly 90 percent, and column 5 shows that differences in atirition
between lotiery winners and losers are small enough to be no longer statistically
significant. As can be seen in column 6, 2SL.S estimates of voucher effects are essen-
tially unchanged by the trimming procedure. Combined with the observation that
bascline characteristics remain balanced in the sample with follow-up scores, these
results suggest that the attrition process is not very selective, Our full sample lottery
estimates are therefore unlikely to be compromised by attrition.

Columns 7 and 8 display estimated bounds on local average treatment effects
for compliers. These bounds are relatively wide because of the large difference in
attrition rates between lottery winners and losers. Upper bounds for math, science,
and social studies are negative, however, and the associated confidence intervals rule
out small positive effects. The estimated upper bound for math is —0.18¢, and this
estimate is statistically significant at the five-percent level. The conclusion that LSP
vouchers reduce math scores is therefore robust to this conservative adjustment for
differential attrition.
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TaBLE 8—VoUcHER EFFECTS AND PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS

Math Voucher Top-up  Schools Religious
Study effect  Funding iligibility amount allowed optin  schools

Program 1} (2) (3} {5) 6} 7 (&
Louistana Authors”  —0.4lg  Public  Income < 2.5 x FPL,  Min. of wition No Yes Yes
Scholagship estimates low-performing school  and public PPE

Program (LA}

DC opportunity Wolfetal. 0.13¢" Public Tncome < 1.85 x FPL Yes? Yes Yes
Scholasship Program {2007}
{Washington, DC)
Parents Advancing Howellet 0.08¢° Private Income < 2 X FPL Min. of 0.6 % Yes No Yes
Choice in Education al. {2002) tuition and $1,200
{Dayton, OH) (1998)
School Choice Howellet 0.080¢ Private lncome < 1.3 x FPL $1,400 Yes No Yes
Scholarships Foundation  al. {2002 {1997)
(New York, NY)
Washington Howellet —0.020° Private income < 2.7 x IPL Min. of 0.6 % Yes No Yes
Scholarship Fand al. {2002) tuition and $1,700
(Washington, DC) (1998)
Milwaukee Parental Rouse  0.1209 Public Income < 175 x FPL  Public PPE® No® Yes No*®
Choice Program (1998}
(Milwaukee, W1)

Notes: This table compares school voucher programs’ characteristics and achievement effects. Column 1 lists the arti-
cle evaluating each program, and column 2 reports estimated effects on first-yvear math achievement in standard devia-
tion units. Estimates from studies that report intent-to-teeat {TTT) estimates are rescaled by first-stage effects on private
school participation. Column 3 indicates whether a program is publicly or privately funded. Column 4 lists eligibility
criteria, with income limits reported as a fraction of the federal poverty line (FPL). Column 5 reports the maximum
amount of the voucher at the time of the evaluation. PPE refers to per pupil expenditure. Column 6 indicates whether
a program allows parents to “top-up” the voucher by paying additional tuition beyond the maximum voucher amount.
Column 7 indicates whether schools must opt in fo the program to become eligible for voucher payments. Colummn 8
indicates whether the voucher can be used to pay tuition at religious schools.
T estimate from table 4-1 is scaled by first-stage effect from table 2-5.
PRootnote 4 suggests that families rarely paid out-of-pocket when tuition exceeded the voucher amount.
“ITT estimates from table 4 are scaled by baseline math standard deviations from table 3 and first-stage effects
from table 6.
4This is an annual gain estimate from a student fixed effects specification pooling data for four years (table VI,
column 2).
“Since Rouse’s (1998) study, the program rules have changed to reduce the maximum voucher below public per
pupil expenditure, permit a limited amount of top-up, and allow participation by religious schools.

IV. Mechanisms

The negative effects of the LSP are surprising since many studies of oversub-
scribed school choice programs find positive or zero effects, Table 8 compares math
achievement cffects and program rules for the LSP versus several other voucher
programs evaluated in the recent literature. Other programs use roughly similar
income eligibility limits and rules for determining maximum voucher payments.
Like the LSP, most other programs also allow vouchers to be used for tuition at reli-
gious schools, and some require private schools to opt into participation. The LSP
is fairly unusual in prohibiting families from topping up the voucher payment when
it falls short of private school tuition, a rule that may limit incentives for expensive,
high-quality private schools to opt in. At the same time, the Milwaukee Parental
Choice Program also prohibited top-up payments at the time of Rouse’s (1998)
evaluation, and this program increased achievement.
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Overall, Table 8 shows that there is nothing distinctive about the LSP’s basic
structure that would be cxpected to yield negative achievement etfects. We next
assess several potential mechanisms that might explain the negative effects of LSP
vouchers; lack of private school experience with state tests and the LSP-eligible
population, problems associated with statewide expansion, disruption effects due
to school switching, the quality of public schools attended by LSP lottery losers,
and negative selection of private schools into the program. While this investigation
is necessarily more speculative than our lottery-based analysis of program impacts,
we find suggestive evidence that negative voucher effects are linked to lower quality
private school participation in the LSP.

A. Experience with the LSP Program

Our estimates capture effects for LSP voucher applicants for 2012-2013, the year
in which the LSP expanded statewide. Private schools may have been inexperienced
with standardized tests and unfamiliar with the needs of LSP students during this
transitional period. Newly participating schools also had little time to adapt their
curricula to match state exam content. This lack of experience with LSP students
and the program in general may have contributed to the L.SP’s negative effects.

Table 9 presents the resulis of three analyses that shed light on this hypothe-
sis. Columns 1 and 2 compare effects for private schools that entered the LSP in
20122013 with schools that entered in prior years. Earlier entrants had more time
to adjust to state assessments and were more experienced with the program before
statewide expansion. Estimated effects for carly and late entrants are negative and
similar in all four subjects. Evidently, the negative effects of the LSP are not driven
by private schools new to the program.

Along similar lines, columns 3 and 4 of Table 9 investigate differences in cffects
between the transitional 2012-2013 cohort and carlier applicant waves. Lack of
oversubscription in the program’s early years prevents a lottery-based analysis for
earlier cohoris. As shown in Table 4, however, 2SLS and OLS estimates for 2012—
2013 are very similar, thereby suggesting modest unobserved differences between
applicants who accept and decline vouchers, We therefore report OLS estimates for
applicant cohorts prior to 2012, with the caveat that these estimates may be affected
by selection bias. OLS estimates for students applying from 2008 to 2011 are neg-
ative and similar to corresponding estimates for the 2012 cohort. This suggests that
the negative effects of LSP participation were present before expansion and are not
a temporary artifact of the effort to scale up the program statewide.’

Finally, to explore the role of mismatch between private school curricula and state
exams, columns 5 and 6 of Table 9 report estimates from 2SLS models that interact
LSP participation with the share of students at a school receiving LSP vouchers. The
voucher share is jackknifed to remove the influence of a student’s own enrollment

3 Consistent with this evidence, a recent followup analysis by Mills and Wolf {2016, 2017) documents that the
LSP’s negative effects persist into the second year of participation for the 2012-2013 cohort. However, their results
show a large baseline imbalance in the number of schools listed by lottery winners and losers along with signifi-
cantly smatler first-stage impacts on LSP participation than we find in Table 4. This suggests that their data are not
adequate to reconstruct the 18P voucher assignment process.
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Tasre 9—VoucHer EFFECTS BY EXPERIENCE WITH THE PROGRAM

By year school By student By voucher
entered program application year (OLS) enrollment share
In2012  Before 2012 2008-2011 2012 Below median Above median
Subject () 2) 3) @ (5) (©)
Math -0.410 ~0.425 - (.350 -0.442 ~0.347 -0.434
(0.103) {0.174) (0.095) {0.030) (0.158) (0.100)
Observations 757 490 615 3,261 540 572
p-value 0.942 0.386 0.641
ELA —-0.078 -(.083 -(1185 —0.165 ~0.100 ~0.030
(0.100) (0.131) {0110} {0.040) 0.127) 0.114)
Observations 758 490 616 3,259 540 573
p-value 0.978 0.865 0.682
Science —(1.291 -0.217 ~0.515 ~0.286 ~0.249 -0.219
0.114)  (0.174) (6.115)  (0.041) [0.131) (0.153)
Observations 739 482 613 3,189 533 558
p-value 0.723 0.060 0.882
Social studics ~(1.354 ~{.291 ~0.423 ~0205 - 0.200 -0.338
(0.110) (0.157) (0.128) {0.041) (0.124) (0.150)
Observations 738 482 613 3,189 532 558
p-value 0.745 (.339 0.805

Notes: This table reports estimates from models interacting Louisiana Scholarship Program {LSP) participation
with measures of schools” experience with the program. Column 1 shows 25LS estinates for schools that entered
the program in 2012, while column 2 reports estimates for schools that participated in the program before 2012,
Columps 3 and 4 report OLS estimates for students applying in 2008-2011 and 2012. The OLS sample includes
first-time applicants to LSP schools for grades 3-8 from the 20082009 school vear through the 20122013 school
year. OLS models interact LSP participation with an indicator for applyving before 2012 and control for first choice-
year-grade indicators as well as sex, race, NSECD status, and family income quartile. Columns 5 and 6 show 2518
estimates for schools above and below the sample median voucher enrollment share. See notes to Table 4 for a
description of the 2SLS model specification. p-values are from tests of the hypothesis that subgroup differences are
zero. Standard errors, clustered by risk set, are in parentheses.

choice. The average voucher enrollment share above the median of this measure is
0.42. This implies that some participating private schools administer tests to a large
fraction of their students and therefore have a strong incentive to tailor instruction to
state exam content. Results here show that if anything, schools serving more voucher
students appear to generate larger achievement losses. The estimates are negative for
schools both above and below the median voucher share, with slightly more neg-
ative math and social studies effects for schools above the median. Together, the
results in Table 9 provide no evidence that either lack of experience with the LSP
or temporary problems due to the statewide expansion are responsible for the pro-
gram’s negative effects.

B. School Switching and Disruption Effects

LSP participants switch from public schools to private schools. School switching
may account for the negative effects of LSP vouchers if moving between schools
disrupts student learning. Yet, this explanation is implausible for two reasons. First,
the disruptive effects of school switching are typically estimated to be small. For
example, Hanushek, Kain, and Rivkin (2004) estimate that switching reduces math
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achievement by roughly 0.03¢ on average. Second, school switching is a feature of
all Tottery-based evaluations of school choice programs, and many of these studies
(including the other voucher programs in Table 8) show zero or positive effects in
the first post-lottery year (Abdulkadiroglu et al. 2011; Cullen, Jacob, and Levitt
2006; Howell and Peterson 2002; Wolf et al. 2010). School switching alone is there-
fore insufficient to explain negative voucher impacts.

C. Public School Fallbacks

Lottery-based estimates capture causal effects of LSP participation relative o
the schools that applicants would otherwise aitend. Recent research demonstrates
that some public charter schools in New Orleans generate very large test score
gains (Abdulkadiroglu et al. 2016). If voucher lottery losers attend these or other
high-performing schools, the negative etfects of LSP participation may be due to
high scores in public school fallbacks rather than low performance at private schools.
To some extent this issue is addressed by the distributional estimates in Figure 3,
which show that mean untreated scores for compliers are below mean scores in the
New Orleans RSD. This indicates that complier scores are not especially high at fall-
back public schools. Nevertheless, a complete interpretation of LSP effects requires
understanding the mix of schools that define the voucher complier counterfactual.

We estimate characteristics of complier fallback schools with the equation

4 Cyy % (1= P) = W(1 — P) + ) puodyy + Xoe + &,
£

instrumenting (1 — ;) with the voucher offer Z;. Here, s(i) indicates the school
attended by student #, and Cy; is a characteristic of this school. By the same logic
underlying the density estimation procedure based on equation (3}, the 2SLS coeftfi-
cient 1 captures the average of Cg;, for compliers denied the opportunity to use LSP
vouchers (Abadie 2002). ’

Table 10 describes counterfactual schools for voucher compliers. Columns 1 and
2 report mean school characteristics for offered and non-offered students, and col-
umn 4 reports 2SLS estimates of equation (4). A voucher offer reduces the prob-
ability of attending a charter school from (.14 to 0.04 and lowers the probability
of attending another public school from 0.77 to 0.22. As shown in column 4, these
changes imply that 14 percent of compliers attend charter schools when denied an
offer, and 82 percent attend other public schools. The remaining 4 percent attend
schools of unknown type, possibly other private schools.

The last two rows of column 4 report fractions of students passing math and
ELA tests at fallback schools. These results come from estimation of (4) setting
C; equal to the fraction of students at school s scoring Basic or above. Sixty-one
percent of compliers’ peers earn passing scores in math, and 57 percent pass ELA.
These rates are well below the Louisiana state average (roughly 70 percent in each
subject) and slightly below the RSD average {66 and 60 percent in math and ELA;
Louisiana Department of Education 2014b). This investigation of counterfactuals

shows that the negative effects of ISP participation are not due to atypical fallback
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TapLe 10—CHARACTERISTICS OF TREATMENT AND FALLBACK SCHOOLS FOR VOUCHER APPLICANTS

All applicants Voucher compliers
Offered Not offered Offered Not offered
) 2 a) )
Voucher school 0.730 0.051 1.000 0.000
Charter school 0.044 0.140 0.000 0.141
Other public school 0216 0.772 0.000 0.819
Unknown school type 0.010 0.037 0.000 0.040
Praction Basic or above: math 0.540 0.590 0.426 0.611
ELA 0.361 0.386 0.497 0.565

Notes: This table describes characteristics of schools attended by offered and non-offered applicants to the
Louisiana Scholarship Program. The sample includes first-time voucher applicants, subject to first-choice random
assignment, applying to grades 3-8 in 2012-2013. Columns 1 and 2 compare characteristics of the schools attended
by offered and non-offered students. Columns 3 and 4 compare school characteristics for compliers who enroll in
voucher schools in response to random offers. Fractions scoring Basic or above in math and ELA cover all students
attending public schools, including non-applicants; for students attending voucher schools, these fractions include
only voucher applicants.

schools: compliers denied vouchers score below the RSD average and attend mostly
traditional public schools with achievement comparable to schools in disadvantaged
urban districts. The negative impacts of L.SP vouchers are due instead to extremely
low scores for compliers in private schools.

D. Private School Selection

The descriptive statistics in Table 2 show that the LSP attracts private schools
with low tuition and declining enrollment. This suggests that low-quality private
schools may be disproportionately likely to opt into the LSP. To investigate whether
negative selection of private schools can explain the program’s negative achievement
impacts, Table 11 reports relationships between voucher effects and school quality
measures among participating schools.

Columns 1 and 2 show estimates from 2SLS models interacting LSP participa-
tion with a school’s change in log enrollment between the two PSS waves prior to
entering the LSP. The interaction coefficients for changes in log enrollment are close
to zero and statistically insignificant, implying that effects are not especially nega-
tive for private schools experiencing the fastest enrollment losses. Estimates of this
interaction effect are reasonably precise: we can reject that an additional 10 percent
annual decline in enrollment is associated with a 0.08« decrease in a school’s math
effect.©

On the other hand, math achievement effects are significantly more negative for
schools with lower tuition. Columns 3 and 4 report results from models that interact
LSP participation with tuition. The estimates show that a $1,000 increase in tuition
is associated with a 0.26¢ increase in a school’s math effect. The interaction model

SThe upper bound of a 95 percent confidence interval for the additional achievement impact associated with a
100 parcent increase in enroflment is —0.09 + 1.96 x 0220 = 0.340. Enrollment changes are computed over
a two-year period, so this corresponds to a 50 percent annual change. The upper bound of a 95 percent confidence
interval for a 10 percent annual change is therefore 0.340 x 0.2 = 0.070.
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Tasre 11—VoucHer BEFFECTS BY MEASURES OF ScH00L QUALITY

By change in log enrollment

By tuition {$1,000s)

By performance sanction

Main effect  Interaction

Main effect Interaction

Sanctioned Not sanctioned

Subject (1 2 3) (4) (53 6
Math ~0.352 ~0.092 (384 -(.452
(0.098) 0223 (0118} (0.139)
Observations 938 672 575
¢ 0.679 0.709
ELA —0.039 -0.015 —0.037 0.167 —0.129 —-0.023
(0.091) (0.332) (0.087) (0.106) (0.1133 (0.111)
Observations 939 1,051 673 375
p-value 0.963 0.114 0.501
Science (1214 0397 -0.196 0.118 -0.277 -0.248
(0.111) (0.276) (0.100) (0.113) (01493 (0113}
Observations 918 1,031 653 368
p-value 0.150 0.299 0.876
Social studies ~{(.273 0.186 ~0.263 0.170 —0.322
{0,104} (0.313) (0.090) (0121 (0.125)
Observations 917 1,030 6353
p-value 0.552 0.158 0.919

Notes: This table reports estimates from 25LS models interacting Louisiana Scholarship Program {LSP) participa-
tion with measures of the quality of the private schools to which students applied. Columns 1 and 2 show 2SLS esti-
mates from a model interacting LSP participation with the change in log enroflment between the two most recent
PSS surveys prior to entering the program, instrumenting with the interaction of the change in log enrollment and
the lottery offer. The sample in these columns is restricted to schools for which PSS data are available. Columns 3
and 4 display 2SLS estimates interacting LSP participation with tuition. The sample in these columns is restricted
to schools with available tuition data. Column 5 reports effects for schools that were sanctioned for academic per-
formance in 2013-2014, and column 6 reports effects for schools that were not sanctioned. Interacting variables are
demeaned in the estimation sample, so that main effects are at the mean. See notes to Table 4 for a description of the
2SLS model specification. p-values are from tests of the hypothesis that interaction effects or subgroup differences
are zero. Standard errors, clustered by risk set, are in parentheses.

predicts a math effect of —0.060 for a private school with average tuition compared
to —0.36¢ for an average oversubscribed LSP school.” Tuition interaction estimates
for the other three subjects are also positive, though somewhat smaller and statisti-
cally insignificant.

The tuition interaction estimates suggest that selection of low-quality schools
into LSP participation can account for a substantial portion of the program’s nega-
tive math effects. The LSP’s strict test-based accountability sanctions aim to miti-
gate this type of selection by removing low-performing schools. Similar sanctions
appear to be effective at improving achicvement in other contexts (Chiang 2009;
Rockoff and Turner 2010; Rouse et al. 2013; Deming et al. 2016); we might expect
the LSP to improve over time if its sanctions successfully identify the participat-
ing schools with most negative achievement effects. Columns 5 and 6 of Table 11
assess the efficacy of the program’s accountability rules by comparing effects for

ing the statistics in “Table 2, the predicted effect for an average school is —0.367 + 0.260

) o
ST /\7 0.060.

x (®
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the 23 schools sanctioned for low scores in 2013-2014 to effects for unsanctioned
schools. Estimates for these two groups are similar and not statistically distinguish-
able. This implies that the unadjusted test score levels used to determine LSP sanc-
tions are not a reliable guide to causal achievement effects: voucher impacts are
equally negative for schools not sanctioned for low scores. In other words, the exist-
ing accountability rules do not appear to identify the low-quality schools that drive
the negative effects of the LSP.

V. Conclusion

This paper shows that the expansion of school choice can reduce student achieve-
ment. The Louisiana Scholarship Program, a large school choice program providing
private school vouchers to poor students attending low-performing public schools,
reduces academic achievement one year after program eatry, lowering mean test
scores and increasing the likelihood of failure in math, reading, science, and social
studies. These impacts are consistent across subgroups and geographic locations
and are robust to adjustments for differential attrition between lottery winners and
losers.

Private schools must apply for eligibility to enroll LSP voucher students. Survey
data indicate that LSP-eligible schools charge lower tuition and experience rapid
enrollment declines relative to other nearby private schools before entering the pro-
gram. In addition, tuition is inversely related to math achievement effects among
participating schools. These facts suggest that the LSP attracts a negatively selected
group of private schools with substantial negative achievement effects. A further
question is why this form of selection occurs for the LSP, but not for other sim-
ilarly structured voucher programs evaluated in the existing literature. The links
between the effects of school choice, program design, and market characteristics are
an important direction for future rescarch.

The estimates reported here capture causal impacts of oversubscribed private
schools. Evidently, many parents wish to enroll their children in these schools
despite their negative test score impacts. This may reflect either lack of knowledge
about achievement effects or demand for school characteristics other than academic
quality, such as religious instruction or a change in peer environment, Existing esti-
mates of the link between achievement gains and adult earnings suggest that the
perceived value of these other amenities would have to be extraordinarily large to
explain the choice to participate in the LSP. For example, Chetty, Friedman, and
Rockoff (2014b) estimate that a 1 standard deviation increase in math scores due to
improved teacher quality boosts the present discounted value of lifetime earnings
by about $42,000 at age 12. This implies that the test score losses suffered by LSP
participants in one year may be worth as much as $17,000 per student.®

8Chetty, Friedman, and Rockoff (2014b) calculate that the average present discounted value of sarnings atage 12
in the United States equals $522,000 in 2010 dolars. They estimate that a one standard deviation increase in teacher
value-added in a single grade boosts adult earnings by 1.3 percent. The standard deviation of teacher math val-
ue-added in student test score units equals 0,160, implying that a one standard deviation improvement in test scores
is worth $522,000 x 0.013/0.16 = $42,413. II the link between test score effects and earnings effects is similar
for the LSP, the math estimate in Table 4 translates into an earnings impact of ~0.41 x $42,413 = -§17,389.
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Parent knowledge and program effectiveness may change over time as
low-performing schools face accountability sanctions and information about school
quality is revealed. Our estimates show that schools not sanctioned for low achicve-
ment perform just as poorly as sanctioned schools, indicating that level-based
accountability standards may not be sufficient to identify and remove unproductive
schools unless the threat of sanctions induces significant changes in future years.
The evolution of choice behavior and program effects for future cohorts is another
key question for future work.

APPENDIX A. COMPLIER CHARACTERISTICS

This Appendix describes the methods used to compute characteristics and poten-
tial outcome distributions for LSP voucher lottery compliers. As in the local average
treatment effect (LATE) framework of Imbens and Angrist (1994), let ¥;(1) and
¥;(0) denote potential test scores as a function of the LSP treatment indicator P;, and
let P;{1) and P;(0) denote potential treatment choices as a function of the voucher
lottery offer Z;. Observed treatment is P; == P;(7;), and the observed outcome is
Y; Y;(P;). The term X; denotes a vector of baseline covariates.

Assume the vector (¥;(1), ¥;(0), P;(1), P;(0),X,) is independent of Z; and that
Py > P;(0) for all ¢, with strict inequality for a positive measure of students,
Then, for any measurable function g(¥;, X;), Lemma 2.1 in Abadie (2002) implies

Al Eg(Y, X)) Pi|Z; = 1] — E[g(Y, X)) Pi| Z; = O]
(A1) E[P,|z, = 1] ~ E[P,|Z = 0]
= E[g(vi(1).X)|Pi(1) > Pi(0)],
(A2) Elg(Y: X)(1 — P)|Z = 1] — Elg(¥, X)(1 — P)|Z; = 0]

E[l — P;|Z; = 1} _____ L[l — P

Z; = 0]
- E[g(¥(0).X)1P,(1) > Pi(0)].

The left-hand side of (A1) is the Wald (1940) instrumental variables estimand using
Z; as an instrument for P; in an equation for g(Y;, X;) P;. Likewise, the left-hand side
of (A2) is the IV estimand using Z; as an instrument for (1 ~ 2;) in an equation for
g(Y, X)(1 ~ P). Equations (A1) and (A2) imply that these IV procedures yield
mean values of g(V;, X;) for compliers in the treated and untreated states.

We apply these results to estimate complier characteristics and potential outcome
distributions. In practice, our IV models control for lottery risk-set indicators; the
arguments in Angrist and Imbens (1995) imply the resulting 2SLS estimates are
weighted averages of within-risk-set complier means. Control complier means in
Table 5 are obtained by setting ¢(¥,,X,) = Y, in equation (A2). Counterfactual
school characteristics in Table 10 are obtained by setting (¥, X)) = Cyp. (The
school characteristic Cy;y may be viewed as an additional outcome variable.)
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Treated and untreated complier densities in Figure 3 are obtained by setting
gV, X)) = ;1 K ( Y’; y) in (A1) and (A2). Density estimation also requires select-
ing the bandwidth 4. We use Silverman’s (1986) rule-of-thumb bandwidth for the
Gaussian kernel function, given by

Io= 1.060yn 71/5,

where o, is the standard deviation of the outcome and # is the sample size. A compli-
cation arises in using this rule for complier density estimation because both standard
deviations of complier outcomes and the number of compliers in the data are unob-
served. We estimate standard deviations of complier potential outcomes by setting
2(¥,, X;) equal to ¥; and ¥? in (A1) and (A2). This yields complier estimates of the
first two noncentral moments of ¥;(1) and ¥;{0), which are then used to construct an
estimate of o, for each potential outcome. The expected number of treated compliers
in the sample is n! = p, - 7 - n, where p, = Pr[Z; = 1]. The number of treated
compliers is the fraction of lottery winners times the population share of compliers
{equal to the first stage coefficient ) times total sample size. Likewise, the expected
non-treated complier sample size is n? = (1 — p,) - 7 - n. We plug the empirical
lottery offer probability and first stage coefficient into these formulas to construct
rule-of-thumb bandwidths appropriate for complier density estimation.

Figure 3 also reports bootstrap p-values from tests of the null hypothesis that
treated and untreated complier distributions are equal. The underlying tests are based
on methods from Abadie (2002), who notes that treated and untreated complier
distributions are equal if and only if the distribution of ¥; does not depend on Z;. A
test statistic for this hypothesis is the maximum difference in CDFs forthe Z; = 1
and Z; = 0 samples. Differences in CDFs are estimated by regressing 1{¥; < y}
on Z; for 100 equally spaced values of y covering the support of ¥;, controlling for
risk-set indicators. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov (KS) statistic is the maximum of
absolute values of the coefficients across these regressions.

A bootstrap distribution for the KS statistic is constructed by first drawing sam-
ples with replacement stratified by risk set and then randomly assigning simulated
lottery offers to match the full-sample propertions offered within each risk set. The
KS statistic is then recomputed in each bootstrap sample. The bootstrap p-value for
a test of equality of treated and untreated complier distributions is the fraction of
bootstrap KS statistics greater than the full-sample KS statistic. We implement this
procedure in Figure 3 using 250 bootstrap trials.

Finally, to aid interpretation of the magnitudes of differences in distributions, the
reported KS statistics in Figure 3 are maximum differences in complier CDFs rather
than maximum differences in offered and non-offered CDFs. Complier CDFs are
estimated by plugging 1{¥; < y}into (A1) and (A2) at the same 100 points used in
the bootstrap tests for distributional equality.

APPENDIX B, BOUNDS ON VOUCHER EFFECTS

We next describe methods for bounding local average treatment effects in the
presence of differential attrition between lottery winners and losers. The arguments
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here follow those in Engberg et al. (2014). adapted to the notation used in our anal-
ysis. As in Appendix A, define potential outcomes ¥;(p) and potential treatments
P;(z) and assume these are independent of Z;. Now, however, let the treatment vari-
able P; take three values: P; ¢ {0,1,a}. When P; = q, student i attrits from the
sample, and her outcome is not observed,

We make the following monotonicity assumption on responses to voucher offers:

Pi(1) # P{0) = P(1) = L

This restriction implies that any student who changes behavior in response to a

voucher offer does so to participate in the LSP program. In other words, no one exits

LSP in response to an offer, and no one exits the sample in response to an offer.
Under this assumption the population can be partitioned into the following groups:

(i) Never takers: P;(1) = P;{0) = 0.
(iii) Always attriters: P;{1} = P;(0) = a.
{(iv) Compliers: P;{1} = 1, P;{0) = 0.
(v) Attisk: (1) = 1.P,(0) = a.

This classification scheme is a version of the principal stratification framework of
Frangakis and Rubin (2002), which divides an experimental population into groups
defined by responses to random assignment. The twist here relative to the usual
LATE model is the presence of at-risk students. Without such students, IV estimates
of voucher effects are consistent for local average treatment effects. With these stu-
dents, LATE is not identified, and we must bound it.

Let 7% denote population shares of the five groups for g € {af,nt,aa,c,ar}.
Likewise, let 11 denote the mean of Y;(p) for group g and p < {0, 1}. The average
causal effect of voucher receipt for compliers is LATE = uf — pg. To bound this
quantity, first note that the population shares of each group are identified, since

Pr{l)i ”Zi 0} =
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Mean observed outcomes for non-treated students by offer status are

EY,|P =27 = 0] = (

These expressions show that the never taker mean is observed among students who
decline offers, and the group of non-offered, non-treated students is a mixture of
never takers and compliers. The non-treated complier mean can then be backed out as

(7" + #)EY| P, = Z = 0] — @ E]V|P; = 0,7, = 1]
T° ’

co_
Mo =

It is straightforward to show that the moments in this equation arc equivalent to those
used in equation (A2) when g(¥;,X;) = Y, substituting 1{P; = 0} for (1 — P}
since P; is now an unordered treatment,

The presence of at-risk students prevents us from backing out i in similar fash-
ion. To bound it, note that we can identify the distribution of ¥;(1) for the pooled
population of compliers and at-risk students. Specifically, we have

E[{, < yip, = 1}
E|1{P;

7 = 1]~ E[1fr, < 5}1{p, = 117 = 0]

(B1) 11z = 1] = E[i{P; = 1}]Z, = 0]

= Pr[v,(1) < y|Pi(1) # P{0)]

= I {)”)-

This result follows by applying equation (A1).

The minimum possible value of p§ occurs when compliers occupy the entire
fower tail of this mixture distribution. The complier share in the mixture is
7 /(7" + 7). Then,

i > E{Yi(l)}Yi(l) < i

S

JP(1) A Pi(O)]

E[Yil{n < Pl ) e = 1z = i}
““““ E[{P, = 0}|7 = o] — E[U{P, = 0}|Z = 1]

}1{1@ — 1Yz = o]

E|{p; = 0}|Z = 0] — E[1{P; = 0}{Z, = 1]

= Hmin
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where the first equality follows from another application of equation (A1), rescaling
appropriately by the probability that the event { Y, < Kyt <r?7—m> } occurs in the
mixture of treated compliers and at-risk students. Similarly, an upper bound for the
treated complier mean is

ar

E[Y,l{v,» > F;‘(,"—:)} Hp, = 117 = I]

E[{P; = 0}{Z, = 0] — E[1{P; = 0}|Z; = 1]

E[Yil{}ﬂ- > Fil(

E[1{p, = 0|7 = 0

/*”max*
Bounds on LATE are then
Fomin — “f) < LATE < Hmax — HLO

Hstimation of these bounds is implemented with the following steps:
(i) Estimate the probabilities 7" and 7 as minus the shifts in the probability of
attrition and non-participation induced by the lottery offer.

(ii) Estimate the CDF of ¥;(1) for the mixture of compliers and at-risk students
using equation (B1).

g
i

(iii) Use the estimated CDF to find Ffl(rﬂ f«;w’ and Fit P Tg,.) This can be

done by searching over values of y to find the point that yieldé the appropriate
value of Fy(y).

(iv) Use the expressions above to estimate . and Ly

(v) Estimate pf§ using equation (A2), setting ¢(¥,X;) = Y; and substituting

(vi) Construct bounds for LATE using the estimates of Ligaxs fmins 20d £25,

After estimating the bounds we obtain standard errors by conducting 100 bootstrap
replications of the entire procedure. In practice, risk set indicators and baseline
covariates are included in all regressions used to estimate group shares, CDFs, and
mean potential outcomes.
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Executive Summary

The District of Columbia (DC) Opportunity Scholarship Program (OSP) was created by Congress
in 2004 to provide tuition vouchers to low-income DC parents who want their child to attend a private
school. Reauthorized in 2011 by the Scholarships for Opportunity and Results (SOAR) Act, the program
places a priority on serving students leaving low-performing public schools and provides them
scholarships of about $8,000 for grades K-8 and $12,000 for grades 9-12 to attend a participating private
school. These private schools must agree to requirements regarding nondiscrimination in admissions,
fiscal accountability, and employing teachers with at least a bachelor’s degree.

The SOAR Act also mandated an evaluation of the OSP program, with annual reports to Congress.
This report examines impacts two years after eligible families applied to the program on student
achievement, satisfaction with schools, perceptions of school safety, and parent involvement in
education—all outcomes the legislation required the evaluation to address.

Because the program operator selected students to receive scholarship offers using a lottery process
in 2012, 2013, and 2014, the evaluation is able to provide rigorous estimates of the program’s impacts.
Specifically, differences found when comparing outcomes for the treatment group (995 students selected
through the lottery to receive scholarships offers) and the control group (776 students not selected to
receive scholarships offers) can be attributed to the OSP program and not some other difference between
the two groups. Because students who were offered a scholarship did not have to use it, the evaluation
examines both the impacts of being offered and the impacts of using scholarships. Key findings include:

The OSP had a statistically significant negative impact on mathematics achievement after
two years. Mathematics scores were lower for students two years after they applied to the OSP (by 8.0
percentile points for students offered a scholarship and 10.0 percentile points for students who used their
scholarship), compared with students who applied but were not selected for the scholarship. Reading
scores were lower (by 3.0 and 3.8 percentile points, respectively) but the differences were not statistically
significant (figure E-1). Similarly, for students applying from low-performing schools (those designated
as “in need of improvement™ or SINI), to whom the SOAR Act gave priority for scholarships, the
negative impact on mathematics scores but not reading scores was statistically significant.
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Figure E-1. Impacts on reading and mathematics achievement (percentile scores) for
scholarship offer and use, in second year

. . W Treatment
Percentile Reading Mathematics
H Control
80
70
60
Impact: Impact: Impact: Impact:
50 3.0 3.8 -8.0% -10.0*
40
40.3 39.5
30 gl 33.0
20
10
0
Scholarship offered Scholarship used Scholarship offered Scholarship used

* Difference between the treatment group and the control group is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.

NOTE: Sample size is 612 treatment group students and 389 control group students for reading, and 609 treatment group
students and 387 control group students for mathematics.

SOURCE: Estimated means and impacts were generated from the study’s regression models, as described in chapter 2.
Percentiles were calculated using grade-level norms and scale scores. The study administered the TerraNova Third Edition,
reading and mathematics tests to students participating in the OSP evaluation, two years after application.

The program did not have a statistically significant impact on parents’ or students’ general
satisfaction with the school the child was attending two years after applying to the program. Parents
of students who were offered or used the OSP scholarships were more likely to give their child’s school a
grade of A or B (on an A through F scale), compared with the parents of students not selected for the
scholarship offer, but differences were not statistically significant. Similarly, students who were offered
or used the OSP scholarships were more likely to give their school a grade of A or B, but differences were
again not statistically significant (figure E-2).
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Figure E-2. Impacts on parent and student general satisfaction (percentage giving school
an A or B grade) for scholarship offer and use, in second year
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NOTE: Sample size is 569 treatment group parents and 382 control group parents. Sample size is 331 treatment group
students and 186 control group students.

SOURCE: Estimated means and impacts were generated from study’s regression models, as described in chapter 2. Parent
and student surveys for OSP evaluation, 2014-2016.

The program had a statistically significant positive impact on both parents’ and students’ general
perceptions of school safety two years after applying to the program. Parent and student surveys
asked respondents to rate their school as very safe, somewhat safe, or not safe. Parents of students offered
or using the OSP scholarships and the students themselves were more likely to indicate that their school
was very safe, compared with those not selected for the scholarship offer (figure E-3). Similarly, for both
parents of students applying from low-performing SINI schools and the students themselves, the program
had a positive impact on perceptions of school safety.
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Figure E-3. Impacts on parent and student general perceptions of school safety
(percentage rating school as very safe) for scholarship offer and use,
in second year

W Treatment
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Percent m Control
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70.7 74.2 Impact: 15.5%
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*Difference between the treatment group and the control group is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.

NOTE: Sample size is 566 treatment group parents and 370 control group parents. Sample size is 320 treatment group

students and 183 control group students.

SOURCE: Estimated means and impacts were generated from study's regression models, as described in chapter 2. Parent
and student surveys for OSP evaluation, 2014-2016.

The program did not have a statistically significant impact on parents’ involvement in the
education of their child two years after applying to the program (figure E-4). Parents of students
offered or using the OSP scholarships reported similar levels of participation in education-related
activities at school and in the home, compared with the parents of students not selected for the scholarship
offer (figure E-4).
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Figure E-4. Impacts on parent involvement in education at school and at home (number
of events reported) for scholarship offer and use, in second year

B Treatment
At school At home

Events u Control

30
Impact: Impact:
-0.5 -0.6 Impact: Impact:
20 218 21.7 03 04
19.1 19.1

10
0

Scholarship offered Scholarship used Scholarship offered Scholarship used

NOTE: Sample size for school involvement is 540 treatment group parents and 349 control group parents. Sample size for
home involvement is 564 treatment group parents and 375 control group parents.

SOURCE: Estimated means and impacts were generated from study’s regression models, as described in chapter 2. Parent
surveys for OSP evaluation, 2014—2016.

‘When considering these findings, it is important to note that impacts reported here are from the
second year during which students could have used their scholarships. Also, the OSP operates in DC,
where the majority of families already exercise school choice.!! In this setting, the evaluation is assessing
the impacts of adding a private-school option to a set of existing choice options. It is not assessing the
impacts of attending private school compared with attending an assigned traditional public school. The
evaluation also is not assessing the impacts of “school choice™ in general, which is not possible in a
setting in which school choice already is prevalent. In addition, the OSP is the only federally funded
voucher program. The combination of elements—a program whose funding and support has shifted over
time at the federal level, operating within a city that offers ample options for parents to choose schools—
makes findings from this evaluation challenging to generalize to other settings, such as voucher programs
operated statewide or in settings that currently have limited choice options. However, the evaluation’s
findings have a high degree of validity when viewed within the context of DC.

In 2012, 75 percent of public school students in DC attended a school that was not their assigned neighborhood school (21% Century School
Fund, 2014).
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1. Introduction

The District of Columbia (DC) Opportunity Scholarship Program (OSP) is the only federally
funded program that provides vouchers to low-income families to send their children to private schools
that agree to accept them. State funding of such programs began in 1990, in Milwaukee. By 2017, 14
states were funding private school vouchers for at least some groups of students.

The merits of voucher programs continue to be debated, with advocates citing the benefits of
school options and competition for public schools and critics objecting to the diversion of public funds to
private organizations, including religious schools.! The debates indicate significant interest in
understanding whether and how these programs are effective. This report, from a congressionally
mandated evaluation of the OSP, describes the

impacts of the OSP on students and parents two years
after they applied to the program. It is the fifthina

Exhibit 1. Overview of the Opportunity
Scholarship Program as

defined in the SOAR Act
Student eligibility criteria

e DC resident

e Income at or below 185 percent of the
federal poverty line at application

e Priority to students who:
— Had a sibling already in program
— Attended a low-performing school

series of required annual reports from the evaluation.”

Congress created the OSP in 2004 and
reauthorized it in 2011 under the Scholarships for
Opportunity and Results (SOAR) Act.’ The SOAR
Act establishes criteria for student eligibility, the
groups of students who receive priority for

scholarships, and scholarship dollar amounts, as
shown in exhibit 1. Participating private schools must
agree to requirements regarding nondiscrimination in
admissions, fiscal accountability, having teachers with

in need of improvement

— Were offered a scholarship in the
past but did not use it

— Were not already taking advantage

of school choice
Initial scholarship amount
e $8,000 for grades K-8
e $12,000 for grades 9-12

at least a bachelor’s degree, and cooperation with an
evaluation of the program. A program operator
administers the OSP through a grant awarded by the
U.S. Department of Education (the Department).

Congress required an independent evaluation of the OSP under the SOAR Act, “using the strongest
possible research design for determining effectiveness™ to measure the program’s impacts on student
academic progress, satisfaction, safety, and other key outcomes. The use of lotteries to award scholarships
allows the study to use the “gold standard™ of evaluation methodology, creating an experiment in which

://www.nesl.org/research/education/school-choice-vouchers.aspx.

2 The first three reports described the characteristics of program applicants and participating schools, parents’ considerations in applying to the
OSP, and how participating schools differ from traditional public and charter schools in DC that OSP applicants might be able to attend. The
fourth report described the impacts of the OSP one year after families applied to the program. A final sixth report will describe the impacts of the
program three years after families applied to the program. Reports from this evaluation are available at:
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/projects/evaluation/choice_soar.asp

3 See http:/www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pke/BILLS-112hr471eh/pdf/ BILLS-112hr471ch.pdf for the SOAR Act legislation. The program recently was
reauthorized in the Omnibus Reconciliation Act for 2017 spending, H.R. 244.
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outcomes for two randomly determined groups, treatment and control, can be compared to determine
effectiveness. For this study, the treatment group consists of students selected through a lottery to receive
a scholarship offer, and the control group consists of students not selected to receive a scholarship offer.
Randomization helps to ensure that the two groups being compared were truly similar at the time of OSP
application, and that—other than by chance—the only difference that could influence the outcomes is
whether they received a scholarship offer.

It is important to note that the OSP operates in DC, where families increasingly have the option to
apply to a large number of both charter and traditional public schools other than their assigned
neighborhood school. Between 2004 and 2012 the number of charter schools in DC more than doubled
(see Betts, Dynarski, and Feldman 2016). By 2012, 75 percent of all students enrolled in public schools in
DC were attending a school other than their assigned neighborhood school (21* Century School Fund,
2014). Families in the treatment group had three types of school choice options—charter schools, a public
school not in their neighborhood, or a private school whose tuition was fully or partly paid by the OSP.
Families in the control group had the same three options but did not receive tuition support from the OSP
if their child attended private school. Therefore, this evaluation is assessing the impacts of adding a
private-school option to a set of existing choice options. It is not assessing the impacts of attending
private school compared with attending an assigned traditional public school. The evaluation also is not
assessing the impacts of “school choice™ in general, which is not possible in a setting in which school
choice already is prevalent.

More information about evaluation design is included in the next section (chapter 2). Chapter 3
describes OSP implementation and participating students and schools, to provide background for the
second-year program impacts presented in chapter 4.
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2. Evaluation of the OSP

The SOAR legislation required the evaluation

to address the impacts of being offered an OSP Exhibit 2. Evaluation questions

Reading and Mathematics
Achievement

What is the effect of receiving/using an
OSP scholarship on reading and
mathematics achievement?

scholarship and the actual use of an OSP scholarship 1
on (1) student achievement, (2) parent and student
satisfaction, (3) parent- and student-reported school
safety, and (4) parent involvement (exhibit 2).*

2. Satisfaction
What is the effect of receiving/using an
OSP scholarship on parent and student
general satisfaction with the student’s
school?

School Safety

This report examines how the offer and the use
of a scholarship affected student and family outcomes
in the second school year after applying to the OSP
and entering a lottery. The study also examines
impacts for specific groups of students, which can be 3.

useful for understanding whether the program was
effective, or more effective, for some and not others.
The report presents impacts for four student subgroups
that were defined at the time students applied for the
scholarship: (1) whether students were attending or
not attending a school in need of improvement
(SINI),’ (2) whether students scored above or below

What is the effect of receiving/using an
OSP scholarship on parent and student
perceptions of school safety?

Parent Involvement

What is the effect of receiving/using an

OSP scholarship on parent involvement
in their child’s education at home and at
school?

the median in reading,® (3) whether students scored

above or below the median in mathematics, and

(4) whether students were entering an elementary grade (K-5) or secondary grade (6-12). The SOAR
legislation designates students attending schools in need of improvement as a priority for scholarship
awards and, therefore, impacts for this subgroup are a primary focus for the study in addition to impacts
for the study sample overall. The three additional student subgroups are exploratory—to help identify
hypotheses about how the OSP works and for whom—and were created to be consistent with the previous
evaluation of the OSP program (Wolf et al. 2010), and for their relevance to policy. Specifically, pre-OSP
performance levels of participating students may affect achievement impacts, and policymakers have an
interest in determining whether programs have a greater effect on academically disadvantaged students.

4 Section 3009 of the SOAR Act also required the evaluation to examine retention, high school graduation, and college admission rates. However,
because the majority of the evaluation’s sample is in elementary school (see figure 1 in chapter 3) these outcomes cannot be examined in this
current report.

3 Local educati encies hil DC, the DC Public Schools and the Public Charter School Board—determine whether a school is
designated as “in need of improvement” under the No Child Left Behind Act (the version of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
[ESEA] that was in place during the 201214 OSP application and lottery processes). Although DC was operating under an ESEA waiver from
the Department during this period and using a different system and terms for designating categories of low-performing schools, DC’s Office of
the State Superintendent and the Department agreed on a way to designate schools to be consistent with the NCLB classification.

¢ Defined in relation to the median performance of study participants at the time of application.
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Similarly, analyzing impacts by grade level (elementary and secondary) helps to identify at what points in
students’” educational experience the program is or is not beneficial.

In the remainder of this chapter we describe the evaluation’s sample, including the role of the OSP
lotteries, data sources, analytic approach, and limitations.

The Sample: Number of Applicants and Scholarship Awards by
Lotteries

The evaluation includes three consecutive cohorts of students from lotteries conducted in 2012,
2013, and 2014 (in late spring or early summer of each year).” A total of 1,771 students applied for and
were eligible to enter the lottery for scholarships in these three years. Students were assigned higher
probabilities of selection if they had siblings in the program or were attending SINT schools at the time of
application, as required by the OSP legislation.® The OSP program operator conducted the annual lotteries
using a computer program designed by the study team, with the execution of the lotteries supported by the
study team and observed by staff from the Department.

The lotteries yielded scholarship offers to 995 students, 56 percent of eligible applicants (table 1).
Students offered scholarships (i.e., in the treatment group) could use them to attend a private school that
participates in the program, in which case the program paid the scholarship to the school. Students also
could remain in their current public school, attend other public schools including charter schools, or
attend a private school that did not participate in the program. In these cases, students would forgo their
scholarship (use rates will be discussed in the following chapter).

Table 1. OSP scholarship offers by study cohort

Number of Scholarship offered Scholarship not offered

Study cohort pplicants in (t group) (control group)
(year of application) lottery Numk Percent Numk Percent
2012 536 316 59 220 41
2013 718 394 55 324 45
2014 517 285 55 232 45
Total 1,771 995 56 776 44

SOURCE: OSP applications.

Because the lotteries (essentially a flip of a coin), and not family preferences, determine which
students are in the treatment and control groups, the two groups were expected to have similar
characteristics—ones that could be observed, such as age, gender, and income, and ones that could not be
observed or were difficult to observe, such as motivation to succeed in school and desire to attend a
private school. In fact, the characteristics of the treatment and control groups were quite similar. For

were offered a ship,

7 A lottery was not conducted in 2011, the first year after the OSP was reauthorized. That year, all eligible
and therefore, that cohort of applicants cannot be used in this experimental evaluation.
# Additional detail about the selection probabilities is included in appendix table A-1.
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example, average reading scores at the time of application were 573 for the treatment group and 570 for
the control group.’ Similarly, 86 percent of the treatment group and 85 percent of the control group were
African American, and 49 percent of both groups were female. None of these differences were
“statistically significant.” A difference that is statistically significant is one that is likely not due to chance
variation arising from the randomization process.

Data Sources

To estimate impacts, the study collected data on outcomes and characteristics of students, parents,
and schools from a variety of sources (table 2). The program required parents (or guardians) to complete
an application form to apply for a scholarship,'” and the application process included baseline (pre-
program) testing of students in reading and mathematics by the evaluation team. As a result, the study had
nearly complete data about students and families at the time of application. Parents were surveyed and
students were surveyed and tested each year after the initial application. Appendix B provides details on
the study’s approach for collecting data from parents and students.

Table 2. Data sources used to estimate impacts

Outcome Source
Student achievement in reading and mathematics TerraNova Third Edition
Parent satisfaction with school Parent survey

Parent perceptions of school safety
Parent involvement with education at school
Parent involvement with education in the home

Student satisfaction with school Student survey, grades 4-12
Student perceptions of school safety

For its academic achievement outcome, the study used reading and mathematics tests from the
CTB/McGraw-Hill TerraNova Third Edition."! These nationally normed standardized tests are vertically
aligned and available for grades K—12 (see section B-5 in the appendix for more information about the
tests). Depending on a student’s grade level, the reading and mathematics tests took about 90 minutes to
administer. Students were tested at the time of application, which provided a baseline test score that was
used as an adjustment variable in estimating impacts.'? Followup testing was conducted at the schools
where students were enrolled in the spring of each year following application. For this report, which
examines impacts two years after being offered or using a scholarship, testing took place during spring
2014 for the first cohort, in 2015 for the second cohort, and in 2016 for the third cohort (table 3). The

¢ The TerraNova Third Edition reading and matt i were admini: d to students at the time of application.

19 Parents were asked to complete all application questions, and parents of pre-K students responding to survey items about satisfaction with their
child’s school and perceptions of school safety may have been providing ratings for a range of settings including public preschool or home
daycare.

"' DC admini: its own standardized in grades 3 through 8 and, during the early years of the evaluation, was administering an
assessment in grade 10. However, aspects of the study precluded using these test scores for this study: the OSP statute required the evaluation to
use a nationally normed assessment (the DC one is not), private schools do not need to use the DC assessment. and the study has students in the
entire K12 grade range, which includes grades that do not administer the DC assessment.

12 Random assignment yields groups of students who are equivalent in theory, but measuring achiev t at the time of application adds
considerable statistical power to the estimation and adjusts for differences between treatment and control groups that arise due to chance
variation.
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spring data collection period was April to June and the number of days in the school year before each
student was tested was taken into account in the measurement of program impacts. '

Table 3. Study cohorts and years tested

Cohort Spring 2012 | Spring 2013 | Spring 2014 | Spring 2015 | Spring 2016 | Spring 2017

1 Application Data Data Data
and lottery Collection 1 | Collection 2 | Collection 3

2 Application Data Data Data
and lottery | Collection1 | Collection2 | Collection 3

3 Application Data Data Data
and lottery | Collection1 | Collection2 | Collection 3

The analysis presented in this report is based on students who completed tests in reading and
mathematics, students who completed the student survey, and parents who completed the parent survey
during the second year of followup data collection. The response rate was 71 percent for student tests,

74 percent for the parent survey, and 62 percent for the student survey.'* These rates are typical for
studies that test students and survey parents, but nonetheless could affect the study’s impact estimates if
patterns of response differ between the group offered a scholarship and the group not offered a
scholarship. Statistical tests of equivalence indicated that among respondents, there were few meaningful
differences in characteristics at the time of application, such as household income or achievement, when
comparing treatment and control group students and parents in this report’s analysis of impacts after two
years (“the second-year impact samples,” see appendix tables A-4, A-5, and A-6)." This means that
comparing outcomes for the responding treatment and control group members should still provide valid
estimates of the OSP’s impacts. However, these are tests of the equivalence of observed characteristics of
students and parents; unobserved characteristics could also differ. To estimate impacts for the program
overall and not just for those who provided data in Year 2, the study constructed nonresponse weights to
align characteristics of responding students and parents to characteristics of all students and parents at the

13 Of the students tested, the majority (97 percent) were tested during this window. For every student, the amount of time since the start of the
school year and when they were tested was computed and this number was included in the impact models.

14 Response rates for the reading and mathematics tests were 77 percent for students in the treatment group and 64 percent for students in the
control group. Response rates for the parent survey were 75 percent for the treatment group and 73 percent for the control group, after
subsampling, and response rates for the student survey were 68 percent for the treatment group and 53 percent for the control group. Some of the
response rate differentials fall outside of tolerance levels for randomized trials that the What Works Clearinghouse established
(https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwe/Handbooks). Table A-3 in the appendix includes more detail about sample sizes and missing data for the study’s
outcomes and covariates. Appendix section C-3 reports tests of sensitivity of student-survey results to missing outcomes.

1S The study ined the extent of di at application (baseline) between the treatment and control groups in the second-year impact
sample following methods suggested by the What Works Clearinghouse. For each of 27 baseline characteristics measured, an effect size was
calculated (difference between the treatment group average and the control group average, divided by a measure of how much the value of the
characteristic varies across students or parents), then converted into an absolute value, and then they were averaged across the characteristics to
create an average standardized baseline difference. These average differences were calculated for the reading test impact sample, the parent
survey impact sample, and the student survey impact sample. The average standardized baseline differences were 5.1 percent, 5.8 percent, and 7.9
percent, respectively. In line with What Works Clearinghouse’s recommendation that studies adjust for baseline differences when differences fall
in the range of 5 to 25 percent, the study’s regression models included baseline characteristics as covariates.
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time of application and used them for the impact analyses (see appendix B for details on how the study
constructed weights).'¢

Approach for Measuring Impacts

The study’s approach for estimating impacts was to model an outcome after application to the OSP
(e.g., mathematics achievement) as a function of student baseline (pre-OSP) test scores and student and
parent characteristics (all of which are “covariates” in the model), and whether the student received an
offer of a scholarship.!” This estimate is referred to as the intent-to-treat impact. The offer of a
scholarship created an “intent” for a student to be treated, which in this context means using the
scholarship to attend a participating private school. A variant of the model was used to estimate impacts
for the safety and satisfaction outcomes. These outcomes take on a value of either 0 or 1 and require
different estimation techniques than for test scores, but the models include the same covariates.'® Impacts
for subgroups of students and parents were estimated in a similar way. Additional detail is presented in
appendix B.

The study used the intent-to-treat impact as a basis for estimating the impact of using the
scholarship, referred to as the freatment-on-treated impact. The legislation calls for the study to report
this impact as well. The study used a straightforward adjustment procedure attributed to Bloom (1984),
which involved dividing the intent-to-treat impact by the proportion of students who used scholarships.'®
For the main analyses, the study defined scholarship “use™ to be any use during the two years after
applying for the scholarship. A more detailed discussion of this definition of use rates is provided in
section C-2 in the appendix. As the appendix notes, the concept of “using” a scholarship becomes more
nuanced over longer periods. Some students use a scholarship only briefly while others use it for longer
durations. Appendix C looks at the implications of defining “use” to be using a scholarship at any time
during the two years compared with using it each semester of the two years.

Because scale scores and impact effect sizes are difficult to interpret, this report presents findings
for student test scores in terms of average differences in percentiles. The overall percentile difference was
found by computing percentile differences at each grade level, and then weighting those differences by
the proportion of the student sample at each grade level. ° The OSP impact is depicted as the difference

16 Weights also were constructed to adjust for the probability of selection into the treatment group (i.e., when it is not 50 percent) and to account
for special efforts to collect outcome data from subsamples of nonrespondents to improve response rates. These weights are described in
appendix section B-6.

17 See appendix section B-3 for a full list of the covariates used in the model and a comparison of results from using non-linear models to estimate
test score impacts.

18 Although impacts on “binary” outcomes (those that take on only two values) are often estimated using logistic models, researchers increasingly
use linear probability models because in practice they yield the same results but the results are easier to interpret. The study estimated and
compared both types of models and found the same direction of results and levels of statistical significance.

19 For example, if half the students used their scholarship and the intent-to-treat impact was 10, the treatment-on-treated impact would be 20—the
intent-to-treat impact of 10 divided by the scholarship use rate of 50 percent. The study considered an Instrumental Variables approach but found
that estimates were very similar to estimates obtained using the Bloom adjustment, so the more straightforward method was used (see appendix
section B-3 for more information).

20 The models estimated impacts using scale scores rather than percentiles, which is why this change in percentiles is referred to as a depiction of
the impact. Appendix section B-4 provides details on how the study computed percentile differences.
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in average percentiles for the treatment group and the control group. Additional details on scale score
findings, including p-values and effect sizes, are presented in appendix A.

Limitations

It is appropriate to use some care in interpreting and applying the findings from this evaluation.
Studies that administer surveys over time often face challenges with response rates. In this evaluation, the
proportion of students in grades 4 and above who completed the student surveys was relatively low, and
the rates differed for those offered and not offered scholarships. Therefore, findings for school satisfaction
and perceptions of safety among students should be interpreted with caution. Response rates for other
outcomes based on student test scores and parent surveys were higher; however, nonresponse always
needs to be acknowledged when interpreting findings.

‘When considering these findings, it is important to note that impacts reported here are from the
second year during which students could have used their scholarships. Also, the OSP operates in DC,
where the majority of families already exercise school choice.?! In this setting, the evaluation is assessing
the impacts of adding a private-school option to a set of existing choice options. It is not assessing the
impacts of attending private school compared with attending an assigned traditional public school. The
evaluation also is not assessing the impacts of “school choice™ in general, which is not possible in a
setting in which school choice already is prevalent. In addition, the OSP is the only federally funded
voucher program. The combination of elements—a program whose funding and support has shifted over
time at the federal level, operating within a city that offers ample options for parents to choose schools—
makes findings from this evaluation challenging to generalize to other settings, such as voucher programs
operated statewide or in settings that currently have limited choice options. However, the evaluation’s
findings have a high degree of validity when viewed within the context of DC.

21 In 2012, 75 percent of public school students in DC attended a school that was not their assigned neighborhood school (21 Century School
Fund, 2014).
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3. Characteristics of the
Program, Students, and Schools

Information about how the OSP operates, and the students and schools that participate in it,
provides important context for understanding its effectiveness. The specific characteristics of the program
differ from that of other voucher programs, in ways that could influence the kinds of families and private
schools that participate and how the program does or does not benefit participants.

Program Features

The SOAR Act requires the OSP to be operated through a federal grant to a local entity, and to be
supervised by the Department’s Office of Innovation and Improvement, and the Office of the Mayor of
the District of Columbia. In August 2015, the Department awarded a 3-year grant to a DC-based nonprofit
organization, Serving Our Children, to implement the OSP. Another nonprofit, the DC Children and
Youth Investment Trust, administered the OSP between 2011 and August 2015.

The operator is responsible for ensuring that participating schools meet reporting requirements and
financial responsibilities. Schools must provide accreditation information, ensure that teachers in core
subjects have a baccalaureate degree or higher, and assure compliance with the statute’s language
prohibiting discrimination against applicants on the basis of race, color, national origin, religion, or sex.
Schools also have to have financial systems and procedures, and submit proof of adequate financial
resources if the school has been operating for five years or less. The operator of the program also is
responsible for setting up the application process, recruiting applicants and schools, awarding
scholarships, and monitoring awardees and schools. The SOAR Act does not specify that monitoring
should take into account the academic performance of participating private schools or of OSP students in
the schools.

Families apply for the scholarship and the program operator determines their eligibility (see exhibit
1 in chapter 1). Eligible families that receive scholarship offers then decide which participating private
schools—if any—they will apply to, and those schools decide if applying families meet their admissions
criteria, which schools set on their own. The legislation expressly states that participating schools do not
have to alter or change their tuition or their admission criteria for OSP scholarship students. Students can
be offered a scholarship but not be admitted to a private school they want to attend. There is also no
obligation to use the scholarship, and families with children admitted to one or more participating private
schools can elect to attend public schools (or nonparticipating private schools) instead. Eligible families
that do not receive scholarship offers also can apply for and attend participating private schools, but
receive no scholarship support.
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Characteristics of Students Applying to the OSP

Characteristics of all eligible program applicants in 2012, 2013, and 2014 (the students included in
the OSP evaluation) are consistent with the “purpose™ and “priorities” sections in the SOAR Act. For
example, consistent with the program’s eligibility requirements, all students are from families with
incomes at or below 185 percent of the federal poverty line. A large proportion of students (42 percent)
were living in wards 7 and 8 in southeast DC, which are the lowest-income wards in the District. Most
were below the national average in reading and mathematics: at the time of application, the average
applicant scored at the 32nd percentile in mathematics and the 34th percentile in reading on the study-
administered assessment. Reflecting the program’s priority to serve students in low-performing schools,
the majority of students were enrolled in SINI schools when they applied for the scholarship (64 percent,
compared with 36 percent enrolled in non-SINI schools) (figure 1).

Figure 1. Percentage of eligible program applicants, by SINI status and school grade
level at time of application

SINI
SINI stats
o * m
80 100

Elementary
68

School level

0 20 40 60
Percent

SOURCE: OSP applications.

The Act itself did not have a priority to serve younger children, but students were
disproportionately entering early elementary school grades at the time of application. Sixty-eight percent
of applicants were entering elementary grades (K-5) compared with 32 percent entering secondary
grades (6-12) (figure 1) and one-quarter were entering kindergarten at the time of application (figure 2).
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Figure 2. Percentage of eligible applicants, by entering grade level at time of application
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SOURCE: OSP applications.

At the time of application, students were roughly split between attending traditional public schools
(40 percent) and charter schools (36 percent), with an additional 25 percent attending pre-kindergarten
(figure 3).22

Figure 3. Percentage of eligible applicants, by school type at time of application
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SOURCE: OSP applications.

22 Students attending pre-kindergarten may have been in preschools operating in traditional public schools, private schools, or other settings,
i ing pr operated by organizations.
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Student Participation in the Program

Students who received an offer of a scholarship (applicants assigned to the treatment group) could
decline to use it at all, use it intermittently, say, for one or two semesters, or use it fully. For this report,
examining the impacts two years after students and families applied to the OSP, “full use” is defined as
using a scholarship for all four semesters, “partial use” as some of the four semesters, and “no use” as
none of the semesters. Because the extent of participation is most relevant for understanding program
impacts, the participation rates reported here are for the sample of students in the second-year impact
sample. > Among the second-year impact sample of treatment group students, most (59 percent) were full
users, some were partial users (19 percent), and some did not use it at all (22 percent)** (see figure 4).

Figure 4. Percentage of treatment group students in the second-year impact sample
using the scholarship after application, by number of semesters
Percent
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SOURCE: Scholarship payment files from Serving Our Children.

Another way to examine use is to consider the proportion of scholarships used in each of the four
semesters over two years. These proportions stay relatively constant over time (figure 5), varying between
65 and 73 percent of students.

2 In this section, the second-year impact sample consists of students who completed a reading achievement test in the second year of followup
after applying for a scholarship.
2 Using a scholarship “fully” also could be considered as spending the entire awarded amount. We are not considering “use” in that sense.
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Figure 5. Percentage of treatment group students in the second-year impact sample
using the scholarship after application, by semester
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SOURCE: Scholarship payment files from Serving Our Children.

School Characteristics

The kinds of schools that participate in the OSP and that students attend—both those offered a
scholarship (the treatment group) and those not offered a scholarship (the control group)—may influence
the impact of the OSP. The study identified the school that students were attending in the spring of the
second year after applying for a scholarship.

Private Schools Participating in the OSP

Private schools participating in the OSP can play a role in the effectiveness of the program, though
where students who are offered a scholarship ultimately enroll depends on their families” preferences and
the private schools’ admissions criteria. During the period corresponding to the second year of followup
for this study, the number of private schools participating in the OSP declined from 52 (in the 2013-14
school year) to 49 (in the 2015-16 school year).?* Of the schools that participated in the OSP in any of the
three years (201314, 201415, or 2015-16), 62 percent were religiously affiliated, and 38 percent were
Catholic schools operating within the Archdiocese of Washington (figure 6). Among participating
schools, 70 percent had published tuition rates above the maximum voucher amount.?®

2This is a net change. A small number of schools began participating, stopped participating, or closed during this time period.

26 Among schools where the published tuition rates exceeded scholarship amounts, the average difference was $13,310 (ranging from $177 to
$31.519). Tuition amounts used here are ones posted by schools, which can offer other kinds of aid to defray tuition costs. The study’s data do
not include how much tuition OSP participants actually paid.
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Figure 6. Percentage of participating private schools, by religious affiliation and tuition

rates
Affiliation Not faith-based Archdiocese schools
38% 38%
Above voucher
Tuition rates amount
70%

0 20 40 60 80 100

Percent

NOTE: Percents may not add to 100 because of rounding. Information presented reflects the 53 private schools that
participated in OSP during at least one of the 3 years (2013-14, 2014-15, 2015-16).

SOURCE: Religious affiliation is from the NCES Private School Survey, 2013—14. Information aboui tuition rates for OSP
participating schools was obtained from the Participating School Directory, published in 2015-16 by Serving Our Children and
in 2013-14 and 2014-15 by DC Children and Youth Investment Trust Corporation.

The proportion of voucher students in participating private schools provides a sense of the extent to
which these schools rely on vouchers.?”” On average, OSP students represented 8 percent of enrollment in
participating private schools, but the proportion varied widely between schools. During the 2013-14
school year, in 24 percent of participating private schools, there were no OSP students at all, and in
14 percent of participating schools, OSP students represented 21-40 percent of total enrollment (figure 7).

Figure 7. Percentage of participating private schools, by the share of OSP students
enrolled in their school
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SOURCE: NCES Private School Survey, 2013-14 (or 2011-12 or school website); scholarship payment files from Serving
Our Children.

2" An alternate approach would be to analyze the share of revenue private schools receive from vouchers, which Hungerman et al. (2017) did for
Milwaukee private schools. However, that study relied on data that are not available to this study.
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Types of Schools Attended by Stud. in the Treatment and Control Groups

Students in the control group were most likely to be attending a traditional public school
(47 percent) or a charter school (43 percent), but 10 percent were attending a private school that was
participating in the OSP (table 4).% The large percentage of control group students attending charter
schools is consistent with the size of the charter school sector in DC, which in 2013 enrolled 43 percent of
DC public school students and 36 percent of all DC students (Betts, Dynarski, and Feldman 2016). While
most students in the treatment group were attending a private school (68 percent), one-third of these
students (32 percent) had never used or were no longer using the scholarship offered to them and were
attending a public school, evenly split between traditional public and charter schools (16 percent in each
type).

Table 4. Percentage of study participants in the second-year impact sample,
by school type, two years after applying to the program

Percent of student:
Treatment Control
School type group group
Traditional public 16 47
Charter 16 43
Participating private 68 10

NOTE: Percent of students attending non-participating private schools was excluded from the table
because of small sample size. The sample was weighted by the inverse of the probability of being
selected in the lottery.

SOURCE: School type is obtained at followup testing for students in the second-year impact sample.

Within the two years after applying to the OSP, students can start out in one type of school and end
up in another, and their outcomes in the second year likely reflect the accumulation of school experiences.
For example, a student could attend a traditional public school one year and a charter school the next.
However, most students attended the same type of school in both years (table 5). For example, 79 percent
of the treatment group attended the same type of school in both years (most were attending participating
private schools), and 81 percent of the control group attended the same type of school for both years
(most were attending traditional public schools and charter schools). Of the students who changed
schools, the most common pattern for control group students was moving between traditional public and
charter schools (9 percent), and, for treatment group students, moving between participating private and
either traditional public (7 percent) or charter schools (5 percent).

28 Of the students in the control group who were attending an OSP participating private school, 40 percent had a sibling who was in the treatment
group and also attending an OSP participating school.
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Table 5. School attendance patterns during the first two years for
students in the second-year impact sample

Percent of students
Treatment Control
hool type rou| rou

Stayed in same type of school 79 81
Traditional public both years 11 38
Charter both years 11 36
Participating private both years 57 6
Changed type of school 15 12
Traditional public and charter 2 9
Traditional public and participating private 7 2
Charter and participating private 5 1
School type in first year is not known 6 7

SOURCE: School type is obtained at followup testing for students in the second-year impact sample.

Characteristics of Schools Attended by Students in Treatment and Control Groups

Data from surveys of school principals provide more insight from the school level about
differences treatment and control group students experienced (table 6).>° Compared with students in the
control group, students in the treatment group attended schools where principals reported:

e Lower enrollment and lower pupil-staff ratios. For example, school enrollment averaged
274.0 for students in the treatment group and 393.5 for students in the control group.

e Lower use of some school safety measures. For example, 42.2 percent of schools attended by
students in the treatment reported daily presence of police or security staff, compared with
73.9 percent of schools attended by students in the control group.

e More hours per week of school time (1.4 hours more), but less instructional time in reading
and mathematics (about 1 hour less per week in each subject).

e More frequent tests given by reading and mathematics teachers. For example, among schools
attended by students in the treatment group, 88.5 percent of principals reported that testing in
mathematics occurred weekly or more often, compared with 75.3 percent of principals at
schools attended by students in the control group.

e More availability of instructional programs for advanced leamers or talented/gifted students
(54.7 percent offered, compared with 43.7 percent).

o Less availability of instructional programs for students with learning disabilities (69.8 percent
compared with 90.2 percent) and students learning English (50.1 percent compared with
69.7 percent).

2 The study administered principal surveys to all schools in DC to collect comparable data for public and private schools. Note that these
estimates are affected by the number of students in the study who attended a school. If many students in the study attended large private schools,
average enrollment in table 6 will be larger than average enrollment in all participating private schools. Similarly, if many students in the control
group attended large public schools, average enrollment in schools that these students attended will be larger than average enrollment in DC
public schools.
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e More availability of differentiated instruction (86.5 percent of schools offered, compared with
81.0 percent).

These average differences in school characteristics are an indication that school environments and
instructional experiences differed for the two groups of students.
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Table 6. Characteristics of schools that students in the second-year impact sample
attended, two years after application

Treatment Control
group group
Characteristic average average
Enrollment 2740 393.5%
Percent African American 74.2% 73.0%
Percent Hispanic 16.1% 19.1%*
Pupil-staff ratio 10.6 11.0*
Safety measures
Process for screening students using metal detectors 16.2 24.1*
All or most of the students are required to stay on school grounds during lunch 98.1 98.0
Drug sweeps 55 6.5
Daily presence of police or security persons 422 73.9%
Video surveillance 70.2 90.6*
Mean suspension rate 7.3% 7.7%
Weekly instructional time (in hours)
Length of typical school week 322 30.8*
Time in mathematics instruction 5.2 6.1*
Time in reading instruction 6.2 7.2%
Frequency of testing English, reading, or language arts skills of studentst
More than once a week 21.3% 12.9%
Weekly 65.9 60.9
Monthly or less often 12.8 26.3
Frequency of testing arithmetic or mathematics skills of studentst
More than once a week 18.4% 16.0%
Weekly 701 59.3
Monthly or less often 1.4 248
Availability of instructional programs for
Advanced learners or talented/gifted students 54.7% 43.7%*
Students with learning disabilities 69.8 90.2*
Non-English speakers 50.1 69.7*
Individual tutors available to students in school 71.7% 67.0%
Differentiated instructiont
School offers differentiated courses in core curriculum but students have open
access to any course provided they have taken the required prerequisite(s). 22.5% 19.8%
School offers differentiated courses and does differentiated grouping in core
curriculum 64.0 61.2

School offers a variety of undifferentiated courses in core curriculum and
students have open access to any course provided they have taken the
required prerequisite(s) 13.5 19.0
* Difference between the treatment group and the control group is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.

TTests for statistical significance were conducted using a chi-square test and the difference between groups is statistically significant
at the 0.05 level.

NOTE: The number of schools providing data for this table varied by characteristic, ranging from 182 to 231 schools. For the
treatment group, the number of schools ranged from 149 to 185, and for the control group it ranged from 153 to 194 schools.
Because some schools enrolled students from both the control and treatment groups, they contributed to the school characteristics
for both groups. School characteristics were weighted by the proportion of students in the study sample attending. Each student was
assigned characteristics of their school in the relevant year.

SOURCE: Data for average enrollment, pupil-staff ratio, and race/ethnicity are from the NCES Private School Survey, 2013-14 (for
private schools) and from the Common Core of Data, 2013—14 (for public schools). Data for safety measures, suspensions,
frequency of testing, instructional programs, tutoring, and differentiation are from the study’s principal survey, two years after
application. Characteristics for private schools may differ from those previously reported because some participating private schools
did not enroll any OSP students, which gives them a weight of zero for these characteristics.
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4. Impacts on Key Outcomes

Impacts on Reading and Mathematics Achievement

Improving academic achievement is a clear goal of the SOAR Act. The legislation notes public
school students in DC perform well below national averages on reading and mathematics tests and gives
priority in the OSP to serving students attending schools in need of academic improvement. The Act also
requires that the evaluation measure the impact of the OSP on achievement and specifies the use of a
standardized test to assess it.>

Overall, students who were offered or used an OSP scholarship had significantly lower
mathematics test scores but not reading test scores two years after applying to the program.
Students in the group that received a scholarship offer scored 8.0 percentile points lower on the
mathematics test and 3.0 percentile points lower on the reading test than students in the control group
(figure 8) after two years. The difference in mathematics scores was statistically significant and the
difference in reading scores was not.>!

Figure 8. Impacts on reading and mathematics achievement (percentile scores) for
scholarship offer and use, in second year
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* Difference between the treatment group and the control group is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.

NOTE: Sample size is 612 treatment group students and 389 control group students for reading, and 609 treatment group
students and 387 control group students for mathematics.

SOURCE: Estimated means and impacts were generated from the study’s regression models, as described in chapter 2.
Percentiles were calculated using grade-level norms and scale scores. The study administered the TerraNova Third Edition,
reading and mathematics tests to students participating in the OSP evaluation, two years after application.

3 PL 112-10. Sec. 3009(a)(2)(B)(i) requires the evaluation to measure the impact of the program on student achievement. Sec. 3009(a)(3)(A)
requires the use of a norm-referenced standardized test.

311t is common for studies to report the magnitudes of impacts using effect sizes, of which the most common is the ratio of the estimated impact
to the standard deviation of the outcome. In this context, reading and mathematics scores effect sizes are -0.09 and -0.12. Appendix A presents
these impacts and their associated effect sizes.
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Students using a scholarship scored 10.0 percentile points lower on the mathematics test, a
difference that was statistically significant, and 3.8 percentile points lower on the reading test than
students in the control group, a difference that was not statistically significant.

It is important to note that students in both the treatment and the control groups scored higher on
the tests two years later than they did at the time of application. The impacts were negative because the
gains in test scores for the treatment group were smaller than the gains in test scores for the control group.
An analogy is to a footrace—all students are running forward but the control group students are running
faster.

The pattern of impacts on achievement two years after students applied to the OSP were similar to
the patterns one year after (negative impacts on mathematics scores and no statistically significant
impacts on reading scores, see Dynarski et. al 2017). The size of the negative mathematics impact in the
second year is 8.4 percentile points compared with 5.4 percentile points in the first year but the difference
is not statistically significant (see appendix section C-4 for additional details about the analysis done to
compare impacts).**

Student Subgroups: Previously Attended a SINI or non-SINI School

Among those in the high-priority group of students who previously attended a low-
performing SINI school, students who were offered or used an OSP scholarship had significantly
lower mathematics test scores but not reading test scores relative to students who did not receive
the offer two years later. The proportion of all students who were enrolled in a SINI school when they
initially applied for the scholarship was 69 percent.*® For students offered the scholarship, mathematics
scores were 6.8 percentile points lower and reading scores were 1.9 percentile points lower two years
later, compared with students who did not receive the offer (figure 9 and figure 10). The negative impact
(difference in test scores) of scholarship use was 8.5 percentile points in mathematics and 2.5 percentile
points in reading.>*

Similarly, among those in the lower-priority group of students who previously attended a
non-SINI school, students who were offered or used an OSP scholarship had significantly lower
mathematics test scores but not reading test scores, relative to students who did not receive the
offer two years later. Fewer than one third (31 percent) of students were enrolled in a non-SINI school
when they applied to the OSP. For those students, ones offered the scholarship had mathematics scores

32 An additional question of interest is whether or not student mobility may help explain the negative impacts. That is, students in the treatment
group have to change schools in order to take advantage of an OSP scholarship offer, and there is some research suggesting that school mobility
can negatively influence academic achievement. The first impact report examined the role of mobility in relation to achievement outcomes and
did not find that mobility helped to explain the negative impacts observed one year after students applied to the program (Dynarski et. al 2017).
Although some school transfer did occur between the first and second years after application, patterns of mobility will be more evident after three
years, and may be explored in the study’s final report.

 This percentage is based on students in the second-year impact sample and differs from the 64 percent reported in chapter 3, which was based
on all eligible program applicants.
3 Another perspective for ini p impacts is to compare impacts of two subgroups and test whether differences between impacts are
statistically significant. The question is not whether a subgroup impact was significant but whether it differs from the impact for the other group.
Results of these tests are reported in the figure notes.
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10.9 percentile points lower and reading scores 5.3 percentile points lower two years later, compared with
students who did not receive the offer (figure 9 and figure 10). The negative impact of scholarship use
was 13.6 percentile points in mathematics scores and 6.7 percentile points in reading.

Figure 9. Impacts on reading achievement (percentile scores) for scholarship offer and
use, for students previously attending SINI and non-SINI schools, in second

year
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NOTE: At the time of application for the scholarship, students were attending a SINI school. Because students entering
kindergarten could not be categorized as attending SINI schools, the analysis included them in the non-SINI group. Appendix
C reports on a sensitivity analysis the study conducted in which kindergarten students were excluded from the analysis.
Sample size is 446 treatment group students and 244 control group students for reading in SINI, and 166 treatment group
students and 145 control group students for reading in non-SINI schools.

SOURCE: Estimated means and impacts were generated from the study’s regression models, as described in chapter 2.
Percentiles were calculated using grade-level norms and scale scores. The study administered the TerraNova Third Edition,
reading and mathematics tests to DC students participating in the OSP evaluation, two years after application.
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Figure 10. Impacts on mathematics achievement (percentile scores) for scholarship offer
and use, for students previously attending SINI and non-SINI schools, in
second year
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* Difference between the treatment group and the control group is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.

NOTE: At the time of application for the scholarship, students were attending a SINI school. Because students entering
kindergarten could not be categorized as attending SINI schools, the analysis included them in the non-SINI group. Appendix
C reports on a sensitivity analysis the study conducted in which kindergarten students were excluded from the analysis.
Sample size is 445 treatment group students and 243 control group students for mathematics in SINI, and 164 treatment
group students and 144 control group students for mathematics in non-SINI schools.

SOURCE: Estimated means and impacts were generated from the study’s regression models, as described in chapter 2.
Percentiles were calculated using grade-level norms and scale scores. The study administered the TerraNova Third Edition,
reading and mathematics tests to DC students participating in the OSP evaluation, two years after application.

Student Subgroups: Grade Level

Students entering elementary grades (K-5) at the time of application who were offered or
used an OSP scholarship experienced statistically significant negative impacts in both reading and
mathematics relative to students who did not receive the offer two years after applying to the
program. The proportion of all students entering elementary grades at the time of application was
68 percent. For students offered the scholarship, the negative impact on their reading scores was
5.5 percentile points (figure 11) and the negative impact on their mathematics scores was 11.3 percentile
points (figure 12), compared with students not offered the scholarship. The negative impact of scholarship
use for students in elementary grades was 6.7 percentile points in reading and 13.9 percentile points in
mathematics (figure 11 and figure 12).

Students entering secondary grades (6-12) at the time of application who were offered or
used an OSP scholarship did not experience statistically significant impacts on test scores in
reading or mathematics relative to students who did not receive the offer two years later. The
proportion of all students entering secondary grades at the time of application was 32 percent. For
students offered the scholarship, reading scores were 1.5 percentile points higher (figure 11) and
mathematics scores were 2.7 percentile points lower (figure 12). The impacts of scholarship use for
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students in grades 6-12 were also positive in reading (2.1 percentile points) and negative in mathematics
(3.6 percentile points), but not statistically significant.

Figure 11. Impacts on reading achievement (percentile scores) for scholarship offer and
use, for students at elementary and secondary schools, in second year
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*Difference between the treatment group and the control group is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.

NOTE: Sample size is 409 treatment group students and 271 control group students for reading in elementary grades, and
203 treatment group students and 118 control group students for reading in secondary grades.

SOURCE: Estimated means and impacts were generated from the study’s regression models, as described in chapter 2.
Percentiles were calculated using grade-level norms and scale scores. The study administered the TerraNova Third Edition,
reading and mathematics tests to DC students participating in the OSP evaluation, two years after application.

Figure 12. Impacts on mathematics achievement (percentile scores) for scholarship offer
and use, for students at elementary and secondary schools, in second year
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*Difference between the treatment group and the control group is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.

NOTE: Sample size is 408 treatment group students and 270 control group students for mathematics in elementary grades,
and 201 treatment group students and 117 control group students for mathematics in secondary grades.

SOURCE: Estimated means and impacts were generated from the study’s regression models, as described in chapter 2.
Percentiles were calculated using grade-level norms and scale scores. The study administered the TerraNova Third Edition,
reading and mathematics tests to DC students participating in the OSP evaluation, two years after application.
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Student Subgroups: High and Low Achievement

Two years later, there were significant negative impacts in mathematics for some students
grouped by whether they were performing above or below the median in reading and mathematics
when they applied to the program.*® Grouping students this way creates four subgroups, two for
reading and two for mathematics. The OSP did not have a significant impact on reading for any of the
four subgroups (figures 13 and 14). For three of the four subgroups there were significant negative
impacts on mathematics test scores: for students above the median in reading, students below the median
in mathematics, and students above the median in mathematics (figures 15 and 16).

Figure 13. Impacts on reading achievement (percentile scores) for scholarship offer and
use, for students below and above median for reading achievement at time of
application, in second year
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NOTE: Sample size is 300 treatment group students and 186 control group students below median for reading, and 312
treatment group students and 203 control group students for above median in reading.

SOURCE: Estimated means and impacts were generated from the study’s regression models, as described in chapter 2.
Percentiles were calculated using grade-level norms and scale scores. The study administered the TerraNova Third Edition,
reading and mathematics tests to DC students participating in the OSP evaluation, two years after application.

3% Median refers to the median level of performance in reading and mathematics for study participants at each grade level at the time of
application.
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Figure 14. Impacts on reading achievement (percentile scores) for scholarship offer and
use, for students below and above median for mathematics achievement at
time of application, in second year
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NOTE: Sample size is 300 treatment group students and 191 control group students below median for mathematics, and 312
treatment group students and 198 control group students for above median in mathematics.

SOURCE: Estimated means and impacts were generated from the study's regression models, as described in chapter 2.
Percentiles were calculated using grade-level norms and scale scores. The study administered the TerraNova Third Edition,
reading and mathematics tests to DC students participating in the OSP evaluation, two years after application.

Figure 15. Impacts on mathematics achievement (percentile scores) for scholarship offer
and use, for students below and above median for reading achievement at time
of application, in second year
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*Difference between the treatment group and the control group is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.

NOTE: Sample size is 299 treatment group students and 184 control group students below median for reading, and 310
treatment group students and 203 control group students for above median in reading.

SOURCE: Estimated means and impacts were generated from the study’s regression models, as described in chapter 2.
Percentiles were calculated using grade-level norms and scale scores. The study administered the TerraNova Third Edition,
reading and mathematics tests to DC students participating in the OSP evaluation, two years after application.
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Figure 16. Impacts on mathematics achievement (percentile scores) for scholarship offer
and use, for students below and above median for mathematics achievement
at time of application, in second year
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*Difference between the treatment group and the control group is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.

NOTE: Sample size is 299 treatment group students and 189 control group students below median for mathematics, and 310
treatment group students and 198 control group students for above median in mathematics.

SOURCE: Estimated means and impacts were generated from the study’s regression models, as described in chapter 2.
Percentiles were calculated using grade-level norms and scale scores. The study administered the TerraNova Third Edition,
reading and mathematics tests to DC students participating in the OSP evaluation, two years after application.

Impacts on Parent and Student Satisfaction

The OSP legislation calls for the study to look at parent and student satisfaction with the school.
Recent research has shown that parents are more satisfied if they choose their child’s school (Barrows et
al. 2017; Grady and Bielick 2010). However, that research also has shown that, on average, parents report
being very satisfied with the school their child attends, regardless of type. This study compares
satisfaction levels of parents and students in the treatment group, most of whom attend private schools but
some of whom attend traditional public and charter schools, and parents and students in the control group,
most of whom attend traditional public and charter schools but some of whom attend private schools.
Both groups include parents who have exercised choice.

The study administered surveys annually to parents and students in grades 4-12 to gauge
satisfaction with the school that the student was attending. For the primary measure of satisfaction, best
aligned with what is called for in the OSP legislation, parents and students were asked to grade the school
using a range from A to F. For this analysis, parent and student responses that gave the school a grade of
A or B were grouped into one category and all other responses were grouped into the other category.

The program did not have a statistically significant impact on parents’ or students’ general
satisfaction with the child’s school two years after applying to the program. The proportion of
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parents giving their child’s school an A or B was 4.1 percentage points higher for parents of students
offered the scholarship, compared with parents of students not offered the scholarship, 79.1 percent
compared with 75.0 percent (figure 17). The difference was not statistically significant. Students’ general
satisfaction was 0.9 percentage points higher, with 65.4 percent of students offered the scholarship giving
their school an A or B compared with 64.5 percent of students not offered the scholarship; the difference
was not statistically significant. Similarly, scholarship use had no statistically significant impact on parent
or student general satisfaction.

There were few statistically significant impacts on school satisfaction for parent and student
subgroups two years later. Of the eight subgroup impacts estimated for parent satisfaction (SINI, non-
SINI, elementary students, secondary students, reading performance below or above the median,
mathematics performance below or above the median), two were statistically significant. Among parents
whose children were above the median in reading and among parents whose children were above the
median in mathematics, the OSP had positive impacts on general satisfaction. Of the eight subgroup
impacts for student satisfaction, none was statistically significant (appendix table A-10).

Figure 17. Impacts on parent and student general satisfaction (percentage giving school
an A or B grade) for scholarship offer and use, in second year
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NOTE: Sample size is 569 treatment group parents and 382 control group parents. Sample size is 331 treatment group
students and 186 control group students.

SOURCE: Estimated means and impacts were generated from study’s regression models, as described in chapter 2. Parent
and student surveys for OSP evaluation, 2014-2016.

The findings reported above are different from the results from a previous OSP evaluation
conducted between 2005 and 2010 (Wolf et al. 2008) that found positive and statistically significant
impacts on parents’ satisfaction two years after applying to the program. However, research previously
cited suggests that parents are typically more satisfied if they have chosen their child’s school, and as
discussed earlier in this report, DC now offers many options for school choice. In fact, when exercising
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choice is defined as attending a charter school, a private school, or a traditional public school other than
the child’s assigned neighborhood school,* 71 percent of parents in the control group can be thought of
as having chosen their child’s school, compared with 89 percent of the treatment group (table 7).
Moreover, the current study has found that choosing a school was associated with being satisfied,
regardless of whether parents were in the treatment or control groups. Specifically, when parents chose
schools, the percentage of them giving the schools a grade of A or B rose by 21 percentage points,
compared with their school rating at the time of OSP application in the treatment group, and by

24 percentage points in the control group. When parents did not choose schools, there was no statistically
significant increase in satisfaction for treatment or control group parents (table 7). (See appendix section
C-5 for additional details and a formal statistical analysis using mediation techniques.)

Table 7. Percentage of parents giving their child’s school a grade of A or B, by whether they
exercised choice

Percent of

Percent of parents giving

parents giving school an Aor B

school an A or B at time of
at time of followup two Change Percent of

application years later in percentage rou

Treatment group 61 80 19* 100
Exercised choice 61 82 21* 89
Did not exercise choice 61 67 6 1
Control group 56 75 19* 100
Exercised choice 53 77 24* 7
Did not exercise choice 61 68 7 29

* Difference between percentage at time of application and two years later is significant at the 0.05 level.
NOTE: Sample size is 588 treatment group parents and 404 control group parents.
SOURCE: Parent surveys for OSP evaluation, 2014-2016.

Another hypothesis for the lack of impact on parents’ general satisfaction may be that participating
in the OSP improved satisfaction with some school dimensions and not others. In addition to the overall
general satisfaction rating, the parent survey included a secondary measure asking them to report on their
satisfaction with specific aspects of their child’s school. Parents of students in the treatment group were
more satisfied than parents of students in the control group with certain, but not all aspects, of the child’s
current school. Appendix table C-7 presents the full set of secondary parent satisfaction items.

Impacts on Parent and Student Perceptions of School Safety

The OSP legislation indicates that one purpose of the program is to address shortfalls in DC’s
public school safety, and it calls for the study to look at parent and student perceptions of school safety.
The annual surveys of parents and students in grades 4—12 ask about their perception of how safe the
school is. For the primary measure of safety, best aligned with what is called for in the OSP legislation,

3¢ It may be the case that some parents deliberately choose for their children to attend their neighborhood schools, even when other options are
available. However, the study did not have data available to categorize such parents as having exercised choice.
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parents and students were asked to rate the school as very safe, somewhat safe, or not safe. For this
analysis, parent and student responses rating the school as very safe were compared with all others.

Two years after applying to the program, parents of students offered or using the scholarship
and the students themselves were significantly more likely to say their school was very safe relative
to their counterparts in the control group. The proportion of parents indicating their child’s school was
very safe was 16.0 percentage points higher for parents of students offered the scholarship (70.7 percent)
compared with parents of students not offered the scholarship (54.7 percent). The difference is
statistically significant (figure 18). The percentage of students indicating their school is very safe was
11.6 percentage points higher for students offered the scholarship than for those not offered the
scholarship, 55.3 percent compared with 43.7 percent, and the difference is statistically significant. The
positive impact of scholarship use on general perceptions of school safety was 19.5 percentage points for
parents and 15.5 percentage points for students.

In addition to general ratings of school safety, students responded to secondary questions about the
frequency of specific safety-related incidents at school (e.g., being bullied, being threatened with
violence, having things stolen, and being offered drugs). There were no statistically significant differences
between the treatment and control group students on any of these items. Appendix table C-8 presents the
full set of secondary student survey items related to school safety.

Figure 18. Impacts on parent and student general perceptions of school safety
(percentage rating school as very safe) for scholarship offer and use, in
second year

W Treatment
Parent Student
Percent = Control
100
% impact: Impact:
o *
80 16.0° 19.5 .
70 : mpact:
o 74.2 Impact: 15.5%
60 11.6*
59.2
50 55.3
40
30
20
10
0
Scholarship offered Scholarship used Scholarship offered Scholarship used

*Difference between the treatment group and the control group is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.

NOTE: Sample size is 566 treatment group parents and 370 control group parents. Sample size is 320 treatment group

students and 183 control group students.

SOURCE: Estimated means and impacts were generated from study’s regression models, as described in chapter 2. Parent

and student surveys for OSP evaluation, 2014-2016.
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The positive impacts on parent general perceptions of school safety were evident for all eight
subgroups two years later. Parents rated school safety as higher regardless of subgroup (attended a SINI
or non-SINI school, in elementary or secondary school, had reading or mathematics performance below
or above the median at the time of OSP application) (appendix table A-11). Of the eight subgroup impacts
on student general perceptions of school safety, three were statistically significant—students attending
SINI schools, students in secondary grades, and students who were below the median in mathematics at
the time of application (appendix table A-12).

Impacts on Parent Involvement in Education

The legislation calls for the study to look at the impacts of the program on parent involvement in
education. As noted in the evaluation’s previous report, some studies have linked parent involvement to
better academic achievement and fewer behavioral problems for students (Jeynes 2005; El Nokali,
Bachman, and Votruba-Drzal 2010).

Parents responded to two sets of survey items that measured involvement with education at school
and in the home. The first was a set of eight items for which parents indicated how often during the
school year they interacted with the school in various ways, such as receiving report cards, receiving
information from the school, communicating with teachers, attending conferences with teachers, attending
school activities or meetings, and volunteering at the school or on class trips.*” The second included four
survey items that asked parents about the frequency of various education-related activities with their child
at home during the past month: helping with homework, helping with reading and mathematics that was
not part of homework, talking about experiences in school, and working on a school project.®®

The program had no impact on the study’s measures of parent involvement in education at
school and in the home two years after applying to the program. The number of school involvement
events was 21.8 for the treatment group and 22.3 for the control group, and the difference was not
statistically significant (figure 19). The number of education-related events at home was 19.1 for the
treatment group and 19.5 for the control group, and the difference was not statistically significant.
Scholarship use had no impact on parent involvement in education, and there were no impacts on parent
involvement in any of the eight subgroups. Appendix tables A-13 and A-14 present the full set of
subgroup impacts for parent involvement.

37 The survey asked parents to choose from the following categories: never, once, 2 or 3 times, or 4 or more times.
3 The survey asked parents to choose from the following categories: never, once, 2 or 3 times, 4 or 5 times, or 6 or more times.
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Figure 19. Impacts on parent involvement in education at school and at home (number of
events reported) for scholarship offer and use, in second year

W Treatment
At school At home

Events u Control

30
Impact: Impact:
-0.5 -0.6 Impact: Impact:
20 21.8 217 03 0.4
19.1 19.1

10
0

Scholarship offered Scholarship used Scholarship offered Scholarship used

NOTE: Sample size for school involvement is 540 treatment group parents and 349 control group parents. Sample size for
home involvement is 564 treatment group parents and 375 control group parents.

SOURCE: Estimated means and impacts were generated from study’s ion models, as d ibed in chapter 2. Parent
surveys for OSP evaluation, 2014-2016.
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Appendix A.
Lottery Structure, Study Sample,
and Impact Findings

A-1. Lottery Structure

The Opportunity Scholarship Program (OSP) statute specifies a higher probability of award for
applicants in three priority groups: (1) siblings of students already participating in the program,
(2) students attending a low-performing school in need of improvement (SINI) at the time of application,
and (3) students previously offered a scholarship who did not use it. The relative probabilities for each
group were determined as follows by the U.S. Department of Education (ED) officials who oversaw the

program:

e  Twenty-five percent higher probability for SINI and previous awardees who never used a
scholarship, and

o Forty percent higher probability for applicants with a sibling already in the OSP.

The probabilities are stated in percentage terms rather than absolute terms and are applied relative
group. Because the number of eligible applicants in each group

2

to the probability for the “no priority
differed each year of the lottery, the absolute or actual award probability for each priority group also
differed somewhat but the relative priorities stayed the same across years (table A-1).

Table A-1. Scholarship offers by priority group categories, by application year and
treatment status

Attended SINI
school or
previous
Sibling already awardee
Total No priority in program never used
2012
Treatment 316 46 47 223
Control 220 49 23 148
Award probability 59% 48% 67% 60%
2013
Treatment 394 87 62 245
Control 324 103 36 185
Award probability 55% 46% 64% 57%
2014
Treatment 285 84 44 157
Control 232 95 24 113
Award probability 55% 47% 65% 58%

NOTE: Students in more than one category (i.e., a sibling already in the program and enrolled in SINI school) were given the
probability for the higher of the two categories.

SOURCE: OSP applications and records from OSP program operator.
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A-2.  Characteristics of the Study Sample

Table A-2. Characteristics of treatment and control groups at time of application (full

sample)
T Control
Sample Standard Sample Standard
size Mean deviation size Mean deviation Difference
Year of application
First cohort (spring 2012) 995 30.0% 458 776 30.0% 458 0.0
Second cohort (spring 2013) 995 41.0 49.0 776 41.0 49.0 0.0
Third cohort (spring 2014) 995 29.0 45.0 776 29.0 45.0 0.0
Entering grade
Kindergarten 995 23.0% 421 776 27.0% 444 4.0
Grade 1 995 12.0 32.0 776 10.0 31.0 2.0
Grade 2 995 9.0 29.0 776 10.0 30.0 1.0
Grade 3 995 10.0 30.0 776 8.0 28.0 2.0
Grade 4 995 8.0 27.0 776 8.0 28.0 0.0
Grade 5 995 6.0 24.0 776 5.0 23.0 -1.0
Grade 6 995 9.0 29.0 776 7.0 26.0 20
Grade 7 995 6.0 24.0 776 6.0 23.0 0.0
Grade 8 995 4.0 20.0 776 5.0 22.0 1.0
Grade 9 995 6.0 23.0 776 8.0 27.0 2.0
Grade 10 995 4.0 18.0 776 4.0 19.0 0.0
Grade 11 or 12! 995 3.0 16.0 776 3.0 16.0 0.0
Baseline academic
performance
Reading scale score at time of
application 968  561.0 91.3 747 5625 94.7 -1.5
Mathematics scale score at
time of application 951 534.8 113.5 726 540.8 113.2 -6.0
Student demographics
Student is female 995 49.0% 50.0 776 49.0% 50.0 0.0
Student is African American 995 84.0% 36.0 776 87.0% 34.0 -3.0
Student has disabilities or
other challenges 995 15.0% 35.0 776 13.0% 33.0 2.0
Student attends a school in
need of improvement 995 64.0% 48.0 776 63.0% 48.0 2.0
Student age difference from
median age of grade 995 <0.1 0.5 776 <0.1 0.5 <0.1
Family characteristics
Parent went to college 991 60.0% 49.0 768 59.0% 49.0 1.0
Parent gave school grade of A
or B at time of application 870 59.0% 49.0 691 57.0% 50.0 2.0
Parent perception of school
safety at time of application 890 74.0% 44.0 703 70.0% 46.0 4.0
Parent is employed at time of
application 991 48.0% 50.0 769 47.0% 50.0 1.0
Family income in thousands
at time of application 995 12.6 13.4 776 13.0 13.5 -0.4
Number of children in
household at time of
application 984 26 1.4 769 26 14 -0.1
Months at current address at
time of application (in tens) 981 6.9 8.5 767 6.2 73 0.8*

*Difference between the treatment group and the control group is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.

"The percentages for grades 11 and 12 are combined due to small sample sizes.

NOTE: For binary variables (e.g., grade level or female), the mean is the proportion of positive responses, and the standard

deviation measures how spread out the distribution is from that proportion.

SOURCE: OSP applications and TerraNova Third Edition reading and mathematics tests administered at the time of application.




162

EVALUATION OF THE DC OPPORTUNITY SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM

Impacts Two Years After Students Applied

Table A-3. Sample size, valid sample, and percentage missing data at second-year followup

Treati t Control
Non- Non-
missing missing
Sample sample Percent Sample sample Percent
size size issi size size issing
Outcomes
Reading score 988 760 23 774 495 36
Mathematics score 988 757 23 774 493 36
Student reported satisfaction 554 368 34 407 208 49
Student reported safety 554 356 36 407 205 50
Parent overall satisfaction with child’s
school 988 702 29 774 476 39
Parent reported safety of school 988 697 29 774 464 40
Frequency of parent educational
activities 988 691 30 774 464 40
Frequency of parent communications
with school 988 665 33 774 431 44
Covariates
Gender 988 988 0 774 774 0
Race 988 988 0 774 774 0
Reading score at time of application 988 961 3 774 745 4
Mathematics score at time of
application 988 944 4 774 724 6
Attending a school in need of
improvement 988 988 0 774 774 0
Whether student has a learning
disability 988 988 0 774 774 0
Whether student has an individual
education program (IEP) 988 988 0 774 774 0
Parent’s education 988 984 <1 774 766 1
Parent's employment status 988 984 <1 774 767 1
Household income 988 988 0 774 774 0
Number of children in household 988 977 1 774 767 1
Number of months at current
address 988 975 1 774 765 1
Parent satisfaction with school 988 863 13 774 689 11
Parent satisfaction with school safety 088 884 11 774 701 9
Days from September 1 to followup
test 988 760 23 774 496 36

SOURCE: OSP applications, TerraNova Third Edition reading and mathematics tests, parent and student surveys for OSP
evaluation.
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Table A4. Characteristics of treatment and control groups at time of application, for
students who completed reading tests at second-year followup

Treat t Control
Sample Standard Sample Standard Difference
size Mean deviation size Mean  deviation  of means
Year of application
First cohort (spring 2012) 612 27.8% 44.8% 389 27.9% 44.9% -0.1
Second cohort (spring
2013) 612 429 495 389 433 455 -0.4
Third cohort (spring 2014) 612 29.2 455 389 28.8 453 0.5
Entering grade
Kindergarten 612 17.5% 38.0% 389 19.9% 39.9% 24
Grade 1 612 11.6 32.0 389 1.2 31.6 0.4
Grade 2 612 9.3 29.1 389 10.0 30.0 -0.7
Grade 3 612 11.5 31.9 389 8.9 285 26
Grade 4 612 9.0 28.6 389 9.2 29.0 -0.3
Grade 5 612 6.6 248 389 5.0 21.8 1.5
Grade 6 612 11.4 31.8 389 8.4 27.8 3.0
Grade 7 612 71 258 389 6.9 254 0.2
Grade 8 612 45 20.7 389 76 266 -3.1*
Grade 9 612 6.7 251 389 71 257 -0.4
Grade 10 612 29 16.6 389 41 19.9 -1.3
Grade 11 612 1.8 13.4 389 1.4 11.6 0.4
Test score
Reading scale score at
time of application 612 574.7 82.8 389 571.6 89.0 32
Mathematics scale score
at time of application 612 545.6 108.2 389 548.7 109.0 -3.1
Student characteristics
Student is female 612 52.0% 50.0% 389 50.1% 50.0% {19)
Student is African
American 612 85.5% 35.2% 389 87.3% 33.3% -1.8
Student has disabilities or
other challenges 612 14.6% 35.3% 389 9.7% 29.6% 4.9*
Student attends a school in
need of improvement 612 71.4% 45.2% 389 69.4% 46.1% 2.0
Student age difference
from median age of
grade 612 <0.1 0.4 389 <-0.1 05 0.1
Family characteristics
Parent went to college 612 59.1% 49.2% 389 60.3% 48.9% -1.2

Parent gave school grade

of A or B at time of

application 612 58.5% 49.3% 389 57.6% 49.4% 1.0
Parent perception of

school safety at time of

application 612 73.8% 44.0% 389 67.2% 47.0% 6.7*
Parent is employed at time
of application 612 47.7% 49.9% 389 48.1% 50.0% -0.4

Family income in
thousands at time of
application 612 12.2 12.8 389 13.3 13.6 -0.1
Number of children in
household at time of
application 612 25 1.4 389 27 1.4 -0.2*
Months at current address
at time of application (in
tens) 612 7.0 8.8 389 6.4 7.7 0.6
*Difference between the treatment group and the control group is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.
NOTE: This table shows baseline characteristics for the 612 students in the treatment group, and 389 students in the control group
who completed the reading achievement test in the second year of followup. Five students completed the reading but not the
mathematics achievement test, so the analysis sample for mathematics outcomes is very similar. For binary variables (e.g., grade
level or female), the mean is the proportion of positive responses, and the standard deviation measures how spread out the
distribution is from that proportion.
SOURCE: OSP applications and TerraNova Third Edition reading and mathematics tests administered at time of application.




EVALUATION OF THE DC OPPORTUNITY SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM

164

Impacts Two Years After Students Applied

Table A-5. Characteristics of treatment and control groups at time of application, for
parents who completed surveys at second-year followup

Treat t Control
Sample Standard Sample Standard Difference
size Mean deviation size Mean  deviation of means
Year of application
First cohort (spring 2012) 569 29.0% 45.4% 382 28.0% 44.9% 11
Second cohort (spring
2013) 569 42.9 49.5 382 424 49.4 0.5
Third cohort (spring 2014) 569 28.0 449 382 296 456 -1.6
Entering grade
Kindergarten 569 16.8% 37.4% 382 20.3% 40.3% -35
Grade 1 569 1.7 31.7 382 13.1 33.8 -1.4
Grade 2 569 9.9 29.9 382 10.0 30.0 -0.1
Grade 3 569 12.3 32.8 382 9.7 29.6 26
Grade 4 569 85 27.9 382 7.9 27.0 0.6
Grade 5 569 7.2 258 382 4.8 214 24
Grade 6 569 9.9 299 382 7.8 26.8 2.1
Grade 7 569 7.0 254 382 6.0 237 1.0
Grade 8 569 42 20.0 382 6.8 252 -2.6
Grade 9 569 6.8 252 382 6.8 252 0.0
Grade 10 569 28 16.6 382 4.4 20.5 -1.6
Grade 11 569 238 16.6 382 22 14.7 0.6
Test score
Reading scale score at
time of application 569 573.2 85.8 382 568.2 90.7 5.0
Mathematics scale score
at time of application 569 548.4 109.7 382 543.9 111.1 4.5
Student characteristics
Student is female 569 49.3% 50.0% 382 48.8% 50.0% 0.5
Student is African O ®
American g GO ESRD 382 854%  353% 02
Student has disabilities or
other challenges 569 16.1% 36.7% 382 12.4% 32.9% 3.7
Student attends a school
in need of improvement 569 70.6% 45.6% 382 66.3% 47.3% 43
Student age difference
from median age of
grade 569 <0.1 0.5 382 <0.1 0.5 <0.1
Family characteristics
Parent went to college 569 61.5% 48.7% 382 59.9% 49.0% 1.6
Parent gave school grade
of A or B at time of
application 569 58.9% 49.2% 382 56.0% 49.6% 29
Parent perception of
school safety at time of
application 569 76.0% 42.7% 382 70.5% 45.6% 56
Parent is employed at time
of application 569 48.4% 50.0% 382 46.9% 49.9% 15
Family income in
thousands at time of
application 569 11.9 124 382 13.1 13.0 -1.2
Number of children in
household at time of
application 569 25 1.4 382 27 1.4 -0.2%
Months at current address
at time of application (in
tens) 569 7.4 9.3 382 6.4 7.8 1.0

*Difference between the treatment group and the control group is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.

NOTE: This table shows baseline characteristics for the 569 students in the treatment group and the 382 students in the control
group who completed the parent survey in the second year of followup. For binary variables (e.g., grade level or female), the mean
is the proportion of positive responses, and the standard deviation measures how spread out the distribution is from that proportion.
SOURCE: OSP applications and TerraNova Third Edition reading and mathematics tests administered at time of application.
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Table A-6. Characteristics of treatment and control groups at time of application, for
students who completed surveys at second-year followup

Treat Control
Sample Standard Sample Standard Difference
size Mean deviation size Mean  deviation  of means
Year of application
First cohort (spring 2012) 331 31.6% 46.5% 186 29.8% 45.7% 1.7
Second cohort (spring
2013) 331 42.0 49.4 186 424 49.4 -0.4
Third cohort (spring 2014) 331 26.4 441 186 277 448 -1.3
Entering grade
Grade 3 331 19.1% 39.3% 186 19.3% 39.5% -0.2
Grade 4 331 14.4 35.2 186 209 40.7 -6.4
Grade 5 331 10.1 30.1 186 6.2 242 3.9
Grade 6 331 19.5 39.6 186 10.1 30.1 9.4*
Grade 7 331 8.8 283 186 6.7 251 2.0
Grade 8 331 8.0 272 186 11.6 321 -3.6
Grade 9 331 11 31.5 186 14.6 35.3 -3.5
Grade 10 331 56 231 186 7.4 26.2 -1.8
Grade 11 331 33 17.8 186 3.1 17.3 0.2
Test score
Reading scale score at
time of application 331 627.1 49.5 186 627.5 52.9 -0.4
Mathematics scale score
at time of application 331 6122 727 186 619.7 66.7 -7.5
Student characteristics
Student is female 331 51.9% 50.0% 186 47.5% 49.9% 4.4
Studentis African a3 840%  366% 86 B44%  363% -03
Student has disabilities or
other challenges 331 14.7% 35.4% 186 14.9% 35.7% -0.2
Student attends a school
in need of improvement 331 87.1% 33.5% 186 88.3% 32.2% -1.2
Student age difference
from median age of
grade 331 <01 0.5 186 <-0.1 0.5 0.1
Family characteristics
Parent went to college 331 53.2% 49.9% 186 62.9% 48.3% -9.8*

Parent gave school grade

of A or B at time of

application 331 54.6% 49.8% 186 50.9% 50.0% 37
Parent perception of

school safety at time of

application 331 75.1% 43.2% 186 64.6% 47.8% 10.5*
Parent is employed at time
of application 331 47 .6% 49.9% 186 47.6% 49.9% <0.1

Family income in
thousands at time of
application 331 12.7 12.9 186 12.9 13.6 -0.2
Number of children in
household at time of
application 331 26 1.4 186 2.8 1.4 -0.3*
Months at current address
at time of application (in
tens) 331 7.2 9.1 186 6.5 7.3 0.8
*Difference between the treatment group and the control group is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.
NOTE: This table shows baseline characteristics for the 331 students in the treatment group and 186 students in the control group
who completed the student survey in the second year of followup. For binary variables (e.g., grade level or female), the mean is the
proportion of positive responses, and the standard deviation measures how spread out the distribution is from that proportion.
SOURCE: OSP applications and TerraNova Third Edition reading and mathematics tests administered at time of application.
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A-3.  Impact Findings by Outcome and Student Subgroups

Table A-7. Impact estimates of the offer and use of a scholarship on reading test scores
after two years

Impact of scholarship

Impact of scholarship offer (ITT) use (TOT)
Treatment Control
group group
mean mean Difference Adjusted
scale scale (estimated Effect impact Effect  p-value of
score score impact) size i size timats
Full sample 620.74 624.07 -3.33 -0.06 -4.25 -0.07 0.18
Subgroups
SINI 635.77 637.88 2.1 -0.04 2.71 -0.05 0.48
Not SINI 587.15 593.32 -6.17 -0.11 -7.70 -0.14 0.18
Difference 4.06 0.46
Elementary
students 600.21 606.14 -5.93* -0.12 -7.28 -0.14 0.04
Middle/high school
students 664.40 662.68 1.72 0.03 2.37 0.05 0.72
Difference -7.65 0.18
Reading
performance
below median 605.22 609.33 -4.11 -0.07 -5.22 -0.09 0.28
Reading
performance
above median 634.18 636.64 -2.46 -0.04 -3.14 -0.06 0.47
Difference -1.65 0.75
Mathematics
performance
below median 606.35 611.34 -4.99 -0.09 -6.38 -0.11 0.20
Mathematics
performance
above median 633.83 635.64 -1.81 -0.03 -2.30 -0.04 0.60
Difference -3.19 0.55

*Difference between the treatment group and the control group is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.
NOTE: ITT refers to the intent-to-treat impact estimates. TOT refers to the treatment-on-treated impact estimates.

SOURCE: Estimated means and impacts were generated from the study’s regression models, as described in chapter 2. TerraNova
Third Edition reading and mathematics tests administered two years after application.
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Table A-8. Impact estimates of the offer and use of a scholarship on mathematics test
scores after two years

Impact of scholarship

Impact of scholarship offer (ITT) use (TOT)
Treatment Control
group group
mean mean Difference Adjusted p-value
scale scale (estimated Effect impact Effect of
score score impact) size estimate size estimates
Full sample 597.90 607.82 -9.92% -0.13 -12.62 017 <0.01
Subgroups
SINI 616.94 625.82 -8.88* -0.13 -11.39 -0.17 0.03
Not SINI 556.78 569.11 -12.33* -0.17 -15.32 -0.22 0.02
Difference 3.45 0.60
Elementary
students 569.14 582.18 -13.04* -0.21 -16.02 -0.26 <0.01
Middle/high school
students 661.66 665.58 -3.92 -0.06 -5.36 -0.08 0.54
Difference -9.12 0.21
Reading
performance
below median 579.30 587.44 -8.14 -0.11 -10.31 -0.14 0.12
Reading
performance
above median 614.56 626.10 -11.54* -0.16 -14.72 -0.20 0.01
Difference 3.40 0.61
Mathematics
performance
below median 573.47 586.21 -12.74* -0.17 -16.22 -0.22 0.02
Mathematics
performance
above median 621.16 628.92 -7.76* -0.11 -9.86 -0.14 0.051
Difference -4.98 0.45

tActual value is less than 0.05.
*Difference between the treatment group and the control group is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.
NOTE: ITT refers to the intent-to-treat impact estimates. TOT refers to the treatment-on-treated impact estimates.

SOURCE: Estimated means and impacts were generated from the study's regression models, as described in chapter 2. TerraNova
Third Edition reading and mathematics tests administered two years after application.
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Table A-9. Impact estimates of the offer and use of a scholarship on parent general
satisfaction after two years

Impact of scholarship

Impact of scholarship offer (ITT) use (TOT)
Treatment Control
group group Difference Adjusted
mean mean (estimated Effect impact Effect  p-value of
p tage percentage impact) size i size timate
Full sample 79.1 75.0 4.1 0.09 5.0 0.11 0.16
Subgroups
SINI 77.8 73.2 46 0.10 56 0.13 0.21
Not SINI 80.8 77.8 3.0 0.07 36 0.09 0.52
Difference 16 0.79
Elementary
students 80.9 78.0 29 0.07 3.4 0.08 0.41
Middle/high school
students 74.5 67.9 6.5 0.14 8.5 0.18 0.18
Difference 3.7 0.52
Reading
performance
below median 74.0 73.9 0.1 <0.01 0.1 <0.01 0.99
Reading
performance
above median 82.3 74.6 7.7* 0.18 9.5 0.22 0.05
Difference -7.6 0.18
Mathematics
performance
below median 72.4 74.4 21 -0.05 25 -0.06 0.63
Mathematics
performance
above median 84.7 74.8 9.8* 0.23 12.0 0.28 0.01
Difference -11.9* 0.03

*Difference between the treatment group and the control group is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.
NOTE: ITT refers to the intent-to-treat impact estimates. TOT refers to the treatment-on-treated impact estimates.

SOURCE: Estimated means and impacts were generated from the study's regression models, as described in chapter 2. Parent
surveys for OSP evaluation, 2014-2016.
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Table A-10. Impact estimates of the offer and use of a scholarship on student general
satisfaction after two years

Impact of scholarship

Impact of scholarship offer (ITT) use (TOT)
Treatment Control
group group Difference Adjusted
mean mean (estimated Effect impact Effect  p-value of
p tage percentage impact) size i size timate
Full sample 65.4 64.5 0.9 0.02 12 0.02 0.85
Subgroups
SINI 63.7 63.9 -0.3 -0.01 -0.4 -0.01 0.95
Not SINI 79.6 70.8 8.8 0.18 12.3 0.26 0.49
Difference 9.1 0.50
Elementary
students 741 74.4 0.3 -0.01 -0.4 -0.01 0.96
Middle/high school
students 57.7 55.8 1.9 0.04 2.6 0.05 0.78
Difference 22 0.80
Reading
performance
below median 66.5 62.6 3.9 0.08 5.1 0.10 0.55
Reading
performance
above median 66.2 68.4 -2.2 -0.05 -2.8 -0.06 0.73
Difference 6.1 0.50
Mathematics
performance
below median 60.6 61.2 0.6 -0.01 -0.8 -0.02 0.93
Mathematics
performance
above median 72.0 69.9 2.1 0.05 2.8 0.06 0.73
Difference 2.7 0.75

NOTE: ITT refers to the intent-to-treat impact estimates. TOT refers to the treatment-on-treated impact estimates.

SOURCE: Estimated means and impacts were generated from the study's regression models, as described in chapter 2. Student
surveys for OSP evaluation, 2014-2016.
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Table A-11. Impact estimates of the offer and use of a scholarship on parent general
perceptions that school is very safe after two years

Impact of scholarship

Impact of scholarship offer (ITT) use (TOT)
Treatment Control
group group Difference Adjusted
mean mean (estimated Effect impact Effect  p-value of
p tage percentage impact) size i size timate
Full sample 70.7 54.7 16.0% 0.32 19.6* 0.39 <0.01
Subgroups
SINI 69.1 51.1 18.0* 0.36 22.0% 0.44 <0.01
Not SINI 73.0 61.5 11.6* 0.24 14.1* 0.29 0.04
Difference 6.4 0.35
Elementary
students 75.1 60.5 14.6* 0.30 17.4% 0.36 <0.01
Middle/high school
students 62.7 44.0 18.7* 0.38 24.3* 0.49 <0.01
Difference -4.1 0.57
Reading
performance
below median 70.9 54.0 16.9% 0.34 20.5* 0.41 <0.01
Reading
performance
above median 69.6 55.0 14.6* 0.29 18.0* 0.36 <0.01
Difference 23 0.73
Mathematics
performance
below median 69.9 50.8 19.1* 0.38 23.5* 0.47 <0.01
Mathematics
performance
above median 71.4 58.3 13.2*% 0.27 16.0* 0.32 <0.01
Difference 5.9 0.36

*Difference between the treatment group and the control group is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.
NOTE: ITT refers to the intent-to-treat impact estimates. TOT refers to the treatment-on-treated impact estimates.

SOURCE: Estimated means and impacts were generated from the study's regression models, as described in chapter 2. Parent
surveys for OSP evaluation, 2014-2016.
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Table A-12. Impact estimates of the offer and use of a scholarship on student general
perceptions that school is very safe after two years

Impact of scholarship

Impact of scholarship offer (ITT) use (TOT)
Treatment Control
group group Difference Adjusted
mean mean (estimated Effect impact Effect  p-value of
p tage percentage impact) size i size timate
Full sample 55.3 43.7 11.6* 0.23 15.5* 0.31 0.01
Subgroups
SINI 56.4 43.7 12.7* 0.26 16.8* 0.34 0.01
Not SINI 45.3 41.4 3.9 0.08 5.5 0.11 0.76
Difference 8.8 0.53
Elementary
students 56.7 50.9 5.8 0.12 7.5 0.15 0.40
Middle/high school
students 52.3 35.9 16.3* 0.34 22.6* 0.47 0.01
Difference -10.5 0.26
Reading
performance
below median 516 40.5 11.1 0.23 15.1 0.31 0.08
Reading
performance
above median 59.6 47.7 11.9 0.24 15.6 0.31 0.07
Difference -0.8 0.93
Mathematics
performance
below median 53.0 34.7 18.3* 0.39 24.9* 0.53 0.01
Mathematics
performance
above median 56.5 51.0 5.5 0.11 7.2 0.15 0.39
Difference 12.8 0.17

*Difference between the treatment group and the control group is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.
NOTE: ITT refers to the intent-to-treat impact estimates. TOT refers to the treatment-on-treated impact estimates.

SOURCE: Estimated means and impacts were generated from the study's regression models, as described in chapter 2. Student
surveys for OSP evaluation, 2014-2016.
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Table A-13. Impact estimates of the offer and use of a scholarship on parent involvement in
school after two years

Impact of scholarship

Impact of scholarship offer (ITT) use (TOT)
Treatment Control
group group Difference Adjusted
mean mean (estimated Effect impact Effect  p-value of
p tage percentage impact) size i size timate
Full sample 21.8 22.3 -0.5 -0.05 -0.6 -0.06 0.45
Subgroups
SINI 212 21.3 -0.1 -0.01 -0.1 -0.02 0.88
Not SINI 231 24.3 -1.2 -0.13 -1.5 -0.16 0.22
Difference 1.1 0.39
Elementary
students 225 239 -1.4 -0.14 -1.7 -0.17 0.07
Middle/high school
students 20.3 19.0 1.3 0.15 1.7 0.20 0.21
Difference 2.7 0.04
Reading
performance
below median 213 22.2 -0.9 -0.09 -1.1 -0.10 0.31
Reading
performance
above median 22.3 22.4 -0.2 -0.02 -0.2 -0.02 0.85
Difference -0.7 0.55
Mathematics
performance
below median 212 21.8 0.6 -0.06 -0.7 -0.07 0.51
Mathematics
performance
above median 224 22.7 -0.4 -0.04 -0.4 -0.05 0.70
Difference -0.2 0.87

*Difference between the treatment group and the control group is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.
NOTE: ITT refers to the intent-to-treat impact estimates. TOT refers to the treatment-on-treated impact estimates.

SOURCE: Estimated means and impacts were generated from the study's regression models, as described in chapter 2. Parent
surveys for OSP evaluation, 2014-2016.
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Table A-14. Impact estimates of the offer and use of a scholarship on parent involvement at
home after two years

Impact of scholarship

Impact of scholarship offer (ITT) use (TOT)
Treatment Control
group group Difference Adjusted
mean mean (estimated Effect impact Effect  p-value of
p tage percentage impact) size i size timate
Full sample 19.1 19.5 -0.3 -0.04 -0.4 -0.05 0.46
Subgroups
SINI 182 18.5 -0.3 -0.04 -0.3 -0.04 0.63
Not SINI 20.8 21.3 -0.5 -0.07 -0.6 -0.08 0.55
Difference 0.2 0.84
Elementary
students 211 21.4 0.4 -0.06 -0.4 -0.07 0.50
Middle/high school
students 15.3 15.6 -0.3 -0.04 -0.4 -0.05 0.74
Difference 0.1 0.96
Reading
performance
below median 19.2 19.7 -0.4 -0.06 -0.5 -0.07 0.51
Reading
performance
above median 19.0 19.3 -0.2 -0.03 -0.3 -0.04 0.75
Difference -0.2 0.82
Mathematics
performance
below median 19.3 20.0 0.7 -0.10 -0.9 -0.12 0.32
Mathematics
performance
above median 19.1 19.1 <0.1 <0.01 <0.1 <0.01 0.99
Difference -0.7 0.50

NOTE: ITT refers to the intent-to-treat impact estimates. TOT refers to the treatment-on-treated impact estimates.

SOURCE: Estimated means and impacts were generated from the study's regression models, as described in chapter 2. Parent
surveys for OSP evaluation, 2014-2016.
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Appendix B. Technical Approach

This appendix provides more detail about aspects of the evaluation that follow from its
experimental design, including the study’s ability to measure impacts that may be present (statistical
power), and the statistical approach to measuring impacts. In addition, it provides technical details about
the calculation of percentile changes, outcome measures and data collection procedures, and the
construction of sampling and nonresponse weights.

B-1. Measuring the Impact of a Scholarship Offer and Its Use

During the period of the evaluation, students applied to receive a scholarship through the OSP, a
lottery was conducted in the spring of each year, and students who received a scholarship offer then
decided whether to use it. Students could be entering any grade level K-12. The scholarship could be
used only in private schools that agreed to accept them, which is more than half of private schools in the
District of Columbia (DC) (see Feldman et al. 2015).

The lottery creates an experiment, a powerful tool for measuring whether the OSP program
caused student outcomes to change. Impacts of a scholarship offer are straightforward to measure because
the lottery creates two groups that are statistically similar except for the offer of a scholarship—a
treatment and a control group. Their outcomes can be compared with measure impacts of the scholarship
offer. However, students in the treatment group who use their scholarship do not have direct counterparts
in the control group—the study does not know which students in the control group would have used their
scholarship if it had been offered to them. To measure impacts of use requires the study to adjust impacts
measured for the full sample. The adjustment procedure is described below.

An implication of the single-lottery structure is that students choose a school affer the lottery. The
study cannot know which schools students in the control group would have chosen had they been offered
a scholarship. Researchers have not created ways to adjust impacts that would allow the study to estimate
relationships between school characteristics and overall impacts, as they have with the relationship
between the offer of a scholarship and its use. As a result, while overall impacts of the OSP are measured
rigorously, sources of impacts cannot be measured at that level of rigor.

B-2. Detecting Impacts

The term power refers to a study’s ability to detect impacts, which means to find that impacts are
statistically significant when they in fact arise. Finding that an impact is statistically significant when it
does not arise also is possible and is controlled in statistical tests by setting a Type I error rate in
statistical tests.
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A study’s power is related to its sample size and statistical properties of outcomes being
measured. For the same outcome, studies with larger sample sizes are more powerful—they can detect
smaller impacts on that outcome. Power is calculated with standard formulas and commonly represented
as a minimum detectable effect size, which is the effect that will be statistically significant with a
probability conventionally set to 80 percent.

For the reading test, the study obtained responses from 612 treatment group students and 389

control group students. This yields a minimum detectable effect size of 0.13, which translates into a
difference between the treatment and control groups of 5 percentile points (table B-1). For parent-reported
school safety, the study obtained responses from 566 treatment group parents and 370 control group
parents, which yields a minimum detectable effect size of 0.17 that translates into a difference of 8.5
percentage points. For student-reported school safety, the study obtained responses from 320 students in
the treatment group and 183 students in the control group—this sample includes only students in grade 4
or higher. The minimum detectable effect size is 0.23, equivalent to an increase of 11.5 percentage points.

Table B-1 also shows detectable effects for two outcomes and three subgroups. (Detectable
effects for mathematics subgroups will be nearly the same as for reading subgroups and are not shown
here.) The table shows that within subgroups, detectable effect sizes range from 0.16 to 0.30. For test
scores, the effect sizes are equivalent to students moving 6 to 10 percentile points (for example, from the
50th percentile to the 56th or 44th percentile). For percentage of parents giving a school a grade of A or
B, it means the treatment group average needs to be 8 to 13 percentage points different from the control
group average.
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Table B-1. Minimum detectable effect sizes

Treatment Control
group group Minimum Impact in
ple size ple size detectabl units of
Outcome at followup at followup effect size the outcome
Reading score 612 389 0.13 5 percentile points
Student-reported school safety 320 183 0.23  11.5 percentage points
Parent-reported school safety 566 370 0.17 8.5 percentage points
Percent of parents giving school a
grade of Aor B 569 382 0.17 8.5 percentage points
Parent involvement with schools 540 349 0.17 2 events
Reading score
Subgroup
SINI 446 244 0.16 6 percentile points
Not SINI 166 145 0.23 9 percentile points
Student is below median in
reading 300 186 0.19 8 percentile points
Student is above median in 203
reading 312 0.18 7 percentile points
Elementary students 409 27 0.16 7 percentile points
Middle/high school students 203 118 0.24 10 percentile points
Percent of parents giving school a
grade of Aor B
Subgroup
SINI 415 235 0.20 8 percentage points
Not SINI 154 147 0.30 13 percentage points
Student is below median in
reading 287 178 0.24 10 percentage points
Student is above median in
reading 22 2 0.23 10 percentage points
Elementary students 371 253 0.20 9 percentage points
Middle/high school students 198 129 0.29 12 percentage points

SOURCE: OSP applications, TerraNova Third Edition reading and mathematics tests, parent and student surveys for OSP
evaluation, and author's calculation.
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B-3. Estimating Impacts

Because cligible applicants to the OSP are randomly assigned by the lottery, on average, the
treatment and control groups of students should be identical at the time of the lottery, which allows the
study to attribute differences in average outcomes to receiving a scholarship offer. In practice, small
differences in characteristics such as academic achievement and demographic background can arise. Also,
reducing variances of outcomes yields more statistical power, as noted above. For these reasons,
conventional practice is to use linear regression models to estimate impacts.

The structure of regression models used here is shown in equation (1):

(1) Si¢ = a + BT; + XioT + SREAD;, + nMATHyo + 0Days;, + €

Sit is the test score for student 7 in year 7. The time of application is 0, the baseline, and two years
later is 7 = 2, which is when the outcomes are measured for this report. Ti is a (0,1) indicator indicating
whether the student is in the treatment group (received a scholarship offer). It is fixed by the lottery, so it
does not have a time dimension. The key coefficient in this model is 5, which measures the impact of
receiving a scholarship offer on the outcome of interest. Xio is a set of student characteristics measured at
time 0, and READj and MATHj are reading and mathematics scores measured at time 0. Students were
tested in their home schools, and timing of these tests varied between students, which is accounted for in
the regression by including a variable Days; that measures the number of days between September 1 and
the date when the test was taken.

The model included the following covariates:

e Indicator for year of application (spring 2012, 2013, or 2014)

e Indicator for grade level the child was entering the next school year

e TerraNova test scores in reading and mathematics at the time of application

e Number of days from September 1 to date of followup test

e Indicator for whether student was enrolled in a SINI school at time of application

o Student demographic characteristics (gender, race, disability, age difference from median age
for grade)

e Family characteristics (employment, college education, income, number of children, months
at current address)

e Parent’s rating of safety and satisfaction with child’s school at time of application®
A classical regression model assumes random errors between any two participants are

uncorrelated. However, some students in the OSP sample are in the same families, and it is unlikely their
random errors are uncorrelated. The approach here is to estimate impacts using “generalized estimating

3 Even parents of pre-K students completed ratings of safety and satisfaction with their child’s current school at time of application. These
students may have been in traditional public school preschools, private schools, or very different settings, including home daycare.
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equations” with families specified as a group variable (on generalized estimating equations, see Liang and
Zeger [1986]). This approach is consistent with the clustering approach the first OSP study used (see
Wolfet al. 2010) and was selected for the current study both to maintain comparability and because
family level clustering is a more conservative analysis strategy than alternatives that were considered,
such as clustering by school. The first impact report for the current study (Dynarski et al. 2017) compared
effects that clustering had on estimated variances and found that allowing for family clustering in
estimating impacts on reading and mathematics test scores resulted in variances being larger by 3.1
percent for reading and 2.8 percent for mathematics. Allowing for school clustering resulted in variances
being 1.3 percent smaller for reading and 1.7 percent larger for mathematics.

An alternate approach to estimation involves using higher-order terms (e.g., a cubic function) in
the models (see Chingos and Kuehn 2017). Using a polynomial model to estimate impacts for reading and
mathematics found that neither of the higher-order terms was statistically significant, and impacts were
similar to the primary model (table B-2).

Table B-2. Comparison of primary regression and polynomial model estimates of the
impacts of offering a scholarship on reading and mathematics achievement in

Year 2
Primary model Polynomial model
Impact Impact Difference of
Outcome i p-value te p-value timatt
Reading achievement -3.33 0.18 -2.90 0.24 0.43
Mathematics achievement -9.92 0.003 -9.98 0.002 0.06

Estimating Subgroup Impacts

For subgroup analyses, equation (1) above is modified to allow for an interaction between the
indicator for students in the treatment group and an indicator for membership of a given subgroup. The
model includes an interaction between the subgroup indicator and treatment, and the subgroup indicator is
included as an additional explanatory variable. This ensures that the coefficient on the interaction is not
picking up a direct relationship between the outcome variable and the subgroup indicator. The equation
below assumes that the entire sample is divided into two groups, with G; an indicator for whether student i
belongs to the particular group.

o)) Sie = & + BT, + 1G; + pG;T; + X;oT + SREAD;y + nMATH;o + 0Days, + &

In this equation, § measures the impact for the omitted subgroup (those not in group G), p
captures the difference between the impact on the omitted group and group G, and the sum f + p captures
the estimate of the total impact of treatment for group G. For outcomes other than test scores, the same
modification is made to equation (2) to allow for the relationship between the given outcome and both
group G and the interaction between G and treatment status.
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Estimating Impacts of Using a Scholarship

The Scholarships for Opportunity and Results (SOAR) Act specifies that the evaluation measure
both the impact of being offered a scholarship and the impact of using a scholarship. This latter impact,
sometimes called the impact of “treatment on the treated” (TOT), can be estimated in a straightforward
way by dividing the impact of being offered a scholarship by the fraction of the treatment group that uses
the scholarship (Bloom 1984). For example, if an impact of the offer were estimated to be 10 points, and
half of the treatment group used their scholarship, the impact of using a scholarship would be estimated to
be 20 points (10 divided by 50 percent). This adjustment relies on the assumption that students are not
affected by the offer unless they use their scholarship. This assumption would be violated if the offer
changed student or family behavior in some way that affected outcomes even if the scholarship were not
used, which seems implausible in this context. Other approaches to estimating the impacts of using a
scholarship have been developed, but in practice tend to yield similar estimates (Angrist, Imbens, and
Rubin 1996). A comparison of TOT estimates using the Bloom adjustment with estimates from an
instrumental variables (IV) approach was conducted for this study’s first impact report. The two methods
produced very similar estimates (table B-3).

Table B-3. Comparison of Bloom adjustment and instrumental variables estimates of the
impacts of using a scholarship (TOT estimates) on reading and mathematics
achievement in Year 1

Bloom adjustment Instrumental variables Difference of
Out TOT estimate  p-value TOT estimate p-value estimates
Reading achievement -5.42 0.12 -5.48 0.13 0.06
Mathematics achievement -8.92 0.03 -8.96 0.04 0.04

For this second year, there are four semesters in which students could have used their scholarship.
An additional consideration is how to define “use™: it could be scholarship use in any of the four
semesters, or scholarship use in all four semesters. The main text defines “use” to be any use in the four
semesters. In Appendix C-2 we present estimates in which use is defined as using the scholarship for all
four semesters.

B-4. Method for Calculating Percentile Changes

Scale scores from standardized tests are useful in regression models because of their statistical
properties, but they can be difficult to interpret. Percentile changes are easier to interpret, but because of
the study’s K-12 grade range, converting scale scores to percentile changes required additional
considerations discussed here.** The considerations center on the fact that students in different grade

“OThe study also considered using z-scores, which use scale scores at cach grade level and adjust them to have a mean of zero and a standard
deviation of one. However, the TerraNova does not include national-norm information for entering kindergartners, a large component of the
study’s sample. And z-scores do not have a direct interpretation, and ultimately would need to be converted to percentile differences to be
interpretable.
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levels were in different places relative to the national distribution. Students in lower grade levels were
higher in the distribution than students in higher grade levels.

The approach to compute percentile changes has three steps:

1. At each grade level, the average scale score for the control group was compared to the
national 7erraNova score distribution for that grade level. The average was converted to a
percentile of the national distribution using a quantile function, in this case the inverse normal
cumulative distribution function. Grades scoring above the national average have percentiles
greater than 50, and grades scoring below the national average have percentiles less than 50.

2. Ateach grade level, the average scale score for the treatment group was computed as the
average scale score for the control group plus the estimated treatment impact, which was
assumed to be the same for each grade level. For example, the average reading score for first
grade students in the control group was 571, which puts these students at the 64th percentile
relative to the national sample. The average score for first grade students in the treatment
group was 571 of the control group minus the impact of 3.33 points, which yielded a score of
568 and put these students at the 62nd percentile, relative to the national sample. !

3. Steps (1) and (2) yield 11 differences between percentiles of the treatment and control groups.
These differences were averaged using the proportion of the sample at each grade level as
weights.

This procedure yielded a negative percentile change if the impact on scores was negative, and
vice versa. However, the same magnitude of the score impact has different effects on percentile changes
depending on the grade level.

The same procedure was used for student subgroup results presented in this report.

Table B-4. Computing percentile changes, by grade level, reading

TerraNova TerraNova OSP

OSP control national national  OSP control treatment
group mean mean standard  group mean  group mean Change of
Grade scale score scale score deviation  as percentile as percentile percentile
1 571 554 45 65 62 -3
2 590 599 42 42 39 -3
3 618 622 39 46 42 -3
4 625 637 39 38 85 -3
5 639 652 39 37 34 -3
6 654 658 41 46 43 -3
7 645 664 41 32 29 -3
8 655 674 40 32 29 -3
9 663 679 41 35 32 -3
10 682 688 43 44 41 -3
11 675 700 44 28 26 -2
12 655 708 44 12 10 -1

SOURCE: National mean and standard deviation from TerraNova Third Edition Technical Report (CTB/McGraw-Hill 2010).
Estimated OSP means were generated from the study's regression models, as described in chapter 2.

“1'"The model estimated an overall impact, which applies to all students in the sample, and that overall impact is used to calculate percentile
changes. In theory, grade-level impacts could be used to calculate percentile changes, but these would be highly variable because of the small
samples in each grade.
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B-5. Outcome Measures and Data Collection Procedures

Student testing in reading and mathematics. The study selected the TerraNova, Third Edition
assessment (CTB/McGraw-Hill 2008) because the abbreviated battery, which is available for grades 2—
12, offered shorter test administration times for most students. Annual testing was conducted with
students at the school they were attending in spring of the second year after applying to the program. The
spring data collection window was designed to occur as close to two years after baseline testing as
possible. The study worked with school staff members to schedule times and locations for the
assessments that minimized disruption for students. Students in grades K-2 were tested in groups of 5 or
fewer, while students in grades 3—12 were tested in groups of 10 or fewer. Limiting the time to administer
the test was critical to ensuring school cooperation with the study’s data collection effort.

The study used trained staff to administer the 7erraNova student assessments in reading and
mathematics, using the full battery for grades K-1 and abbreviated batteries available for grades 2-12.
Test administrators attended annual trainings before the start of each data collection period. A
representative from the test publisher (CTB/McGraw-Hill) trained study staff on test administration
procedures and standardized testing protocols. The staff followed the test publisher’s scripts and
instructions during testing to ensure that testing conditions were similar across all schools in the study to
minimize potential bias.

The TerraNova, Third Edition uses multiple-choice questions to measure subject area content and
process skills. For grades K-2, the test focuses on the basic concepts of number, operations,
measurement, geometry, patterns, and data representation. For grades 3-5, the test focuses on estimation,
probability, simple functions, and inferences from data. For grades 6-12, the test covers more advanced
applications of the basic concepts and data presentations, statistics, graphs, and problem solving
situations. The reading test in grades K-2 includes oral (listening) comprehension, word analysis skills,
phonics, and phonemic awareness. In the later primary and secondary grades, the focus is on reading
comprehension using informational, narrative, expository text selections.

The TerraNova's vertical scaling allows the OSP evaluation to analyze scores from students in
different grade levels (i.c., K-12) in the same model. The test publisher administered test forms with
common items to respondents in each pair of adjacent grade levels. The publisher used a procedure
established by Stocking and Lord (1983) to equate scores from one grade to those of the adjacent grade,
creating a vertical scale across grades.

Student surveys. Students in grades 4—12 completed a brief survey immediately after completing
the assessment. The student survey provided outcome measures for student satisfaction and perceptions of
safety. Other topics included attitude toward school, school environment, friends and classmates, and
involvement in activities.

Parent surveys. Parent surveys provided self-reported outcome measures for parent satisfaction,
perceptions of school safety, and parental involvement in education at school and in the home. A parent
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or guardian was asked to complete a brief survey for each child in their family who applied for an OSP
scholarship. Each year, parents were contacted by mail and email to request that they complete the online
survey. Parents were provided links and access codes for the web-based survey and paper copies were
provided in followup mailings. The study also conducted followup calls to nonrespondents and offered the
option to complete the survey with an interviewer by phone. Parents who completed the survey received a
modest payment.

Tables B-5 through B-7 describe response rates for student tests, parent surveys, and student
surveys. These respondents constitute the analysis samples for this report.

Table B-5. Student test response rates for second-year followup

Reading Mathematics

Original Reading p Math ti p
ple’  resg rate (%) p rate (%)
All students 1,762 1,255 71.2 1,250 70.9
Treatment group 988 760 76.9 757 76.6
Control group 774 495 64.0 493 63.7

* Of the original 1,771 students, 9 were entering 12th grade at the time of application and were no longer part of the study’s data
collection in the second year.

SOURCE: TerralNova Third Edition reading and mathematics tests.

Table B-6. Parent survey response rates for second-year followup

Parent Parent Effective
Original response effective response

sample Respondents rate (%) respondents rate (%)
Al students 1,762 1,186 67.3 1,304 74.0
Treatment group 988 707 71.6 743 75.2
Control group 774 479 61.9 562 72.6

SOURCE: Parent surveys for OSP evaluation, 2014-2016.

Table B-7. Student survey response rates for second-year followup

Student

Original response

ple’ Respondent: rate (%)

All students 961 594 61.8
Treatment group 554 379 68.4
Control group 407 215 52.8

SOURCE: Student surveys for OSP evaluation, 2014-2016.

Other data sources. Application data and payment files documenting student’s use of the
scholarship was provided by the OSP program operator. Information about tuition rates for OSP
participating private schools was obtained from the OSP school directories published by the program
operator. Data on the public school characteristics that students in the study sample attended were
obtained from the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) Common Core of Data. Data on the
characteristics of private schools was obtained from the NCES Private School Survey.
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B-6. Sampling and Nonresponse Weights

Weights were used in estimating impacts to offsct the different probabilities that some applicants
had in the lottery and to adjust for nonresponse. Weights had two parts: (1) a “base weight,” which is the
inverse of the probability of being selected to treatment (or control), and (2) an adjustment for differential

nonresponse.

Constructing Base Weights

The base weight is the inverse of the probability of being assigned to either the treatment or
control group. For each randomization stratum s defined by cohort, SINI status, and sibling status, p is the
probability of assignment to the treatment group (receiving an offer of a scholarship) and /-pthe
probability of being assigned to the control group.

Adji s for Nonresp

The initial base weights were adjusted for nonresponse, where a “respondent” was of four types:
(i) a student who had completed a TerraNova reading or mathematics test, (ii) a parent who had
completed the questionnaire, (iii) a student who had completed the questionnaire, and (iv) a student
whose principal had completed a questionnaire. The use of these weights helped control bias by
compensating for different response rates across groups of students or parents. Essentially, nonresponse
weights put more weight on students or parents that “look like” nonresponding students or parents.

The study needed to determine which baseline variables were correlated with the propensity to
respond. Stepwise logistic regression was first used to select characteristics that predicted response (using
a 20 percent level of significance entry cutoff). These stepwise procedures were done separately within
each sampling stratum. Baseline variables included family income, parent or guardian’s job status, parent
or guardian’s education, length of time at current address, disability status of the child, race, grade,
gender, and baseline test score data (both reading and mathematics). The study then created nonresponse
adjustment cells, and within cells used the Chi-squared Automatic Interaction Detector (CHAID),
approach. The CHAID program was used to identify cells with differing response rates within strata using
the set of characteristics from the PROC LOGISTIC models. The nonresponse adjustment for each
respondent in a cell was the reciprocal of the base-weighted response rate within the cell.

As a last step, the nonresponse-adjusted base weights were trimmed. Trimming prevents
extremely large weights from inflating variances. The trimming rule was that weights larger than 4.5
times the median weight were set to equal 4.5 times the median weight. Medians were computed
separately within the treatment and control groups.
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Adjusting for Nonresp Subsampling (parent survey weights)

The study used subsampling to increase the weighted parent response rates. By subsampling
50 percent of the initial control household nonrespondents* then conducting intensive followup efforts
with these households, the subsample allowed for a concentration of resources to improve the response
outcome. A subsample of nonrespondents was drawn, and intensive efforts were made to get them to
respond. Each initial subsampled nonrespondent who was converted to a respondent counted as one more
respondent for purposes of the actual response rate, but counted as 1/(sampling rate;) respondent for
purposes of the effective response rate. The random sampling permitted respondents to “stand in” for
members of the nonrespondent group who were not selected for the subsample but presumably would
have converted to respondent status if they had been selected. In other words, the proportion of
subsampled nonrespondents that converted represented themselves as well as the same proportion of
nonsampled nonrespondents.

These “converted” cases were weighted by a factor of two (i.e., inverse of the subsampling rate or
0.5), to account for the complementary set of initial nonrespondents who were not randomly selected for
targeted conversion efforts but who would have responded if they had been. The weights ensured that
each converted member of the subsample represented him or herself as well as another study participant:
a nonrespondent like him or her who would have converted had he/she been included in the subsample.

The final student-level weights for the parent survey analysis were equal to:

Wi=(1/p) * (NR)) * (TR)* (Xi)

where p; is the probability of selection to treatment or control for student 7; NR;is the
nonresponse adjustment (the reciprocal of the response rate) for the classification cell to which student i
belongs; TR is the trimming adjustment (usually equal to 1, but in some cases equal to 4.5 times median
cutoff divided by the untrimmed weight); and X; is the factor for sampled nonrespondents, with X; equal
to 2.0 for this set and equal to 1 otherwise.

Tables B-8 through B-11 contain the full set of weights by study cohort and strata (priority).

“These were households with at least one control child without a completed survey.
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Table B-8. Student reading tests

Original
pl: Respondent: Sum of base weight  Sum of final weight

Priority/Cohort  Treat t Control Treat t Control Treatment Control Treatment Control
No priority

Spring 2012 46 48 39 31 40.3 30.1 33.8 33.1

Spring 2013 86 103 68 69 743 63.6 66.9 676

Spring 2014 84 95 67 68 71.4 64.1 63.7 63.7
Siblings

Spring 2012 47 23 36 17 26.8 259 24.9 24.9

Spring 2013 61 36 49 27 38.7 36.8 343 34.9

Spring 2014 43 24 38 15 29.4 21.3 23.7 242
SINI/Never used
previous award

Spring 2012 222 147 168 85 139.7 106.5 1315 131.2

Spring 2013 242 185 179 113 157.1 131.3 151.2 153.1

Spring 2014 157 113 116 70 99.7 83.6 96.1 96.1
Total 988 774 760 495 677.4 563.1 626.1 6289

SOURCE: OSP applications, TerraNova Third Edition reading tests.

Table B-9. Student mathematics tests

Original
pl: Respondent: Sum of base weight Sum of final weight

Priority/Cohort  Treat t Control Treat t  Control Treat t  Control Treat t  Control
No priority

Spring 2012 46 48 38 31 39.2 30.1 337 33.0

Spring 2013 86 103 67 69 73.2 63.6 66.6 67.4

Spring 2014 84 95 67 67 71.4 63.1 63.5 63.5
Siblings

Spring 2012 47 23 36 17 26.8 25.9 24.8 24.8

Spring 2013 61 36 49 27 38.7 36.8 34.2 34.7

Spring 2014 43 24 38 14 29.4 19.8 236 241
SINI/Never used
previous award

Spring 2012 222 147 168 84 139.7 105.3 131.0 130.7

Spring 2013 242 185 179 114 167.1 1325 150.6 152.5

Spring 2014 157 113 115 70 98.9 83.6 95.7 95.7
Total 988 774 757 493 674.4 560.7 623.6 626.4

SOURCE: OSP applications, TerraNova Third Edition matt ics tests.
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Table B-10. Parent survey

Original
sample Respondent: Sum of base weight _Sum of final weight
Priority/Cohort  Treat t  Control Treat t  Control T Control Treatment  Control
No priority
Spring 2012 46 48 40 35 41.3 33.9 32.6 31.3
Spring 2013 86 103 64 67 69.9 61.8 63.2 63.9
Spring 2014 84 95 59 56 62.9 52.8 62.0 60.2
Siblings
Spring 2012 47 23 36 18 26.8 27.4 24.0 2315)
Spring 2013 61 36 44 22 34.8 29.9 324 33.0
Spring 2014 43 24 30 19 232 26.9 22.8 226
SINI/Never used
previous award
Spring 2012 222 147 176 100 145.6 125.3 121.2 124.0
Spring 2013 242 185 152 107 133.4 124.4 142.9 144.7
Spring 2014 167 113 107 55 92.0 65.7 90.8 90.8
Total 988 774 707 479 629.8 548.1 592.0 594.0

SOURCE: OSP applications and parent surveys for OSP evaluation, 2014-2016.

Table B-11. Student survey

Original
pl Respondent: Sum of base weight  Sum of final weight
Priority/Cohort  Treat t Control Treat t  Control Treat t Control Treat t  Control

No priority

Spring 2012 14 13 13 4 13.4 3.9 9.0 7.8

Spring 2013 20 24 13 14 14.2 12.9 13.5 13.7

Spring 2014 22 22 16 14 17.0 132 14.5 12.8
Siblings

Spring 2012 * * * * 9.7 4.6 8.8 3.8

Spring 2013 * * * * 111 9.5 8.8 8.4

Spring 2014 * * * * 7.0 43 4.8 35

SINI/Never used
previous award

Spring 2012 157 100 82 36 68.2 451 80.9 T
Spring 2013 182 143 140 84 1229 97.6 99.0 103.0
Spring 2014 112 87 79 50 67.9 59.7 59.7 64.4
Total 554 407 379 215 331.4 250.8 298.9 295.1

*For one or more cells, the sample size was suppressed to avoid a disclosure risk.
SOURCE: OSP applications and student surveys for OSP evaluation, 2014-2016

Longitudinal Weights

Weights also were constructed for students who had test scores in both year one and year two of
the study. The same procedures were followed for the longitudinal weights as for the single year weights,
with some minor adjustments. Base weights for the longitudinal weights were exactly the base weights
already constructed. The response-status indicator for the longitudinal weight was whether a student
responded in both years, which meant the number of responders was slightly lower for the longitudinal
weights than for the number of responders in each year separately. Once longitudinal status was
determined, the stepwise logistic model was run as before (for mathematics and reading separately) and
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the CHAID was run as before (also for mathematics and reading separately). For the previous weights, if
a nonresponse adjustment factor was larger than 3.0 it was flagged for investigation, with the possibility
of collapsing the nonresponse cells before proceeding. For the longitudinal weights, the flag for
investigation was set at 3.5 to acknowledge the smaller sample sizes in the various cells. The trimming
factor was left as 4.5.
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Appendix C. Additional Analyses

This appendix presents three kinds of additional analyses. The first looks at sensitivity of the
findings to two issues related to the definition of schools in need of improvement for students who were
in pre-K at the time of application, and the choice of a top code for parent involvement. The second
presents estimates from models that compare impacts between the study’s two followup years, and
examines the extent to which parents choosing their child’s school “mediates™ the satisfaction they
express about the school.

The third presents more details on parent satisfaction, parent involvement, and student safety. The
main text presented parent general satisfaction as a summary grade for school, and involvement as a total
count of activities. Individual survey items provide a way to look more closely at these outcomes. For
example, parents may give their child’s school a high grade, and looking at parent satisfaction items may
indicate what aspects of schools are more satisfying to parents. The main text also presented student
general perceptions of school safety as a summary response of whether students indicated the school was
very safe, but a survey question about school incidents such as bullying and being threatened provided
more detail about impacts of scholarships on aspects of the school environment as viewed by students.

C-1. Impacts on Test Scores in SINI and Non-SINI Schools,
Excluding Pre-K Students

Students in grades K-12 are eligible for OSP scholarships, which means students can be
attending pre-K programs at the time their parents apply for a scholarship. In fact, nearly a quarter of the
study sample was attending pre-K. Because the legislation required that the lottery give priority to
students from SINI schools, the program needed to categorize students as attending SINI schools or not,
and pre-K students were all categorized as attending non-SINI schools even though some of them might
be attending a public school that had been designated as SINI. Preschool programs do not fall within
statutory definitions of SINI. One implication is that this categorization combines pre-K students with
older students in grades K-12 who are attending higher-performing schools.

Results for test scores showed larger negative impacts for non-SINI students compared with SINI
students. To assess if this result is related to the categorizing of all pre-K as non-SINI, test-score models
were estimated with pre-K students excluded from the sample. Excluding pre-K students yielded larger
negative impacts for non-SINI students (table C-1). Impacts for SINI students do not change much.
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Table C-1. Comparing subgroup impacts with and without pre-K students in the sample

Reading Mathematic
SINI Non-SINI SINI Non-SINI
Esti p-val Esti p-val Esti p-val Esti p-val
Including pre-K -0.17 0.96 -12.49 0.01 -1.97 0.59 -16.67 <0.01
Excluding pre-K -0.10 0.97 -17.84 <0.01 -0.16 0.97 -23.49 <0.01

SOURCE: Estimates were generated from the study’s regression models, as described in chapter 2.

C-2.  Alternative Definitions of Scholarship Use

In the main text, the study defined scholarship “use” to be any use during the two years after
applying for the scholarship. Students who used a scholarship in one or more of the four semesters were
defined to be “users™ for the purpose of calculating the impacts of scholarship use.

An alternative to this approach is to consider a user to be defined by full use, students who used
their scholarship in all four semesters (Gerber and Green 2012). Essentially, this approach groups those
not using a scholarship and those using it only partially, just as the approach in the main text groups those
using a scholarship partially with those using it fully. Both approaches can be appropriate depending on
what is assumed about impacts of partially using a scholarship. If partially using a scholarship is assumed
to have about the same effects on outcomes as fully using a scholarship, the approach in the main text is
appropriate. If partially using a scholarship is assumed to have no effects on outcomes, the alternative
approach is appropriate.

Calculating the “treatment on treated” impacts using the alternative approach is straightforward.
The treatment on treated impact is defined as the “intent to treat” impact divided by the fraction of users
(the treated), however defined. In place of the fraction of “any users” in the main text, we can substitute
the fraction of “all users.” By construction it is a smaller fraction, which means the treatment on treated
impacts generally will be larger in absolute value. Applying this approach, positive intent to treat impacts
become larger positive treatment on treated impacts, and negative intent to treat impacts become larger
negative treatment on treated impacts.

The larger figures are evident for program impacts on reading and mathematics test scores
(table C-2). For the full sample, the intent to treat impact for reading is -3.3 scale-score points, which is
not statistically significant (p = 0.18). The treatment on treated impact for reading based on any use of the
scholarship is -4.2 scale-score points. The treatment on treated impact based on full use of the scholarship
is -5.6 scale score points. The “full use” estimate is 32 percent larger than the “any use” estimate, which is
also the relationship between the percentage of students who were full users (59.2 percent) and the
percent who were “any users” (78.4 percent). The proportion is different within subgroups because rates
for students being full users or any users differ in each subgroup. For example, for middle and high
school students, the rate of full use is 52.7 percent and the rate of any use is 72.4 percent—the full use
estimate is 37 percent larger than the any use estimate.
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Table C-2. Comparison of treatment impacts using two approaches for TOT

Impact of
scholarship Impact of scholarship
offer (ITT) use (TOT)
Diff Adj 1 impact estimats
(estimated Based on Based on p-value of
impact) any use full use estimates
Reading
Full sample -3.3 -4.2 5.6 0.18
Subgroups
SINI 2.1 2.7 -3.6 0.48
Not SINI -6.2 -7.7 -10.2 0.18
Elementary students -5.9* -7.3 9.5 0.04
Middle/high school students 1.7 24 3.3 0.72
Reading performance below median -4.1 52 6.7 0.28
Reading performance above median 25 -3.1 -4.3 0.47
Mathematics performance below median -5.0 6.4 -8.4 0.20
Mathematics performance above median -1.8 2.3 -3.1 0.60
Mathematics
Full sample -9.9* -12.6 -16.7 <0.01
Subgroups
SINI -8.9* -11.4 -15.1 0.03
Not SINI -12.3* -15.3 -20.2 0.02
Elementary students -13.0* -16.0 -20.9 <0.01
Middle/high school students -3.9 5.4 -7.4 0.54
Reading performance below median -8.1 -10.3 -13.3 0.12
Reading performance above median -11.5* -14.7 -20.0 0.01
Mathematics performance below median -12.7* -16.2 213 0.02
Mathematics performance above median -7.8* -9.9 -13.1 0.05t1

tActual value is less than 0.05.
*Difference between the treatment group and the control group is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.

SOURCE: Estimates were generated from the study’s regression models, as described in chapter 2. TerraNova Third Edition
reading and mathematics tests administered two years after application.

C-3.  Sensitivity Analysis for School Safety as Reported by
Students

The main text reported that the OSP program increased the percentage of students reporting that
their school was very safe. The student survey had a low response rate and the response rate also differed
between the treatment and control groups. The low overall rate and the differential of the rate potentially
leads to an incorrect measure of the program’s impact. The incorrectness would arise through some
combination of students in the control group who did not respond to the survey being more likely to
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report schools being safer, and students in the treatment group who did not respond to the survey being
less likely to report schools being safer.

We assessed whether the impacts potentially were affected by nonresponse by estimating a model
in which whether students responded was a function of covariates used in the impact models. There is
more reason to be concerned about nonresponse if it is correlated with other variables. (If nonresponse
was random, it acted the same as shrinking the sample size without affecting other aspects of the groups.)
The results indicated that response was correlated with the treatment indicator and three of the 17
covariates, the difference between a student’s age and the median age of the grade level (the study’s
variable denoting whether students were overage for their grade), whether a student had a disability, and
family income (table C-3). Students were more likely to respond when they were in the treatment group
or had higher family income, and less likely to respond if they were overage for grade or had a disability.

Table C-3. Significant coefficients from model of response to student survey

Variable Coefficient p-value
Treatment status 0.160 <0.0001
Family income (in $1,000s) 0.003 0.0172
Difference from median age -0.100 0.0003
Disability -0.120 0.0051

SOURCE: Coefficients were generated from the study’s regression models, as described in chapter 2. Student surveys for OSP
evaluation, 2014-2016.

These significant correlations suggest that impacts could be mismeasured, but are not evidence
that they were mismeasured. To explore the issue further, we introduced a possibility that both
nonresponse and the safety outcome were correlated with a variable that was not observed, termed a
“hidden variable” in the literature (see Rosenbaum and Rubin 1983; Imbens and Rubin 2015, chapter 22).
As Imbens and Rubin note, in most research contexts, failing to account for this hidden variable is likely
to have a smaller impact on findings than failing to account for the variables that are not hidden. Studies
typically collect data on variables deemed most likely to be correlated with outcomes.

To operationalize this insight, thirteen regression models were run in which the impact on student
safety was measured leaving out one covariate at a time (each covariate became a hidden variable). The
results suggest the impact reported in the main text is unlikely to be the result of a hidden variable
(table C-4). The result with all covariates in the model was an impact of 11.6 percentage points. Most
estimates with a dropped covariate were within a tenth of the estimate from the full model. The largest
difference was four-tenths of a percentage point.

This analysis does not mean there was no hidden variable. It indicates that the impact measure
was robust to 14 different covariates being one of the hidden variables. For a truly hidden variable to
affect results more, it would need to be both correlated with nonresponse and correlated with the outcome
to a stronger degree than any of the 14 variables examined here. Considering the range covered by these
variables, it is difficult to think what that variable could be.
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Table C-4. Sensitivity of student safety impact estimate to dropping covariates

Impact p-value
Full Model 11.6% 0.013
Covariate dropped
Reading score 11.8 0.012
Mathematics score 11.8 0.012
Student is female 11.9 0.010
Student is black 12.0 0.010
Student has disability or other challenges 1.6 0.013
Student attending a SINI school 115 0.014
Student age difference from median age of grade 11.4 0.014
Parent has any college education 11.4 0.013
Parent rating of school satisfaction 1.7 0.012
Parent rating of school safety 11.6 0.012
Parent is employed 116 0.013
Household income 11.6 0.012
Number of children in household 11.4 0.014
Months at current address 1.7 0.012

NOTE: All covariates are measured at the time of application.

SOURCE: Estimates were generated from the study’s regression models, as described in chapter 2. Student surveys for OSP
evaluation, 2014-2016.

C-4. Comparing Impacts Between the Study’s Two Followup
Years

The study previously reported a negative impact on mathematics scores of 5.4 percentile points one
year after students applied to the OSP (see Dynarski et. al 2017, figure 2). The negative impact on
mathematics scores two years after students applied was 8.0 percentile points (see figure 8 of chapter 4 in
this report). Simply comparing the two numbers, it seems that the negative impact in the second year is
larger. However, both impacts are subject to sampling variance, and it is useful to test statistically
whether the larger negative impact could arise because of this variance.*

To test for differences between impacts in the first and second years, the study first restricted the
sample to students who had test scores at the time of application and in both of the subsequent followup
years. The impact model (see appendix section B-3) then was augmented by creating an interaction
variable for whether a student was in the treatment group (the conventional treatment indicator) and
whether the test score was from the second year. This “time by treatment™ interaction variable measures
the amount by which the first-year impact shifted in the second year. The hypothesis of whether the
difference between impacts in the two years is statistically significant can then be assessed by a standard
test of the significance of the estimated coefficient for this interaction variable.*

43 For example, the sample size was 1,074 students in the first year of followup testing in mathematics and 982 in the second year. While most
students completed testing in both years, some completed tests at only one of the two time points.

“* Nonresponse weights for the second-year sample can differ from nonresponse weights for the longitudinal sample of students tested in both
years. Appendix B provides details on how longitudinal weights were constructed to account for this.
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The tests indicate that the difference for mathematics score impacts is not statistically significant
(p =0.21) (table C-5). The negative impact for reading is quite similar in both years and, as expected, the
statistical test indicates that the difference between negative impacts is not statistically significant
(p=097).%

Table C-5. Comparing test score impacts in the first and second years (students tested in
both years only)

Reading Mathematics

scale scores scale scores

Impact in first year -3.80 -7.60
Impact in second year -3.70 -12.40
p-value of difference 0.97 0.21

NOTE: Sample size is 842 students for reading and 839 students for mathematics. Impacts reported here for the longitudinal sample
(i.e., students tested in both years) differ from previously reported negative impacts for the first-year sample and negative impacts
for the second-year sample.

SOURCE: Coefficients for the longitudinal sample were generated from the study's regression models. TerraNova Third Edition
reading and mathematics tests.

C-5. Mediation Analysis of School Choice and Parent Satisfaction

There are many options for school choice available in DC. In addition to private schools, DC
operates a common lottery that enables parents to apply for their child to be admitted to any charter
school or traditional public school in the city. If parents being able to choose a school contributes to
higher parent satisfaction, the OSP program will increase satisfaction to the extent that a larger proportion
of parents offered scholarships choose a school compared with parents not offered scholarships.

The amount by which a scholarship offer increases satisfaction can be considered to have two
components: (1) the offer makes private schools more affordable, and (2) choosing a school other than
their assigned neighborhood school leads to increased satisfaction. The findings on general parent
satisfaction reported in chapter 4 essentially combine the two components into a single estimate—the
amount by which the offer increases satisfaction in the treatment group compared with the control group.
It is possible to measure the two components separately, though there are some limitations to this
approach that will be noted below. The steps are to estimate two models: first, the extent to which the
scholarship offer leads to more choice, and, second, the extent to which choice increases satisfaction.
Multiplying these two estimates yields a measure of the extent to which satisfaction is “mediated” by
choice.

Three key pieces of data for this analysis are: (1) whether parents received a scholarship offer,
which is the treatment indicator, (2) a parent’s general satisfaction with their child’s school, which is the
outcome, and (3) whether parents exercised choice. The study assumed parents had exercised choice if

£

4 The second-year impact for matl ics was highly statistically signifi with a p-value of less than 0.01 (appendix table A-8). What is
being tested here, however, is whether the impact is different from the previous year. The statistical tests ially are signaling that the
difference in impact between the two years is not large enough to say with confidence that the size of the impact has changed. Conventional
statistical calculations suggest that the difference between impact on mathematics scores would have been statistically significant if the sample
had been larger by 500 students (assuming the additional students had the same average scores in the first and second years). Alternatively, the
current sample size would have yielded a statistically significant impact on mathematics scores if it had been more negative by 2 scale score
points.
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their child was either attending a charter or private school, or if they reported that their child did not
attend their neighborhood school.* Using this definition, 81 percent of parents in the study’s second-year
impact sample had chosen their child’s school. The percentage of parents choosing a school was higher in
the treatment group than the control group, 89 percent compared with 71 percent (see chapter 4, table 7).

The results of the mediation analysis estimation (table C-6) show that (1) the scholarship offer
increased the likelihood that parents chose a school by 18.9 percentage points, and that (2) choosing a
school increased parent satisfaction by 12.3 percentage points. The resulting “mediating pathway™
increased satisfaction by 2.3 percentage points and was statistically significant (p = 0.008). The program’s
impact on parents’ general satisfaction was 4.1 percentage points (see chapter 4, figure 17), which
suggests about 50 percent of the impact is mediated by the effects the scholarship offer had on increasing
choice. This is termed “partial mediation™; it would have been “full mediation” if the pathway had
equaled the overall impact. The findings support the hypothesis that being able to choose a school
increases parent satisfaction.

Limitations of the mediation analysis should be kept in mind. Generally, the method does not yield
estimates with the causal validity of impacts estimated within the main experiment. The experiment
randomly assigns scholarship offers to parents, which creates the treatment and control groups, but it does
not randomly assign the value of the choice variable. Factors that cannot be observed about parents may
affect whether they choose their child’s school, and those factors may differ between the treatment and
control groups. Also, it is possible that there are other mediating pathways, and that the pathway
investigated here is itself moderated by other variables—for example, the pathway may be stronger for
some kinds of families.

Table C-6. Results of mediation analysis of effects of choice on parent satisfaction

Coefficient Standard
(as percent) error p-value
Effect of scholarship offer on choice (a) 18.9 29 <0.001
Effect of choice on satisfaction (b) 12.3 42 0.003
Mediating pathway (a*b) 23 0.9 0.008"

T The p-value was calculated using the Sobel test (Preacher and Leonardelli 2010; http:/quantpsy.ora/sobel/sobel.htm).

SOURCE: Coefficients were generated from the study’s mediation analysis regression models. School type obtained at followup
testing (for school choice) and parent surveys for OSP evaluation, 2014-2016 (for school choice and satisfaction).

6 The study constructed an indicator of whether parents chose a school by first determining if their child attended a charter or private school, and,
for students who were not attending charter or private schools, whether parents responded in the parent survey that their child did not attend the
assigned neighborhood school. We did not rely exclusively on parent survey responses because they were inconsistent with the percentage of
students attending a traditional public school: 39 percent of parents responded that their child was attending an assigned neighborhood school, but
only 30 percent of students attended a traditional public school. Possibly, parents viewed an “assigned neighborhood school” as one that was in
their neighborhood, which describes many charter schools in DC, or some parents may have viewed an “assigned” school as one selected in the
common lottery, if they applied to it. The constructed variable essentially assigned a “no” response to this question if the child attended a charter
or private school, regardless of the parent’s response. Note also that if students enrolled in a school of choice but returned to a traditional public
school within the two years. they would be coded as not having exercised choice.
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C-6.  Supplemental Tables

Parent Satisfaction

In addition to rating their child’s school with a letter grade as the main measure of satisfaction,
parents also provided ratings of their satisfaction with 16 specific aspects of their child’s school. Simple
comparisons of the percentage of parents who chose one of four responses—which corresponded to very
dissatisfied, dissatisfied, satisfied, and very satisfied—are informative about what may be driving the
letter grades that parents give schools. Eight of the 16 items were significantly higher for the treatment
group (table C-7). For example, 41 percent of treatment group parents were “very satisfied” with
academic quality compared with 33 percent of control group parents.

Table C-7. Percentage of parents reporting satisfaction with specific aspects of their child’s

school
How satisfied are you with the following aspects of
this child’s current school? Treatment Control p-value
Location of school 0.36
Very dissatisfied 21 26
Dissatisfied 57 6.7
Satisfied 46.1 49.6
Very satisfied 46.1 411
School safety 0.18
Very dissatisfied 24 2.4
Dissatisfied 8.5 10.5
Satisfied 45.6 497
Very satisfied 43.5 375
Class sizes <0.01*
Very dissatisfied 20 4.5
Dissatisfied 8.5 12.9
Satisfied 46.5 51.8
Very satisfied 43.0 30.9
School facilities 0.05
Very dissatisfied 24 29
Dissatisfied 9.9 10.0
Satisfied 51.3 58.1
Very satisfied 36.5 291
Respect between teachers and students <0.01*
Very dissatisfied 26 4.2
Dissatisfied 10.4 10.0
Satisfied 42.3 50.9
Very satisfied 447 349
How much teachers inform parents of students’ 0.06
progress :
Very dissatisfied 29 25
Dissatisfied 9.1 123
Satisfied a41.7 45.9
Very satisfied 46.3 39.3
How much students can observe religious <0.01*
traditions :
Very dissatisfied 4.0 6.4
Dissatisfied 7.5 14.3
Satisfied 47.8 51.6
Very satisfied 40.7 27.7

See notes at end of table.
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Table C-7. Percentage of parents reporting satisfaction with specific aspects of their child’s
school (continued)

How satisfied are you with the following aspects of

this child’s current school? Treat t Control p-value
Parental involvement in the school 0.01*
Very dissatisfied 2.7 2.9
Dissatisfied 8.4 13.9
Satisfied 53.1 532
Very satisfied 35.9 30.0
Discipline at the school 0.01*
Very dissatisfied 4.0 58
Dissatisfied 11.1 13.5
Satisfied 446 49.2
Very satisfied 40.3 31.5
Academic quality <0.01*
Very dissatisfied 3.1 5.7
Dissatisfied 9.6 135
Satisfied 46.4 47.9
Very satisfied 41.0 32.9
Racial mix of students 0.01*
Very dissatisfied 23 53
Dissatisfied 12.8 15.4
Satisfied 53.2 53.3
Very satisfied 317 26.0
Services for children with special needs 0.50
Very dissatisfied 7.8 7.7
Dissatisfied 13.9 13.7
Satisfied 47.0 51.1
Very satisfied 314 27.5
Access to information about the school through
printed materials or the school website 0.10
Very dissatisfied 26 3.7
Dissatisfied 8.7 8.8
Satisfied 47.8 53.3
Very satisfied 40.9 34.2
Services for students who struggle academically 0.10
Very dissatisfied 5.9 6.2
Dissatisfied 16.4 121
Satisfied 47.0 53.3
Very satisfied 30.7 28.4
Availability of computers 0.03*
Very dissatisfied 3.8 5.5
Dissatisfied 126 11.2
Satisfied 454 52.0
Very satisfied 38.2 31.3
Teacher absenteeism 0.45
Very dissatisfied 3.0 36
Dissatisfied 7.0 6.7
Satisfied 54.0 58.0
Very satisfied 36.0 31.8

*Difference between the treatment group and the control group is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.

NOTE: To calculate p-values, for each item a chi-squared test (weighted by the composite weight) was conducted so that the
distributions of frequencies were the same for the treatment group and the control group. Because the items were not primary
outcomes, the p-values had not been adjusted for multiple comparisons. Therefore, the statistical significance for individual items
should be interpreted with caution.

SOURCE: Parent surveys for OSP evaluation, 2014-2016.
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Student Safety

In addition to a question about general school safety, which is the main outcome analyzed in the
text, the student survey also asked whether various negative events had happened to students at school.
Students indicated whether the events had happened to them never, once or twice, or three or more times.
Treatment and control group proportions for each of the eight items are shown in table C-8. There were
no statistically significant differences between the treatment and control group.

Table C-8. Percentage of students reporting negative safety incidents that occurred at

school
Did the following ever happen to you at school this
year? Treatment Control p-value
Had something stolen from your desk, locker, or
other place 0.89
Never 55.1 57.1
Once or twice 34.9 334
Three times or more 10.1 9.5
Been forced by other kids to give them money or
my stuff 0.41
Never 914 94.0
Once or twice 7.2 4.6
Three times or more 1.4 1.5
Been offered drugs 0.89
Never 93.3 928
Once or more times 4.7 46
Three times or more 21 26
Been physically hurt by another student 0.24
Never 77.8 75.6
Once or twice 17.4 16.1
Three times or more 4.8 8.3
Been threatened with physical harm 0.08
Never 81.0 756
Once or twice 13.8 142
Three times or more 5.2 10.2
Seen anyone with a real or toy gun or knife at
school 0.49
Never 85.5 822
Once or twice 11.6 13.4
Three times or more 3.0 45
Been bullied at school 0.73
Never 716 722
Once or twice 19.5 17.5
Three times or more 8.8 10.3
Been called a bad name 0.16
Never 45.8 48.8
Once or twice 31.7 248
Three times or more 22.4 26.5

NOTE: To calculate p-values, for each item a chi-squared test (weighted by the composite weight) was conducted so that the
distributions of frequencies were the same for the treatment group and the control group. Because the items were not primary
outcomes, the p-values had not been adjusted for multiple comparisons. Therefore, the statistical significance for individual items
should be interpreted with caution.

SOURCE: Student surveys for OSP evaluation, 2014-2016.
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Parent Involvement in Education

Two sets of items from the parent survey were used to create the main measures of parent
involvement for the impact study. For parent involvement in education at school, parents indicated
whether various school events happened never, once, 2 or 3 times, or 4 or more times. For each item, the
study assigned a value of 0, 1, 2.5, or 5, depending on the parent response, and then added the resulting
eight numbers. The resulting sum is a general measure of how many times parents participated in the
various activities with the child’s school.

For education involvement in the home, parents could indicate they never did the activity or did
an activity once, 2 or 3 times, 4 or 5 times, or 6 or more times. The study used the same procedure
described to construct a general measure of involvement, by assigning values to cach category (in this
case, the values were 0, 1, 2.5, 4.5, and 7), and summing the numbers for the four items.

For individual items that made up the general measures, most of the differences in parent
involvement were not statistically significant (tables C-9 and C-10). Parents of students in the control
group were more likely to report accompanying students on class trips during the school year than parents
in the treatment group (table C-9). A small proportion of parents in the treatment group talked with their
child at least once a month about school—2.5 percent in the treatment group compared with 0.61 percent
in the control group—which created a significant difference for the distribution of that variable
(table C-10).
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Table C-9. Percentage of parents reporting involvement in education activities at school

During this school year, how often did you do the

following related to this child’s school... T Control p-val
Receive report cards about this child’s performance 0.32
Never 1.4 26
Once 4.5 4.0
2 or 3 times 53.5 49.9
4 or more times 40.6 435
Receive information about this child’s school, such
as newsletters and school notices 0.14
Never 4.5 54
Once 4.2 51
2 or 3 times 20.4 251
4 or more times 70.8 64.4
Comr icate with a teacher informally (in person,
by phone, or via email) 0.20
Never 25 41
Once 7.5 6.6
2 or 3 times 247 28.0
4 or more times 65.3 61.2
Attend parent-teacher conferences 0.12
Never 55 8.2
Once 13.9 11.8
2 or 3 times 47.4 437
4 or more times 33.3 36.3

Attend school activities for families (dinners,
student presentations, open houses, family

mathematics, or science nights) 0.74
Never 15.2 15.5
Once 15.8 17.0
2 or 3 times 36.3 33.3
4 or more times 327 342
Volunteer in the school 0.83
Never 39.9 41.5
Once 16.0 16.2
2 or 3 times 243 247
4 or more times 19.8 17.7
Attend a PTA meeting (or other similar organization
meeting) 0.90
Never 241 241
Once 18.2 16.6
2 or 3 times 31.8 326
4 or more times 259 266
Accompany students on class trips <0.01*
Never 57.8 48.8
Once 15.7 143
2 or 3 times 16.3 19.0
4 or more times 10.3 18.0

*Difference between the treatment group and the control group is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.

NOTE: To calculate p-values, for each item a chi-squared test (weighted by the composite weight) was conducted so that the
distributions of frequencies were the same for the treatment group and the control group. Because the items were not primary
outcomes, the p-values had not been adjusted for multiple comparisons. Therefore, the statistical significance for individual items
should be interpreted with caution.

SOURCE: Parent surveys for OSP evaluation, 2014-2016.
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Table C-10. Percentage of parents reporting involvement in education activities at home

In the past month, how often did you do the

following... T Control p-val
Help this child with his or her homework 0.09
Never 6.5 9.0
Once 3.6 6.2
2 or 3 times 16.8 151
4 or 5 times 14.7 15.6
6 or more times 58.4 542
Help this child with reading or mathematics that
was not part of his or her homework 0.46
Never 12.0 126
Once 4.8 28
2 or 3 times 15.8 16.5
4 or 5 times 15.6 171
6 or more times 51.8 51.0
Talk to this child about his or her experiences in
school 0.04*
Never 0.7 1.8
Once 25 0.6
2 or 3 times 6.8 76
4 or 5 times 12.3 12.7
6 or more times 77.8 774
Work with this child on a school project 0.08
Never 13.7 16.6
Once 14.9 136
2 or 3 times 28.0 216
4 or 5 times 15.2 16.2
6 or more times 28.2 32.0

*Difference between the treatment group and the control group is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.

NOTE: To calculate p-values, for each item a chi-squared test (weighted by the composite weight) was conducted so that the
distributions of frequencies were the same for the treatment group and the control group. Because the items were not primary
outcomes, the p-values had not been adjusted for multiple comparisons. Therefore, the statistical significance for individual items
should be interpreted with caution.

SOURCE: Parent surveys for OSP evaluation, 2014-2016.
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Foreword
By Aaron Churchill and Chad L. Aldis

Shortly after Ohio lawmakers enacted a new voucher program in 2005, the state budget office wrote inits
fiscal analysis, “The Educational Choice Scholarships are not only intended to offer another route for student
success, but also to impel the administration and teaching staff of a failing school building to improve upon
their students’ academic performance.” As economist Milton Friedman had theorized decades earlier, Ohio
legislators believed that increased choice and competition would boost education outcomes across the board.
“Competition” in the words of Stanford's Caroline Hoxby, “would be the proverbial rising tide that lifts all
boats.”

Today, the EdChoice program provides publicly funded vouchers (or “scholarships”) to more than eighteen
thousand Buckeye students, youngsters previously assigned to some of the state’s lowest-performing schools,
located primarily in low-income urban communities.* That much is known. Yet remarkably little else is known
about the program. Which children are using EdChoice when given the opportunity? Is the initiative faithfully
working as its founders intended? Are participating students blossoming academically in their private schools
of choice? Does the increased competition associated with EdChoice lead to improvements in the public
schools that these kids left?

The present study utilizes longitudinal student data from 2003-04 to 2012-13 to answer these important
questions. Specifically, the analysis utilizes the results from state tests—which all EdChoice students are
required to take—to examine the vouchers’ effects on two groups of pupils. First, the study inspects the

scores of public school students who were eligible for vouchers—but did not take one—in order to gauge the
competitive effects of EdChoice (i.e., its impact on traditional public school students and their schools). Second,
it examines the academic impact of EdChoice on those students who actually use the vouchers to attend
private schools.

This is the first study of EdChoice that uses individual student-level data, allowing for a rigorous evaluation

of the program'’s effectiveness. (Earlier analyses by Matthew Carr and Greg Forster used school-level data to
explore its competitive impact.) To lead the research, we tapped Dr. David Figlio of Northwestern University, a
distinguished economist who has carried out examinations of Florida's tax credit scholarship program. He has
also written extensively on school accountability, teacher quality, and competition. Given his experience, Dr.
Figlio is exceptionally qualified to lead a careful, independent evaluation of Ohio’s EdChoice program.

Inthis report, he sets forth three main findings:

« While the students who participate in EdChoice—the pupils who actually use a voucher to attend
private schools—are primarily low-income and minority children, they are relatively less disadvantaged
than other voucher-eligible students. Figlio reports that more than three in four participants are
economically disadvantaged, and three in five are black or Hispanic. Viewed in relation to Ohio's public
school population as a whole, students in EdChoice are highly disadvantaged—not surprising, given
eligibility rules that require participants to have attended a low-achieving public school. But relative
to students who are eligible for vouchers but choose not to use them, the participants in EdChoice
are somewhat higher-achieving and somewhat less economically disadvantaged. This finding may
be, in part, an artifact of the program’s basic design: It allows private schools to retain control over
admissions, and a child must gain admission into a private school before he or she can apply for a
voucher. This multi-step process might be more easily navigated by relatively more advantaged
families; their children might also be more likely to meet the private schools’ admissions requirements.

*1n June 2013, Ohio lawmakers created anew voucher program, referred to as the EdChoice Expansion program, for which eligibility is based on family
income. Th ting by phasing in kinderg: grade level per year. The present research does not cover the
income-based EdChoi Itis limited to the origi hoice program for which eligibility depends on havi low-performing
district school.

Evaluation of Ohio’s EdChoice Scholarship Program: Selection, Competition, and Performance Effects
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» EdChoice improved the achievement of the public school students who were eligible for the voucher
but did not use it. When examining the test resuits of pupils attending public schools just above and
below the efigibility threshold, the analysis finds that achievement in math and reading rose mocdestly
as aresult of voucher competition. {The analysis laverages the state's voucher eligibility rules to isolate
voucher competition from other potential competitive effects, such as charter schools.) Inother words,
the voucher program has worked as intended when it comes to competitive effects. importantly, this
finding helps to address the concern that such programs may hurt students who remain in their public
schools, either as a resuit of funds lost by those schoals or the exodus of higher-performing peers,
Quiite the opposite has occurred in the case of EdChoice: Achievement improved when the voucher
program was introduced and public schools faced stiffer competition {and the risk of fosing their
own students),

The students who use vouchers to attend private schools have fared worse academicaily compared to
their closely matched peers attending public schools. The study finds negative effects that are greater
inmath than in English language arts, Such impacts also appear to persist over time, suggesting that the
results are not driven simply by the setbacks that typically accompany any change of school.

Letus acknowledge that we did not expect—or, frankly, wish—to see these negative effects for voucher
participants; but it's important to report honestly on what the analysis showed and at least speculate on what
may be causing these results. One factor might be related to the limits of credible evaluation: while the rigor
of the methodology ensured "apples-to-apples” comparisons of student achievement, Dr. Figlio was limited to
studying students who attended (or had left) public schools that were just above or below the state’s cutoff
for “low-performing” By definition, this group did not include the very lowest-performing schools in the state.
1t's possible that students who used a voucher to leave one of the latter schools might have improved their
achievement; we simply cannot know from this study. The negative effects could also be related to different
testing environments—higher stakes for public than private schools—or to curricular differences between
what is taught in private schools and the content that's assessed on state tests. Finally, although this analysis
does not enable us to identify individual schools as high- or low-performing, it may be the case that some of the
private schools accepting EdChoice students are themselves not performing as well as they should.

Taker as a whole, the resuits reported here for Ohio's EdChoice program—aone of the nation's largest voucher
programs—are a mixed bag. The program benefitted, albeit modestly, thousands of public-school students:
yet among the somewhat small number of participants studied here, the resuits are negative. The study
mirrors important trends that can be seen in other voucher research, The modest, positive competitive effect
on public school achievement replicates findings from jurisdictions fike Florida, Louisiana, and Milwaukee,
findings that also offered evidence that voucher competition improved public school outcomes. These are,

of course, encouraging for advocates of competition and choice. Yet this study also extends a recent (and, to
us, unwelcome} trend that finds negative effects for voucher participants in large statewide programs, While
earfier evaluations of privately and publicly funded schotarship programs~usually administered at the city
fevei—found neutral-to-positive impacts on participants, newer studies of Louisiana’s and Indiana’s statewide
programs have uncovered negative results, particularly in math.

There's been much discussion about what might be behind these participant results. s too much regulation
discouraging high-quality private schools from joining the program? Are state exams failing to capture
impartant private schoot contributions to student success? Do large, statewide programs lack the tools and
resources to ensure quality at scale? Or are private schools simply struggling to raise achis r pecialh
in math—in relation to their public school counterparts? Some or all of these (or other) factors may be at work,
but o one really knows for certain, More research on the effects of statewide voucher programs is obviously
warranted.

Even though we don't have all the answers, we believe that thoughtful policy makers can draw from the extant
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research as well as an-the-ground experience to give these programs the best chance of succeeding for more
students, whether attending public or private schools. The pertinent lessons seem to us applicable bothin
states considering new private school choice programs and in states (like Ohioj that are seeking toimprove an
existing program.

First, we need to foster a healthy, competitive environment in K-~12 education. A competitive joit can awaken
sieepy, lazy, or slipshod schools to clean up their act and attend more closely to the academic needs of their
students. On the palicy side, this means that tawmakers should continue to encourage a rich supply of schoot
options, including not just private schools {in their many flavors, including refigious and non-sectarian} but
also public charter, STEM, and career and technical schools. At the same time, families can do their part by
demanding more quality school cholces. Competition and choice—two sides of the same coin—can incentivize
all schoals to work harder at meeting the needs of their pupils.

Second, policy makers should resist calls to pile more input-based regulations upon voucher-accepting private
schools, Ohio's private schools already face heavier regulation than those in many states. For example, they
must adhere to state operating standards and hire state-licensed or certified teachers. Most of this was true
before EdCheice came along {which makes less fikely the "overregulation” explanation for disappointing
participant results, at least in Ohio). Policy makers should tread lightly when adding to schools’ regulatory
burdens: After all, freedom from regulation is precisely what makes private schools different and—for many—
worth attending in the first place.

Third, as this study suggests, private schools likely vary when it comes to quality, and the public needs
maximum transparency about this. Accordingly, state leaders should help families better understand the
quality of their aptions by providing easy-to~-compare information on the performance of voucher-accepting
private schools. While Ohio already reports voucher students’ proficiency rates at the school level {subject to
FERPA limitations), we know that those results are likely to be conflated with non-schooling factors fike family
income. They are also hard to track down. To be fair to private schools that educate disadvantaged voucher
pupils, we suggest the adoption of a value-added measure—a school quality indicator that is more poverty-
neutral than conventional academic proficiency rates, States {including Ohio} should make sure that these
academic outcomes for voucher-accepting private schools are easily accessible to parents, perhaps inareport-
card-fike format akin to those adopted for public schools, in Ohlo, this would not add any additional testing or
regulatory requirements on private schools.

Fourth, policy makers should craft simple, parent-friendly program rules. From the perspective of families,
EdChaice is fairly complex, which may have influenced who participates in it. Eligibility hinges on public
schools’ annual ratings from the state~which can change from vear to year—and the state has no obligation to
notify parents of their children's eligibility. This means that families must bestir themselves to visit the state’s
website or seek eligibf information through other channels. To ensure awarensss, states should require
direct notification of eligibility from the state department of education or a competent nonprofit agency. {This
should also happen when eligibility is based on income.} Making matters more complicated, current EdChoice
application rules require eligible students first to gain admission to a private school; then the school applies to
the state for a voucher. It would be far simpler for parents if they could apply directly to the state for a voucher
and then shop for the right private school, This process would not only empower parents but also give policy
makers a much clearer picture of the demand for vouchers.

The present report breaks important new ground, but it is by no means the final word on EdChoice. We still
have much to fearn, including whether vouchers impact non-testing outcomes such as post-secondary success,
We also need a deeper understanding about the quality of individual private schools. But the information

set forth in the pages that folfow is critically important as thoughtful policy makers consider the design and
implementation of voucher programs, both in Ohio and across the natiorn, Programs that aim to better the lives
of children must face scrutiny from independent, credible evaluators. Even when its findings are unexpected
and painful, rigorous, disinterested evaluation remains the best way to prod improvemeants and make progress
toward the program's goals. In the case of EdChoice, the program appears to have met one of the two
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objectives conceived by its founders: Competition has spurred some public school improvement. The challenge
aheact is to forge a stronger EdChoice program, one that can lead to widespread academic improvements for
children who take their scholarships to the state’s private schools.
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1. Introduction

in June 2005, the State of Ohio enacted the Educational Choice Scholarship Program (EdChoice, initially called
the Educational Choice Schotarship Pilot Program), which offered scholarships to students assigned to pubtic
schools considerad consistently poor-performing by the Ohio Department of Education, to take effect during
the 2006-07 academic year.' At first, only students assigned to schools receiving the lowest rating, academic
emergency, for three consecutive years were to be eligible for scholarships, which were worth up to $4,250
for elementary and middle school-aged students and up to $5,000 for high school students, but in Spring 2006
the rules for qualification were relaxed such that students assigned to schaols rated either as under academic
emergency or under academic watch for three consecutive years would be eligible for scholarships. in the
2006~07 academic year, 3,141 students from 99 traditional public schools attended private schools under the
EdChoics program, In December 2006, the Ohio Legislature further relaxed the eligibility criteria such that
students assigned to a school under either academic emergency or academic watch in two of the preceding
three years would be eligible for EdChoice scholarships. As a consequence, the number of public schools with
voucher-eligible students increased considerably, to 213 schools, and in the 2007-08 academic vear 6,943
students attended private schools under the EdChoice program. By 2013-14, 18,080 students were attending
private schools under the voucher program.® In the 2013-14 academic year, the program was further expanded
to become available to economically disadvantaged students, regardiess of school-quality measures; in the
2013~ 14 academic year, this expansion was for Kindergarteners only. However, in subseguent years, the
program will phase in one grade at a time,

The purpose of this report is to provide an analysis of the effects of the EdChoice program on students and
schools in Ohio using the most appropriate tools for causal inference possible, as determined by the authors,
given how the program was implemented. Throughout the report, we present occasional references from
the related scholarly literature: these references are intended to be representative but not comprehensive.
Although the nature of program implementation precludes the use of experimental methods, it does still
provide opportunities for quasi-experimental research designs. We investigate three interrelated questions:

(1} When students are offered the opportunity to attend private schools under the EdChoice program,
which students ultimately attend private schools?

(2) What are the effects of the EdChoice program on the reading and mathematics performance of
students who continue to attend traditionaf public schools?

{3} What are the effects of participation in the EdChoice program on the reading and mathematics
performance of students who move to the private sector as a consequence of the program?

We make use of anonymized student-level data between the 200304 and 2012-13 academic years, provided
by the Ohio Department Education, to address each of these questions in turn in the sections below. Ohio
requires that EdChoice program participants in private schools take the Ohio Achievement Assessments, and
the strong majority of these students complied with this requirement (and were successfully matched to Ohio
Department of Education administrative data systems), starting in the 2007 -08 academic year and especially
beginning in the 2008-0% academic year® In each case, we chose the years of the program that allowed for the
most credible causal inference, regardless of whether the years were the most current. Our general summary
of the evidence is as folfows:

{1} There appears to be positive selection, as measured by prior academic performance and family advantage,
among voucher-eligible students into private schools as part of the EdChoice program. Although a substantial
majority of the students participating in the program, as weli as their peers remaining in public schools, tend
to be from low-income backgrounds, those students leaving for private schools under the program tend to be
more advantaged and higher performing than their peers who were eligible to participate in the programbut
who remained in public schools,
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(2) Although the estimates are sensitive to the specific assumptions made, and some assumptions lead to

zero rather than positive findings, the evidence in general suggests that the EdChoice program improved the
performance of students eligible to participate—most of whom remained in the public schools. The estimated
improvements are typically in the range of one-eighth of the magnitude of the black-white test-score gap. This
is particularly true regarding our analysis of schools newly eligible in 2007-08, the first year for which we feel
relatively confident that we can make causal claims about the performance effects of the EdChoice program.
Our research design estimates the competitive effects for public schools that are relatively high-performing
compared to all eligible schools (that is, schools that have the highest performance index values but are still low
enough to have students eligible for EdChoice scholarships), so we have less confidence in extrapolating these
positive findings to public schools with considerably lower levels of performance.

(3) We can only credibly study the performance effects of moving to private schools under the EdChoice
program for those students leaving comparatively high-achieving public schools. Those students, on average,
who move to private schools under the EdChoice program tend to perform considerably worse than
observationally similar students who remained in public schools. The magnitudes of this negative estimated
effect are relatively large—around three times the positive estimated competitive effect (also estimated for
the relatively high-performing public schools that were eligible to participate) of the EdChoice program. These
differences cannot be explained by the disruptions associated with changing schools. It may be the case that
there are less negative, or even positive, performance effects for students moving to private schools from
lower-performing public schools, but we do not feel comfortable studying this group of students.

In summary, the evidence regarding the effects of EdChoice program suggests that while higher-performing
students tend to leave public schools to attend private schools under the EdChoice program, the students who
remain in the public schools—at least, those public schools that were comparatively high achieving—generally
perform better on statewide tests as a consequence of EdChoice vouchers being available to students ina
school. On the other hand, those students who leave these comparatively high-achieving public schools to

go to private schools appear to perform worse than they would have had they remained in the public schools
(which we estimate to have improved as a consequence of the introduction of EdChoice). Together, it appears
that EdChoice has benefitted the majority of students, but the students who actually left the public schools—at
least those on the margin of eligibility—perform worse on statewide tests. Although test performance is only
one measure of educational success, these findings suggest that a detailed exploration of the possible causes
of the negative test-score results (for instance, which private schools participate in the program, policies on
school-grade retention, test-curriculum alignment, and the like) may be warranted.

Evaluation of Ohio’s EdChoice Scholarship Program: Selection, Competition, and Performance Effects
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2. History and background on the Ohio EdChoice
Scholarship Program

In June 2005, Ohio lawmakers enacted the EdChoice program, with 2006-07 as the first vear of
implementation. A student’s eligibility for an EdChoice voucher is premised on the academic performance of
the traditional district school he or she is slated to attend. The rationale behind this model is captured in the
Tollowing statement by the Ohio Office of Budget and Management: “The Educational Choice Scholarships are
not only intended to offer another route for student success, but also to impel the administration and teaching
staff of a failing school building to improve upon their students’ academic performance™

The initial EdChoice legislation (House Bill [HB] 66) defined a low-performing public school as one receiving
three consecutive years of academic emergency ratings—the state's fowest classification. Shortly thereafter,
{egisiators expanded the definition to also includle schools receiving ratings of academic watch for three
straight years {HB 530, enacted in March 2006). In December 2006, the legislature again modified the criteria
by identifying fow-performing schools based on whether they received ratings of either academic watchor
academic emergency in two of the past three years (HB 79). After this flurry of early legislation, the eligibility
criteria remained consistent until Ohlo began its transition to A-to-F school ratings in 2012-13. To align with
the new rating systerm, state law now designates EdChoice-eligible schools based ona D or F rating for two of
the past three years on the state's key accountability measures {HB 555, enacted December 2012).

The state annually updates the list of designated EdChoice public schools, When the school ceases to meet the
criteria, it is removed from the list, Students who received vouchers in previous years, however, remain eligible
until they complete grade 12, provided they meet the following conditions: (1) they do not move to another
district {though they remain eligible if assigned to another EdiChoice-designated school in the new district);

{2) they complete all required state achievement tests: and (3) they do not have more than twenty unexcused
absences during a school year. Students across the state are eligible to participate in EdChoice if their assigned
public schools meet the performance criteria defined in state taw {except for Cleveland students, who are
eligible to participate in a different voucher program).

Early EdChoice legislation {HB 79} set a cap on the number of available vouchers at 14,000. if the number

of applications exceeded the cap, priority was, and still is, given to returning voucher recipients and new
applicants who are fow income, As the number of voucher applicants began to exceed the cap, a newly elected
Ohio governar John Kasich and state lawmakers lifted the cap to 30,000 for 2011-12 and to 60,000 starting
withthe 2012-13 school year (HB 153, enacted in June 2011). To receive a voucher, parents and students first
apply for admission to a participating private school. Once the student has been accepted, the private schoot
submits a voucher application on behalf of the student.

As enacted in HB &6 in 2005, the initial amount of the EdChoice voucher was $4,250 for students in grades
K-8 and $5.000 for students in grades $-12 {or a smailer amount if the private school tuition is less than these
amounts). Legislation passed in June 2015 {HB 64) that raised the maximum voucher amount to $4,850 for
K-8 pupils and $5,900 for high school students {the high school amount increases to $6.000 starting in 2016~
17). The state deducts the voucher amount from the state aid received by the student's district of residence.
When a student’s family income Is less than or equal to 200 percent of the federal poverty level, private schools
cannot charge tuition greater than the voucher amount. For families with income above this level, private
schools may charge tuition that is equal to the difference between the voucher amount and the regular tuition
rate.

Ohio defines two categories of private {or nonpublic} schools: chartered nanpublic schools and noncharterad,
non-tax-supported schools. tn order to accept EdChoice vouchers, a private school must be a chartered
nonpublic school. {in this context, “charter” does not refer to a public charter school.) A chartered norpublic
school must be approved by the state and adhere to state operating standards, These schools retain the right
to have admissions standards; can offer puplis education based on certain beliefs, values, or religions; and may
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charge tuition. Chartered nonpublic schools receive a modest amount of state aid to offset administrative costs
related to state regulation, and their students are entitled to district-provided transportation.

Since the program’s inception, EdChoice students have been required to take all state exams, with resuits
reported to the state. Although not part of the original EdChoice legislation, a provision in HB 1 {enacted
July 2009) added a requirement for the state to publicly report proficiency rates disaggregated by voucher
students' district of residence, by their private school of attendance, and by certain subgroups, These testing
and transparency requirements remain in current state law.

According to the Fordham Institute’s School Choice Regulations: Red Tape or Red Herring? (David Stuit and

Sy Doan, January 2013), 39 percent of Ohio's private schools participated in the EdChoice programin
2009-10. Nonparticipation can be partly explained by the fact that many private schools are not focated in the
geographic vicinity of EdChoice-eligible students, as low-performing public schools are located primarily inthe
state’s impoverished urban areas. Other nonparticipating private schools may be at capacity, while others may
have elected not to accept voucher-bearing pupils.

s BaChoice Scholarship Program: Selection, Competition, and Perfor
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3. Who attends private schools under the EdChoice
program?

All students assigned to public schools that meet the performance criteria for EdChoice scholarships are
categorically eligible to attend a private school under the program, but it is not obvious which students will be
most likely to make use of avoucher. On the one hand, there exist examples from other states that suggest that
relatively fow-achieving students are more likely to use vouchers that are targeted at disadvantaged students,
but there are also examples in which the nature of the selection is modestly positive.? On the other hand, there
exists little evidence about the nature of selection in voucher systems that are based on the performance

of schools rather than the family background of the student, it could be the case that the same factors that
lead disadvantaged families to choose private schools under means-tested vouchers might be at play when
voucher eligibility is finked to measured school performance, and given the carrelation between average family
advantage and measured school quality in Ohio, one might expect the voucher users to be disproportionately
disadvantaged or low performing in the EdChoice context, aswell. At the same time, it could be the case

that relatively motivated families eligible for the voucher may be the group most fikely to capitalize on the
opportunity. Furthermore, unlike in the Florida context, where families can obtain a voucher before obtaining
admission to a private school, in the EdChaice context families must obtain admission to a private school
before they are able to seek a voucher? These factors may make it more likely that higher-performing eligible
students will be the voucher users in the Ohio context.”

inorder to investigate this question, we measure the attributes of students moving to private schools under
the EdChoice scholarship program versus those who were efigible to move but remained in the public schools.
inorder to obtain measures of student attributes, we are limited to students who have already spent at least
ayear inthe public schools (and, in the case where we are looking at prior test scores as a measure of student
sefection, the students had to have been in public schools through at feast third grade to be considered):
therefore, we cannot describe the nature of selection for students who enter private schools under the
voucher program in Kindergarten, As a consequence, we are limited principally to students who are changing
schools at a nontraditional time (for example, not as Kindergarteners entering elementary school or as sixth
graders entering middle school). This comparisaon is likely to favor those families motivated to change schools
evenwhen they do not have todo so.

With that proviso, we compare the attributes of students who chose a private school under the EdChoice
program in each year to those who were eligible to do so but remained in the public schools. We make these
comparisons along a humber of lines: their most recent reading and mathematics test scores, whether the
student has ever been observed as economically disadvantaged in school records, the student’s gender, and the
stucent’s race.

‘We begin by comparing the test scores of students who transitioned to private schools under EdChoice to
eligible students who remained in the public schoals. In the figures below, reading and mathematics scores are
standardized statewide in every year and every grade, and it is apparent that test scores for voucher-eligible
students are much lower than the state average—an unsurprising fact, given that school-quality measures

are based in farge part on the test performance of students who would become eligible for a voucher, Ascan
be seen in the figures, those students who move to private schools have, on average, considerably higher
performance levels than those eligible students who remain in public schools. The observed gap between those
who transitioned to private schools and those who remiained is about half of the black-white test-score gap®—
quite a farge difference in prior performance. it does appear that in the most recent years of ohservation, the
prior test-score gap between those who moved to private scheols and those who remained in public schools
shrank modestly, because the students who entered the EdChoice program in mora recent years were not

as far ahead of those who remained in the public schools as they were inthe earfier years of the program.
Nonetheless, the gap has remained Jarge in recent years, aswell.
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Figure 1: Prior year standardized mathematics test score: EdChoice participants versus eligible
nonparticipants, first year of program participation

2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13

-0.1

-0.2

03 ——__—\’_’\
-0.4

-0.5

—————
06 —==T - ~~~~h---—----——--—-——----------
-0.7
e private school students == === students who remained in public schools

Figure 2: Prior year standardized reading test score: EdChoice participants versus eligible nonparticipants,
first year of program participation
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The preceding figures are based on those students observed moving to private schools in any given year
compared to all eligible students who remained in the public schools regardless of how many years that they
had the opportunity to change schools. Next, we perform the same analysis for students who made the choice
to stay in public schools or left for private schools in their very first year of voucher eligibility. As can be seen
inthe figures below, the differences between movers and stayers in the public sector are similar regardless

of whether we limit them to their first year of voucher eligibility or perform the comparison regardless of
voucher eligibility.

Evaluation of Ohio’s EdChoice Scholarship Program: Selection, Competition, and Performance Effects
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Figure 3: Prior year standardized mathematics score: EdChoice participants versus eligible nonparticipants,
first year of eligibility
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Figure 4: Prior year standardized reading score: EdChoice participants versus eligible nonparticipants, first
year of eligibility
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We observe similar patterns with regard to economic disadvantage. The overwhelming majority of students
eligible for a voucher have been economically disadvantaged in the past. However, although around 95 percent
of voucher-eligible students who remained in public schools have had a history of economic disadvantage,”

the comparable figure tends to be around 85 percent for those who moved to a private school on an EdChoice
scholarship. This gap, nevertheless, has been closing over time, and the narrowing of the gap in prior economic
disadvantage is particularly pronounced in the case of first-time voucher-eligible students. At the same

time, it is important to note that the overwhelming majority of students eligible for EdChoice scholarships,
whether or not they make use of the vouchers, are economically disadvantaged, so we are comparing one very
disadvantaged group to another very disadvantaged group.
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Figure 5: Share of students ever economically disadvantaged: EdChoice participants versus eligible
nonparticipants, first year of program participation
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Figure 6: Share of students ever economically disadvantaged: EdChoice participants versus eligible
nonparticipants, first year of program eligibility
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We also compare private school movers to those remaining in the public school based on student gender. As
can be seen in the figures below, female voucher-eligible students are more likely to move to private schools
when given the opportunity under the EdChoice program than are male voucher-eligible students, perhaps
because female students tend to be more educationally successful than male students, especially those from
low-income and minority families, in Ohio and throughout the United States and industrialized nations.™®

Evaluation of Ohio’s EdChoice Scholarship Program: Selection, Competition, and Performance Effects
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Figure 7: Share female students: EdChoice participants versus eligible nonparticipants, first year of program
participation
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Figure 8: Share female students: EdChoice participants versus eligible nonparticipants, first year of program
eligibility
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Finally, we compare the racial and ethnic composition of voucher-eligible students who moved to private
schools to those who remained in the public sector. The majority of EdChoice-eligible students are black, and
we observe that the rate of private school attendance for black students is approximately proportionate to the
black population. On the other hand, there is a difference between Hispanic and white student participation:
we observe that private school movers are somewhat more likely to be Hispanic and somewhat less likely

to be white than are eligible students who remain in the public schools, especially in the more recent years.
Interestingly, this gap is driven primarily by students who have been eligible for multiple years rather than first-
time eligible students, as there are no appreciable racial or ethnic differences in selection rates of first-time
eligible students. These patterns suggest that Hispanic families may have required more time to act on their
eligibility, perhaps because of language difficulties that hamper knowledge about eligibility or other aspects of
the school-choice process or perhaps because of differences in school advising networks. These explanations,
of course, are only speculative.
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Figure 9: Racial/ethnic composition of EdChoice participants versus eligible nonparticipants, first year of
program participation

0.7
06 —_— —_—

— —_—
0.5
0.4
03
0.2
0.1

ceonens

0
2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13
e private school share: black === private school share: Hispanic

s remaining in public school share: black == === remaining in public school share: Hispanic

Figure 10: Racial/ethnic composition of EdChoice participants versus eligible nonparticipants, first year of
program eligibility
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In summary, it appears that comparatively high-achieving and comparatively well-off families (keeping in

mind that the overwhelming majority of those participating in the program are still low income) are the
groups more likely to use an EdChoice voucher to attend private school when offered the opportunity. There
exist some racial and ethnic differences and some differences by gender, but these are relatively smallin
comparison to those seen regarding economic disadvantage and prior test performance. The fact that these
gaps are considerably larger than those typically seen in other locations with voucher programs may suggest
that there are specific features of the ways in which the EdChoice program is designed and implemented that
make it more difficult for struggling students and comparatively disadvantaged families to make use of the
voucher. Allowing schools to use their admissions standards almost certainly affects selection by achievement,
both directly and indirectly through its attraction of comparatively motivated families.* Future work that
investigates selection following the program'’s eligibility expansion in 2013-14 to include all economically
disadvantaged students (beginning with Kindergarteners in 2013-14 and expanding one grade at a time in
subsequent years) will help policymakers and analysts to understand the degree to which the means-tested
channel for voucher receipt makes selection in Ohio more similar to that observed in Florida and other means-
tested voucher locales.

Evaluation of Ohio’s EdChoice Scholarship Program: Selection, Competition, and Performance Effects
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4. Overall ‘competitive effects’ of EdChoice on public
school students

Next, we turn to the question of whether the EdCholce program has affected student performance in

reading and mathematics. We are interested both in the effects of program participation on the participants
themselves (which we will study directly in section 5 of this report} as well as on the students who remain in the
public schools,

There are numerous reasons ta believe that the EdChoice program would affect performance of students

in the public schools. One potential effect might come through changes in the composition of the student
body in the affected public schools. We observed in section 3 of this report that the EdChoice program
disproportionately attracted relatively high-performing students {albeit, as they are eligible for the vouchers,
from a distinctly disadvantaged population) to the private schools, so the student body remaining in the
priblic schools is somewhat fower achieving, onaverage, as a consequence of the program, if students benefit
from higher-achieving peers, either directly or indirectly, this could lead to reduced performance in the

public schools as a consequence of the EdChoice program, Of course, it's also possible that the direction of
peer effects is different, at which point the composition effect of the EdChoice program would be different.
Another potential effect of the EdChaice program could come through increased competition for students as
aresult of the voucher option. Other studies™ have demonstrated that school vouchers can potentially lead
to positive effects on public schools through this channel, 5o it is possible that Ohio public schools would also
improve as a consequence of voucher competition. The introduction of school vouchers as an augmentation
to school ratings could also increase the satience of the school ratings and induce performance improvements
for schools that were previously rated poorly. Other studies®® have found that introducing choice threats into
school-accountability regimes has the potential to improve cutcomes by more than the accountability systems
afone, though these findings are not universal™ in summary, there are reasons to believe that the EdChoice
program might either improve or reduce the performance of students attending affected public schools and
that these effects depend on the nature and magnitudes of a variety of factors.

Two previous studies have investigated various aspects of the effects of the EdChoice program on traditional
public schools. Greg Forster {Promising Start: An Empirical Analysis of How EdChoice Vouchers Affect Ohio Public
Schools, August 2008) followed schoal-tevel cohorts of students from one grade in 200506 to the nextin
2006-07 and found that for some grade transitions, schools where students were voucher eligible performed
batter than other schools. ™ Matthew Carr {“The Impact of Ohio's EdChoice on Traditional Public Schoot
Performance,” Cato Journal, Soring/Summer 2011) carried out school-level analyses and found that schools
where students becarme voucher eligible improved in terms of aggregate reading and mathematics scores
following the introduction of the EdChoice program. In both the Forster and Carr studies, the authors provided
evidence that their results were not due to “regression to the mean,” a phenomenon that one might expect
given that the schools subject to competitive pressure through the EdChoice program had low performance
levels in the time prior to the introduction of the voucher program.

Though the existing studies of the effects of the EdChoice program on public schools provide much valuable
information, there are opportunities to improve upon the existing research along two important dimensions.
First of all, with the use of student-levei individual data, it is possible for the first time to fully take into account
the fact that school compaosition changes over time and, in fact, might be directly affected by the introduction
of the voucher program. When we make use of student-level data, it is possible to follow an individual student’s
progress over time in a manner that is not possible with school-level data when researchers are forced to
compare groups of students with different compositions. Second, and even more importantly, we make use

of a regression-discontinuity research design that allows for much more of an apples-to-apples comparison
than has been utilized in the extant literature on the EdChoice program. In essence, we will be able to compare
schools that just barely became voucher eligible to schools that just barely missed becoming voucher eligible.
Although this means that we are necessarily focusing our attention on a certain set of schools—those on the
margin of becoming voucher efigible, rather than schools that were very far from the eligibility threshold -
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the benefit of this research design is that we are able to study the effects of the EdChoice programusing a
comparison set of schools that are extremely similar to those that were directly affected by the program.

The biggest challenge to determining the effects of the EdChoice program on performance is that schools
whose students become voucher elfigible are systematically different from those whose students do not. This is,
of course, by design: the Ohio Department of Education assigns school ratings based on average performance,
and anly schools with relatively poor performance are affected directly by the EdChoice program. Asa
consequence, merely comparing schools in which students become eligible for vouchers to those that did not—
aven if making a before-versus-after comparison—is unlikely to produce an apples-to-apples comparison,

Our solution, as mentioned above, is to implement a regression-discontinuity design. The benefitof a
regression-discontinuity approach is that we can compare schools whose students just barely became voucher
eligible to those schools whose students just barely missed voucher eligibility. The idea here is that these two
setsof schools are going to be extremely close in terms of attributes, bioth observed and unobserved, soa
comparison is more likely to be truly apples to apples. Our preferred regression-discontinuity analysis is for
the second year of the program~—students who would first become voucher eligible (or not) in the 2007-08
academic year. The rationale here is that in this second vear of the program, the rules were such that it became
much more difficult to predict exactly which schools’ students would become voucher eligible and which
schools' students would just barely miss the eligibility category, because the rule change made it so that schools
under academic emergency or academic watch in at least two out the three years preceding the academic year
inwhich the determination was made would become voucher eligible. Put differently, eligibility for vouchers

in 200708 was based on a school’s second-best performance between the three academic years of 2003-04,
2004-05, and 2005-06. Furthermare, because the program rules changed dramatically in the Fali 2006,
making many more schools eligible for future rounds of vouchers, many schools that were “untreated” in 2006~
07 essentlally became partially "treated” by the threat of vouchers in the 2006-07 academic year. Therefore,
we strongly believe that the second round of voucher eligibility, during which students could attend private
schools for the first time in 2007-08, is by far the cleanest for causal-inference purposes.™ (For completeness,
we report some results from a considerably more flawed study of the first round of EdChoice program
implementation in an appendix, but we strongly prefer the second-round implementation for the purposes of
causal inference and encourage the reader to give the resuits based on the second round of implementation
considerably more credence than those based on the first round of implementation.) Importantly, to the degree
to which schools that just missed the threshold (on the positive side)—especially after the EdChoice policy was
announced—might have been motivated to improve their performance, our estimates of competitive effects
are underestimates of the true competitive effect of the EdChoice program.

A regression-discontinuity design requires that the researcher order all of the schools along some continuous
“running variable’—the variable that determines whether or not an individual receives one treatment or
another. Because the primary determinant of whether a school is designated as being under academic
emergency or watch is that school's state-assigned performance index {PHY, our running variable is the
second-best performance index received in the 2003-04, 2004-05, or 2005-06 academic year. This empirical
approach only works for the set of schools not alreadly eligible for vouchers in the initial 2006-07 academic
vear. Therefore, we exclude the initial ninety-nine schools eligible for vouchers in 2006-07 when carrying out
this analysis.”

Qur outcome of interest is either the student’s test score in 2007-08, the first year that the studentsin
question are eligible for a voucher, or in 2008-09, the second vear of voucher eligibility. We are interested

in both of these outcome years to see whether there is any change over time in the effects of the program
between the first and second years of eligibifity. Because the students attending different schools are
fundamentally different, we measure our outcomes as the change in a student’s standardized test scores
{measured statewide with mean zero and standard deviation one) between 2005-06 and either 2007-08 {year
one) or 2008-09 {year two). We identify 2005-06 as the baseline year of interest because this is the last year
of outcomes prior to the intraduction of the voucher prograny; 2006-07 test scores may plausibly be affected
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by the introduction of the program. We assign students to schools for the purposes of voucher eligibility
based on the schools they attended during the 2005-06 academic year, before the program was implemented.
Therefore, for example, an estimated effect of 0.05 would mean that a student enrolled in 2005~06 in a school
that would become voucher eligible in 2007-08" experienced 5 percent of one standard deviation better

test scores, relative to their score in 2005-06, than would have been the case absent voucher eligibility. In

our analysis, we consider 419,047 students with observed reading test-score growth between 2005-06 and
2007-08 and 418,749 students with cbserved mathematics test-score growth. When we add a second year of
post-eligibility data (2008-09 scores), our analysis papulation necessarily declines cansiderably, te 300,270
(299,874} students in reading (mathematics). Ja most of the analyses that follow, we combine all voucher-
eligible students together, regardless of whether they use the vouchers to attend private school or remain in
the public school.®

We employ both graphical analyses and linear-regression analyses to present estimates of the EdChoice
program effect on test scores. Because the results of regression-discontinuity analyses are often sensitive to
the specific assumptions that a researcher employs, we present several variations on a theme for each type
of analysis. This is especiaily impottant in cases fike this EdChoire evaluation, because the running variable of
the second-bast Pl is strong but does not perfectly predict voucher eligibility, as there are some idiosyncratic
mechanismis through which schools with a second-best P below eighty points can avoid voucher eligibility.
n evaluation parlance, we refer to this type of situation as a "fuzzy” regression discontinuity, We deal with
this fuzziness in a couple of different ways. In some analyses, we include all schools {except for the ninety-
nie schools already eligible for vouchers in 2006~-07) and assume that if the second-best performance
index is below eighty points, the cutoff for academic-watch versus continuous-improvement status, the
school becomes voucher eligible. In other analyses, we introduce a donut-hole approach in which we exclude
entirely from the analysis alf schools that have a second-best performance index either between 77 and
79.999 or between 75 and 79.999: we do this to reduce the number of schools that we call voucher eligible
based on the second-best performance index when they are truly not voucher eligible due to exceptions.
There exists a tradeoff in making this exclusion: the larger the donut hole, the more likely that scheols just
below the threshold are actually voucher eligible, but the larger the donut hole, the less fikely the schools
that are just below the donut hole are very similar to the schools that are just above the donut hole, We also
lase 3.2 percent of all observations when we drop schools with second-best performance indices betwesn 77
and 79.999, and we lose 5.1 percent of all observations when we drop performance indices between 75 and
79.999. Therefore, we present three different donut-hole variations to gatige the sensitivity of the results to
this assumption.

Second, for our regression analyses, we investigate the degree to which the estimated effects of EdCheice
eligibility are affected by (1) controlfing for a variety of student background characteristics {namely, sex, race
and ethnicity, and economic-disadvantage status}; {2) allowing the relationship betwsen test-score outcomes
and the second-best performance index to differ depending on whether the school is above or below the
refevant threshold; or {3) both,

4.1, Graphical analysis

We begin with a set of graphical analyses of student-level test-score growth between 2005-06 and 2007-08.
We present the graphical analyses in two ways: a linear analysis and a local-polynomial analysis. The linear
analysis makes more use of the full range of schools, regardless of proximity to the thrashold, while the local-
polynomial analysis heavily weights the schools very close to the threshold. Each point inthe graphs belowis a
separate value of a second-best performance index; if more than one school has exactly the same second-best
performance index, we average those schools together in the graphs for ease of presentation. The red lines
represent reading scores, while the dashed biue lines represent mathematics scores. The estimated affect

of EdChoice eligibility is the difference between the line to the left of the zero threshold and the line to the
right of the zero threshold. As can be seen in the figures below, whether there appears to be a positive benefit
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of EdChoice or a zero benefit depends on the assumption about whether the linear-fit analysis or the local-
polynomial analysis is more appropriate.

In the case of the linear fit, there is an apparent improvement in test-score growth for voucher-eligible
students:
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On the other hand, in the case of the local-polynomial analysis, there is no apparent jump at the zero threshold
point:
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The same pattern of findings is apparent if we investigate test-score growth between 2005-06 and 2008-09.
There is a clear positive estimate of EdChoice eligibility in the linear-fit case but a zero estimate in the local-
polynomial case:
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The same patterns—positive estimates for the linear-fit analysis and zero estimates for the local-polynomial
analysis—are apparent regardless of the donut hole chosen or regardless of whether we look at growth
between 2005-06 and 2007-08 or between 2005-06 and 2008-09. For instance, the following are the figures
seen for the donut hole dropping performance indices 77 to 80, for the case of growth between 2005-06 and
2007-08:
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The following are the figures seen for the donut hole dropping performance indices 75 to 80, for the case of
growth between 2005-06 and 2007-08:
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Likewise, the following are the figures seen for the donut hole dropping performance indices 77 to 80, for the
case of growth between 2005-06 and 2008-09:
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The following are the figures seen for the donut hole dropping performance indices 75 to 80, for the case of
growth between 2005-06 and 2008-09:
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In summary, the graphical analyses indicate that the effects of EdChoice on student performance for voucher-
eligible students are not negative but are either zero or positive depending on the specific assumptions

made regarding the fit of the empirical model. The empirical models that make use of a wider range of data to
estimate the underlying relationship between the performance index and student performance tend to show
positive results, while those that emphasize the data points extremely close to the threshold for voucher
eligibility are more likely to suggest a result closer to zero (but not negative). The following subsection provides
additional evidence that might help to serve as a “tiebreaker” between the solidly positive estimated effects of
the EdChoice program and those that are closer to zero in magnitude.

4.2, Linear-regression analysis

We next turn to linear-regression analyses that are analogous to the graphical analyses presented above. As
before, we concentrate on the schools that became eligible in the second round of EdChoice eligibility—that is,
with students able to attend private schools for the first time in 2007-08 and excluding the ninety-nine schools
whose students became eligible in the 2006-07 round that is less well suited to this analysis.

In the discussion that follows, we consider a number of variations to discern the degree to which the

results are sensitive to particular assumptions. We begin by presenting the estimated effects of EdChoice
eligibility on students’ reading and mathematics growth between 2005-06 and 2007-08 for twelve different
specifications.2? Specifically, for each outcome, we conduct four analyses apiece with no donut hole around the
eligibility threshold, dropping schools with the second-best Pl between 77 and 80 and dropping schools with
the second-best Pl between 75 and 80. For each of these cases, we present analyses where (1) we include no
control variables and force the relationship between Pl and test-score growth to be the same on both sides of
the threshold (same slope); (2) we include no controls but allow the relationship to be different above versus
below the threshold (different slopes); (3) we include controls for grade in 2005-06, sex, race and ethnicity, and
economic disadvantage but impose the same-slope assumption; and (4) we include controls and also allow the
different-slopes assumption. All regression models include a control for the running variable—the difference
between the second-best Pl and the eligibility threshold of 80. Also, because the treatment is a school-level
treatment, we adjust the standard errors for clustering at the level of the school the student attended in 2005~
06; doing so leads to larger standard errors and a steeper but more appropriate test for discerning the degree
of statistical significance than would occur without adjusting the standard errors. In the text of this report, we
present the estimated effects of EdChoice eligibility on test-score growth in graphical form; appendix table 1
presents the same results in a statistical tabular form.

The following figure shows that the estimated effect of EdChoice eligibility on reading growth is invariably
positive and statistically distinct from zero at conventional levels in eleven of twelve specifications:2*

Figure 11: Estimated effects of EdChoice eligibility on reading growth from 2005-06 to 2007-08
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Assimilar pattern is apparent with regard to mathematics:

Figure 12: Estimated effects of EdChoice eligibility on mathematics growth from 2005-06 to 2007-08
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The results are not as universally strong when we consider reading growth between 2005-06 and 2008-09
but are still disproportionately positive and statistically distinct from zero, though more dependent on model
specification. The assumption of same versus different slopes of the relationship between the Pl and test-score
growth is more consequential in this case than with growth through 2007-08:

Figure 13: Estimated effects of EdChoice eligibility on reading growth from 2005-06 to 2008-09
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As before, a similar pattern emerges with mathematics, as well:

Figure 14: Estimated effects of EdChoice eligibility on mathematics growth from 2005-06 to 2008-09
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The overwhelming majority of voucher-eligible students remain in the public schools after eligibility (this is
especially the case because these analyses require that a student have a test score observed in 2005-06), but
the analyses presented above include both eligible students remaining in public schools and those going to
private schools on an EdChoice voucher. Therefore, we repeat the above analyses, restricting our attention
only to those eligible students remaining in public schools:

Figure 15: Estimated effects of EdChoice eligibility on reading growth from 2005-06 to 2007-08 (public only)
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Figure 16: Estimated effects of EdChoice eligibility on mathematics growth from 2005-06 to 2007-08
(public only)
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Figure 17: Estimated effects of EdChoice eligibility on reading growth from 2005-06 to 2008-09 (public only)
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Figure 18: Estimated effects of EdChoice eligibility on mathematics growth from 2005-06 to 2008-09
(public only)
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As is apparent from these graphs, the results are extraordinarily similar to those presented for all eligible
students. These results are presented in tabular form as well in appendix table 2.

Next, we consider whether the performance increases associated with EdChoice eligibility are similar across
avariety of groups. Because the above-mentioned analysis makes clear that the results are quite similar
regardless of whether we include a donut hole (or regardless of the size of the donut hole considered), as well
as whether or not we control for student background variables, for ease of explication from this point onward
all specifications that we estimate include (1) no donut hole and (2) controls for grade in 2005-06, sex, race
and ethnicity, and economic disadvantage. Because the results often appreciably vary depending on whether
or not we allow the underlying relationship between the Pl and test-score growth to vary depending on which
side of the threshold a school is located, we continue to report two sets of findings: those where the slope

of the relationship between the Pl and test-score growth is constrained to be the same and those where the
slopes are allowed to vary.2* We consider seven different subgroups: three racial and ethnic groups (white,
black, and Hispanic), ever disadvantaged versus never disadvantaged, and girls versus boys. In the body of the
report, we limit the discussion to growth between 2005-06 and 2007-08, but in appendix table 3 we present
the statistical tabular version of not only the graphs discussed below but also for the specifications based on
growth between 2005-06 and 2008-09.

Although we never observe a statistically significant negative estimated effect of EdChoice eligibility for any
subgroup, it appears that the positive benefits are disproportionately concentrated among white students
and relatively advantaged students and are modestly stronger for boys than for girls. In addition, in some
specifications, there is a large positive estimated effect for Hispanic students, but this effect is more sensitive
to model specification. The results for reading growth are as follows:

Figure 19: Estimated effects of EdChoice eligibility on reading growth from 2005-06 to 2007-08, by subgroup
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The estimated effects of EdChoice eligibility look very similar if instead we focus on mathematics growth:

Figure 20: Estimated effects of EdChoice eligibility on mathematics growth from 2005-06 to 2007-08, by
subgroup

0.2
0.15
0.1
] ]
0 L [— |—|
white ck Hispanic ever never girl boy
-0.05 disadvantaged disadvantaged

Bsame slope M different slopes

We also stratify the schools by elementary only, middle only, and combined elementary-middle schools.?s
The results, also reported in tabular form in appendix table 4, indicate that the positive effects of EdChoice
eligibility are particularly concentrated among middle schools:

Figure 21: Estimated effects of EdChoice eligibility on reading growth from 2005-06 to 2007-08, by

school type
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The pattern of results appears similar for mathematics and for reading, though the mathematics results are

much more pronounced (though still statistically indistinguishable from zero at conventional levels, given the
small number of relevant schools) for combined schools:
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Figure 22: Estimated effects of EdChoice eligibility on mathematics growth from 2005-06 to 2007-08, by
school type
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5. Effects of EdChoice participation on
private school attendees

‘We have found that, on average, EdChoice eligibility appears to have benefited students {though, as mentioned
in the previous section, whether we find a positive or zero estimated effect depends to some degree an the
assumptions we make). However, although the empirical approach implemented in section 4 can help to
identify the effects of EdChoice eligibility, it cannot help to identify the effects of EdChoice participation.

The reason that the regression-discontinuity design is inappropriate to study the effect of program
participation is that the random element it exploits {some schools are just barely on one side or the other of
the threshold for reasons that cannct be predicted or manipulated) is not relevant for those who actually
participate in private schooling as a consequence of the program. Indeed, we've observed in section 3 that
EciChoice-eligible students who participate in the program are different along a number of observable
dimensions versus EdChoice-eligible students whe do not participate in the program, and there's every reason
to believe that there would be differences along unohservable dimensions as wetl, thanks to the factors
assoctated with being motivated to change schools, obtaining admission to private schodl, and securing a
voucher.

The ideal way to identify the effects of EdChoice program participation would be to make use of the random
variation associated with a lottery, as a number of voucher evaluations in other Jocations have been able to do,
However, EdChoice vouchers are not allocated via lottery, so this precludes this possibility in the Chio context.
The best that we can do in the EdChoice setting is to attempt to match EdCheice participants as closely as
possible to nonparticipants in order to follow two observationally similar groups of students through their
different settings for the sake of camparison

Specifically, we carry out a propensity score matching {PSM) approach in order to approximate as closely

as possible the apples-to-apples comparison that would have been possible with random assignmen ‘he

icea behind this approachis to find the nonparticipating students who are most similar along observable
dimensions to the program participants. In many applications of PSM models, researchers are forced to identify
these control students from the set of people who were eligible but for some reason did not participate. Such a
practice can be troublesome because we have no way of knowing whether the people who chese to participate
{and were admitted to a private school) and the selected people who did not choose to participate are really

the same along unobservable lines. Fortunately, in the case of the EdChoice program, we are able to overcome
the problems associated with identifying control students from the population of efigible individuals {as is
common with PSM approaches) for the same basic reason that adds credibility to the anatysis in section 4
because some schools just barely becarne voucher eligible and other schools barely missed becoming voucher
eligible, we can identify potential comparison students who are nearly identical along observable dimensions
‘to program participants but were ineligible to participate because of the school they attended before the
EdChoice program was announced. Additionally, because we can identify the nearly identical (on observed
performance) schools, we can argue that program participants and the comparison students attended schools
that were reasonably similar. in sum, while the PSM approach that we employ is not without its problems,™
are convinced that itis as close as we can get to approximating random assignment given the EdChoice setting.

Our approach to PSM s to first isolate the schools whosa second-best Pl was just slightly above the threshold
for voucher eligibility. We begin by limiting the comparison schools to those within three points of the eligibility
threshold, and then we consider an even more restrictive case in which we limit comparison schools to those
within one point of the eligibility threshold, We also consider cases in which we consider only the treatment
students (that is, those using the EdChoice vouchers) who attended schools within three points of the eligibility
threshold.?” The idea here is to find treatment and comparison students who not anly fook very similar on
observable factors but alsc attended public schools in 2006-07 that were extremely similar, except that the
treatment students attended public schools that were voucher eligible and the comparison students attended
public schools that were not. We match students by finding, for each EdChoice-voucher user, the comparison
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student or students with the closest possible combination of prior-year reading and mathematics scores,
student sex, student race and ethnicity, grade in 2006-07, and student history of economic disadvantage.
There are several different ways to statistically identify the closest matches. In the tables and figures, we
report the results when we match students using logit matching and when we match students using probit
matching. Because we need to observe prior test scores in order to carry out a credible match, we can only
study a maximum of 445 students who first moved to private schools in 2007-08.2° Because we are focusing on
such a narrow band of schools for the purposes of our comparison, the number of observations is necessarily
much lower than the total set of EdChoice-participating students.

Although this implementation of the PSM estimator improves the scientific credibility of the estimates, it does
so at significant cost to generalizability. Specifically, we can only identify with relative confidence the estimated
effects of EdChoice-scholarship participation for those students who had been attending the highest-
performing EdChoice-eligible public schools and not those who had been attending lower-performing public
schools. It may be the case that those attending the poorest-performing public schools would have had very
different performance effects than those attending the relatively well-performing public schools. Therefore,
these comparisons may not be generalizable to the full set of public schools. It is certainly possible that children
coming from worse-performing public schools to the private schools under the EdChoice program might have
had considerably better outcomes; that said, we have no way of credibly investigating this possibility using
existing data.

We begin by comparing reading and mathematics scores under a number of different PSM modeling
specifications and study not just the first year of a student’s attendance in private school (or comparison

public school following eligibility), 2007-08, but also the next two years, 2008-09 and 2009-10, as well. The
reason we follow students for multiple years is because we want to reduce the likelihood that any estimated
effects of private school participation are affected by any short-term changes in test scores associated with
school switching. We report both repeated cross-sectional results where the set of students in each year
differs depending on how many students remain in tested grades as well as panel results in which we follow the
same students (including 205 treated students attending private schools on EdChoice vouchers). We report
statistical tabular results in appendix table 5.

Figure 23: PSM estimates of effects of EdChoice participation on mathematics test scores, 2007-08 cohort,
zero-to-three-point comparison (relative to 2006-07)
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Figure 24: PSM estimates of effects of EdChoice participation on reading scores, 2007-08 cohort, zero-to-
three-point comparison (relative to 2006-07)
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Asis apparent from the above graphs, the estimated effects of EdChoice participation on test scores are
unambiguously negative across a variety of model specifications, for both reading and mathematics (though
more negative for mathematics than for reading). The negative results are present regardless of whether we
look at the same students in a panel setting or different sets of students, and they do not appear to change
much over time, indicating that the initial negative results are not due to the fact that EdChoice participants all
were newcomers in a new private school.

As seen in the following figures and in appendix table 6, the same patterns are clear if we restrict our
comparison group to students attending schools within one point of the EdChoice eligibility threshold, as

well as when limiting the EdChoice treatment group to schools within three points of the eligibility threshold
(though this limits the analysis to just eighty-two treated students in year one and fifty-one treated students
by year three).** In this last comparison in reading, the results become small and statistically insignificant in
year three—but the overwhelming evidence indicates a substantial negative effect on test scores of attending
private schools under an EdChoice voucher for those students who were attending the highest-performing
schools amongst those that were eligible for the voucher. We cannot generalize these findings to students who
had previously attended much lower-performing public schools because we cannot conceive of a credible way
to make that type of comparison.
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Figure 25: PSM estimates of effects of EdChoice participation on mathematics scores, 2007-08 cohort,
different models (relative to 2006-07)
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Figure 26: PSM estimates of effects of EdChoice participation on reading scores, 2007-08 cohort, different
models (relative to 2006-07)
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It may, for some reason, still be the case that the negative estimated effects of EdChoice participation are due
to multiyear negative consequences of school moves for students who were old enough to have been tested
in public schools before they moved. In order to directly address this question, we compare the students

who moved to private schools under the EdChoice program to their closest matches among students from
comparison schools (here, we choose the schools in the 0-1 comparison category, those schools who just
barely missed eligibility for EdChoice vouchers) who also changed schools in 2007-08—but to other public
schools rather than to private schools (as, recall, these comparison students were not eligible for a voucher
under the EdChoice program). There were 2,576 closely matched public school movers in the comparison
schools to compare with the 445 EdChoice participants in the analysis. These comparisons are seen in the
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figure below and in appendix table 7. As is evident, the comparisons between EdChoice participants and closely
matched public school changers in comparison schools look quite similar to those with all closely matched
students in comparison schools. As a consequence, the evidence suggests that the negative findings are not
due to the fact that EdChoice participants necessarily changed schools in 2007-08.

Figure 27: PSM estimates of effects of EdChoice participation on test scores, comparing participants to public
school movers, zero-to-one-point comparison (relative to 2006-07)
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So far, we have concentrated on the students newly eligible in 2007-08. However, we can carry out this
analysis to later years as well, given that we observe test-score data through the 2012-13 academic year.

In the analysis that follows, we pool all of the EdChoice participants who became newly eligible at any time
between 2007-08 and 2010-11 and followed them over the first three years of their participation. (As before,
we are presenting the results of the pooled cross-section approach rather than the panel approach, so many of
the students in year one are not observed in subsequent years.) In the following figure as well as appendix table
8, we compare these 876 newly eligible EdChoice participants to the 19,776 most closely matched students
from schools that were never eligible for EdChoice vouchers but also were in the very close (zero-to-one-point)
ccomparison range. As can be seen, the results that include the more recent EdChoice participants look very
similar to those from the 2007-08 new eligibility cohort.
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Figure 28: PSM estimates of effects of EdChoice participation on test scores, 2007-08 to 2010-11 first-
eligible cohorts, zero-to-one-point comparison (relative to 2006-07)
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We can go one step further still and limit ourselves to cohorts where we only observe two post-eligibility years,
thereby pooling together all newly eligible EdChoice participants entering private schools between 2007-08
and 2011-12 (and, of course, still have test-score histories). This brings in another seventy-four private school
students who were first eligible for EdChoice vouchers in 2011-12, along with 3,884 additional public school
students in comparison schools. As can be seen in the following figure, as well as in appendix table 9, the
patterns of findings continue to present the same story of EdChoice participants faring considerably worse in
the private schools than very similar comparison students fared in the public schools.

Figure 29: PSM estimates of effects of EdChoice participation on test scores, 2007-08 to 2011-12 first-
eligible cohorts, zero-to-one-point comparison (relative to 2006-07)
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These results are certainly not without their caveats. As we mentioned at the beginning of this section, the
ideal approach to identify the effects of private school participation under an EdChoice voucher would have
been to make use of random assignment generated by & lottery, but that is not an option given the ways in
which the EdChoice vouchers are allocated. PAM models are not ideal because there may still be unobserved
differences between EdChoice participants and nonparticipants who were very closely matched on the basis of
observable factors including prior fest scores: however, this is somewhat less of an issue in the PSM approach
that we implemented because we are not comparing peaple who made the choice to participate versus people
wha made the choice not to participate, as is very often the case with PSM approaches. In our implementation
of PSM, we are comparing people who made the choice to participate versus people who had no choice
regarding participation but who have similar observable attributes, which lends some additional credibility

to the approach—and, of course, in doing so we are only able to focus on public schools that were among the
highest performing of the voucher-eligible schools. Therefore, we cannot generalize these findings to those
students coming from lower-performing public schools,

Weighing the remarkable consistency of the evidence against the limitations of the PSM approach, our
conclusion is that participation in the EdChoice program likely reduced students’ reading and mathematics
scores refative to what would have occurred in the public sector —for those students who had previously
attended the highest performing of the EdChoice-eligible schoals. This may be becauss the students attended
lower-quality brivate schools than the public schools that they left {especially because the public schools
likely performed somewhat better as a consequence of the EdChoice program, though the improvement inthe
public schools is nowhere near as large as the estimated reduction in participants’ scores after going to private
schools). It may also be that the private schools attended are not necessarily lower quality but are focused on
different sets of skills and competencies, or it may be that the private schools attended under the EdCholce
program may not have emphasized the state assessments to the degree to which the public schools did.
Although Ohio state law has required the public reporting of private school average test scores for students
participating in the EdChoice program since 2009-10. it is still almost surely the case that participating private
schools did not have curricuta as well aligned to the state assessments as did the public schools, and private
schools face different degrees of public accountability tied to the state assessments than do public schools. It
is clear that there remains a need for a deeper understanding of the factors {such as public-private differences
incurriculum alignment, attributes of schools participating in the program, consequences of differences in
accountability between public and private schools, potentiafly different effects for students coming from
especially fow-performing public schools versus refatively high-performing public schools from which students
were voucher-eligible, and so forth) that contribute to the observed differences in student cutcomes between
public and private schools. Such an evaluation is beyond the scope of this present project.

Though most studies of veucher participation in other settings find positive or zero estimates of participation
on student test scores, it is not unheard of to find negative test-score estimates of voucher participation,
even estimates that are of similar magnitude to those found in Ohio, Most recently, a lottery study regarding
school vouchers in Louisiana by Atila Abdulkadiroglu, Parag Pathak, and Christopher Walters {*School
Vouchers and Student Achievement: First-Year Evidence from the Louisiana Scholarship Program.” National
Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper 21839, December 2015} found consistent evidence of very
{arge negative consequences of vaucher participation on student test scores, particularly in mathematics,
though a subsequent study by Jonathan Mills and Patrick Woif {The Effects of the Louisiana Scholarship Progrant
on Student Achievement after Two Years, University of Arkansas School Choice Demonstration Project, 2018)
indicates that year-two results are less negative than those observed in the first year. Abdulkadiroglu and his
coauthors conducted a series of analyses to suggest that the schools participating in the program tended to
be those that had been rapidly losing enroliment and might have been more likely to recruit voucher students;
carrying out a similar analysis in Qhio is beyond the scope of this repart but would be a very valuable area for
future investigation. Likewise, it is possible that in the Ohio case, systematically different schools admitted
Kindergarten entrants, whom we cannot study, versus the schools that admitted entrants in late-elementary or
rniddie grades; this could also be a potential explanation for our findings.
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6. Summary

Taken together, the results of this report present a mixed bag of findings regarding the EdChoice voucher
program. Although the evidence is not completely unambiguous, the weight of the evidence indicates that
EdCheice eligibility improved reading and mathematics outcomes for the students affected. We suspect that
this is coming through increased competition for lower-ranked public schools as well a< a desire for these
schools to improve to avoid losing students to the voucher program; we suspect that the competitionisa
ieading explanation rather than merely avoidance of grading stigma because the regression-discontinuity
approaches focusing on the second-best Pl are designed to concentrate particularly on the voucher-eligibility
component of the system, rather than on the school ratings themselves. We find evidence that the program
attracts relatively high-scoring and comparatively advantaged eligible students {though these students are
stift overwhelmingly tow scoring and disadvantaged as a group, relative to the state as a whole} and that this
may be due to programmatic rules that require private school admission before voucher application, rather
than the reverse, which is seen in other locales such as Florida. And though EdChoice eligibility apparently
improves student test scores in general, this is not the case for those who actually use thelr vouchers to attend
private schools, having previously attended relatively high-performing public schools among the EdChoice-
eligible schools, Those eligible students {coming from these refatively high-performing public schools) who
attend private schools appear to fare considerably worse than we predict that they would have performed had
they remained in the public schools. These are averages, of course, and there are some reasons to believe that
the private school experiences of EdChoice participants may be better than what we estimate. For instance,
private schools participating in the EdChoice program do not face the same high stakes associated with state
testing that is aligned to public school curricula but not to any particular private school curriculum. Although
since 2009-10, Ohio state faw has required the public reporting of average performance of private school
students participating in the EdChoice program, there are no formal sanctions or rewards for private schools
associated with performance on the state tests. In addition, of course, the experiences of private school
students coming from public schools farther away from the thresheld of eligibility may have been considerably
different from those observed using the methods employed in this report. Nonetheless, this analysis is the best
that we were able to do with the information at hand, suggesting that deeper study info the causes of these
performance differences—related ta differences in school quality, test-curriculum alignment, or other factors—
should be a priority.
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Appendices
Appendix 1: Analysis of overall effects in the initial 2006-07 eligibility wave

In this report, we focus on the model specification from the second wave of eligibility, rather than the first wave
of ninety-nine EdChoice-eligible schools in 2006-07. We strongly prefer the second-wave analysis for two
principal reasons. First, the more complicated nature of eligibility—the fact that the second-best school rating
determined eligibility, as opposed to the best school rating determining eligibility—makes causal inference
more defensible. Second, because the program rules changed dramatically in Fall 2006, making many more
schools eligible for future rounds of vouchers, many schools that were “untreated” in 2006-07 essentially
became partially “treated” by the threat of vouchers in the 2006-07 academic year. If schools that just missed
voucher eligibility in 2006-07 faced additional competitive pressure in 2006-07 as a consequence of the
program-rule-change announcement and responded accordingly by improving performance, this would
introduce bias against finding a positive estimated effect of EdChoice eligibility in the first round of eligibility.

Nonetheless, for the sake of completeness, and with these provisos, we repeat the regression-discontinuity
analysis for the initial 2006-07 wave of eligibility and, again (for the three different donut-hole specifications),
present analyses where (1) we include no control variables and force the relationship between Pl and test-
score growth to be the same on both sides of the threshold (same slope); (2) we include no controls but allow
the relationship to be different above versus below the threshold (different slopes); (3) we include controls for
grade in 2004-05, sex, race and ethnicity, and economic disadvantage but impose the same-slope assumption;
and (4) we include controls and allow the different-slopes assumption. In this set of analyses, we back up the
initial test scores to the previous year as well, so we investigate test-score growth between 2004-05 and
2006-07. As can be seen in the figure below (as well as in statistical tabular form in appendix table 10), the
results still indicate positive effects of initial-round EdChoice eligibility on reading growth from 2004-05 to
2006-07, but the level of statistical significance tends to be lower, as are the magnitudes of the estimated
findings even when statistically significant. In the case of mathematics, there is no evidence of a systematic
relationship, either positive or negative, between initial EdChoice eligibility and test-score growth. Therefore,
while there is reason to believe that these results are underestimates of a true effect that is more positive that
those presented below (because many of the untreated schools in this analysis were actually treated relatively
early in the 2006-07 academic year)—and while we strongly prefer the estimates from the second round of the
EdChoice program because we believe those results to be the more scientifically credible—these first-round
results suggest that caution is still warranted when concluding that the EdChoice program led to improvements
in the schools that became voucher eligible.

Figure Al: Estimated effects of first-round EdChoice eligibility on reading growth from 2004-05 to 2006-07
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Figure A2: Estimated effects of first-round EdChoice eligibility on mathematics growth from 2004-05 to
2006-07
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Taking these less rigorous first-round findings together with the more empirically valid 2007-08 EdChoice
round results, our general conclusion is that the EdChoice program likely improved test scores for newly
eligible students. Although the results are somewhat sensitive to model specification as well as timing, the
preponderance of the evidence supports the notion of positive overall effects of the program.
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Appendix 2: Tables

Table A1: Total effects of EdChoice eligibility, focusing on schools first eligible in 2007-08 {and dropping the ninety-nine schools
first efigible in 2006-07}
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Table A2: Totai effects of EdChoice eligibility, focusing on schools first eligible in 2007-08 {and dropping the ninety-nine schools
first eligible in 2006-07): Public school attendees only
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2007~08 {and dropping the ninety-nine schools first eligible in 2006-07)
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Table Ad: Heterogeneity in total effects of EdChoice eligibility, focusing on schools first efigible in 2007-08 {and dropping the
ninsty-ning schools first eligible in 2006-07), by initiat school type
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Table AS: PSM estimates of the effects of EdChoice participation; Control students attended schools zero to three points above
threshold
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Table Aé: PSM estimates of the effects of EdChoice participation: Investigating different criteria for inclusion into the analysis;
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Table A7: Comparing private school students newly eligible in 2007-08 to those ineligible but changing public schools in 2007~
08: PSM estimates of the effects of EdChoice participation, where control students attended schools zero to one point above

threshold: repeated cross-section
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Table A8: Stacking first-time efigibifity, PSM estimates of the effects of EdChoice participation: Students first-time eligible
between 2007-08 and 2010~ 11 are pooled, and control students attended schools zero to one point above threshold; repeated
cross-section
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Table A9: Stacking first-time eligibility. PSM estimates of the effects of EdCheice participation: Students first-time eligible
between 2007-08 and 2010- 12 are pooled, and control students attended schools zero to one points above threshold; repeated
cross-section
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Tahle A10: Total effects of EdChaice eligibility, focusing on ninety-nine schools first efigible in 2006-07
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Endnotes

Cleveland students and schools are not part of the EdChoice program, as Clevetand has adifferent
fongstanding school-voucher program in place.

* For details, see Fstabiishing a Baseline: Ohio’s Education System As it Enters a New Era, Public Impact and
Thomas B. Fordham Institute, August 2015,

In the 2006-07 academic year, only 58.8 percent of voucher students in testing grades were matchable to
testing records, according to Ohio Department of Education data. This figure increased to 73.9 percent in
2007-08 and to 85.8 percent in 2008-09. Since that time, the figure has varied between 82.3 percent and
93.4 percent. it is not entirely clear why test reporting got much better after the initial year of private school
testing, but the compliance patterns are consistent with what might be expected given a phase-in of a new
program.

Office of Budget and Management, State of Ohio: Budget Highlights, Fiscal Years 2006 and 2007 {August 2005):
http:fobmohio.gov/budget/operating/doc/fy-06-07 /budget-highlights.pdf

Examples of cases in which relatively low-performing students are more likely to attend private schools
with a means-tested voucher include David Figlio, Cassandra Hart, and Molly Metzger, "“Who Uses a Means-
Tested Scholarship, and What Do They Choose?” Economics of Fducation Review, April 2010, and Cassandra
Hart, “Contexts Matter: Selection in Means-Tested School Youcher Programs,” Educational Evaluation and
Poticy Analysis, June 2014, William Howell and Paul Peterson {with David Campbell and Patrick Wolf),

The Education Gap: Vouchers and Urban Schools, Brookings Institution Press, 2006, find evidence of, at

most, modest positive selection into private schools, a result generally consistent with Patrick Wolf, et al,
Evaluation of the DC Opportunity Scholarship Program: First Year Report, U.S. Department of Education, 2005,
and David Fleming, Joshua Cowen, John Witte, and Patrick Wolf, “Similar Students, Different Choices: Who
Uses a School Voucher in an Otherwise Similar Population of Students?" Education and Urban Society, 2015,

We know of no other voucher systems that operate exactly like the EdChoice case. In Washington, DC, for
instance, families must first be deemed efigible for a vaucher and students must be deemed admissible to
their private school of choice before being enterad into the lottery {or automatically awardecd vouchers,

in the case of no oversubscription). In Milwaukee, students are admitted to private schools before seeking
financial aid through the voucher system, but private schools cannot apply admission standards to voucher
students,

We ascribe no value judgment regarding whether it is better or warse if comparatively high-achieving (or
high-income, etc.) students are those who make use of the EdChoice vouchers. The purpose of this section
is simply to make clear that the design of voucher efigibifity can help to determine which students make
use of a school voucher. Different families might avail themselves of an EdChoice voucher under different
circumstances,

In this report, we often describe the magnitude of our findings in terms of the black-white test-score gapin
order to gauge how large the estimated effects or differer are in comparisen to other differences that
we observe in the data. 1t is beyond the scope of this report to speculate about the causes of the black-white
test-score gap.

in some cases, a history of economic disadvantage could come from attending a school where all students
are categorically deemed economicatly disadvantaged for purposes of the National School Lunch Program.
Blanket classification of students as eligible for free or reduced-price lunches would bias the comparison
here only if participants or nonparticipants are disproportionately from such schools.
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© See David Autor, David Figlio, Krzysztof Karbownik, Melanie Wasserman, and Jeffrey Roth, “Family
Disadvantage and the Gender Gap in Behavioral and Educational Outcomes,” Northwestern University
institute for Policy Research Working Paper 15-18 (December 2015), for a detailed investigation of this
pattern.

Unfortunately, we do not have access to the data that would allow us to gauge directly the degree to which
schools’ application of admissions standards drives thesa differences,

2 See, for example, David Figlio and Cassandra Hart, "Competitive Effects of Means-Tested School Vouchers,
American Economic Journal: Applied Economics, January 2014, who show that the Florida means-tested
schoolkvoucher program induced positive competitive effects for public schools.

3 See, for example, Martin West and Paul Peterson, “The Efficacy of Choice Threats Within Schoot
Accountability Systems: Results from Legislatively induced Experiments,” Economic Journal, March 2006,
which contends that choice threats augment the effects of school accountability for low-rated schools.

** One exampile, David Figlio and Cecilia Rouse, "Do Accountability and Voucher Threats improve Low-
Perfarming Schools?” Journal of Public Economics, January 2006, argues that the positive effects on test
scores of the initial rofl-out of Florida's short-fived school-voucher system tied to school accountability were
fikely dua more to grading stigma than to voucher threats per

25 Though four of the ten transitions Forster studied had negative average transitions for voucher-eligible
schools versus other schools, none of these four differences were statistically distinct from zero at
conventional levels. On the other hand, three of the six positive average transition differences were
statistically distinct from zero at conventional levels of significance.

it would be desirable to study later rounds of the EdChoice voucher eligibility as well, but this becomes much
more difficult to study because an increasingly large number of schools in the neighborhood of potential
eligibility would have already become voucher eligible, and causal inference would become progressively
more problematic. it is therefore best to limit the analysis to the first instance of a major policy change—~that
is, the change in the eligibility rules that first affected private school enroliment and eligibility in 2007-08,

Itis also possible for a school to receive a designation above academic watch if, for example, AYP status is
met or there was a sufficient growth in the school's Pt score. However, because these other factors are not
continuous measures, we emphasize the Pl as the principal driver of a school's designation.

5 We very strongly prefer this approach to one analyzing the initial 2006~07 voucher-eligible schools, and we
caution the reader that there are saveral important reasons to discount the first-round results. However, for
completeness, we present resuits from the first-round EdChoice implementation in an appendix.

* This would occur if a school was rated under academic watch or below in two of the three years of 2003-04,
2004-05, or 2005-06. Eligibility determination occurred in 2006-07 for eligibility in 2007-08, but to be
as certain as possibie that we were not identifying the effects of EdChoice eligibility based on people who
endogenousty sorted into schools in anticipation of a voucher, we use the more conservative 2005-06
school attendance to determine eligibility.

2 in some analyses, we show the results both including and excluding the voucher users. Invariably, the results
are virtually identical regardiess of how we treat the voucher users in the analysis.

21 inorder to estimate the lines reported in the figures, we weigh each point by the number of ohservations.

* As hefore, this is measured as the growth in standardized reading (mathematics) scores between 2005-06
and 2007-08.

Tvatuation of Ghio’s BdChoice ¢ sip Program: Selection, Competition, and Performance Effects
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2 We present estimates that are not statistically distinct from zero at conventional fevels in outline only,

# There are theoretical reasons to believe that the slopes of this refationship would vary on either side
of the threshold. If some public schools affected by voucher competition change their behaviors asa
conseguence of the competition, this might influence the subsequently observed relationship between the
Pt and test-score growth. As a consequence, we report the results both ways to assess the degree to which
the estimated effects of vouchers on public school performance varies depending on statistical-modeling
asstmptions.

 Here, we stratify based on the school type the student was attending during the 2005-06 academic year.

3

One might wonder why we do not simply compare those students who use a voucher to those remaining

in the public schools, This comparison would be highly problematic because there are obvious differences
between those students who select into private schools and those who do not. In addition to the selection
differences described in section 3 of this report, it is also certainly the case that those students who move to
private schools were those who were the most motivated to change schools and, of course, students had to
nave obtained admission to a private school in order fo make use of the EdChoice scholarship. Any credible
estimate of performance effects must take this type of selection into account, which is what motivates our
estimation approach.

7 An example of the application of PSM in a participant-effects evaluation of a school-voucher program is John
Witte, Patrick Wolf, Joshua Cowen, Deven Carlson, and David Fleming, "High Stakes Choice: Achievement
and Accountability in the Nation's Oldest Urban Voucher Program,” Education Evaluation and Policy Analysis,
December 2014,

S COne important continuing imitation is that everyone who is a participant has al feast one type of uncbserved
factor that is correlated with participation in the program, while only some of the noneligible comparison
group students will have the same unobservable variables correlated with participation, Therefore, it s still
almost surely the case that the comparison groups are not identical onunobserved factors.

in the analysis that follows, we consider comparisen schools that never became voucher eligible inthe
future, We have also relaxed this restriction to look only at comparison schools that only remained voucher
ineligible for the first three years of the program, and the results are extremely similar and available on
request from the authors.

8

We begin with the students newly eligible in 2007-08, because three-quarters or more of private school
participants’ testing records were only matchable to Ohio Department of Education student databases
beginning in 2007-08, A considerably smaller fraction {58.8 percent) were matched in 2006-07, the first
year of voucher eligibility for some students.

* Wea report the repeated cross-section analysis only in order to save space,
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March 3, 2022

As we reach the two-year mark of the initial wave of pandemic-induced school
shutdowns, academic normalcy remains out of reach for many students, educators,
and parents. In addition to surging COVID-19 cases at the end of 2021, schools have
faced severe staff shortagesz, high rates of absenteeism and quarantinesz, and
rolling school closuresa. Furthermore, students and educators continue to struggle
with mental health challengesz, higher rates of violence 2 and misbehavior2, and

As we outline in ournew research studyz rel d in January the cumulative impact
of the COVID-19 pandemic on students’ academic achievement has been large. We
tracked changes in math and reading test scores across the first two years of the
pandemic using data from 5.4 million US. students in grades 3-8. We focused on test
scores from immediately before the pandemic (fall 2019), following the initial onset (fall
2020), and more than one year into pandemic disruptions (fall 2021).

Average fall 2021 math test scores in grades 3-8 were 0.20-0.27 standard deviations
(SDs) lower relative to same-grade peers in fall 2019, while reading test scores were
0.09-0.18 SDs lower This is a sizable drop. For context, the math drops are
significantly larger than estimated impacts from other large-scale school disruptions,
such as after Hurricane Katrina—math scores dropped 0.17 SDs in one year fadew
Orleans evacueesa.

https:/Awww. X has-had t I g-what-will-it-take-to-help-students-catch.
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Even more concerning, testscore gaps between students in low-poverty and high-
poverty elementary schools grew by approximately 20% in mathdorresponding to
0.20 SDs) and 15% in reading (0.13 SDs), primarily during the 2020-21 school year
Further, achievement tended to drop more between fall 2020 and 2021 than between
fall 2019 and 2020 (both overall and differentially by school poverty), indicating that
disruptions to learning have continued to negatively impact students well past the
initial hits following the spring 2020 school closures.

These numbers are alarming and potentially demoralizing, especially given the heroic
efforts of students to learn and educators to teach in incredibly trying times. From our
perspective, these testscore drops in no way indicate that these students represent a
“lost generationa” or that we should give up hope. Most of us have never lived
through a pandemic, and there is so much we doft know about students’ capacity for
resiliency in these circumstances and what a timeline for recovery will look like. Nor
are we suggesting that teachers are somehow at fault given the achievement drops
that occurred between 2020 and 2021; rathgreducators had difficult jobs before the
pandemic, and now are contending with huge new challenges, many outside their
control.

Clearly, however, there's work to do. School districts and states are currently
making important decisions about which interventions and strategies to implement to
mitigate the learning declines during the last two yearsElementary and Secondary

School Emergency Relief (ESSER)}z investments from the American Rescue Plan
provided nearly $200 billion to public schools to spend on COVID-19-related needs. Of
that sum, $22 billion is dedicated specifically to addressing learning loss using

“evidence-based interventions” focused on the disproportionate impact of COVID-19
on underrepresented student subgroups2” Reviews of district and state spending
plans (see Future Ed 2, EduRecoveryHubz, and RANDS American School District
Panel 2 for more details) indicate that districts are spending their ESSER dollars
designated for academic recovery on a wide variety of strategies, with summer
learning, tutoring, afterschool programs, and extended school-day and school-year
initiatives rising to the top.

Comparingthe negativeimpacts from learning
disruptionsto the positiveimpacts from interventions

https://www. i i ic-has-had. ing-impact learning-what-will-it-take-to-help-students-catch-up:
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To help contextualize the magnitude of the impacts of COVID-19, we situate tesscore
drops during the pandemic relative to the testscore gains associated with common
interventions being employed by districts as part of pandemic recovery efforts. If we
assume that such interventions will continue to be as successful in a COVID-19 school
environment, can we expect that these strategies will be effective enough to help
students catch up? To answer this question, we draw from recent reviews of research
on high-dosage tutoringz, summer learningz programs 7, reductions in class sizea,
and extending the school day (specifically for literacy instructionh. We report effect

sizes for each intervention specific to a grade span and subject wherever possible
(e.g., tutoring has been found to have larger effects in elementary math than in
reading).

Figure 1 shows the standardized drops in math test scores between students testing in
fall 2019 and fall 2021 (separately by elementary and middle school grades) relative to
the average effect size of various educational interventions. The average effect size
for math tutoring matches or exceeds the average COVID-19 score drop in math.
Research on tutoringz indicates that it often works best in younger grades, and when
provided by a teacher rather than, saya parent. Further, some of the tutoring

programs that produce thebiggest effectsz can be quite intensive (and likely
expensive), including having full-time tutors supporting all students (not just those
needing remediation) inone-on-one 7 settings during the school day Meanwhile, the
average effect of reducing class size is negative but not significant, with high
variability in the impact across different studies. Summer programs in math have been
found to be effective (average effect size of .10 SDs), though these programs in
isolation likely would not eliminate the COVID-19 testscore drops.

Figure 1: Math COVID-19 test-score drops comparedto the effect sizes of
various educationalinterventions

https://www.brookings. i 1e-par ic-has-had: ing-impacts I ing-what-will-it-take-to-help-students-catch-up;
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(https://www.brookings.edywp-content/uploads/2022/03/Figure-1-%E2%80%93-
Math-COVID-19-testscore-drops-compared-to-the-effectsizes-of-various-
educational-interventions.png)

Source: COVID-19 score drops are pulled fromKuhfeld et al. (2022)2 Table 5; reduction-in-class-size results are
from pg. 10 of Figles et al. (2018)A Table 2; summer program results are pulled froniynch et al (2021)2 Table 2;
and tutoring estimates are pulled fromNictow et al (2020)2 Table 3B. Ninety-five percent confidence intervals are
shown with vertical lines on each bar

Notes: Kuhfeld et al. and Nictow et al. reported effect sizes separately by grade span; Figles et al. and Lynch et al.
report an overall effect size across elementary and middle grades. We were unable to find a rigorous study that
reported effect sizes for extending the school dagyear on math performance. Nictow et al. and<raft & Falken
(2021) 2 also note large variations in tutoring effects depending on the type of tutpwith larger effects for teacher
and parapi i tutoring prog than for nonprofessi and parent tutoring. Class-size reductions
included in the Figles meta-analysis ranged from a minir of one to minil of eight per class.

Figure 2 displays a similar comparison using effect sizes from reading interventions.
The average effect of tutoring programs on reading achievement is larger than the
effects found for the other interventions, though summer reading programs and class
size reduction both produced average effect sizes in the ballpark of the COVID-19
reading score drops.

https://www. ings. i ing-imp: ing:
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Figure 2: Reading COVID-19 test-score drops compared to the effect sizes of
various educationalinterventions
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(https://www.brookings.edywp-content/uploads/2022/03/Figure-2-%E2%80%93-
Reading-COVID-19-testscore-drops-compared-to-the-effectsizes-of-various-
educational-interventions.png)

Source: COVID-19 score drops are pulled fromKuhfeld et al. (2022)a Table 5; extended-school-day results are
from Figlio et al. (2018) 7 Table 2; reduction-in-class-size results are from pg. 10 ofigles et al. (2018)2; summer
program results are pulled fromKim & Quinn (2013)2 Table 3; and tutoring estimates are pulled fromNictow et al
(2020) 2 Table 3B. Ninety-five percent confidence intervals are shown with vertical lines on each bar

Notes: While Kuhfeld et al. and Nictow et al. reported effect sizes separately by grade span, Figlio et al. and Kim &
Quinn report an overall effect size across elementary and middle grades. Class-size reductions included in the
Figles meta-analysis ranged from a minil of one to minil of eight stude per class.

There are some limitations of drawing on research conducted prior to the pandemic to
understand our ability to address the COVID-19 testscore drops. First, these studies
were conducted under conditions that are very different from what schools currently

’ i i ic-has-had ing-i ts-on-I hat-will-it-take-to-help-students-catch:
https://www. Jsf Is] p: Jo]
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face, and it is an open question whether the effectiveness of these interventions
during the pandemic will be as consistent as they were before the pandemic. Second,
we have little evidence and guidance about the efficacy of these interventions at the
unprecedented scale that they are now being considered. For example, many school
districts are expanding summer learning programs, but school districts havetruggled
to find staff 2 interested in teaching summer school to meet the increased demand.
Finally, given the widening testscore gaps between low- and high-poverty schools,
it's uncertain whether these interventions can actually combat the range of new
challenges educators are facing in order to narrow these gaps. That is, students could
catch up overall, yet the pandemic might still have lasting, negative effects on
educational equality in this country

Given that the current initiatives are unlikely to be implemented consistently across
(and sometimes within) districts, timely feedback on the effects of initiatives and any
needed adjustments will be crucial to districts’ success. Th&oad to COVID Recovery
7 project and the National Student Support Acceleratom are two such large-scale

evaluation studies that aim to produce this type of evidence while providing resources
for districts to track and evaluate their own programming. Additionaljya growing
number of resources have been produced with recommendations on how to best
implement recovery programs, including scaling ugutoring 2, summer learning
programs 7, and expanded learning timea.

Ultimately, there is much work to be done, and the challenges for students, educators,
and parents are considerable. But this may be a moment when decades of educational
reform, intervention, and research pay offRelying on what we have learned could
show the way forward.

https://www. i ic-has-had- ing-impact: ! ing-what-will-it-take-to-help-students-catch-up/
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AMERICANS
UNITED

FOR SEPARATION
OF CHURCH AND STATE

February 12, 2025

The Honorable Bill Cassidy The Honorable Bernie Sanders

Chairman Ranking Member

Committee on Health, Education, Labor, Committee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions and Pensions

U.S. Senate U.S. Senate

428 Senate Dirksen Office Building 428 Senate Dirksen Office Building

Washington, DC 20510 Washington, DC 20510

Dear Chairman Cassidy and Ranking Member Sanders:

On behalf of a national network of more than 380,000 supporters, Americans United for
Separation of Church and State writes to voice our strong opposition to the nomination of Linda
McMahon for Secretary of Education. Because we oppose private school vouchers, we oppose
Ms. McMahon. She advocated for private school vouchers at America First Policy Institute and
repeatedly highlights vouchers in her opening statement, which is particularly alarming given
President Trump’s executive order calling for the Secretary of Education to devise ways to
funnel public funds to private school vouchers.

Americans United is a nonpartisan, not-for-profit educational and advocacy organization that
brings together people of all religions and none to safeguard the fundamental American
principle of the separation of church and state. We protect the right of everyone to practice the
religion of their choice or no religion at all, so long as it does not harm others. Since our
founding in 1947, we have fought to ensure that public funds go to public schools.

Private school vouchers don’t work, increase costs, fund discrimination, and violate religious
freedom. Vouchers are also unpopular.’ Public dollars should fund public schools, which serve
nearly 90% of America’s schoolchildren.

Private school vouchers do not improve educational outcomes. Studies of the Indiana,
Louisiana, and Ohio? voucher programs revealed that students who used vouchers actually
performed worse on standardized tests than their peers not in voucher programs. In fact, the
learning losses in Louisiana and Ohio are worse than those caused by the COVID-19

1 Voters across the country have opposed private school vouchers, voting down ballot measures every
time they’ve been on the ballot—seventeen times. In 2024, voters in Kentucky, Nebraska, and Colorado
rejected voucher ballot measures. In fact, in 47 counties in Kentucky and Nebraska, where they also
voted for President Trump by a 70+ point margin, voters opposed vouchers.

2 Megan Austin, R. Joseph Waddington, & Mark Berends, Voucher Pathways and Student Achievement in
Indiana’s Choice Scholarship Program, 22, Russell Sage Found., 2019; Parag A. Pathak & Christopher R.
Walters, Free to Choose: Can School Choice Reduce Student Achievement?, 10, Am. Econ. Journal: Applied
Econ., Jan. 2018; David Figlio & Krzysztof Karbownik, Evaluation of Ohio’s EdChoice Scholarship Program:
Selection, Competition, and Performance Effects, 32, Fordham Inst., Jul. 2016.

1310 L Street, NW, Suite 200, Washington, DC 20005 | (202) 466-3234 | au.org
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pandemic.® Studies of long-standing voucher programs in Milwaukee, Cleveland, and
Washington, DC, 4 found that students offered vouchers showed no improvement in reading or
math over those not in the program. Voucher programs also provide fewer educational
resources than public schools. For example, a survey of the private schools in Milwaukee’s
voucher program found that nearly 35% reported offering no art, music, physical education,
library, or technology specialist teachers.®

And despite claims to the contrary, voucher programs do not result in cost savings. In state after
state, voucher programs primarily fund tuition for families who can already afford to pay for
private schools.® This forces the government to pay new costs for education that were
previously borne by those wealthy families.

In fact, private school voucher programs have a history of fraud and abuse. In North Carolina,
for example, an investigation found that the state lost approximately $2.3 million to fraud by
sending voucher funds to private schools to pay for students who don’t exist and private schools
that were actually closed.” In Arizona, vouchers were used to pay for Amazon gift cards, ski
trips, pizza ovens, and trampolines,® while in Florida families used these funds to pay for paddle
boards, big-screen televisions, foosball tables, and trips to Disney World.®

Private school voucher programs are particularly harmful to rural schools. Rural public schools
are the hub of community life serving as emergency shelters, gathering places, healthcare and
food distribution centers, and polling locations. Because the margins for operating a public
school in rural communities are incredibly small, the departure of a few students can leave rural
schools with fewer resources to provide both educational instruction and non-instructional
benefits for the communities. And the communities then have to figure out how else they can
get the resources and services they need.

Instead of funneling public funds to private schools, we should invest in our public schools.
Public schools are open to and must serve all students—indeed, they educate 9 in 10 kids in
our country. Private schools, on the other hand, often leave students and families without the

% Math scores dropped by 0.4 standard deviations in Louisiana and 0.5 standard deviations in Ohio, while the
pandemic lowered scores by 0.2-0.27 standard deviations. Megan Kuhfeld, et al., The Pandemic Has Had
Devastating Impacts on Learning. What Will It Take to Help Students Catch Up?, Brookings Inst. (Mar. 3,
2022).

4 Patrick J. Wolf, The Comprehensive Longitudinal Evaluation of the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program:
Summary of Final Reports, 7, School Choice Demonstration Project, Univ. of Ark., Apr. 2010; Jonathan Plucker
et al., Evaluation of the Cleveland Scholarship and Tutoring Program, Technical Report 1998-2004, 166, Ctr.
for Evaluation & Educ. Policy, Univ. of Ind., Feb. 2006; Ann Webber et al., Evaluation of the DC Opportunity
Scholarship Program: Impacts Three Years After Students Applied, 4, U.S. Dep’t of Educ., May 2019.

5 Erin Richards, Report: Choice Schools Lack Specialty Teachers, Milwaukee J. Sentinel (Feb. 13, 2013).

8 For example, in Arkansas, 95% of participating voucher students never attended public school (Ark. Dept. of
Educ., Education Freedom Account Annual Report, 2023-2024 School Year, 8 (Oct. 9, 2023)); in Arizona, 80%
never attended public school (Eryka Forquer, Applications for School Vouchers at Nearly 22,500 So Far.
Education Department Says, Ariz. Republic (Oct. 7, 2022)); and in New Hampshire, 89% of voucher recipients
were already in private school (Ethan DeWitt, Most Education Freedom Account Recipients Not Leaving Public
Schools. Department Says, N.H. Bulletin (Mar. 28, 2022)).

7 Kris Nordstrom, New Analysis Shows Many Private Schools in N.C. Have More Vouchers Than Students,
N.C. Justice Ctr. (June 16, 2023).

& Melissa Blasius & Garrett Archer, Arizona Empowerment Scholarships: What $304 Million Bought, ABC15
Arizona in Phoenix (KNXV) (Oct. 3, 2023).

¢ Lucy Dillon, Megacon Orlando Announces Its 2025 Return with Four Days of Fandom Madness, Orlando
Weekly (Oct. 31, 2024).
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educational choices they purport to provide. They can deny students admission or expel them
for a host of reasons, such as their religion, sexual orientation, gender identity, academic
abilities, or disability status.

Not only can private schools categorically exclude students, but they also do not abide by the
same civil rights requirements as public schools, and in fact, private school voucher programs
perpetuate racial segregation.® This is not surprising given that private school vouchers were
first designed to evade desegregation orders and fund segregation academies that were
created to keep Black and white students apart in the wake of the landmark Supreme Court
decision in Brown v. Board of Education.

For students with disabilities, the consequences of losing the rights and protections provided in
public schools can be devastating. Students who leave the public schools with a voucher forfeit
many of the protections provided to students under the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act (IDEA). Moreover, private schools accepting vouchers do not provide students with
disabilities with the same quality and quantity of services available to students in public
schools—or private schools simply refuse to educate students with disabilities altogether.

Public schools are also secular and so are open to students of all religions and none. Yet
vouchers predominantly fund students to attend private, religious schools'" where instilling
religion is a central goal. This conflicts with one of the most dearly held principles of religious
freedom: the government should not compel anyone to fund religion, especially one with which
they may disagree. Many religious schools also impose a religious litmus test on students,
teachers, and their families—but taxpayer dollars also should never fund this kind of
discrimination. Parents certainly may choose a religious education for their children, but they
may not demand that the taxpayers foot the bill.

Public schools are popular. They are vital to our children, our communities, our workforce, our
society, and our democracy. We urge you to oppose the nomination of Linda McMahon because
she wants to take taxpayer funds away from our public schools to pay for private schools for a
small number of wealthy families.

Sincerely, .
By S
Dena Sher Alessandro Terenzoni
Associate Vice President, Public Policy Vice President, Public Policy
cc: Members of the Committee

10 National data show that private schools tend to be more segregated than similarly situated public schools
and enroll higher populations of white students compared to public schools. See Nat'| Center for Educ.
Statistics, U.S. Dep’t of Educ., School Choice in the United States: 2019, 22 (Sept. 2019). Steve Suitts,
Overturning Brown: The Segregationist Legacy of the Modern School Choice Movement, 77 (2020).

! For example, a review of Alabama’s voucher program found that 90% of participating schools were religious
(Tricia Powell Crain, Alabama School Choice Scholarship Funds Students to Attend Religious Private Schools,
Al.com, (Aug. 1, 2022)) and in the Arkansas voucher program, 87% of participating schools are religious (Steve

Brawner, Eighty-Four Private Schools Approved for LEARNS Money, Magnolia Reporter (Aug. 3, 2023)).
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February 4th, 2025
Dear Senator,

On behalf of the 100,000 members and supporters of the American Association of University
Women (AAUW), I write to express strong opposition to Linda McMahon’s nomination for
U.S. Secretary of Education due to her having no significant background in education, school
administration, or civil rights protections, making her unsuitable for this position.

To ensure a future of equal opportunity — and equal rewards — in the workforce, we need to
start with our educational system. The U.S. Department of Education is charged with protecting
students' civil rights and expanding educational opportunity and attainment for all students.
Essential to this is removing gender-based barriers that keep not only girls but all students from
pursuing their dreams and reaching their potential.

The Department of Education is charged with overseeing federal funds targeted to closing
achievement gaps in student populations, including for students with disabilities, low-income
students, and minority students. McMahon’s support for diverting resources away from public
schools in order to fund the education of a few students at private schools do not provide the
same rights and protections to students as public schools, such as the protections in Title VI of
the Civil Rights Act, Title IX, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Title II of the
Americans with Disabilities Act, and the Every Student Succeeds Act. For example, students in
private voucher schools can be denied Title IX enforcement by the U.S. Department of
Education even when schools fail to create climates safe from sexual harassment and assault,
discriminate against pregnant and LGBTQ students, or discriminate in hiring teachers.

Contrary to the U.S. Department of Education’s mission to implement laws protecting students
from discrimination based on sex, race, color, disability, age, and national origin, McMahon has
demonstrated hostility toward Title IX protections for LGBTQ+ students. She also seeks to
dismantle initiatives in higher education spaces, threatening the inclusion and success of youth
with diverse perspectives and backgrounds on college and university campuses. The next
Secretary of Education should be committed to strengthening students’ civil rights, not
weakening them.

For these reasons, AAUW urges you to vote no on Linda McMahon’s nomination to be the
Secretary of Education. Voting on McMahon’s nomination may be scored in the AAUW Action
Fund’s Congressional Voting Record for the 119" Congress. Please do not hesitate to contact me
at 202-728-3300 or kissellm@aauw.org with any questions.

Sincerely,

Meghan Kissell, MSW
Senior Director, Policy & Member Advocacy

1310 L St. NW, Suite 1000, Washington, DC 20005 | 202.785.7700 | www.aauw.org | policy@aauw.org
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for Youth

Young. Powerful. Taking Over.

EMPOWERING STUDENTS » STOP SEXUAL VIOLENCE

Honorable Bill Cassidy, Chair

Honorable Bernie Sanders, Ranking Member

Senate Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions (HELP)
428 Senate Dirksen Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20510

Subject: Opposition to the Nomination of Linda McMahon as Secretary of Education
Dear Chair Cassidy, Ranking Member Sanders, and Members of the HELP Committee,

As advocates for students and young people across the country, we write to express our strong
opposition to the nomination of Linda McMahon as Secretary of Education. Advocates for Youth
partners with young people and their adult allies to champion youth rights to bodily autonomy
and build power to transform policies, programs and systems to secure sexual health and equity
for all youth. Founded in 2013, Know Your IX is a survivor- and youth-led project of Advocates
for Youth that aims to empower students to end sexual and gender-based violence in their
schools. We envision a world in which all students can pursue their civil right to an education
free from violence and harassment.

The U.S. Department of Education is a civil rights agency with the essential responsibility of
ensuring that every student has equitable access to educational opportunities. The Secretary of
Education must be committed to creating safe, inclusive, and equitable learning environments for
all students — yet Linda McMahon’s track record and affiliations make clear that she is entirely
unqualified for this critical role.

McMahon’s background offers no experience in public education, pedagogy, or the complex
policies that govern our nation’s schools. Her only prior government experience is leading the
Small Business Administration under the Trump administration—a role wholly unrelated to
education. Worse, she has a history of misrepresenting her own academic credentials, including
falsely claiming an education degree from East Carolina University, demonstrating a troubling
lack of integrity and credibility.

President Trump’s choice of McMahon mirrors his previously disastrous appointment of Betsy
DeVos, who led the creation of the Trump administration’s anti-survivor Title IX rule, rolling
back students’ civil rights protections. Similar to DeVos’ legacy of eroding protections for
students, the Trump administration has signalled that McMahon’s role as Secretary would be to
dismantle key functions of The Department of Education that are meant to protect student civil
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rights. As chair of the America First Policy Institute, McMahon has actively supported efforts to
privatize education, defund public schools, and push policies that would disproportionately harm
marginalized students. She is expected to champion Trump’s school voucher initiatives, restrict
discussions of systemic racism in classrooms, and advocate for policies that discriminate against
transgender students—positions that stand in direct opposition to the Department of Education’s
mission to protect all students’ civil rights.

Most disturbingly, McMahon and her husband, Vince McMahon, have been named in a federal
lawsuit alleging that they enabled the sexual abuse of underaged children within World Wrestling
Entertainment (WWE), the company they co-founded. According to the lawsuit, McMahon
failed to act on well-known allegations that a WWE employee engaged in systemic sexual abuse
of minors, a complete abdication of responsibility to protect their employees from sexual
harassment and violence. McMahon’s negligence and complicity in contributing to a culture of
sexual abuse is entirely disqualifying for any position of public trust, let alone leadership over
the nation's schools. Moreover, McMahon’s confirmation would put the enforcement of Title IX
further at risk, a civil rights law that students rely on to protect them and hold schools
accountable to respond to sexual harassment and discrimination. Her nomination to lead the
Department despite this failure to protect youth is betrayal of student survivors everywhere.

In conclusion, the appointment of Linda McMahon would be a grave injustice to students and
young people across the country — who rely on the Department of Education’s leadership to
protect their civil rights and hold their schools accountable. The Secretary of Education must be
a champion for all young people—regardless of race, gender, disability, or economic status—not
someone beholden to special interests intent on dismantling public education and undermining
the civil rights of marginalized students. Her nomination reflects a reckless disregard for the
Department’s civil rights mandate and a clear prioritization of political loyalty over young
people’s access to an education free from discrimination.

We at Advocates for Youth and Know Your IX urge you to oppose Linda McMahon’s
nomination and instead advocate for a candidate with genuine experience in public education, a
commitment to student equity, and a record of ethical leadership. Students, young people,
teachers, and communities deserve nothing less.

Sincerely,

TviaiAa <~ L
Emma Grasso Levine
Senior Manager, Title IX Policy and Programs
Know Your IX, Advocates for Youth
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February 13, 2025

The Honorable Bill Cassidy The Honorable Bernie Sanders
Chair Ranking Member

U.S. Senate HELP Committee U.S. Senate HELP Committee

428 Dirksen Senate Office Building 428 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington D.C. 20510 Washington D.C. 20510

Dear Chairman Cassidy and Ranking Member Sanders:

As the Chairman, the Ranking Member, and the distinguished members of this Committee know,
our nation’s public education system unlocks the promise of America. A promise that all of our
children, regardless of zip code, circumstance, or individual exceptionalities, will be given the
opportunity to thrive, to have their potential recognized and fostered, and to be seen as critical
members of our diverse and complex democracy. A promise that children growing up on a farm
in rural Appalachia or a high-rise apartment in New York, children from families of means or
low-income families, and children who need support for their giftedness and their dyslexia will
all have a world of opportunities open to them.

Over the last forty-five years, our Department of Education has worked to meet this promise, to
ensure that every child in our nation is afforded those opportunities. Each of the over 16,500
days that the Department has existed has seen the work of dedicated, world-renowned experts,
educators, and educational leaders striving to make our public education system the best that it
can be.

The question before this Committee is how will we move this work forward?

Will we, as a nation, commit to guaranteeing that the Department of Education remains the
cornerstone of our nation’s commitment to ensuring every child has access to quality education?

Will we support students, families, educators, and school and district leaders across the country
in continuing to see all of our children as the future of our nation? And in continuing to believe
that education is the springboard to opportunity for all?
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As Congressional leaders, we expect you to stand in the gap, uphold the Constitution, and ensure
this administration does not destroy the future of our young people with its policies. That policy
agenda is why All4Ed opposes the nomination of the Honorable Linda McMahon to be the next
Secretary of Education.

In our ever-changing world, our nation’s children deserve a Secretary of Education who will take
the helm of the Department and strengthen, rather than dismantle, these core functions while
addressing education's pressing challenges today. Our students navigate an increasingly complex
world that demands new skills and competencies. They need safe, supportive learning
environments to develop critical thinking abilities, emotional intelligence, and the knowledge
necessary to succeed in the 21st century.

As our Congressional leaders, we urge you to ask whether Secretary-Designate McMahon is
committed to:

1. Maintaining robust civil rights enforcement to protect all students from discrimination
and ensure equal educational opportunities, as required by federal law.

2. Preserving and enhancing federal funding streams that support high-need schools and
students, including Title I and IDEA.

3. Strengthening data collection and research initiatives that help identify effective
educational practices and improvement areas.

4. Continuing federal oversight of student loan programs while working to make higher
education more affordable and accessible.

5. Supporting initiatives that promote safe and healthy learning environments, including

efforts to address school safety and mental health.

Protecting and enforcing policies that safeguard vulnerable student populations.

Strengthening coordination with other federal agencies to ensure seamless delivery of

essential services to students and families, including healthcare, nutrition assistance, and

digital connectivity programs.

N

The Department of Education's role in establishing protections helps ensure all students can
access the promise of education - a fundamental pillar of our nation's commitment to its young
people. Dismantling these protections would betray that promise and their future. Now more than
ever, we must strengthen, not weaken, the Department so it can advance educational equity,
support educators, and prepare students for tomorrow's challenges.

As a leading education advocacy organization, All4Ed stands firmly committed to protecting our
young people and our public education system, no matter the obstacles. Our experience shows
that a strong federal role in education, partnering with states and local communities, is essential
for nurturing the next generation of leaders, thinkers, and innovators.
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Your leadership is crucial for maintaining these protections while fostering innovation and
excellence in American education. All4Ed stands ready to work with you to strengthen the
Department of Education and advance its vital mission of promoting student achievement,
ensuring equal access, and preparing all students for global competitiveness. Unfortunately, we
must oppose the nomination of the Honorable Linda McMahon because she has committed to
implementing policies that we believe will be harmful to public education and, ultimately, to our
students.

Respectfully,

// ,"/'
Y/ / L /P /

Amy Loyd, Ed.L.D.
Chief Executive Officer
All4Ed

CC: The Honorable Rand Paul, The Honorable Susan Collins, The Honorable Lisa Murkowski,
The Honorable Markwayne Mullin, The Honorable Roger Marshall, The Honorable Tim Scott,
The Honorable Josh Hawley, The Honorable Tommy Tuberville, The Honorable Jim Banks, The
Honorable Jon Husted, The Honorable Ashley Moody, The Honorable Patty Murray, The
Honorable Tammy Baldwin, The Honorable Christopher Murphy, The Honorable Tim Kaine,
The Honorable Maggie Hassan, The Honorable John Hickenlooper, The Honorable Ed Markey,
The Honorable Andy Kim, The Honorable Lisa Blunt Rochester, The Honorable Angela
Alsobrooks
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February 12, 2025

The Honorable Bill Cassidy The Honorable Bernie Sanders
Chair Ranking Member

U.S. Senate HELP Committee U.S. Senate HELP Committee
428 Dirksen Senate Office Bldg 428 Dirksen Senate Office Bldg
Washington, D.C. 20510 Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Chairman Cassidy and Ranking Member Sanders:

The Center for American Progress is writing to express our serious concerns regarding the confirmation
of Ms. Linda McMahon as the Secretary of Education. As Secretary of Education, Ms. McMahon would
be used to further carry out Project 2025 and the Department of Government Efficiency (DOGE)’s
agenda to abolish the U.S. Department of Education (ED). By confirming Ms. McMahon as the
Secretary of Education, the United States Senate would put an imprimatur on these illegal actions. In
fact, it is questionable that the United States Senate has not engaged in effective oversight of Elon
Musk and DOGE before proceeding with this confirmation hearing. How can a confirmation hearing for
a Secretary of Education take place when the Senate has done nothing to ensure that a functional
Department of Education remains in place? Before proceeding with this confirmation hearing, the
United States Senate should fully investigate all of the actions that Elon Musk, DOGE, and the Trump
Administration have taken with respect to the Department of Education and its programs. Furthermore,
the United States Senate should hold these actors accountable for all such illegal actions. To be clear,
oversight must come first.

ED has been a fundamental resource in driving global innovation and competitiveness. Since 1979, it
has played a key role in administering elementary and secondary education programs, ensuring local
schools comply with federal and civil rights laws, and overseeing federal financial aid that makes post-
secondary learning more accessible. Through these efforts and more, the Department has been at the
forefront of ensuring all Americans have access to a quality education.

The Project 2025/Musk agenda to dismantle ED is misguided and will strain states that are already
facing budget shortfalls. Local schools and districts will be impacted by teacher layoffs, larger class
sizes and long-term damage to academic progress. Abolishing ED will also create a significant gap in
federal education expertise. The Center for American Progress calls on the United States Senate to
oppose the confirmation of Linda McMahon as a rebuke of the Project 2025/Musk agenda to eliminate
ED and to engage in oversight regarding the dismantling of the Department of Education.

Sincerely,

The Center for American Progress
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The Honorable William Cassidy, Chair
s The Honorable Bernie Sanders, Ranking Member
EDUCATORS Senate Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions
FOR EXCELLENCE 428 Senate Dirksen Office Building,
Washington, DC, 20510
80 Pine St., 28th Floor

New York, NY 10005
2129798510 February 11, 2025

Dear Chairman Cassidy and Ranking Member Sanders,

In advance of Linda McMahon's confirmation hearing for U.S. Secretary of Education, we
are writing to express Educators for Excellence’s (E4E) strong opposition both to her
nomination and to the Administration’s education-related actions thus far. Additionally, we
are writing to outline our policy priorities for the U.S. Department of Education under the
next Secretary and demand that any prospective Secretary prioritize teacher-led and
student-centered policy-making during their tenure. With further declining test scores and
widening achievement gaps on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)
the role of the US Secretary of Education is more critical than ever.

As educators, we are deeply invested in each student's academic success and access to
opportunity. As U.S. citizens, we are also invested in our country's economic and
democratic future and know firsthand the positive impact a strong K-12 public education
system will have on our nation.

Unfortunately, the irresponsible, incendiary, and in some cases illegal actions taken or
sought by the Trump Administration since the inauguration act in direct opposition to
these pursuits. They are also widely opposed by teachers nationwide: preliminary
analysis of our nationally representative survey of 1,000 teachers, conducted last month,
finds that no more than 20% of teachers support any of the Trump Administration’s stated
educational priorities or actions taken thus far. We renounce any efforts by the
agency—whether led by Linda McMahon or someone else—to support or enforce the
following:

- The elimination or block granting of critical federal funding streams like Title I, Title 3,
and IDEA that increase our most vulnerable student populations’ access to learning
opportunities

- The elimination or reduction of Institute of Education Science (IES) funded research
and evaluation programs—Ilike Teacher and School Leader Incentive Grants (TSL), the
Teacher Quality Partnership Program (TQP), and the Supporting Effective Educator
Development Grant Program (SEED)—that provide funding directly to districts to
identify and scale innovative, evidence-based teaching practices
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- The illegal attempt to interfere in local curriculum decision-making, limiting access to
culturally relevant teaching materials that 88% of teachers nationwide support

The rolling back of guidance that prevented Immigration and Customs Enforcement
(ICE) agents from entering school buildings, thus intentionally sowing confusion and
fear among students who are members of immigrant families and negatively
impacting their school culture, attendance, and academic performance

The removal of federal protections—that 84% of teachers nationally support—against
discrimination for LGBTQ+ students, which will impede affirming and safe school
environments for a population that already reports the highest levels of bullying and
self-harm

Attempts to prohibit transgender students from identifying by names, participating in
sports, or using facilities aligned with their gender identity

The proposed dissolution of the U.S. Department of Education, which would
undoubtedly increase opportunity gaps nationwide and further undermine our
system’s ability to graduate young people prepared to engage civically and digitally
and to succeed professionally

In our unwavering dedication to building an education system that increases access to
opportunity for all our students, we call on the future Secretary to maintain and
improve—rather than decimate—the federal government's and U.S. Department of
Education’s pivotal role in creating an excellent and equitable education system led by a
high-quality, diverse workforce, in the following ways:

1. Federal funding and resources are the foundation of equitable access to
high-quality, well-funded education. We call on the Secretary to protect critically
essential funding sources like Title |, Title 3, and IDEA from funding cuts and to
ensure these dollars support the students for whom they are intended and remain in
public schools with public accountability.

2. Student safety and well-being are prerequisites to learning, but fear and
divisiveness, driven by rhetoric, seep into schools and undermine success. We call
on the Secretary to maintain funding sources for social and emotional programs that
benefit all students while also specifically supporting our most vulnerable students
by reinstating schools as immigration “sensitive zones" and Title IX protections for
gender and sexual identity.

3. Evidence-based curricular materials are among the most cost-effective ways to
bolster student success, but too many students lack access to them. We call on the
Secretary to leverage federal funding and guidance to encourage the adoption of
these materials and the implementation of aligned professional learning.

4. Modernization of the teacher role is long overdue. We call on the Secretary to
maintain existing funding streams that encourage districts to establish innovative
staffing and compensation approaches, increase flexibility for using Title 2 funds to
modernize the role, and further expand investment in this area.
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5. Diverse career pathways are necessary to prepare students for an ever-changing
future. We call on the Secretary to invest in and guide states as they establish and
improve apprenticeship, career and technical, and dual enroliment programs that
create economic opportunities for every student.

. Assessment innovation is critical as we broaden the outcomes we value and seek
to measure them effectively. We call on the Secretary to maintain the assessment
requirements codified in ESEA that allow us to communicate progress, expose
opportunity gaps, and direct resources and interventions where they are most
needed, while also investing in reimagining assessments to better serve and fit the
needs of teachers and students.

o

As you consider Linda McMahon's nomination for the position of Secretary of Education,
we ask that you weigh her willingness to reject short-sighted, chaotic, or malicious
policymaking and her intent to seek out the voices of educators who understand our
system most intimately. We ask that you thoroughly evaluate her professional background
and qualifications and to what extent they align with the ability to effectively serve nearly
50 million students nationwide. Ultimately, E4E believes that McMahon is not suited or
prepared to serve in this way and that the Committee should reject her nomination.

We must have a leader who answers teachers’ calls and believes in the need to reimagine
the United States's approach to K-12 education-not dismantle it. The future of our
education system—and our economic and democratic prosperity—depends on it.

Educators for Excellence
Evan Stone, Co-founder and CEO
Members of the National Teacher Leader Council:

Cory L. Cain, Dean of Instruction, Chicago, IL Carlotta Pope, Eleventh Grade English Teacher, Brooklyn, NY
Richard de Meij, K-8 World Languages Teacher, Hartford, CT Susan Providence, Special Education Teacher, St. Paul, MN
Caroline Dowd, Preschool Teacher, Hartford, CT Nazila Ramjan, English as a New Language and Civics
Arthur Everett, High School Social Studies Teacher, Brooklyn, Teacher, Queens, NY

NY Michael Simmon, 8th Grade Social Studies Teacher, Bronx,
Genelle Faulkner, High School Biology Teacher, Boston, MA NY

Daniel Gannon, Career and Technical Principal, Yorktown Joseph Tadros, High School Mathematics Team Supervisor,
Heights, NY Brooklyn, NY

Valerie Green-Thomas, Middle School Instructional Coach Becky Trammell, Elementary Special Education Teacher,
and English Teacher, Bronx, NY Minneapolis, MN

Misti Kemmer, Fourth Grade Teacher, Los Angeles, CA Dr. Winnie Williams-Hall, Elementary Special Education

Eli Levine, Physical Education Teacher, Bronx, NY Teacher, Chicago, IL

Dr. Jennifer Lépez, High School Social Studies Teacher, Los
Angeles, CA
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February 10, 2025
The Honorable Bill Cassidy, Chair
The Honorable Bernie Sanders, Ranking Member
Senate Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions (HELP)
428 Senate Dirksen Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Subject: Opposition to the Nomination of Linda McMahon as Secretary of Education
Dear Chair Cassidy, Ranking Member Sanders, and Members of the HELP Committee,

We, End Rape On Campus, students, campus administrators, survivors, and advocates, write to
express our strong opposition to the nomination of Linda McMahon as Secretary of Education.
Our concerns are grounded in serious ethical, professional, and policy-related issues that we
believe disqualify her from leading the U.S. Department of Education. We urge the Committee to
take these concerns into account and conduct a thorough, transparent review of her record before
considering her confirmation.

About End Rape On Campus (EROC)

End Rape On Campus (EROC) works to end campus sexual violence through support for
survivors and their communities, prevention through education, and policy reform at the campus,
local, state, and federal levels. EROC envisions a world where each individual has an
educational experience free from violence, and until then, that all survivors are believed, trusted,
and supported.

EROC’s work is driven by its Centering the Margins framework,! which aims to address and fill
the disparity of resources between different communities, with the intention of centering
historically excluded and systemically marginalized student survivors.

1. Allegations of Misconduct and Cover-Up of a Sex Trafficking Ring
The most pressing and deeply troubling concern regarding Ms. McMahon’s nomination is
her alleged involvement in covering up knowledge of a sex trafficking ring.” The existing
public evidence and testimonies from those affected raise serious ethical and legal
questions about her leadership capabilities and liabilities.? It is inconceivable that an

! https://endrapeoncampus.org/centering-margins/

2 https:/s.wsj.net/public/resources/documents/WWE_complaint. pdf

3 https://www.rollingstone.com/culture/culture-features/ringmaster-vince-memahon-excerpt-1234696067/;
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/3759217-Tom-Cole-Unfiled-1992-
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individual with such grave allegations leveled against them should be considered for a
position responsible for the safety, well-being, and education of America’s students.
Ethical leadership is paramount in education, and it is imperative that the Committee
demand a full and rigorous examination of all available evidence. The integrity of this
nomination process requires complete transparency and accountability, particularly when
the welfare of students is at stake. Until these allegations are fully investigated and
addressed then, only if she is exonerated, Ms. McMahon should not be considered for this
critical role.

If the tenure of former Secretary of Education Betsy DeVos under the Trump
Administration’s first term taught us anything, it is that student survivors’ rights are
neither guaranteed nor protected.* Students at the margins will be disproportionately
harmed, protections will be rolled back, and campus sexual violence will escalate
unchecked®. Schools will no longer be held accountable for their obligations® under Title
IX, and perpetrators will once again be shielded at the expense of the safety and
well-being of school communities across the United States.” The perpetuation of harm
under Ms. McMahon’s leadership would continue an unrelenting cycle of violence and
exacerbate the institutional betrayal® that so many student survivors already face.

2. Hostility Toward LGBTQ+ Rights, DEI Initiatives, and Women’s Equality
Ms. McMahon’s political and ideological track record further disqualifies her from
overseeing the nation’s education system. Her leadership in a conservative think tank,
America First Policy Institute, that has openly opposed LGBTQ+ rights, particularly with
an anti-trans stance, is deeply concerning.” The Department of Education has a duty to
protect and uplift all students, including LGBTQ+ youth, who are among the most
vulnerable populations in our schools. Moreover, her criticism of diversity, equity, and
inclusion (DEI) initiatives,' along with her expressed misogynistic views," is in direct
conflict with the responsibilities of the Secretary of Education and a violation of civil and
human rights of LGBTQ+, women, people of color, and other marginalized communities.
The leader of this department must be an advocate for equitable education, not an
opponent of policies designed to ensure fairness and inclusion.

“https://www.aclu.org/news/womens-rights/devos-is-rolling-back-protections-for-sexual-harassment-and-assault-sur
vivors-in-schools-were-suing-to-put-a-stop-to-it
*hitps://19thnews.org/2021/12/universities-sexual-assault-red-zone/
°https://www.buzzfeednews.com/article/ellievhall/betsy-devos-title-ix-campus-sexual -assault
"https://www.motherjones.com/politics/2020/08/devos-campus-sexual-assault-title-ix/
Shttps://dynamic.uoregon.edu/jjf/institutionalbetrayal/index. html
*https://glaad.org/gap/linda-mcmahon/
"%https://www.outsports.com/2019/7/3/20680694/wwe-ufc-linda-mcmahon-ari-emanuel-donald-trump-homophobia/
https://www.foxnews.com/opinion/bidens-dei-mandates-employers-fail-american-workers
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3. Misrepresentation of Qualifications and False Credentials
It is also alarming that Ms. McMahon has misrepresented her qualifications, including
falsely claiming to hold a degree in education.' The integrity of the Department of
Education depends on leaders who are honest and transparent about their professional
backgrounds. The Committee must prioritize verifying the authenticity of Ms.
McMahon’s credentials and explore the precedent for disqualifying nominees who have
misled the public. Holding her accountable for any misstatements, and lack of
understanding about educational credentialing, is essential in maintaining the
trustworthiness of the Department and ensuring that its leadership meets the highest
ethical and professional standards.

4. Lack of Relevant Education Experience
Finally, Ms. McMahon’s professional background does not meet the qualifications
required to lead the Department of Education. The Secretary of Education must possess a
strong foundation in education policy, administrative leadership, and experience
advocating for students, teachers, and schools. To fairly evaluate her competency, we
urge the Committee to compare her qualifications with those of past Secretaries of
Education and assess any deficiencies.” Additionally, we encourage the Committee to
consult education experts, advocacy organizations, and individuals directly impacted by
her past actions. Their insights will provide a fuller picture of Ms. McMahon’s suitability
(or lack thereof) for this role.

The statistics on campus sexual violence highlight the dire need for leadership that ensures the
protection and support of all students. K-12, and college-aged students between the ages of 18-24
are at risk of sexual assault at a rate three times higher than other groups."* Furthermore, 1 in 5
women, 1 in 4 trans or gender-nonconforming persons,' and 1 in 16 men experience sexual
violence during their time in college. These statistics are even more alarming for protected
classes of students, as Black, Latinx, Indigenous,'® LGBTQ+," and students with disabilities or
neurodivergence'® face disproportionately high rates of sexual violence, yet receive the least
institutional support. We need a Secretary of Education who understands civil rights, prioritizes

https://web.archive.org/web/20120429230236/http:/articles.courant.com/2010-04-04/news/hc-memahon-questionn
aire-0404.artapr04_1_linda-mcmahon-answers-wrestling
Bhttps://www.edweek.org/federal/at-a-glance-u-s-secretaries-of-education
Uhttps://endrapeoncampus.org/centering-margins/
https://endrapeoncampus.org/centering-margins/transgender-nonconfirming-and-nonbinary -communities/
!%https://endrapeoncampus.org/centering-margins/survivors-of-color/survivors-of-color-prevalence-rates/
""https://endrapeoncampus.org/centering-margins/Igbq-communities/
'*https://endrapeoncampus.org/centering-margins/survivors-with-disabilities/
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the safety and well-being of marginalized students, and is committed to enforcing protections
that ensure equitable access to education, justice, and support for all students.

Despite these overwhelming disparities, institutions continue to prioritize reputational protection
over student safety, with more than 50% of campus sexual assaults occurring within the first 6-8
weeks of school, during the “Red Zone.”" Without strong leadership in the U.S. Department of
Education protections for these students will erode, and institutions will face even less
accountability in upholding Title IX and other civil rights obligations.

In fact, nearly 40% of survivors who reported sexual violence to their schools experienced a
substantial disruption in their education. Campus survivors experience a range of
education-related financial burdens as a result of sexual violence, including a decline in
academic performance that can lead to financial aid and scholarship loss, academic probation,
taking time off and dropping out, and long-term impact on employment and graduate school
opportunities.”” Further studies have shown that students who experienced sexual assault during
their first college semester had a direct impact on their mental health, including significant rates
of depression and anxiety. Since depression and anxiety hinder both academic performance and
college retention, prevention sexual assault is crucial for safeguarding students’ well-being and
ensuring their academic success.”

If confirmed, Linda McMahon would be responsible for overseeing the policies that either
safeguard or endanger these vulnerable populations. Her track record—marked by hostility toward
diversity, equity, and inclusion initiatives that promote fairness and ensure civil rights for
protected classes, as well as her dismissal of systemic inequalities—suggests that she would fail to
uphold the fundamental duty of protecting a/l students. The Committee must recognize that
appointing a leader who does not prioritize student safety will not only fail survivors but all also
contribute to a culture where perpetrators are shielded from accountability, further exacerbating
the crisis of campus sexual violence and promoting the dire consequences to students’ education,
detailed above.

Given these significant concerns, we urge the HELP Committee to reject Linda McMahon’s
nomination. The U.S. Department of Education must be led by someone who exemplifies
integrity, supports all students, and possesses the necessary qualifications and experience to
strengthen our educational system. Ms. McMahon does not meet these standards. We call for full

"“https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC4777608/
Phitps://www.advocatesforyouth.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/Know-Your-IX-202 1-Cost-of-Reporting. pdf
'https://pme.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC63 11089/#:~:text=We%20found%20that%20the%20experience, the %20
end%200f%20that%20semester.
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accountability and a commitment to placing the safety and equitable treatment of students above
all else.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

End Rape On Campus, joined by:
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January 31, 2025

The Honorable Bill Cassidy, Chair

Senate Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions (HELP) Committee
Senate Committee on Health, Education, Labor and Pensions

428 Senate Dirksen Office Building,

Washington, DC, 20510

RE: Opposition to the Nomination of Linda McMahon as Secretary of the U.S.
Department of Education

Dear Chairman Cassidy:

The National Center on Sexual Exploitation (NCOSE) is devoted to preventing sexual violence
and exploitation informed by survivors of such abuse. Much of our work requires that we
confront the relentless normalization of sexual abuse and exploitation which unfolds regularly
within the private and public sectors of American life. Today, we are compelled to write to you
about a particularly flagrant example of such normalization—the nomination of Linda
McMabhon to the position of Secretary of the United States Department of Education.

Mrs. McMahon cofounded Titan Sports with her husband Vince McMahon in 1980; the
company later became the World Wrestling Federation and is now known as World Wrestling
Entertainment (WWE). She reportedly became the business’ president in 1993, and its CEO in
1997, a position which she retained until her resignation in 2009. Thus, the events and
allegations described below, occurred on her watch as either co-founder or an executive
of WWE.

WWE requires little introduction. It’s influence on American popular culture is widely known.
Its weekly cable television programs Prime Time Wrestling, Monday Night Raw, and Smack
Down!, as well as WrestleMania events propelled professional wrestling “entertainment” into
the cultural mainstream and gave rise to a multi-billion-dollar industry.

While WWE has been plagued with a litany of scandals and allegations, our concerns center
on the following:
1) Allegations of systemic sexual exploitation of boys occurring at WWE events during
the 1980s and 1990s
2) Allegations of a business culture that tolerated systemic sexual harassment and
exploitation of male and female WWE employees by WWE staff, including Vince
McMahon
3) WWE's blatant glorification of a toxic mix of violence, sexism, sexual objectification,
sexual exploitation, and public humiliation.
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1. “Ring Boy” Sexual Abuse Allegations

In October 2024, Mrs. McMahon, Vince McMahon, and WWE were named as defendants in a
lawsuit brought by five men who allege that during the 1980s, when they were teenage boys,
they were recruited, groomed, and sexually abused by WWE ring crew chief and ring
announcer Mel Phillips.! According to the complaint, Phillips purposefully targeted boys from
broken homes, recruiting them to do errands and assist with set up and take down of wrestling
rings with promises of opportunities to meet famous wrestlers and attend wrestling events.
Phillips’ sexual abuse of as many as 10 victims was confirmed by the FBI. One victim committed
suicide in 2021.2 The complaint alleges that Phillips’ sexual abuse of the boys—as well as the
sexual abuse of boys and WWE employees by other WWE employees—was well known within
WWE, that the McMahon'’s failed to protect them and “knowingly fostered and allowed a
culture of sexual misconduct to permeate the WWE.”3 The full complaint filed by the John Does
is available online.*

2. WWE’s Business Culture of Sexual Harassment and Exploitation of Female and Male
Employees

In addition to the sexual abuse of boys, there is abundant evidence of a WWE business
culture that tolerated sexual harassment and exploitation of its male and female employees
by other WWE staff, including by its executives. For instance, former WWE employees have
alleged “casting couch” demands (i.e. sexual favors in return for jobs, money, and
promotions) and former wrestlers (both men and women) have reported experiencing
sexual assaults by members of WWE management.s

[llustrative of WWE's culture of sexual harassment and exploitation, the following list briefly
reviews some of the allegations involving WWE employees and/or its cofounder Vince
McMahon during the period that Linda McMahon was a top executive within the
organization.

1) Rena Marlette-Lesnar (WWE wrestler 1996 - 1999; 2003 - 2004), a.k.a. “Sable,” sued
WWE in a complaint which alleged that men “accidentally” walked into the women’s
locker room, that a peephole had been cut into a wall, the occurrence of “big nipple
contests,” and other harassment.®

2) Two flight attendants sued WWE in 2004 for incidences of sexual assault and
harassment which occurred on a WWE chartered flight from the UK to the US in 2002.
Among the incidents occurring during the flight, wrestler Ric Flair stripped off his
clothes, with the exception of a jeweled cape,” and “paraded up and down the aisle
doing his trademark strut and ‘Whoo!”’® He flashed his penis and grabbed two
attendants’ hands forcing them to touch his crotch.?

3) Inasworn statement by Ashley Massaro (WWE wrestler from 2005-2008) released
by her attorneys in 2024 (following new allegations of sexual impropriety by Vincent
McMahon), Massaro alleged that she had witnessed Vince McMahon molesting other
female wrestlers, and that because she refused Vince McMahon’s sexual advances he
intentionally sought to ruin her career.’® Prior to her death by apparent suicide in
2019, Ms. Massaro had also alleged that in 2006, while on a WWE tour in the Middle
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East, she was raped by members of the US miliary and that WWE covered up the
incident to avoid disrupting its relationship with U.S. Armed Forces.!!

4) In 2006, after a sexual relationship with a former WWE manager, Vince McMahon
paid $1 million in hush-money; in 2008, following his sending unsolicited naked
photos of himself to a WWE contractor and harassing her on the job, McMahon paid
approximately another $1 million in a non-disclosure settlement.!2

Other accusations have been made, but we believe these incidents provide sufficient “smoke”
signaling a corporate culture at WWE that tolerated sexual harassment.

3. WWE'’s Blatant Glorification of Violence, Sexism, Sexual Objectification, Sexual
Exploitation, and Public Humiliation

WWE long choreographed a spectacle of violence including, “Weapons used in attacks
include fists, legs, chairs, hammers, bats, canes, whips, thumb tacks, chains, guitars, trash
cans, Kendo sticks, branding irons, tasers, cars, trucks, forklifts, fire, and barbed wire, among
other objects.”13

WWE began infusing its wrestling events with high levels of sexual titillation, in the late
1990s. It is not an overstatement to say that portions of the wrestling matches were a strip
show in which women wore or stripped down to pasties, G-strings, bikinis, lingerie,
fetishized costumes, or in some cases were topless. These stripclub-esque events were
attended by huge audiences that included minor children and were aired nationally on cable
television.

Violent, debased, sexist, sexually objectifying, and humiliating acts occurred during WWE
wrestling events. The following descriptions provide highlights of some of the well-known
routine features of WWE events, as well as some of the debauched extremes to which plot
lines descended.

1. Sexualized female wrestling: So-called evening gown matches, between female
wrestlers in which one wrestler loses by being stripped of her dress down to her bra
and panties. These were sometimes staged in pools. In addition, there were bikini
matches, swimsuit matches, and matches in which women wrestled in chocolate
pudding.

2. Toplessness: Planned toplessness involving female wrestlers including Stacy Carter
(Miss Kitty/The Kat) in both 1999 and 2000, Mae Young (2000), Dawn Marie Psaltis
(2003).

3. Women stripped as outcome of matches: The Holiday Topless Top Rope Match
(1999) was an event in which two women representing male wrestlers were
instructed to take off an article of clothing each time the wrestler they represented
was thrown over the top rope and touched the floor, the match to end when one
woman was topless. The women were told in front of the audience “Your jobs on are
the line” if they did not remove their clothes.!*

4. Normalization of sexual exploitation: Charles Wright played the WWE wrestling
character “the Godfather”—a pimp who was accompanied into the ring by his “hos.”
“Before each of his matches the Godfather typically did two things. First, he enjoined
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the audience to chant with him ‘PIMPING AIN'T EASY, and then he offered his
opponent the choice of one of his hos in return for not fighting. Occasionally, an
opponent would take one (or more) of the women and withdraw from the ring.”15

5. Abduction and Satanic marriage: In another WWE storyline, Mark Calaway “the
Undertaker” and leader of “the Ministry of Darkness” abducted Stephanie McMahon
(daughter of Linda and Vince McMahon), had her tied to a huge symbol used as the
Undertaker’s trademark, brought her screaming into a wrestling ring where she
remained tied up and suspended in the ring for the performance of a forced marriage.

6. Simulated live sex: In connection with the 2006 WWE Championship, a bed was
broughtinto a wrestling ring and Adam Copeland (“Edge”), the championship winner,
“celebrated” by engaging in what was staged to appear as live sex under covers with
Amy Dumas (“Lita”), who was partially exposed during the scene.

7. “Kiss My A** Club”: Beginning in 2001, Vince McMahon required that certain
wrestlers—his employees—literally kiss his bared buttocks while in the wrestling
ring in front of audiences. These scenes were intended to humiliate the wrestler and
to signify loyalty to McMahon. In some cases, these scenes involved shovinga person’s
face into McMahon'’s butt cheeks, including that of his son, Shane McMahon. In at least
one instance, the man kissing McMahon'’s buttocks was told to “Pucker up, bitch!”16
In a particularly well-known incident, involving a flip of the usual script, McMahon
had his face shoved and held in the buttocks of wrestler Solofa Fatu, Jr., “Rikishi,” by
Dwayne Johnson, “The Rock.”

8. Necrophilia: In an especially perverse storyline, wrestler Paul Levesque, “Triple H,”
disguised as Glenn Jacobs’ “Kane” character, visits a casket containing the corpse of
“Katie Vick” (a mannequin). He gropes her breasts, removes her underwear and sniffs
it, undresses, and gets into a casket where he has sex with her corpse. He holds up
what seems to be a human brain and states, “I screwed your brains out!”1”

9. Sexist degradation and sexual humiliation: In one WWE storyline,'® while in a
wrestling ring Vince McMahon dumped what looked like sewage on Trish Stratus,
who was portrayed as Vince McMahon'’s mistress. The following week, Ms. Stratus
pleaded for forgiveness for having attempted to gain power within his wrestling
enterprise. Vince McMahon then demanded that to prove her sincerity she get on her
hands and knees and bark like a dog, which Ms. Stratus did in front of an audience of
thousands. Following this humiliation, McMahon said, “I've seen you on all fours
before, they haven’t.” He then commands Ms. Stratus to “Take your clothes off!” She
strips to her bra and panties. McMahon then commands, “Take your bra off and take
it off now!” She begins to take her bra off, but then he relents and covers her with his
jacket. Trish later says, “Mr. McMahon, not even you know how far I would degrade
myself for the right cause.” As Ms. Stratus leaves the ring and walks out of the arena
McMahon says:
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[E]veryone in this arena is a lot like Trish. See, just think about it. You see
because most everybody here in the metropolitan area in one way or the other,
here in Washington DC, works for the government, which means that you're
real, real close to politics which means, you're no different than Trish. You're
justabout this far [holding his fingers about two inches apart] from prostitution
yourself.

We note with sadness that Linda McMahon, in her roles as president and CEO of WWE, chose
not to intervene in or halt these degrading and depraved plotlines and their “raw” sexual
titillation. Not only did she not intervene, in some cases she took part, playing a humiliated
and powerless wife who watched in a drugged stupor from a wheelchair in 2001 as her
husband publicly violated their marriage. Other WWE stories also involved depictions of
interfamilial violence among the McMahons in which Linda McMahon struck her adult
daughter Stephanie, was struck by her daughter, and verbally assaulted by her son. In sum,
Linda McMahon’s career was dedicated to turning the sport of wrestling into a
spectacle of violence and sexual objectification and to profiting from it, not to the
building of the minds and characters of our country’s children.

Conclusion

The nomination of Linda McMahon to the position of Secretary of the Department of
Education is an affront to decency and to the wellbeing of America’s children. No individual
who has been at the helm of a business which has exposed hundreds of thousands, if not
millions, of minors to a toxic cocktail of unrelenting violence and sex has any business
overseeing their public education. No individual who has tolerated a culture of sexual abuse
and harassment within his or her business can be trusted to protect American’s children
from harm. We therefore call on you to stand with America’s children and reject Mrs.
McMahon’s nomination as Secretary of the Department of Education.

Sincerely,

Awatk

Marcel Van der Watt, Ph.D. Lisa Thompson
President Vice President, NCOSE
Research Institute
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Wednesday, February 12, 2025
Dear Senators of the HELP Committee,

The National Parent Teacher Association (National PTA) has a long history of advocating
for the education and well-being of every child. As the oldest and largest child advocacy
association in America, with a presence in every state and millions of members across the
country, we are united in our commitment to the well-being and educational success of all
children. While National PTA does not endorse or oppose presidential nominees, we do
have concerns regarding several positions of U.S. Secretary of Education designee, Linda
McMahon, and wanted to share them with you today as a member of the Senate Committee
on Health, Education, Labor and Pensions (HELP) overseeing the nomination hearing
tomorrow.

National PTA has long stood for high quality public education, with high standards and
accountability and seeks to ensure robust funding for public education at all levels of
government. We know that increased public school funding, when sustained over time,
increases high school graduation rates and student test scores. We oppose efforts to
undermine public education by diverting taxpayer funds to any private school choice
system—vouchers, tax credits or deductions. Repeated studies of voucher programs across
the country show that vouchers result in worse test scores for students. Moreover, public
dollars carry the responsibility for providing public access, governance and accountability,
and our association strongly believes public dollars must remain invested in public schools
for the benefit of all students and the future of our nation. We encourage you to review:

« Public School Choice, National PTA Position Statement
« Public Charter Schools, National PTA Position Statement

We are also concerned about recent discussions regarding potential future efforts to
dismantle the U.S. Department of Education. Our nation’s public schools serve over 80% of
our nation’s students, and programs and funding streams administered by the U.S.
Department of Education—including disbursement of Title I and Title II funding, grants
through the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, the Office of Civil Rights and the
Statewide Family Engagement Centers program—serve students and families most in need
of vital supports across the country. These programs are all essential to improving
academic outcomes and student well-being and cannot be dismantled or reallocated
without having devastating impacts on the children, families and schools they serve.

As a national leader, we encourage you to champion public schools and the families and
children served by them across the country, such as outlined in the recently introduced H.
Res. 94 by Representative Suzanne Bonamici asserting Congress’ commitment to
protecting the U.S. Department of Education, emphasizing its role for families, children, and
schools and the importance of maintaining funding streams like IDEA and Title I that are
managed by the Department.
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Finally, we encourage you to read our association’s newly released Public Policy Priorities
for 2025-2027, which detail additional topics of particular importance to our members
right now.

Thank you for your consideration, and please feel free to contact our Director of
Government Affairs, Kate Clabaugh, at kclabaugh@PTA.org if you have any questions. We
look forward to working with you during the 119th Congress and hearing from Ms.
McMahon during her confirmation hearing on many important issues affecting children,
families, their education and well-being, including her vision for how the Department will
continue to support the vital work of public schools and serve students and families most
in need of vital supports across the country.

Sincerely,
Yvonne Johnson Nathan R. Monell, CAE
President Executive Director

National PTA National PTA
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Senator John Thune

Majority Leader

United States Senate

511 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Senator Bill Cassidy, M.D.
Chairman

Senate Health, Education Labor &
Pensions Committee

455 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510
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Senator Chuck Schumer
Minority Leader

United States Senate

322 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Senator Bernie Sanders

Ranking Member

Senate Health, Education Labor &
Pensions Committee

332 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

RE: Letter in Opposition to the Confirmation of Linda M. McMahon as Secretary of

Education

Dear Leaders Thune and Schumer, Chairman Cassidy, and Ranking Member Sanders:

This letter expresses the Legal Defense Fund’s (LDF) strong opposition to the
confirmation of Ms. Linda M. McMahon as Secretary of the Department of Education (ED). ED
plays a crucial role in advancing policies and practices that eliminate racial disparities and
strengthen state and local compliance with federal civil rights laws, including Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title IX of Education Amendments of 1972, Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, and Title Il of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990. To fulfil
the promise of Brown v. Board of Education, which LDF litigated and won, our organization
continues to fight for the rights of Black students to receive high quality, equitable educational
opportunities. The person holding the title of Secretary must lead the agency in upholding its
mission, safeguarding civil rights protections, and ensuring that all students are free from
discrimination and have equal access to a quality education. Instead, Ms. McMahon’s
acquiescence to the planned destruction of the ED, extremist views toward education policy,
extraordinary lack of experience, and efforts to undermine democracy at the America First
Policy Institute (AFPI), make her wholly unfit to serve as the Secretary of the Department of

Education.
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1. Ms. McMahon’s Acqui to the PL d Destruction of the Education
Department

If confirmed, Ms. McMahon will work to severely undermine our public education
system by participating in the dismantling of the ED. State and local school districts play an
important role in establishing academic standards, managing teachers’ certification process,
and determining students’ graduation requirements. But we recognize that state and local
school districts work in tandem with federal agencies such as ED to ensure consistency in
quality education throughout the country. This “check and balance” system of education
allows ED to provide funding, set broad policy guidelines, and enforce civil rights laws. Ms.
McMahon supports taking oversight authority away from the federal government and
empowering states and local school districts to enact policies related to public education with
few if any checks.! There have been proposals to abolish or reassign, and therefore destabilize,
ED’s work to protect millions of students from discrimination. President Trump has publicly
stated that he wants Ms. McMahon to “put herself out of a job,” making clear his intent that he
wants Ms. McMahon to fulfil his desire to effectively dismantle the Department of Education
absent required congressional authorization and to the detriment of the 50 million students
who rely on its protections.2 In using Ms. McMahon to achieve this objective, President Trump
will be taking a page directly from the Project 2025 playbook, which calls for the federal
government to abolish ED, the agency charged with enforcing civil rights in education,
distributing federal funding, and administering programs to address inequities in education
access and participation.3

If confirmed, Ms. McMahon’s efforts would negatively impact a host of critically needed
programs and functions of ED. ED is responsible for overseeing elementary and secondary
programs that span across nearly 18,200 school districts and over 50 million students
attending roughly 98,000 public schools and 32,000 private schools.4 ED also has programs
that provide grant, loan, and work-study assistance to millions of postsecondary students.5

! See America First Policy Institute Presents America First Nominees: Linda McMahon Secretary
of the Department of Education, file: C:/Users/mharris/Downloads/America First Nominees-
Linda-McMahon-FINAL -REVIEW. pdf.

2 Alayna Treene et al., Trump administration drafting executive order to initiate Department
of Education’s elimination, CNN (February 4, 2025),
https://www.cnn.com/2025/82/04/politics/education-department-trump-executive-
order/index.html.

3 See LDF Repot: Attack on our Power and Dignity: What Project 2025 Means for Black
Communities, Thurgood Marshall Institute (October 3, 2024),
https://tminstituteldf.org/project-2025-threats-to-education/.

4 See https://www.ed.gov/about/ed-overview/federal-role-in-
education#:~:text=First%2C%20the%20Secretary%20and%20the,solutions%206to%20difficult%2eeduc
ational%20issues.

5 Id.
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Among the programs that would disproportionately affect Black students, teachers, and
families, if eliminated, would be the “Head Start program” which is a federally funded program
that provides early childhood education support services to low-income children.®
Additionally, eliminating or removing the Office of for Civil Rights (OCR), would significantly
weaken federal oversight and enforcement mechanisms designed to protect students’ civil
rights in schools.” OCR utilizes policy enforcement tools to eliminate barriers for nearly 80
million individuals who attend federally funded schools. In 2024, OCR received nearly 23,000
complaints—37% alleged disability discrimination and 19% contained allegations of
discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national origin.8 Any action to dismantle or defund
OCRwould eliminate ED’s ability to investigate and resolve complaints of systemic
oppression, harassment, and discrimination. ED should be led by a Secretary who will
safeguard federal programs that benefit all students, particularly low-income students and
students from marginalized communities.

2. Ms. McMahon’s Extremist Views Toward Education Policy

Ms. McMahon’s views on education policy are extreme and pose a major threat to
school children. Her support for the elimination of what she refers to as “political
indoctrination” in classrooms and her rejection of teaching the full truth of American history,
which includes our country’s history of systemic racism and its impact on American society is
more than troubling.? Educating students about the effects of Jim Crow laws, segregation of
schools and public transportation, grandfather clauses for voting, and the complicity of public
officials in acts of intimidation against Black people is a part of American history that should be
shared and studied in classrooms. Failure to teach this history sets our country on the path to
repeating these harmful policies and perpetuating their effects. Furthermore, Ms. McMahon
supports the privatization of schools, which studies have shown lead to further school
segregation.!© Privatizing public school education significantly divests necessary funding away
from public education and into private schools, denying low-income families the opportunity

6 See LDF Repot: Attack on our Power and Dignity: What Project 2025 Means for Black
Communities, Thurgood Marshall Institute (October 3, 2024),
https://tminstituteldf.org/project-2025-threats-to-education/.

7 See https://www.nea.org/nea-today/all-news-articles/how-dismantling-department-education-
would-harm-students.

8 U.S. Dep’t of Educ., Off. for C.R., 2024 Fiscal Year Annual Report 8 (2024),
https://www.ed.gov/media/document/ocr-report-president-and-secretary-of-education-2024.

9 See America First Policy Institute Presents America First Nominees: Linda McMahon Secretary
of the Department of Education, file:///C:/Users/mharris/Downloads/America First Nominees-
Linda-McMahon-FINAL-REVIEW. pdf.

1 Chris Ford, et al., The Racist Origins of Private School Vouchers, Am. Progress (July 12,
2017), https://www.americanprogress.org/article/racist-origins-private-school-vouchers/;
Myths and Facts About School Vouchers; Shopping for Schools or Shopping for Peers: Public
Schools and Catchment Area Segregation, 32 J. of Educ. Pol’y 340 (Dec. 2016),
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2016.1263363.
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to access a quality education.!! This type of withdrawal of school funds will assuredly take a
disproportionate toll on Black students, Latino students, and students with disabilities.

3. Ms. McMahon’s Extraordinary Lack of Experience

Ms. McMahon, the former Administrator of the Small Business Administration during
Trump’s first presidency, is widely known for her work as a business mogul. She has limited
experience leading education policy. Instead, as the co-founder of the wrestling company
that’s referred to as the World Wrestling Entertainment (WWE), her focus has been on
business.!2 As WWE’s CEO, she spent decades running the business operations of the
company.’3 It was not until 2009, when Ms. McMahon shifted public interest to education. She
has very limited background in education or professional experience steering education
policy.' Further, while serving on the Connecticut Board of Education, several reports
questioned her purported credentials in education. Following this controversy, she resigned
from her Connecticut post after serving only one year. The role of Education Secretary
demands someone who possesses much more in depth background in education policy and a
deep understanding of public school education systems.

4. Ms. McMahon’s Efforts to Undermine Democracy at AFPI|

Through Ms. McMahon’s leadership, following Trump’s presidential loss in 2020, she
co-founded a far-right conservative think tank, the American First Policy Institute (AFPI), to
implement a set of policies that would threaten our democracy. AFPI is known to have drafted
nearly 300 troubling executive orders, many of which are upending our system of checks and
balances, violating constitutional law and harming the lives of our career workforce and their
families. She has helped design dangerous staff downsizing plans and policy agendas that
closely parallel Project 2025 and place public school education under threat.'s The AFPI is
comprised of former Trump administration officials who spent the past several years planning
for President Trump’s return to office. The AFPI supports educational policies that are harmful

1t See LDF Repot: Attack on our Power and Dignity: What Project 2025 Means for Black
Communities, Thurgood Marshall Institute (October 3, 2024),
https://tminstituteldf.org/project-2025-threats-to-education/.

2 Chris Megerian, What to know about Linda McMahon, Trump’s pick for Education secretary, AP
News (November 19, 2024), https://apnews.com/article/linda-mcmahon-trump-education-
secretary-wwe-613016d0c164b89765af761404cbb123.

s Id.

14 Zach Montague et al., Trump Chooses Longtime Ally Linda McMahon to Run Education Dept., N.Y.
TIMES (November 19, 2024), https://www.nytimes.com/2024/11/19/us/politics/linda-mcmahon-
education-secretary-trump.html.

5 Ken Bensinger et al., The Group at the Center of Trump’s Planning for a Second Term Is One

You Haven’t Heard of, N.Y. Tmes (October 24, 2024),

https://www.nytimes.com/2024/10/24/us/politics/donald-trump-campaign-america-first-policy-

institute.html.
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toward Black students, other students of color, students who identify as LGBTQ, and students
with disabilities. For example, the AFPI has called for the defunding of diversity, equity and
inclusion policies and programs at universities. In an AFP| Research Report, it calls for the
outright prohibition on the expenditure of university funds on diversity, equity and inclusion
offices and personnel.1® The AFPI also has a strong commitment to supporting school choice
programs.7 School choice programs siphon taxpayer dollars away from public school and into
private schools which further exacerbates the decades low underinvestment in public schools
and retrenches racial segregation in the public school system.8 As a result, low-income
families suffer because resources are being stripped from public schools, denying students an
equal opportunity to access a quality education.

If the Senate confirms Ms. McMahon as Education Secretary, she will undoubtedly
undermine federal funding in public school education and key civil rights protections for
millions of students. Her record indicates that she lacks the necessary experience to lead a
department that is charged with enforcing federal civil rights protections for Black students,
other students of color, students who identify as LGBTQ, low-income students, and students
with disabilities. Ms. McMahon should not be confirmed as the next Secretary of Education.

Sincerely,

Demetria L. McCain, Director of Policy
NAACP Legal Defense Fund

700 14th Street NW, Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20005

6 Jonathan Pidluzny, Reversing the Woke Takeover of Higher Education: Strategies to Dismantle
Campus DEI, (August 2023), https://americafirstpolicy.com/issues/research-report-
reversing-the-woke-takeover-of-higher-education-strategies-to-dismantle-campus-dei.

7 See AFPI News Release: AFPI Champions President Trump’s Executive Order Expanding School
Choice, (January 30, 2025), https://americafirstpolicy.com/issues/afpi-champions-
president-trumps-executive-order-expanding-school-choice.

18 See LDF Repot: Attack on our Power and Dignity: What Project 2025 Means for Black
Communities, Thurgood Marshall Institute (October 3, 2024),
https://tminstituteldf.org/project-2025-threats-to-education/.

19 Id.
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SECULAR
COALITION

FOR
Protecting the Equal Rights 9
of Nonreligious Americans

1012 14th Street, NW
o Washington, D.C. 20005
e ( www.secular.or

The Honorable Bill Cassidy
Chair

HELP Committee

United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

The Honorable Bernie Sanders
Ranking Member

HELP Committee

United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senators Cassidy and Sanders,

The Secular Coalition for America, on behalf of its twenty member organizations dedicated to
the separation of church and state, freedom of religion or belief, and the rights of the
nonreligious, is writing to urge you to oppose the nomination of Linda McMahon to be
Secretary of Education. Minimally, any executive nominee should be committed to upholding
the mission of the department they will oversee, whereas McMahon’s support for school
privatization measures indicates she has no intention of “ensuring equal access” or “fostering
educational excellence.”

McMahon's support for school vouchers, which decades of independent research have shown
drain money from the public education system that teaches nearly 90 percent of America’s
students, is incompatible with the mission of the Department of Education. Vouchers divert
billions of public dollars each year to private, mostly religious schools that serve just 10 percent
of students nationally. We are strenuously opposed to any diversion of public tax dollars to
subsidize religious schools and sectarian instruction.

The Constitution is a uniquely secular document that established a secular government. It
separates church and state. School vouchers and other privatization schemes are a clear effort
to integrate the two in violation of long-established legal precedent and in spite of their
unpopularity with American voters, who have repeatedly and soundly rejected these measures.
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Atheists. Agnostics. Humanists. Americans.

There are many other evidence-based reasons to oppose school voucher programs and,
correspondingly, any Secretary of Education nominee who would disregard these facts and
promote a harmful agenda:

e Vouchers do not improve the achievement of students who use them to attend private
school. Rather, long-term studies are increasingly showing voucher recipients have
experienced significant declines in academic performance.’

e \Vouchers do not save taxpayers money or force public schools to improve. Instead, they
routinely compel jurisdictions to raise taxes to support two competing education
systems. By diverting millions or billions of scarce public dollars to a parallel, private
education system, we undermine fact-based efforts to improve public schools and apply
additional fiscal pressure to an already chronically underfunded public system.

e Public schools have fixed costs which are not reduced when voucher recipients choose
to leave a public classroom.

o Research shows that in state after state, most vouchers go to wealthy families whose
students never attended a public school, thus subsidizing private school tuition for those
who can already afford it rather than ensuring equal access for those who cannot.?

e Unlike public schools, private and religious schools can — and do — discriminate on the
basis of religion, gender, sexual orientation, ability, English language learner status,
refugee status, behavioral history, prior academic achievement, standardized test
scores, interviews with applicants and parents, income, and other characteristics.

Public dollars should not be used to fund educational models that are not required to
serve all children, and they certainly must not be used to subsidize discriminatory
practices by private entities, including sectarian schools.

" Lubienski, C. & Canbolat, Y. (2022, March). Evolving Evidence on School Voucher Effects. Indiana University Bloomington
School of Education.

https://education.indiana briefs/2022/evolving-evidence-on-school-voucher-
effects html; Canbolat, Y. (2022, October). Does Competition Help Schools. Indiana University Bloomington School of
Education.

bhitps://education.indiana.edy briefs/2022/does-competition-help-schools htm
Kisa, Z., Dyehouse, M., Benz, M., & C. (2020, June). Evalt of the Florid Tax Credit Scholarship Program:
Participation, Compliance, and Test Scores in 2018-2019. Florida State University Learning Systems Institute.

https:/www.fidoe.org/core/fileparse. php/S600/UtFTC-Report1819 pdf

2 Davis, Carl. (2023, March). Tax Avoidance Continues to Fuel School Privatization Efforts. Institute on Taxation and Economic
Policy.

https.//sfo: TEP-brief-2023-T d: ontinues-to-Fuel-School-Privatization-Efforts pdf
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e The U.S. Government Accountability Office has determined there is little to no oversight
of private schools that receive public dollars. In many states that have enacted voucher
programs, a lack of public oversight, accountability, transparency, and reporting
requirements has led to egregious cases of misuse, abuse, and fraud.

Despite these and other proven shortcomings of school privatization policies, Linda McMahon
continues to promote these programs. As Chairman of the Board of the America First Policy
Institute she is accountable for AFPI's many policy statements supporting school vouchers,
such as “AFPI Champions President Trump’s Executive Order Expanding School Choice.”

The Secretary of Education ought to be a champion for all of America’s students, an
experienced leader who is responsive to the American people and an expert who respects
decades of independent research — not a loyalist, ideologue, or extremist who will promote
schemes to defund nonsectarian public schools and divert those resources to unaccountable,
discriminatory religious entities. We respectfully urge you to oppose this nomination.

Sincergely, (/ ()
AL —

Steven Emmert
Executive Director

American Atheists American Ethical Union
American Humanist Association Association of Secular Elected Officials
Atheist Alliance of America Black Nonbelievers

Center For Inquiry/Richard Dawkins Foundation for Reason and Science
Camp Quest Ex-Muslims of North America
Freedom From Religion Foundation Action Fund Freethought Society

Hispanic American Freethinkers Military Association of Atheists and Freethinkers
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SECULAR
COALITION

Atheists. Agnostics. Humanists. Americans.

Recovering From Religion Secular Student Alliance
Secular Woman Society for Humanistic Judaism

The Clergy Project Unitarian Universalist Humanist Association
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CHILD CARE
EVERY FAMIILY

NETWORK
February 12, 2025

United State Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senators,

We, the undersigned organizations fighting to protect and support children and families across
the country, urge you to reject the nomination of Linda McMahon to serve as Secretary of
Education and oppose the Trump Administration's deeply harmful agenda to undermine and
dismantle the Department of Education (ED).

As a nominee, Linda McMahon has a deeply concerning lack of experience in education and has
shown an alarming disregard for the safety and wellbeing of children. Linda McMahon has also

outright lied about her resume, including claiming she has a degree in education—which she does
not.

Moreover, Linda McMahon is the former leader of the America First Policy Institute, a think
tank which has supported and advanced a policy agenda that would devastate public education
funding, undermine students’ civil rights, and provide massive tax cuts to corporations and
billionaires while forcing cuts to the services that communities across the country depend on—
including child care.

Even more concerning is Linda McMahon’s willingness to carry out President Trump’s agenda
to undermine the Department of Education and the public school system that serves 90% of
children in the United States—and 95% of all students with disabilities. President Trump has
already given McMahon marching orders to “put yourself out of a job” and stated repeatedly
throughout his campaign that he would like to “abolish” the Department. In just the past weeks,
the Trump Administration has already placed Department of Education workers on leave without
notice, allowed Elon Musk and his cronies access to students’ sensitive data, decimated the
research arm of the Department, and hinted at a looming executive order to dismantle the
Department.

This type of all-out attack on public education would cause deep and lasting harm to the
children, families and educators in our communities and undoubtedly worsen the child care crisis
as well. In order to thrive, families need access to both a functioning child care system and a
quality, public education system and lawmakers must recognize how the two systems are deeply
interconnected. Make no mistake, any Trump Administration attack on public education is
fundamentally an attack on child care as well.
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We urge you to stand against these attacks and reject Linda McMahon’s nomination. Linda
McMahon cannot be trusted to protect the children and families in our communities and is unfit
to serve as Secretary of Education,

Sincerely,

National Women’s Law Center
Alliance for a Quality Education

NJ Communities United

Black Californians United for Early Care and Education
Virginia Organizing

First Up

Louisiana Policy Institute for Children
Family Forward Oregon

The Children’s Partnership

Maine People’s Alliance

Parent Voice California

Citizen Action of New York
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National Council of Jewish Women “
2055 L St NW Suite 650

Washington, DC 20036

February 10, 2025

United States Senate Committee on Health, Education, Labor and Pensions
428 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Chairman Cassidy, Ranking Member Sanders, and Committee Members:

On behalf of the 225,000 advocates of National Council of Jewish Women (NCJW), | am
writing to share our strong opposition to the nomination of Linda McMahon to serve as
the Secretary of the Department of Education.

The Department of Education oversees and coordinates policy and funding for 50 million
students across the United States, ensuring America’s students succeed in school and in life. Its
role includes protecting students’ civil rights by enforcing antidiscrimination laws; providing
funding for public schools through Pell Grants and managing student loan programs to
undergraduate students; ensuring special education for the 95% of children with disabilities in
America that attend public schools; and supporting low income students through Title |
programs that fund teachers in rural, suburban, and urban communities; among other
foundational supports.

Yet, Linda McMahon, nominated to lead a department critical to the nation’s education system,
has minimal experience in the field. As board chair of the America First Policy Institute — a
right-wing think tank partnering with President Trump to implement Project 2025, a plan to
weaken federal agencies and roll back essential rights — she is fully aligned with its agenda. A
co-chair of President Trump’s transition team, Ms. McMahon has made clear that, if confirmed,
she would follow through on the president’s plan to dismantle the Department of Education
entirely. If prioritizing loyalty over expertise and disregarding the future of students is the
standard for qualification, then Linda McMahon fits the bill.

Our students deserve better. Someone with so little experience, and who intends to dismantle
this essential agency responsible for protecting students from discrimination and advancing
educational equity, should be a nonstarter. NCJW urges you to reject the nomination of Linda
McMahon for the role of Education Secretary.

Sincerely,

-y O —

Jody Rabhan
Chief Policy Officer
National Council of Jewish Women

WWW.NCJW.ORG ACTION@NCJW.ORG
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NATIONAL @ 1350 | STREET NW

SUITE 700
WOMEN'’S WASHINGTON, DC 20005
LAW CENTER o) 202-588-5180
Justice for Her. Justice for All. @ NWLC.ORG

February 12, 2025

Senator Bill Cassidy Senator Bernie Sanders

Chairman, Senate HELP Committee Ranking Member, Senate HELP Committee
455 Dirksen Senate Office Building 332 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC Washington, DC 2

Re:  Oppose Confirmation of Linda McMahon for Secretary of Education

Dear Chairman Cassidy, Ranking Member Sanders, and Members of the Senate Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions Committee:

The National Women’s Law Center, which has advocated on behalf of women and girls for over
fifty years, writes in strong opposition to the confirmation of Linda McMahon to lead the U.S.
Department of Education. The Secretary of Education is responsible for ensuring that students
across the country have access to equal educational opportunities in safe and inclusive school
environments. However, Ms. McMahon’s scant experience in public education and total
disregard for the safety of students and children make it clear she is unqualified for this role. We
urge you to oppose her confirmation.

The Secretary of Education is charged with leading and preserving the Department of Education,
which was created based on a recognition that high quality public education, equally available to
all, is foundational for our democracy and key to the success of individuals and families. Yet Ms.
McMabhon is one of the architects of Trump’s plan to sabotage and dismantle the Department’s
core functions. The Department of Education’s predecessor agency was first created more than
70 years ago and became the agency it is today in 1979 to strengthen federal protection and
oversight of education as a civil right.! Confirming Ms. McMahon would be a betrayal of the
promise of equal opportunity, as her primary goal as Secretary of Education will be to eviscerate

!'U.S. Department of Education, An Overview of the U.S. Department of Education-- Pg 1 (last updated
Jan. 15, 2025), https://www.ed.gov/about/ed-overview/an-overview-of-the-us-department-of-education--
pg-1.
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the Department—wreaking untold chaos and destruction upon 70 million students and likely
blatantly flouting longstanding legal protections in the process.?

In addition, the Education Secretary is entrusted with protecting and advancing the education of
our nation’s 70 million students, including more than 60 million students at public institutions,
but Ms. McMahon’s public education credentials are almost nonexistent. Except for a single
college semester as a student teacher, she has no experience as an educator in either a K-12
school or university. She has no experience in public education administration, besides a brief
one-year stint as a political appointee for a state board of education—from which she resigned
after it came to light that she had falsely claimed to hold a bachelor’s degree in education.® Ms.
McMahon’s primary education credential is sitting on the board of trustees of a private religious
university.*

Beyond the lack of experience in public education, reports that Ms. McMahon concealed more
than a decade of child sexual abuse that she was obligated to prevent and address are alarming.’
In October 2024, Ms. McMahon was named as a defendant in a federal lawsuit brought by a
group of men who named that they experienced repeated sexual abuse as children by a World
Wrestling Entertainment (WWE) employee, Mel Phillips, while Ms. McMahon was the CEO of
WWE.® The lawsuit’ alleges that:

e From the early 1980s to 1992, Ms. McMahon and the other defendants allowed Phillips

to entice young boys—many as young as 12 and 13*—to work for WWE so he could

2 Stephanie Saul et al., Her Wrestling Empire Was Said to Harm Children. Trump Chose Her for
Education., New York Times (Nov. 28, 2024), https://www.nytimes.com/2024/11/28/us/linda-mcmahon-
education-wrestling-wwe html.

3 Beth Reinhard, 7rump s education pick once incorrectly claimed to have education degree, Washington
Post (Nov. 20, 2024), https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2024/11/20/mcmahon-trump-education-
degree.

# Sacred Heart University, Linda E. McMahon Student Commons (last viewed Jan. 30, 2025),

https://www .sacredheart.edu/sacred-heart-life/life-on-campus/linda-e-mcmahon-student-commons;
Robby Brod, Trump administration profile: Linda McMahon, Open Secrets (Jan. 27, 2025),
https://www.opensecrets.org/news/2025/01/trump-administration-profile-linda-memahon (Ms. McMahon
has donated at least $12 million to Sacred Heart University).

3 Nadra Nittle, McMahon would oversee student safety — but advocates worry about her own misconduct
allegations, The 19" (Nov. 25, 2024), https://19thnews.org/2024/11/linda-mcmahon-education-leaders-
concerned-misconduct-allegations. These allegations surfaced as early as 2020. David Bixenspan, WWE
cofounder Linda McMahon, who runs Trump's biggest super PAC, once hired a suspected child molester
on the condition that he ‘stop chasing afier kids.’ He didn't., Business Insider (Oct. 29, 2020),
https://www businessinsider.com/linda-mcmahon-once-employed-an-accused-child-molester-2020-10.

6 The lawsuit also named Ms. McMahon’s husband, Vincent McMahon, and the WWE, as defendants.

7 Compl. & Demand for Jury Trial, Does 1-5 v. World Wrestling Entertainment, LLC et al., No. C-03-CV-
24-004019, 2024 WL 4574048 (Md. Cir. Ct. Oct. 23, 2024), https://dicellolevitt.com/wp-
content/uploads/2024/10/Date-Stamped-Does-1-5-v.-WWE-et-al -Complaint-10.23.2024 pdf [hereinafter
WWE Complaint].

SWWE Complaint, supra note 7, at 3.
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sexually abuse them,” including forcing them to engage in sex acts and share hotel beds
with him naked,'® despite Phillips’ misconduct being “common knowledge” amongst
WWE employees.'!

e The widespread knowledge of this abuse by WWE—and Ms. McMahon specifically—
was confirmed in 2020 to Business Insider by a former WWE executive, who said that “it
was just generally known, by everybody, that it was going on,” and that the McMahons
“clearly knew what was going on, but really did nothing to stop it.”!?

e As more and more allegations of sexual abuse against Phillips came to light, the
McMahons fired Phillips in 1988 while concealing the reason for his absence and
termination, only to rehire him just six weeks later on the condition that he “steer clear
from the kids.”'®

e Ms. McMahon’s husband later admitted in a 1992 interview with a reporter that he and
Ms. McMahon knew that Phillips had a “peculiar and unnatural interest” in young
children for years before they fired and rehired Phillips in 1988.14

It is the role of the Secretary of Education to ensure that no student’s educational opportunities
are threatened by sex-based harassment or discrimination, including through rigorous
enforcement of Title IX’s protections against sexual harassment and assault. These serious
allegations that Ms. McMahon failed to intervene and covered up repeated sexual abuse of
minors make her wholly unfit to serve in this role.

In addition, Ms. McMahon’s destructive attacks on students’ rights while at the helm of America
First Policy Institute (AFPI) cast serious doubt on her ability to robustly enforce federal civil
rights laws and create safe educational environments for all students. Ms. McMahon serves as
the chair of AFPI, a group formed after Trump’s defeat in the 2020 election that has openly
advocated for anti-LGBTQI+ policies, including the exclusion of transgender students from
school spaces like sports'® and the forcible outing of LGBTQI+ youth to their parents.'® Ms.

°1Id.

°1d. at 12, 14-15, 56-70.

"d at5s.

12 David Bixenspan, WWE cofounder Linda McMahon, who runs Trump's biggest super PAC, once hired
a suspected child molester on the condition that he 'stop chasing afier kids.' He didn't., Business Insider
(Oct. 29, 2020), https://www .businessinsider.com/linda-mcmahon-once-employed-an-accused-child-
molester-2020-10; see also WWE Complaint, supra note 7, at 6.

Bd at7.

“1d. at 16, 17.

15 America First Policy Institute, Pillar IIl: Defend Female Athletes and Preserve Fairness in Women's
Sports (last viewed Jan. 30, 2025), https://agenda.americafirstpolicy.com/freedom-and-self-
governance/defend-female-athletes-and-preserve-faimess-in-womens-sports,

16 America First Policy Institute, Restoring Parental Rights in Schools (Apr. 23, 2024),
https://americafirstpolicy .com/issues/restoring-parental-rights-in-schools (model school board policy
requiring “written authorization from a parent/guardian ... to change a child’s name or pronouns™).
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McMahon also spearheaded AFPT’s recent attacks on the 2024 Title IX regulations,!” which
strengthened and clarified protections for student survivors of sexual harassment and assault,
LGBTQI+ students, and pregnant and parenting students so they could continue their educations
safely.

Furthermore, as AFPI chair, Ms. McMahon pushed for a litany of other education policies that
harm students and teachers alike.'® This includes undermining equal educational opportunity by
defunding public schools to promote private school voucher programs.'® Voucher programs drain
resources from public schools and funnel taxpayer money to private schools that are
unaccountable to the public, which includes private schools that were created for the purpose of
serving white families fleeing integrated public schools.?’ AFPI’s agenda aligns closely with
Project 2025, which has recommended eliminating Title I funding—which would devastate
school districts and schools serving low-income students in the most economically vulnerable
areas of our country and result in nearly 6% of teachers nationwide losing their jobs.2! AFPI also
seeks to undermine teachers’ ability to come together in a union to seek workplace protections
and advocate for their students..?> Ms. McMahon also seeks to micromanage public school
curriculum and students’ access to books, threatening to withhold funds from schools that teach
anything she and the Trump administration disagree with politically.??

17 America First Policy Institute, The 9 on fitle LX What you need to know about the Biden
administration’s proposed Changes to Title IX (Sept. 9, 2022),
https://americafirstpolicy.com/issues/202209090the-9-on-title-ix-what-you-need-to-know-about-the-
biden-administrations-proposed-changes-to-title-ix (urging the public to advocate against the 2024 Title
IX rule with the Department of Education, school board members, federal lawmakers, and social media).
18 See America First Policy Institute, America First Nomination: Linda McMahon (Jan. 13, 2025),
https://americafirstpolicy.com/issues/america-first-nomination-linda-mcmahon.

19 Joshua Cowen, How School Voucher Programs Hurt Students, Time (Apr. 19, 2023),
https://time.com/6272666/school-voucher-programs-hurt-students.

20 Amanda Litvinov, Top Three Reasons Linda McMahon Should Not Be Secretary of Education, NEA
Today (Nov. 20, 2024), https://www.nea.org/nea-today/all-news-articles/top-three-reasons-linda-
mcemahon-should-not-be-secretary-education.

21 Jessica Washington, Linda McMahon Has No Education Experience Except Wanting to Defund Public
Schools, The Intercept (Dec. 30, 2024), https://theintercept.com/2024/12/30/linda-mecmahon-trump-
education-schools-wwe.

22 Laurie Todd-Smith, America First vs America Last: K-12 Education Reforms, America First Policy
Institute (Oct. 2, 2024), https://americafirstpolicy com/issues/america-first-vs-america-last-k-12-
education-reforms.

2 For example, Ms. McMahon supports the belief that it is incorrect to teach that “America’s foundation
was built on racism.” America First Policy Institute, Pillar IV: Give Parents More Control Over the
Education of Their Children, 4 (last viewed Jan. 30, 2025),

https://agenda.americafirstpolicy .com/assets/uploads/Pillar_4_-
_Give_Parents_More_Control_Over_Their_Children%E2%80%99s_Education.pdf. Ms. McMahon also
rejects “Critical Race Theory and radical gender ideology,” framing any discussion of identity as
“political indoctrination in classrooms.” America First Policy Institute, America First Nomination: Linda
McMahon (Jan. 13, 2025), https://americafirstpolicy.com/issues/america-first-nomination-linda-
mcmahon.
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Our nation’s students deserve an Education Secretary who is experienced in education policy and
committed to robustly enforcing federal civil rights laws, preserving public education, and
strengthening, not gutting, the Department of Education’s ability to support students—regardless
of their gender, LGBTQI+ status, immigration status, family income, race, ethnicity, religion, or
disability. Students deserve someone who will advocate for them, not someone trailed by
shocking allegations of knowingly sacrificing numerous children to a serial sexual abuser for
more than a decade. Given Ms. McMahon’s record, we have no confidence that she can meet
these standards. The National Women’s Law Center strongly opposes the confirmation of Linda
McMahon and urges the U.S. Senate HELP Committee to reject this nomination. If you have
questions about the Law Center’s opposition to Ms. McMahon’s nomination, please contact me,
or Shiwali Patel, Director of Safe and Inclusive Schools, at spatel@nwlc.org.

Sincerely,

%%ﬁj ane

Fatima Goss Graves
President and CEO
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February 12, 2025

The Honorable Bill Cassidy, M.D. The Honorable Bernie Sanders

Chair Ranking Member

Senate Committee on Health, Education, Senate Committee on Health, Education,
Labor and Pensions Labor and Pensions

428 Dirksen Senate Office Building 428 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC Washington D.C.

Dear Chairman Cassidy, Ranking Member Sanders, and Members of the Committee:

We, the undersigned organizations, write to express our firm opposition to the advancement of
Linda McMahon's nomination to be U.S. Secretary of Education. Her alignment with the Trump
administration’s Project 2025 agenda—a radical effort to dismantle public education, gut civil
rights protections, and divert public resources away from students and working families—makes
her unfit to serve in this critical role.

As the guarantor of civil rights, the federal government has a fundamental responsibility to
ensure that all students — regardless of their race, income, disability, gender identity, or zip code
— have access to a high-quality public education that prepares them for college, career, and life.
This is not just a legal and moral imperative: it is essential to our nation’s economic strength,
democratic stability, and global competitiveness.

McMahon’s nomination represents a direct and urgent threat to this mission. As Chair of the
Board for the America First Policy Institute, she has supported policies that undermine public
schools and strip students—especially those from underserved communities—of the resources
and opportunities they need to succeed. If confirmed, McMahon would be positioned to execute
President Trump’s agenda of destruction, exclusion, and intolerance by:

¢ Dismantling the U.S. Department of Education: Eliminating the Department would
remove the primary federal safeguard that protects students’ civil rights and ensures that
all students, regardless of income, race, disability, immigration status, and more, are
provided access to a high-quality and inclusive public education. In addition, the
Department provides $79 billion in critical education investments ranging from funding
for academic support for disadvantaged students to funding for special education to
funding for career and technical education to the Pell grants and student loans that make
college accessible to millions of Americans. Jeopardizing these funding streams for a
radical agenda would greatly harm students and communities nationwide.

e Privatizing Public School Dollars: The irresponsible policies that the nominee has
endorsed would prioritize private schools that pick and choose which students to serve—
often discriminating against students with disabilities, English learners, and LGBTQ+
youth, and leaving out the vast majority of students across America—over the public
schools that are the cornerstone of our communities, economy, and democracy. The
Trump administration’s push to privatize education through unregulated voucher
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programs would funnel much-needed public dollars away from our public schools at a
moment of educational crisis and need for recovery following the pandemic and into
private schools that serve only about 10% of America’s students.

e Making College Less Affordable: Proposals to privatize the student loan system and
dismantle loan forgiveness programs would make it harder for millions of borrowers—
especially Black, Latino, and low-income students—to not only access and complete
higher education, but also to not be saddled with a lifetime of crushing debt. These
proposals will ultimately widen the racial wealth gap and limit economic mobility.

Education is the gateway to opportunity, and the Trump administration’s effort to shutter that
gateway for millions of students is an attack on our nation’s future. Weakening public education
does not strengthen freedom—it restricts it, ensuring that only those with wealth and privilege
can access the resources and knowledge needed to succeed. We must reject this agenda and
instead reaffirm our commitment to a strong public education system that benefits all of us by
preparing the next generation of leaders, workers, and engaged citizens.

For these reasons, we urge you to reject advancing Linda McMahon’s nomination as U.S.
Secretary of Education to the full Senate and instead support a leader who will uphold the
Department’s mission: to advance educational opportunity, protect civil rights, and invest in
every student's success.

Sincerely,

All4Ed Educators for Excellence

Center for American Progress Healthy Schools Campaign
Diverse Charter Schools Coalition National Charter Collaborative
EdTrust National Parents Union
Education Leaders of Color (EdLoC) The Pre-K-12 Education Team at

The Century Foundation
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(=4 Education
I Healthcare

Public Services

February 12, 2025

United States Senate
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions
Washington, D.C

Dear Senator:

On behalf of the 1.8 million AFT members—including pre-K through 12th-grade teachers,
paraprofessionals and other school-related personnel; higher education faculty and
professional staff; and early childhood educators—I look forward to the upcoming
confirmation hearing on the nomination of Linda McMahon for secretary of education and
her answers on the education programs that children, students and families depend on.

We know that McMahon wanted to teach in her early life and that her work on the
Connecticut State Board of Education led to her interest in literacy and building career
pathways. These are two areas that are important to our members and public education. An
education secretary should put the aspirations of our students, families and communities
first. That means strengthening public education, not undermining it. Voters made it clear in
November’s down-ballot elections that that’s what they wanted.

President Donald Trump said that McMahon’s mission as education secretary is to “put
herself out of a job.” It is imperative that this committee asks McMahon about this.
Dismantling the Department of Education sends a terrible, symbolic message, telling
working families across the country that the federal government doesn’t really care about
their children’s futures. This is not the solution families voted for.

Ending $26 million of federal support for Title I schools would end the federal role in
supporting low-income children in rural, suburban and urban areas with a high-quality
education, including closing educational achievement gaps. Ending $7.5 million of federal
support for special education would end the federal role in helping kids with disabilities
receive the services in schools that allow them to thrive. Ending support for the department
would end the federal role in making career and technical education a real opportunity for
high school students. It would also end the $13 million in Pell Grants and other aid to help
young adults become the first in their families to go to college. The Education Department

The AFT is a union of professionals that champions fairness; democracy; economic opportunity; and high-quality public
education, healthcare and public services for our students, their families and our communities. We are committed to advancing
these principles through community engagement, organizing, collective bargaining and political activism, and especially
through thework our members do.

2

AFT, AFL-CI0

AFT Teachers

AFT PSRP

AFT Higher Education

AFT Public Employees

AFT Nurses and Health
Professionals

AFT Retirees

555 New Jersey Ave. N.W.
Washington, DC 20001
202-879-4400
www.aft.org
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plays a crucial role in ensuring that the funding Congress appropriates for these critical
programs reaches the students they are intended to support.

We have already seen this Trump administration make efforts designed to siphon federal
money for public schools into unaccountable private hands and meddle in the local
curriculums that schools and states have decided are best for their own students. Public
schools are foundational to opportunity and dignity for everyone who steps inside our
classrooms, whether white or Black, straight or gay, Native American or the Latino
immigrant who just escaped tyranny; efforts to sow division and fear in classrooms are
unacceptable. The education secretary must be someone who will promote and protect
public education for all students, not someone who will focus their energy on dismantling it.

We agree with McMahon on the importance of focusing on improving literacy and finding
more CTE opportunities. But we question the future of these popular ideas and more if the
Trump administration follows through with plans to ¢close the Education Department,
leaving in doubt a federal funding lifeline that disproportionately goes to children in need,
children with disabilities and young adults who go to college.

Our members proudly work with students and their families every day. They have always
wanted local control of education, not state control, and they understand the importance of
local schools. They want the latitude to teach, not test, to meet their students’ needs. But
without the federal programs and funding, many students will not receive the additional
support they need to allow them to fully reach their potential.

It is imperative to ask McMahon:

e Without funding and protections for students with disabilities under the
Education Department, who will ensure students with Individualized Education
Programs and 504 plans are receiving the services needed to meet their goals to
succeed?

o  Without programs that focus on rural communities, what happens to kids who
go to schools in rural areas like those in South Dakota, Montana and Alaska?

e Without an Education Department, how do we ensure there is funding to
prepare students for career opportunities and for college?

e For more than 50 years, Pell Grants allowed over 80 million students to attend
and graduate from college—usually the first in their families to do so. Currently,
approximately 6 million students receive Pell Grant awards. Without an
Education Department to issue these Pell Grants, will students with lower or
moderate family incomes be forced to take out more student loans or drop out
of college?
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e Without additional funding for reading specialists under Title I, how will school
districts help teachers and paraprofessionals with literacy support?

e The purpose of K-12 education law was to provide all students with a high-
quality education and level the playing field for specific student populations that
need additional need-based resources to close educational achievement gaps. If
Title I is turned into a block grant, the federal government will lose oversight of
how the funding is used, and the funding will no longer be targeted to the
students who need the most assistance. Without targeting, how will school
districts and schools help students learn and succeed without the additional
resources?

e Without an Office for Civil Rights, who will ensure that kids, students and
families are protected so everyone in school and in college feels safe, welcome
and ready to learn?

e Ifthe answer is to move all education programs to different U.S. departments
and agencies, then how can McMahon commit to families that:

o The programs they rely on to protect their children’s access to a free,
high-quality public education will be safe;

o Their children will have access to advance placement classes to prepare
for college;

o The programs to help close achievement gaps will be available and
classrooms won't be overcrowded; and

o Their neighborhood public school that they love will not suddenly find
itself with a budget shortfall and additional staff shortages?

* Does McMahon plan to disregard existing law—both funding decisions and
authorized uses of funding—to implement this administration’s executive
actions?

o The Education Department alone oversees the private information of 43 million
student borrowers who hold $1.6 trillion in student debt. The department is
effectively one of America’s biggest banks. We encourage students and families
to fill out the Free Application for Federal Student Aid yearly to gain access to
student aid and loans to help with the cost of college. When Americans interact
with the U.S. government, they often entrust federal agencies with sensitive
personal information. With FAFSA, families are providing Social Security
numbers and IRS data. That bond of trust has been broken by allowing Elon
Musk to hack and mine private and personal data. Is McMahon willing to
acknowledge this privacy breach and work to protect the information of
students and families?
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We look forward to the answers to these questions. And while we expect we will disagree
with Linda McMahon on many issues, our devotion to kids requires us to work together on
policies that can improve the lives of students, their families, their educators and their
communities.

Sincerely,

Ay

Randi Weingarten
President, AFT

RW : emc opeiu #2 afl-cio
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February 12, 2025

The Honorable Bill Cassidy The Honorable Bernie Sanders
Chair Ranking Member

U.S. Senate HELP Committee U.S. Senate HELP Committee

428 Dirksen Senate Office Building 428 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington D.C. Washington D.C.

Dear Chairman Cassidy and Ranking Member Sanders:

Student Debt Crisis Center (SDCC) is writing to demonstrate our deep concern about Linda
McMahon’s nomination as U.S. Secretary of Education. SDCC is a nonprofit organization
representing nearly 2 million Americans, many with student debt. SDCC engages in education,
outreach, and advocacy in an effort to end the student debt crisis. Over the last six months,
SDCC has met with more than 550 student loan borrowers and hosted virtual informational
webinars with thousands in attendance. In just one week, SDCC supporters have sent almost
75,000 letters to members of Congress, with more than 22,000 going to the HELP Committee
alone, urging them to defend student loan borrowers and the Department of Education.

Linda McMahon’s nomination would directly impact our work and the millions of individuals that
we serve. The information we share with our supporters via email, social media, and in-person
regarding updates and existing student loan programs comes directly from the Department of
Education. Our ability to advocate for our supporters who receive incorrect information from their
student loan servicer regarding their account or eligibility for existing programs is critical to our
work and mission statement.

Linda McMahon’s lack of substantive education experience and long history as a Trump loyalist
are cause for major concern that she could be a “rubber stamp” Secretary of Education that
would shepherd President Trump’s most harmful Project 2025 policies at the expense of
students and working families. Further, Linda McMahon’s reported attempt to make up claims
about having a degree in education should also raise questions about her judgment and
trustworthiness in disclosing her plans to lead such a critical agency. American students,
educators, and families deserve a Secretary of Education who is, at the very least, qualified for
the job and will lead with honesty.

If confirmed, Linda McMahon could be tasked with leading the very agency that President
Trump seeks to dismantle. As you most certainly are aware, President Trump’s reported plans
to continue implementing his Project 2025 agenda by taking executive action to dismantle the
Department of Education (the Department) would wreak havoc on millions of students and
families struggling to pay for college and managing their student debt. This agenda calls for
dismantling the Department and privatizing the federal student loan system. It aims to force
millions of borrowers to pay even more on their monthly student loan bills, push debt relief
further out of reach and eliminate the Public Service Loan Forgiveness (PSLF) program, and
even roll back critical safeguards that protect students and families when they are cheated by
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predatory schools. As Chair of the America First Policy Institute, McMahon already has a track
record of pushing policies in alignment with the right-wing Project 2025 agenda that would
disproportionately harm working families with student debt and make the student loan debt crisis
even worse.

Millions of Americans and working families across our nation are struggling to cover the rising
cost of college and are financially crushed under the weight of the student loan debt crisis.
Student debt, while often portrayed as a young person’s issue, impacts individuals across
multiple generations. Most of SDCC'’s supporters are actually middle-aged individuals, parents,
and older Americans. Many individuals went back to school, took out parent plus loans, never
finished their degree, or know someone who has been greatly impacted by student debt. These
are individuals who cannot buy homes, retire, or invest in their futures because of their student
loan debt. The decisions made by the incoming Education Secretary will directly impact these
individuals. Linda McMahon must be asked whether she supports President Trump and Elon
Musk’s comments about dismantling the Department of Education and where she stands when
it comes to putting students' and borrowers’ interests first. Borrowers deserve an Education
Secretary that is committed to protecting their rights and ensuring that student debt is not a life
sentence. Borrowers deserve a Secretary of Education who puts education over profits.

We urge you to reject the nomination of Linda McMahon as U.S. Secretary of Education. She is
a danger to working families and more than 40 million Americans with student debt.

Sincerely,
Student Debt Crisis Center

Here is the letter that 75,000 individuals have sent to their members of Congress:

| urge you to stop the administration's plans to dismantle the Department of Education. Student
loan borrowers MUST be protected in these uncertain times.

Last year, multiple servicers were brought before Congress and held accountable, and
thousands of borrowers complained about additional servicer misconduct. In our 2024 borrower
survey, 75% of borrowers did not trust the information they received from their servicer, leaving
them to rely on the information they directly received from the Department of Education.

Dismantling the Department of Education will directly harm millions of student loan borrowers
nationwide, including those in your Congressional district. Borrowers will see their monthly
expenses increase with the availability of Department-led programs such as Public Service
Loan Forgiveness (PSLF), Income-Driven Repayment (IDR) plans, etc., unavailable should they
no longer exist.
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The Department of Education is critical to ensuring that everyday Americans can afford their
living expenses, and they rely on you to do so.

Thank you.
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- FOUNDATION

From the Pre-K-12 Education Team at The Century Foundation

February 11, 2025

The Honorable Bill Cassidy, M.D. The Honorable Bernie Sanders

Chairman Ranking Member

Senate Committee on Health, Education, Labor Senate Committee on Health, Education, Labor
and Pensions and Pensions

455 Senate Dirksen Office Building 332 Dirksen Building

Washington, DC, Washington, D.C.

In Opposition to Confirmation of Linda McMahon for Secretary of Education
Dear Chairman Cassidy, Ranking Member Sanders, and Members of the Committee:

On behalf of the Pre-K-12 Education Team at The Century Foundation, we write to express our
serious concern with Linda McMahon’s nomination as Secretary of Education. We urge you to
oppose her confirmation.

By way of background, The Century Foundation (TCF) is an independent public policy think tank
recognized for its expertise in education and other policy fields, including health care, and
employment. TCF fellows have conducted extensive research on issues related to Pre-K-12 and
higher education, disability justice, and workforce development, among other issues. We have
testified before Congress and our work has been cited by government officials at the federal,
state and local level.

Based on our research and expertise regarding the essential services and resources needed to
ensure that every student in the United States can succeed, we are deeply concerned about
McMahon’s views regarding America’s students and education, including her promotion of a
voucher-based education system that has been shown to privilege more affluent students and
disadvantage low-income students and students in areas with higher concentrations of poverty.
We are also concerned that McMahon is likely to support the Trump Administration’s stated
intention to dismantle the U.S. Department of Education (Department). It is imperative that any
nominee to the Department enforce its mission of “promoting student achievement and
preparation for global competitiveness by fostering educational excellence and ensuring equal
access for students of all ages.”

McMahon lacks substantive education experience

McMahon lacks the substantive education experience to carry out the Department’s mission.
Aside from serving one year on the Connecticut Board of Education, she has not held any

1 Whitehall Street, 15th Floor, NY, NY 10004 | 1150 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 800, Washington, DC 20036 | tcf.org
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From the Pre-K-12 Education Team at The Century Foundation
February 11, 2025

education leadership position. Furthermore, her vision for America’s schools, as summarized by
the America First Policy Institute, is exceptionally narrow, centering primarily on siphoning
taxpayer dollars from public schools into private systems through expanded voucher programs
and reducing the important federal role in education.

McMahon’s private education agenda benefits few and harms many students

Decades of research have shown that private school voucher programs do not improve student
achievement and, instead, create deep inequities. Families with fewer resources and who lack
transportation options are at a disadvantage in a private school market where vouchers cover
some but not all of their costs. Further challenges exist for families whose children have
disabilities or behavioral needs, as many private institutions can refuse to admit or appropriately
serve those students. The loss of public school students to private schools through voucher
programs threatens to create a separate and unequal education landscape of voucher-backed
private schools and underfunded public schools. Expanding this policy risks returning
communities across America to a place of deep educational inequity reminiscent of the days
before the historic Brown v. Board of Education decision.

Dismantling the Department of Education means less support and resources for our nation’s
most underserved students

Defunding our nation’s public school system coupled with a disassembling of the Department of
Education will compromise funding and eliminate essential safeguards that students and families
across the country depend on for the opportunity to succeed in school and life. If
Department-administered federal grants like Title | are materially changed to a
“no-strings-attached” block grant, for example, that would likely result in less state support for
public education as well as less accountability to ensure that the needs of some of our nation’s
most underserved students are met. So too, students with disabilities will find little recourse or
accountability when their school districts fail to meet their needs without an overarching system
that the Department has today to set standards and intervene on their behalf—eviscerating the
intent of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act.

America’s students and their families need and deserve an education leader who will leverage
federal resources to ensure all students have access to a quality education by supporting local
public schools and educators in every part of the United States. Regrettably, the plans articulated
by the Trump Administration and Secretary-designate McMahon focus on the success of a select
few students but completely disregards the needs of students and families who have been
historically underserved and starved of critical educational resources.

1 Whitehall Street, 15th Floor, NY, NY 10004 | 1150 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 800, Washington, DC 20036 | tcf.org



344

From the Pre-K-12 Education Team at The Century Foundation
February 11, 2025

We strongly urge you to vote no on Linda McMahon'’s confirmation and encourage you to
recommend that the President instead nominate a leader who will be a champion for all students
and advance the Department’s mission and our nation’s best interests.

Thank you for your consideration of our views.

Sincerely,

The Pre-K-12 Education Team at The Century Foundation

Cc: Members of the Senate HELP Committee

1 Whitehall Street, 15th Floor, NY, NY 10004 | 1150 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 800, Washington, DC 20036 | tcf.org
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H PARENTS DEFENDING EDUCATION

Chairman Bilt Cassidy, M.D.

Ranking Member Bernie Sanders

Senate Committee on Health, Education, Labor and Pensions
428 Senate Dirksen Office Building

Washington, DC

January 7, 2025
Dear Chairman Cassidy and Ranking Member Sanders,

The past several years have been frustrating and enraging for millions of parents across the
country. Shuttered schools left their children without adequate schooling — some for as long as two
years. Parents were then villainized by the federal government and likened to “domestic terrorists” by
the Department of Justice for simply speaking up on behalf of their families.* In addition to dealing with
an education system that failed to carry out its basic responsibilities, they also had to stress about the
divisive, and at times inappropriate, content that was being pushed on their kids in schools.

The Biden administration’s Department of Education has been the source for the outrage many
families have felt. His education officials pushed an anti-female Title IX policy that compromised the
safety and security of girls and women across federally funded academic institutions —a rule so
dangerous that federal courts have blocked it in most of the country. See Dep’t of Educ. v. Louisiana, 603
U.S. 866 {2024) (unanimously upholding those injunctions). They gave the teachers unions unfettered
access to shape policy decisions at the expense of the academic needs of children. They used their
authority to push race and gender programming in schools. See Proposed Priorities — Am. History and
Civics Educ., 86 Fed. Reg. 20348 (Apr. 19, 2021); Applications for New Awards — Am. History and Civics
Educ. Nat’l Activities Program, 86 Fed. Reg. 38055 (July 19, 2021). They neglected their responsibilities to
examine egregious complaints submitted to their Office of Civil Rights. They botched the Free
Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA) rollout, creating significant hurdles for students applying to
college, especially low-income families.?

b
U.S. House of Reps. Comm. on the Judiciary, Joe Biden “Excited” About “Going After Parents” with
“Domestic Terrorism” Letter (June 14, 2022), perma.cc/8WTV-8BXT.

2
Government Accountability Office, Botched FAFSA Rollout Leaves Uncertainty for Students Seeking
Financial Aid for College (Sept. 24, 2024), perma.cc/QUWS6-FINH.



346

It should also be no surprise that American students’ test scores continue to lag.? International
test results showed a steep drop in math scores for 4™ and 8™ graders in the U.S., and at least 12 other
countries performed better than American students.

Parents have had enough and for millions of families, January 20", 2025, cannot come soon
enough. They are excited for a new era of education in America. They are looking forward to leadership,
both in the White House and in Congress, that will finally get rid of disastrous DEl policies, return to a
meritocracy, and increase school choice for families. At Parents Defending Education Action, we are
particularly excited to see Linda McMahon, President Trump’s nominee for Secretary of Education, take
the helm to launch a resurgence of learning and efficiency into our schools.

Parents in America deserve an education system that will make their children’s learning and
parental involvement a cornerstone of its mission. That is exactly what they can expect from Ms.
McMahon. She is a smart, innovative, and fearless business leader who knows what it takes to run a
successful company. As one of the co-founders of WWE, she helped take what started out as a 13-person
operation and grew it to a powerhouse that had hundreds of employees around the world. She also
served as the 25" Administrator of the U.S. Small Business Administration where she worked to
represent 30 million small businesses across the county.

On top of her impressive and impeccable business credentials, she also spent time serving on
the Connecticut Board of Education and was a member of the Board of Trustees at Sacred Heart
University. She also has more than 15 years working in and around politics, making her well suited to
navigate her new role in the administration.

As an organization that advocates on behalf of parents’ concerns and the quality of education,
we urge you to expedite and prioritize Ms. McMahon’s nomination. She has already gone through a
confirmation process and received an impressive 81 votes in support of her nomination to the Small
Business Administration just a few years ago. Even in a partisan process, there was overwhelming
support for Ms. McMahon. There is no reason to delay — let’s ensure there is a swift confirmation
process, so we can have officials in place to start tackling the education crises the Biden administration
left behind.

Sincerely,

&

Michele Exner
Director of Federal Affairs
Parents Defending Education Action

3 Erica Meltzer. “U.S. math scores drop on major international test”. Chalkbeat, December 4, 2024,
https://www.chalkbeat.org/2024/12/04/timss-international-test-result-us-math-scores-decline-post-pandemic/
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WASHINGTON DC

671 N. Glebe Rd | Suite 900 | Arlington, VA | www.CloseUp.org

Close Up Foundation
671 N. Glebe Road, Suite 900
Arlington, VA

January 13, 2025

The Honorable Bill Cassidy
828 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC

Dear Senator Cassidy:

As leadership of the Close Up Foundation, we are writing on behalf of our former board member, Linda McMahon,
on the occasion of her nomination to lead the U.S. Department of Education.

Founded in 1971, Close Up is a nonprofit. nonpartisan. civic education organization that informs, inspires. and
empowers young people to become active citizens. For over 50 years, we have partnered with school districts
nationwide to serve more than one million students and educators through experiential learning programs in our
nation’s capital and in local communities, professional development, and curriculum design. Our work connects
what students learn in class to the real world around them and helps them articulate their own views, listen to
those of others, and engage with people of different backgrounds with tolerance and understanding.

Linda served as a member of the Board of Directors from 2009 until her confirmation to lead the Small Business
Administration in 2017. Our Board of Directors is composed of people representing a broad political spectrum
who share a passion for ensuring that the next generation of young people understand their responsibilities as
educated citizens. During her time as a board member. Linda actively supported Close Up’s mission and shared
our common commitment: to provide educational opportunities to students of all backgrounds and to the vital
importance of civic education in building and maintaining trust in our government—and in each other.

We greatly benefited from Linda’s leadership, guidance, and insight as we worked together to help young people
from all corners of the United States learn to engage in meaningful dialogue, examine the most critical issues
facing our democracy, and come to believe in themselves as effective citizens. Linda’s enthusiasm for civic
education brought focus to our cause and greatly contributed to the lasting experience of our students and teachers.

We are grateful for Linda’s contributions to Close Up, for her genuine concern for the education of American
students, and for her dedication to nurturing young citizens who are engaged in their communities for a lifetime.

Sincerely,

£ // dac/aL

Eric Adydan Mia Charity
Chief Executive Officer President
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AMERICAN
* PRINCIPLES
PROJECT

February 4. 2025

The Honorable Bill Cassidy, Chair

United States Senate Committee on Health,
Education, Labor and Pensions
Washington, D.C

Dear Chairman Cassidy and members of the full Committee:

We the undersigned organizations, on behalf of the millions of Americans we represent, write to
express our strong endorsement of Linda McMahon for the position of Secretary at the U.S.
Department of Education. Our collective organizations believe the Department desperately needs
a complete overhaul after years of incompetence, hyper-partisanship, and a purposeful
anti-Christian agenda. We wholeheartedly endorse her nomination and hope you come to the
same conclusion we have: that she is the best hope for reshaping America’s education system.

First and foremost, Linda McMahon has a strong background and the necessary qualifications to
lead and improve the Department of Education. She has education experience, having spent two
years on Connecticut’s state Board of Education and 16 years as a member of the Board of
Trustees for Sacred Heart University. She also has government experience — successfully
leading the Small Business Administration during Trump’s previous term. And she has policy
chops, serving as Chair of the Board at the America First Policy Institute and as Co-Chair of the
Trump-Vance transition team.

All that experience will serve her well at the Department of Education, which has gone off the
rails under the Democrats' rule. The Biden-Harris administration has used the Department of
Education not to educate America’s children — who are steadily falling behind — but instead to
push their radical cultural agenda on America’s kids and to punish anyone who dares stand in
their way. Kids today are taught to hate their country, divide themselves by race, and embrace a
pervasive gender ideology.

The Department’s abuse in the higher education sector is just as rampant, where the Biden
administration decided to wage war against Christian universities, career colleges, and trade
schools. This crusade has a dual purpose: to protect the higher education cartel against
competition, and to persecute any Christian institution that dares to stand for biblical teaching
and against cultural marxism. This crusade has been led by the Office of Enforcement — an



349

obscure division of the Federal Student Aid (FSA) Office created with the tacit purpose of
targeting schools and programs that the Department of Education disfavors.

In fact, a recent analysis from the American Principles Project calculates nearly 70 percent of the
penalties imposed by the Office of Enforcement have been against Christian and career-oriented
schools, even though these programs represent fewer than 10 percent of college students.

For years, the Office put faith-based institutions and the Christian students they serve in the
crosshairs.

We cannot stress enough the importance of protecting these valuable institutions. Christian
colleges serve not only as educational bodies but also as communities where biblical values are
upheld and explored in depth. They also serve as a bulwark against increasing anti-American,
anti-Christian, and anti-semitic sentiment within the culture — we’re certainly not seeing Hamas
terrorism apologists intimidating their fellow students at these schools! There’s a reason why
woke ideologues at USED have made Christian colleges a target. They understand that schools
like Ashland University, Grand Canyon University. and Liberty University are critical to our
defense of constitutional principles and the American way of life.

We are confident that once confirmed to the position, she will end the Department’s
weaponization towards certain colleges, promote education choice. and bring back common
sense. Linda McMahon has never backed down from a challenge, and we know she will fight for
all of America’s students. We thank the Committee for considering our views and urge that she
be confirmed in a timely fashion.

Sincerely.

Terry Schilling
President
American Principles Project

Jon Schweppe
Director of Policy
American Principles Project

Sandra Asuncion
Director of Government Affairs
American Principles Project

Kristen A. Ullman
President
Eagle Forum

Meg Kilgannon
Senior Fellow for Education Studies
Family Research Council

Charlie Misseijer
Director of Policy & Legislative
Affairs Moms for Liberty

Ryan P. Williams
President
Claremont Institute
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CECUE:{;:G?’M Universities

January 16, 2025

Senator John Thune
Majority Leader
U.S. Senate
Washington, DC

Senator Bill Cassidy

Chairman

Committee on Health, Education. Labor, and Pensions (HELP)
U.S. Senate

Washington, DC

Dear Leader Thune and Chairman Cassidy:

On behalf of Career Education Colleges and Universities (CECU) and our more than 800
member career colleges across the United States, I am writing to offer our wholehearted
endorsement of Linda McMahon as the next Secretary of Education. As a successful
entrepreneur, seasoned business leader, former federal agency head, and longtime advocate for
career and workforce training, Secretary-designate McMahon offers a unique blend of business
acumen, governmental experience, and passion for education reform that the U.S. Department of
Education desperately needs.

Through her service as a member of the Connecticut State Board of Education and, most
recently, as the administrator of the Small Business Administration, Secretary-designate
McMahon understands how to navigate bureaucratic red tape and the political intricacies of large
government agencies. As a successful business executive, she appreciates the role workforce
training plays in the growth of our economy. She has the proven executive capabilities, political
savvy, and policy pragmatism necessary to succeed in her new role. For America to remain
competitive and expand its role as the world’s leader in education, research and innovation, the
Department of Education needs a secretary with experience in all aspects of educational
achievement and workforce development. Linda McMahon is that person.

With the Trump administration beginning the task of developing education policy that will shape
the lives of millions of Americans, the critical importance of career education has never been
more apparent. Preparing America’s students for the modern workforce requires leadership that
recognizes the interdependent relationship between education and workforce preparedness. The
career-based education offered by our institutions has served to bridge the skills gap employers
increasingly face when hiring for millions of in-demand jobs. This skills gap has robbed many
hardworking Americans of meaningful careers and the opportunity for economic growth and
mobility. Equally important, it has prevented employers from growing their operations and
maximizing their potential.

1530 Wilson Blvd., Suite 1050
Arlington, VA |
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Secretary-designate McMahon brings a wealth of knowledge from both the public and private
sectors. Her diverse background and skill set will serve as an asset in shaping policy that
balances the educational needs and career goals of students with the expectations of employers
seeking workers with the skills required to be competitive in today’s global economy. Her
nomination is a meaningful step forward in solving many of the problems plaguing higher
education and workforce development. The Department of Education needs a Secretary who is
forward-thinking and laser-focused on cultivating a system of higher education that prepares
students for rewarding and impactful jobs, rather than promoting a backward-looking and self-
defeating political agenda, as has been the case during the past few years of regulatory overreach
at the agency.

Students at all levels deserve a choice in their educational setting, allowing them to choose the
school and program that best suits their needs and life circumstances. We are confident that,
under Linda McMahon’s leadership, the Department will promote policies that spur innovation
and growth, while alleviating the burdens of overregulation and bureaucracy. Higher education
policy that only promotes traditional pathways and punishes innovation has hurt students and job
creators for long enough. This moment in time warrants new leadership with a fresh perspective
and creative solutions.

As the national association representing the nation’s private, postsecondary career schools.
CECU strongly supports the nomination of Linda McMahon. We are hopeful that the committee
will move to confirm her nomination.

Sincerely,
Jason Altmire

President and Chief Executive Officer
Career Education Colleges and Universities

www.career.org
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CONCERNED

WOMEN~AMERICA

LEGISLATIVE ACTION COMMITTEE

January 14, 2025

United States Senate
Washington, DC

Dear Senators,

| write on behalf of the hundreds of thousands of members of Concerned Women for
America Legislative Action Committee (CWALAC) to express our strong support of
President Trump’s nominee for Secretary of Education, Linda McMahon.

The U.S. Department of Education (ED) is in desperate need of an overhaul after the
disastrous leadership of Miguel Cardona, who focused more on the woke agenda of the
D.C. elites than on the fundamental purpose of working for excellence in education.

Linda McMahon is a breath of fresh air for students and families facing hostility from
government actors. Parents and students should never be punished for demanding
schools be places of learning, not hotbeds of protest. Parents and students expect that
schools teach the essentials of reading, writing, mathematics, and science without
polluting young minds with radical gender ideology.

McMabhon is a strong advocate for school choice programs. In making his announcement
of McMahon’s nomination, President Trump said, “Linda will fight tirelessly to expand
‘Choice’ to every state in America and empower parents to make the best Education
decisions for their families.” The days of the education establishment supporting the
establishment rather than parents and children are over.

Linda McMahon comes to this role having demonstrated her commitment to education and
serving our country. She served on the Connecticut School Board and the board of Sacred
Heart University for twenty years. Those who know her testify to her outspoken advocacy
for excellent educational opportunities for students, regardless of zip code. She also
served as the 25" Administrator of the U.S. Small Business Administration (SBA) during
President Trump’s first term.
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McMahon has proven herself capable of excelling as a savvy business leader who has led
one of the most successful companies in America as Founder, President, and CEO of the
World Wrestling Entertainment (WWE). She’s ready for the fight.

McMahon'’s real-world, common-sense approach to the role of Secretary of Education is
just what Americans want and what America needs. It is a major reason voters elected
President Trump. Concerned Women for America’s own exit polls showed that fully 70% of
voters supported President Trump’s opposition to policies promoting a transactivist agenda
in our nation’s schools and sports.! Itis time for Title IX protections to be restored for
female students and athletes, the rights of parents to be upheld, educational institutions to
be held accountable, and the destructive agenda of the Biden Administration to be fully
reversed.

CWALAC members, as most Americans, want the focus of education to be placed back on
the fundamentals of education through state and local governance, and we are pleased to
see Mrs. McMahon is committed to putting the students firstin her role as Secretary of
Education. We urge you to vote for her swift confirmation.

Sincerely,

W \\ ,y\?"“' \
Penny Nance,

CEO and President
Concerned Women for America LAC

" Importance of Transgender Issues to Vote Choice, Concerned Women for America,
https://concernedwomen.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/CWA2024ExitPoll.pdf.
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knowledge w alliance

January 17, 2025

Senator Bill Cassidy Senator Bernie Sanders

Chair, Senate Committee on Health, Ranking Member, Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions Education, Labor, and Pensions

428 Senate Dirksen Office Building 428 Senate Dirksen Office Building
Washington, DC Washington, DC

Dear Chair Cassidy and Ranking Member Sanders,

Knowledge Alliance (KA) is a non-profit, non-partisan organization composed of the leading
education groups dedicated to empowering schools, districts and all 50 States with the tools and
resources needed to improve learning and outcomes for every student. KA members partner with
States and districts to strengthen their education goals and address their pressing academic
issues like improving literacy and math performance and overall school improvement. Over its 50-
plus year history, KA's members serve as trusted, objective partners for State, local and Federal
policymakers in efforts to build, implement and sustain improvements in student outcomes.

The Secretary of Education plays a pivotal role in ensuring that Federal education policy supports
evidence-based decision-making and drives meaningful outcomes for students. Ms. McMahon can
lead an effort to significantly enhance student achievement and prepare students for well-paying
jobs, strengthening the U.S.’s position as a global economic leader. As Secretary, she will have the
ability to support programs and policies that empower parents, educators and other decision-
makers to use evidence-based strategies to meet students’ needs and deliver world-class
education.

At Knowledge Alliance, we know that a robust research, development and dissemination (RD&D)
system is not just about producing evidence—it is about delivering it, scaling it and sustaining it. As
Secretary, Ms. McMahon has the opportunity to support and strengthen programs like the
Regional Educational Laboratories (RELs), Comprehensive Centers (CCs), Education Innovation
and Research (EIR) grants and the Institute of Education Sciences (IES) research grants that can
enable the Federal investment in RD&D to have a transformative impact on schools and students.
By empowering States and districts to adopt research backed strategies, these programs directly
contribute to advancing student achievement and success.

We appreciate Ms. McMahon’s leadership experience and her commitment to stakeholder
engagement, and we look forward to working with her to strengthen the RD&D system to ensure
that Federal investments in education achieve maximum impact for students and educators.

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of this nomination and for your commitment to strong
leadership at the Department of Education. With Ms. McMahon's background, we know she values
strong evidence to help make informed decisions and look forward to working with you and her to
support student success. Please do not hesitate to contact me if we can serve as a resource,
during this process.

Sincerely,

Hiokat Dk

Rachel Dinkes
President & CEO
Knowledge Alliance
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January 14, 2025 C E R

CENTER FOR
The Honorable Bill Cassidy EDUCATION
United States Senate REFORM

Hart Senate Office Building
120 Constitution Ave NE, Suite
828 Washington, DC

Dear Senator Cassidy:

We represent a national network of over 200 award winning education leaders,
entrepreneurs, technology, policy and advocacy pioneers and are pleased to add our
name to the list of supporters of Mrs. Linda McMahon, Secretary of Education
Designate.

Together, the schools, programs and services our partners and affiliates represent serve
more than 14 million students nationwide and are diverse in sector, approach,
demographics and focus.

We are grateful for your commitment to restoring critical education decision making to
states and specifically to parents, to ensure every child receives a world-class education
no matter their zip code, without undue and inequitable interference from the federat
government.

We are excited to work with Mrs. McMahon to achieve precisely that goal. She brings
seasoned experience to the table and a commitment to ensuring that federal education
policy significantly changes to align our country’s education and workforce systems to
ensure a 21st century workforce ready to face the challenges of our world. This issue is
nothing short of a national security threat as our country faces new tests around the
world.

Her priorities will also include needed changes in higher education to ensure that we
are advancing programs that result in productive outcomes for students.

We believe that Linda McMahon is the right choice at the right time to serve as this

nation’s thirteenth Secretary of Education. We ask that you support her confirmation
without any reservations. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Shouae Gllon.

Jeanne Allen
Founder & CEO of the Center for Education Reform

1455 Pennsylvania Avenue NW - Suite 540 - Washington, DC |



January 7, 2025

Senator John Thune
Majority Leader
U.S. Senate
Washington, DC

Senator Bill Cassidy

Chairman

Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions (HELP)
U.S. Senate

Washington, DC

Dear Leader Thune and Chairman Cassidy:

President Trump’s historic election victory made it clear: there is a conservative revolution going
on in America. That revolution was evident in all aspects, including education.

During COVID-19, millions of American students were stuck at home, and millions of American
parents peered over their kids’ shoulders and saw the exact same thing on their laptop screens.
These parents realized that many school systems were failing to teach our kids reading, writing,
and arithmetic, instead indoctrinating them with nonessential material. They didn’t sit idly by; they
showed up at school board meetings, ran for local office, elected governors who agreed with them,
changed state education policies, and this past November, put Donald J. Trump back in the White
House.

Now these parents are counting on President Trump to deliver on his education policies, and to do
that, they need Linda McMahon confirmed as Secretary of Education.

McMahon is a rare find: a businesswoman who can also speak the language of government from
her time leading the Small Business Administration. She worked on education policy in her home
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state of Connecticut and is a mother and grandmother. She believes in a smaller federal government
that prioritizes local voices and needs.

Unlike the Biden Administration, McMahon will not try to dictate singular, nationwide education
policies from on-high in Washington. She will reverse burdensome mandates and target
inefficiencies in the Department of Education. She will champion state leaders to continue the
proven, conservative education reforms sweeping the nation: retaining and recruiting highly
qualified teachers, a greater focus on literacy and civic education, expanded investments in
workforce training, and parental empowerment.

The American people endorsed President Trump and his policies, including his plans to reduce the
federal role in education. The President deserves to have the team he needs to turn those ideas into
reality. That is why we fully support his nominee for Secretary of Education, Linda McMahon,
and why we look forward to her speedy confirmation by the U.S. Senate once President Trump
takes office again.

Sincerely,
Iy el St R
Governor Mike Dunleavy ~ Governor Sarah Sanders Governor Ron DeSantis
State of Alaska State of Arkansas State of Florida
=N\t

: SN -

¢ S =L
Governor Brian Kemp Governor Brad Little Governor Eric Holcomb
State of Georgia State of Idaho State of Indiana

o . 3
Yoo Roptde B A
C
Governor Kim Reynolds Governor Jeff Landry Governor Tate Reeves
State of Iowa State of Louisiana State of Mississippi
‘ Y N YN - W

Governor Mike Parson Governor Greg Gianforte Govemor Jim Pillen

State of Missouri State of Montana State of Nebraska
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Governor Joe Lombardo Governor Chris Sununu Governor Kelly Armstrong
State of Nevada State of New Hampshire State of North Dakota
Governor Kevin Stitt Governor Henry Dargan McMaster Governor Kristi Noem
State of Oklahoma State of South Carolina State of South Dakota
Governor Bill Lee Governor Greg Abboft Governor Spencer Cox
State of Tennessee State of Texas State of Utah
W G L. - . P
Governor Glenn Youngkin ~ Governor Jim Justice Governor Mark Gordon

Commonwealth of Virginia State of West Virginia State of Wyoming
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Senator Bill Cassidy
828 Hart Senate Office Building
United States Senate

Dear Senator Cassidy,

I'm writing to ask you to support Linda McMahon for Secretary of Education.
We desperately need a person like her in this very important position...the
future of our children hangs in the balance.

Based on her qualifications: She spearheaded the expansion of universai
school choice from 0 to 12 states; she fought for curriculum transparency
and civics studies; and she protected women and girls while pushing back
against harmful ideologies...| know that she’s the ideal candidate to bring
our education decisions back to the sates where they belong. She’s ready to
tackle all the issues while keeping parental rights in the forefront.

Please make the right decision for our children’s well being!

Sincerely,
Katy Sutter
Winnetka, lllinois
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January 9, 2025

The Honorable Bill Cassidy, M.D.
United States Senator

Hart Senate Office Building

120 Constitution Ave NE, Suite 828
Washington, DC

Dear Senator Cassidy:

On behalf of the families of more than 40,000 students (and growing by the day) participating in North Carolina’s
private school choice programs, | write to urge your support to confirm President Trump’s nomination of Linda
McMahon to serve as U.S. Secretary of Education.

| have been in education for 40+ years, in roles ranging from middle school teacher, to creating curriculum used
across the nation, leading a private Christian school, and now as the President of North Carolina’s leading parental
school choice advocacy organization.

Given that experience, | can tell you that Linda McMahon is a distinguished advocate for the interests of all K-12
students and parents. As the chair of America First Policy Institute, Ms. McMahon has waged effective fights for
universal school choice in states across the country. She is strongly committed to continuing this work from the
federal leveland to returning education back to the states, so that families — not federal bureaucrats - will decide
what’s best for their children.

Ms. McMahon is also strongly committed to advancing President Trump’s education agenda, including further
expansion of educational choice through passage of a federal tax credit scholarship, empowering parents and
safeguarding parental rights, pushing for curriculum transparency, restoring patriotic education and civics studies,
and protecting women and girls. These are values and priorities that reach across the political aisle.

North Carolina families that are currently benefiting from our state’s highly successful and growing educational
choice programs — as well as those families still seeking a broader array of educational options - need the
leadership of Linda McMahon as President Trump’s Secretary of Education. Linda’s unique combination of private
sector experience and leadership in K-12 and higher education will make a powerful impact in expanding
opportunity for families in North Carolina and across America.

Parents for Educational Freedom North Carolina strongly endorses the nomination of Linda McMahon for Secretary
of Education. We hope you will support her confirmation.

Sincerely,
—
Mike Long

President, Parents for Educational Freedom North Carolina

Cc:  The Honorable Thom Tillis
The Honorable Ted Budd
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January 15, 2025

Senator Bill Cassidy

Hart Senate Office Building

120 Constitution Ave NE, Suite 828
Washington, DC

Dear Senator Cassidy:

I am writing on behalf of Commonwealth Foundation to express our support for Secretary of Education
Nominee Linda McMahon.

Secretary-Designee McMahon values that teachers are the experts in their classrooms, and local education
authorities and state lawmakers know their communities best. She understands that the federal department of
education should play a supportive role in this dynamic. According to the department's own definition,
‘education is primarily a state and local responsibility.” In most states, federal dollars make up the smallest
portion of total education funding compared to state and local shares. This is certainly the case in
Pennsylvania, where only 12.4 percent of education funding comes from federal sources, while 35.5 percent
and 52.1 percent come from state and local sources, respectively. Statewide student assessment existed in PA
before it became a federal mandate in 2001. Scores have steadily declined since those federal mandates. All
to say, state and local decision-making cannot be overstated when it comes to education.

Secretary-Designee McMahon demonstrates an essential willingness to support states in serving the needs of
each student and family—no matter their zip code, income, or level of access. While public schools are many
families’ first choice, there are serious shortcomings. Here in Pennsylvania, nearly 75% of 8th graders are not
proficient in Math and 47% of 8th graders are not proficient in English Language Arts (ELA). Despite having the
11" highest total per-pupil spending amount, Pennsylvania does not rank in the top ten on our Nation's Report
Card for 8" grade reading or math. There are 230,000 students in the bottom 15 percent of Pennsylvania’s
public schools, where only 11 percent of students are proficient in Math and only 31 percent are proficient in
ELA. Achievement gaps persist for Hispanic and African American students, economically disadvantaged
students, English Language Learners, and students with disabilities.

While families with resources can move to a different district or pay out-of-pocket for private school tuition,
homeschooling, special education support or other supplemental learning services to fill in the gaps, what
about those families who cannot? Secretary-Designee McMahon remembers these families and will prioritize
the need for programs that support all parents in being able to make a choice about the best learning
environment for their child.

Her experience on the Connecticut state board of education and supporting schools in her community is
essential to understanding the danger of continuing to deny families a quality education due to their income or
state of residence. 11 states now have universal or near universal school choice, and 27 more have had
school choice-related bills introduced in their legisiature by March of 2024. Pennsylvania is one of the 39 being
left behind. There are thousands of students in Pennsylvania on waiting lists for a better school who would
qualify for scholarships if the state did not impose arbitrary caps. There are 135,000 students attending tuition-
free charter schools across the state, but there are tens of thousands more on waitlists, especially in high-need
areas like Philadelphia. With Secretary-Designee McMahon'’s leadership in Washington, there will be a voice
for the students and families in Pennsylvania who cannot afford to wait any longer.
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The Commonwealth Foundation ardently supports the nomination of Linda McMahon as the Secretary of
Education.

Sincerely,

e

Andrew J. Lewis
CEO
Commonwealth Foundation
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January 27, 2025

The Honorable Bill Cassidy, M.D.
United States Senator

Hart Senate Office Building

120 Constitution Ave NE, Suite 828
Washington, D.C.

Dear Senator Cassidy:

The Justice Foundation has been an advocate for true educational reform through parental
empowerment combined with school choice. We support President Donald Trump’s nomination of
Linda McMahon to serve as U.S. Secretary of Education.

As a designated Hero For Children by the Texas State Board of Education for my public efforts on
behalf of public education reform, I endorse Linda McMahon.

As an official SBOE Evaluator of the Texas Open Enrollment Charter School program when it was
first enacted, I can tell you educational choice works.

On behalf of millions of parents and hurting school children, I endorse Linda McMahon and
Education Choice.

Advancing Life, Liberty and Justice in Him,

€ At

Allan E. Parker
President
The Justice Foundation

CC: Majority Leader Thune
Majority Whip Barrasso

8023 Vantage Drive, Suite 1275, San Antonio, Texas
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February 11, 2025
Dear Members of the Senate,

On behalf of the members of the Guilford County, NC, Chapter of Moms for Liberty, we are honored
to express our support for Linda McMahon's nomination as Secretary of Education. We believe that
Linda's appointment will be instrumental in ending:

e Ideological indoctrination in classrooms, ensuring education remains focused on critical
thinking and educational achievements.

o The overreach of teachers' unions that prioritize political agendas over student success and
parental involvement.

e Fcderal overregulation that strips local communities of control over their children's
education.

This endorsement reflects our unwavering commitment to advocating for parental rights, government
transparency, and a high-quality education system that serves the best interests of every child in
America.

Moms for Liberty is a grassroots organization dedicated to empowering parents to take an active role
in their children’s education and ensuring that our schools reflect the values of accountability,
excellence, and local control. We believe that families must be central to educational decision-
making and that a strong partnership between parents and schools is essential for student success.

Linda McMahon’s record of leadership, innovation, and dedication to fostering opportunities for
families and communities speaks for itself. This is not a new area of focus for McMahon: At the
beight of her business success, she made it her priority to develop the Get R.E.A L. program literacy
initiative. Now, at a time when our education system faces critical challenges, including record-low
literacy rates, McMahon is ready to step up with unwavering dedication to ensure every child has the
opportunity to thrive, and that education remains a fundamental pillar of our nation's strength and
future.

We are confident she will draw from her success as a business leader and former role as the head of
the Small Business Administration, as she faces these complex challenges. We expect she will
implement solutions that will streamline the Department of Education and keep the government
bureaucracy laser-focused on its core mission while returning control to local communities.

We urge you to support Linda McMahon’s nomination as Secretary of Education. Thank you for
considering our endorsement. Please do not hesitate to reach out if you require further information or
support.

Sincerely,

/% A () (/ﬂ/}t{

Maria Adams

Chair, Moms for Liberty Guilford County, NC
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Dear Ms. Armstrong and Ms. DeCesaro,

I am writing to support Linda McMahon's confirmation as Secretary of Education. Our country
needs education reform for our children, and parents need a strong voice in the discussions. Ms.
McMahon will be the parents' rights advocate our schoolchildren need and deserve.

Sincerely,

WMark E. Leighton. cic

‘West Central Companies
CFO
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Senator Bill Cassidy

Chairman, Senate Committee on Heaith, Education, Labor and Pensions
828 Hart Senate Office Building

Washington, DC

Senator Bernie Sanders

Ranking Member, Senate Committee on Health, Education, Labor and Pensions
428 Dirksen Senate Office Building

Washington, DC

Dear Chairman Cassidy and Ranking Member Sanders:

On behaif of the National Alliance for Public Charter Schools, | am writing to express
our support for the approval of Linda McMahon to serve as the United States Secretary
of Education.

We lead a diverse coalition of organizations, schools, teachers, and families in
advocating at the federal and state levels for policies that treat public charter schools,
their teachers and staff, and families fairly and protect the right of families to choose the
public schools that best meet their children’s needs. Mrs. McMahon shares these
priorities and has supported the public charter school community for decades. We are
confident that under her leadership, the Department of Education will focus on
improving outcomes for schaolchiidren and increasing public school options for families
across America.

As the Administrator of the Small Business Administration, Mrs. McMahon
championed bipartisan priorities including revitalizing rural communities, leading
effective disaster relief, and raising awareness of SBA services and capital available to
small business owners. Given Mrs. McMahon'’s track record working across the aisle,
we believe that she will serve as an effective advocate for all students, no matter their
background, race, or zip code.

Over the last 20 years, public charter school enroliment has grown by millions to 3.8
miliion students today. Those students attend 8,150 charter schools and campuses in
44 states, the District of Columbia, Guam, and Puerto Rico.
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Mrs. McMahon has said “The nation’s greatest asset is the American worker.”
American schools are responsible for educating the children who are tomorrow’s
workers. Strengthening American education will have a positive impact on our economy.
Data increasingly demonstrates that when charter schools open, students in traditional
school districts also thrive.

Two 2024 research studies, one from the Fordham institute and one from the
Progressive Policy Institute, showed that students in both charter and traditional public
schools do better in both rural and urban communities where charter schools exist.
Stanford’s Center for Research on Education has shown that public charter school
students gain an average of 16 additional days of learning in reading and six extra days
of learning in math each school year compared to their school district peers.

We are confident that Mrs. McMahon will foster an environment at the Department
that encourages states to find creative solutions to our nation’s most pressing
educational issues, including by empowering parents to choose the public school that
best meets their children’s needs.

We look forward to working with Mrs. McMahon to strengthen public education and
we encourage the Committee to support her confirmation.

Sincerely,

S0 (flwia

Starlee Coleman
President and CEO
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AMERICAN FEDERATION for CHILDREN

January 23, 2025

The Honorable Bill Cassidy, M.D.
United States Senator

Hart Senate Office Building

120 Constitution Ave NE, Suite 828
Washington, DC

Dear Senator Cassidy:

On behalf of the millions of American families who urgently need new or expanded education
options for their children, | write to urge your support to confirm President Trump’s nomination of
Linda McMahon to serve as U.S. Secretary of Education.

President Trump’s campaign was crystal clear: School choice is a top priority for his administration.
His nomination of Linda McMahon as Secretary of Education drives this commitment home. For the
countless families our team members across America work with every day, this progress cannot
come quickly enough.

Following a successful career exemplifying the power of innovation, accountability, and relentless
focus on results, Ms. McMahon has been a stalwart supporter of bringing those qualities to
America’s education system. As chair of the America First Policy Institute, she partnered with cur
team at the American Federation for Children to advance school choice in dozens of states across
the country. As Secretary of Education, she will bring that same vision to the national stage. Ms.
McMahon ran a revolutionary company, and our K-12 system desperately needs a revolution.

The centerpiece of Trump and McMahon’s agenda is the Educational Choice for Children Act, on
whichwe applaud your steadfast leadership. As you know, this plan will enable parents in every
state to access the freedom to choose where, when, and how their children are educated.
Advancing nationwide education freedom will mean millions of families will finally break free from
systems that have failed them for generations. It’s a sorelyneeded movement that’staken many
states by storm already. Linda McMahon will help take it nationwide.

The American Federation for Children, the nation’s (argest school choice advocacy organization,
strongly endorses the nomination of Linda McMahon for Secretary of Education. We hope you will
support her confirmation.

Sincerely,
%
Tommy Schultz
CEO, American Federation for Children

CC: Majority Leader Thune
Majority Whip Barrasso
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CONSUMER ACTION for a STRONG ECONOMY

February 10, 2025

The Honorable Bili Cassidy

Chair, Senate HELP Committee
455 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC

Dear Senator Cassidy and Members of the HELP Commiittee,

On behalf of the undersigned organizations, representing a coalition of taxpayer, limited
government, education, and free market advocates, we write to express our strong support for the
nomination of Linda McMahon to lead the Department of Education.

After four years of incompetent and highly partisan stewardship, the DoEd is in absolute disarray on
all levels. Linda McMahon has a distinguished track record as a proven executive within the public
and private sectors, and her thoughtful, principled leadership is exactly what is needed to right the
Department’s ship. We strongly support her vision and urge you to support her nomination.

The DoEd needs a fundamental course correction to best serve America’s students and taxpayers
given its four failed years under the previous administration. American taxpayers and students
experienced an unprecedented level of incompetence, partisanship, and arrogance coming directly
from the Secretary’s office. From fumbling the FAFSA rollout and ignoring the rebuke from the
Supreme Court on illegal student loan bailout scheme, to misguided rulemakings and
weaponization against certain types of schools, the Department has been mired in deep
controversy.

Linda McMahon is ideally quatified to fix the Department’s core problems. At the Department, Mrs.
McMahon will draw on her extensive experience as a business executive, entrepreneur, and former
Administrator of the U.S. Small Business Administration. An education leader, she served on the
Connecticut Board of Education and as a longtime trustee of Sacred Heart University, a private
Catholic school.

Combining her experiences in the private and public sectors, Linda McMahon will be the
Department’s urgently needed agent of change. Not only has she been an outspoken critic of the
Department’s many missteps but achieved public notoriety as a forceful advocate for reining in its
bureaucracy. We are confident she will end the unconstitutional student loan bailout scheme,
retool misguided regulations, promote choice in higher education, and strengthen the Petl grant
system to ensure every American has access to high-quality education.

We look forward to Mrs. McMahon promoting competition in the higher education sector and
bringing an end to the previous administration’s relentless and egregious attacks on career-oriented
colleges. Career colleges serve a critical role in our society - providing affordable and flexible
tearning opportunities for working families, minorities, and veterans. These schools teach a skills-
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based curriculum and provide hands-on experience in key fields such as public safety, nursing,
cosmetology, senior-care, cyber security, and more.

We are also hopeful that Mrs. McMahon will review some particularly burdensome regulations that
harm students who attend such colleges. We would urge her to look closely at regulations finalized
in the last administration pertaining to 90/10 and Gainful Employment — two regulations that many
of our organizations have highlighted as ripe for reversing.

We have full confidence in Mrs. McMahon to be an independent and thoughtful leader on education
issues in President Trump’s historic second term. She wilt have a long agenda ahead of her to
restore accountability, end the bailouts, promote competition, and end the Department’s far-left
activism. With no time to waste, we urge you to swiftly confirm Linda McMahon as Secretary of

Education.

Sincerely,

Gerard Scimeca
Chairman

Consumer Action for a Strong Economy

David Williams
President
Taxpayers Protection Alliance

Jim Martin
Founder & Chairman
60 Plus Association

Sautius “Saul” Anuzis
President

American Association of Senior Citizens

Carrie Lukas
President
Independent Women’s Forum

Jeff Mazzella
President
Center for Individual Freedom

Bob Carey
Director
National Defense Committee

Jenna Robinson

President

The James G. Martin Center
for Academic Renewal

Seton Motley
President
Less Government

George Landrith
President
Frontiers of Freedom

Charles Moran
President
Log Cabin Republicans

Stephanie Smith
President & CEO
Alabama Policy Institute

Paul Gessing
President
Rio Grande Foundation

Derrick Max
President & CEO
Thomas Jefferson Institute for Public Policy

Heather R. Higgins
CEO
Independent Women'’s Voice

Peter W. Wood
President
National Association of Scholars

The James Madison Center
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Senator Bill Cassidy
828 Hart Senate Office Building
United States Senate

Dear Senator Cassidy,

Why we need Linda McMahon... please! Our country needs a REAL advocate
for our children in the education system. Linda has spearheaded the
expansion of universal school choice from 0 to 12 states.

She fought for curriculum transparency, patriotic education, and civics
studies.

She protected women and girls while pushing back against harmful
ideologies in schools. These are just a few VERY IMPORTANT reasons why
our children need her at the helm versus weird ideologies that are harmful
to a child’s innocence.

Sincerely,
Susie Pospichal
Melissa, Texas
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12/26/2024

Senator Bill Cassidy
828 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC

Dear Senator Cassidy and Members of the Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions Committee,

It is my honor to represent over two million Americans and serve almost six million children
in Texas public education. I am writing to offer my strong endorsement for Linda McMahon as the
next U.S. Secretary of Education. I have had the privilege of observing her exemplary leadership and
dedication throughout her career, and I firmly believe that her vision, accomplishments, and
commitment to improving education will make her an outstanding choice for this critical role.

Linda McMahon’s leadership experience is both extensive and diverse, spanning across the
business, nonprofit, and public sectors. As co-founder and former CEO of World Wrestling
Entertainment (WWE), she transformed the company into a global entertainment empire, creating
thousands of jobs and expanding its reach worldwide. Her strategic thinking, business acumen, and
capacity to innovate would be invaluable in the education sector, where bold leadership is necessary
to address the challenges of a rapidly evolving world.

Her success as Administrator of the U.S. Small Business Administration (SBA) further
highlights her exceptional leadership skills and her ability to navigate complex challenges. Under
Linda’s direction, the SBA made significant strides in promoting small business growth and
expanding opportunities for entrepreneurs across the country. She focused on increasing access to
capital for small businesses, especially those owned by minorities and women, and worked to

District Address
3422 Bustness Ceneter Drive

Peartand. TX
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District 7

streamline government processes to foster a more efficient and supportive environment for business
development. This experience in fostering growth and accessibility, combined with her deep
understanding of workforce development, provides a solid foundation for her to drive meaningful
change in education policy.

Beyond her success in business and public service, Linda has consistently demonstrated her
commitment to public service and educational advancement. Her philanthropic efforts, through
various charitable organizations, have supported initiatives that encourage academic excellence, skill-
building, and community engagement. Her work has directly impacted students, educators, and
communities across the nation.

Linda McMahon has demonstrated time and again that she is a leader who values
collaboration, innovation, and results. Her vision for education is one that prioritizes access, quality,
and opportunity for all students, while also preparing them for the challenges and opportunities of the
21st-century economy. Her exceptional leadership skills, strategic thinking, and unwavering
commitment to excellence make her the ideal candidate to serve as U.S. Sccretary of Education.

I am confident that Linda McMahon will bring a fresh perspective and a dedicated approach to
improving our nation’s education system. I strongly recommend her for this position and urge you to
support her nomination.

Sincerely,

Honorable Julie Pickren

Texas State Board of Education
District 7

District Address.
3422 Business Cereter Drive
Suir 1067

Peariand, TX
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(HELP Committee)

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

To Whom It May Concern:

| am writing to express my support for appointing Linda McMahon for the Secretary of Education under President
Trump's leadership. It is so very important that American parents have a parental rights advocate like Linda leading
the charge for educating our children.

| am a wife and mother who is very invested in my child's upbringing and education. The morals and values that my
husband and | live and teach our son is central to our family ties and relationships. We are graduates of college, and
my husband of graduate school and we prioritize the importance of education in our son's life as we guide and
shape him to be successful in his life.

For the last 4 years, we've witnessed bureaucracy advocacy in lock step with ideological teacher's union priorities.
Education has been hijacked and weaponized against our children, leaving them discriminated against, failing and
unsupported. The last administration fought to put extreme political correctness over the support and success of our
children and it shows. School districts inundated with a full frontal DEI and Critical Race Theory assault. Threatening
to withhold federal funding for non-compliance with politically charged and inappropriate gender ideology
worshipping during class time has also greatly eroded the integrity of our children's education and the trust of
American parents everywhere.

I am appealing to you, members of the U.S. Senate, to fully vet Linda McMahon with the non-palitical questioning to
support her with confidence as the next Secretary of Education. Recent Senate hearings have been a waste of time
with Senators playing games with questions, rather than asking the tough and insightful questions that the American
people would like to learn about a nominee.

As a parent, full time employee and someone who's hired and managed peopie in the past, there are a few things |
encourage you to consider when vetting the nominees. Knowing their role will be to put the President's policies and
agenda into actions, ask yourself, can she do the job? Does she have that potential? Will she do the job? Is it
something that she will take on with passion, dedication, intention and focus? and Is she a good fit for what is
needed at the moment and what your constituents have expressed? (cultural fit).

Based on my review of Linda McMahon's background, | support appointing her 100%. America needs more ideas
and creativity, not bureaucrats who go through the same motions just to coilect a paycheck every 2 weeks. Linda
has experience understanding and managing a government agency so there is no learning curve there. We need
outsiders with fresh eyes and a can do attitude, the kind that has defined Americans since its founding. The vast
business experience and presidential transition team experience and success Linda holds is invaluable. We need
someone who is a parent and understands how the "stakeholder" thinks and feels, and who is open to hearing their
input and putting their interests first. That Linda is 100% aligned with and supportive of President Trump's views on
education will satisfy the resounding vote from American parents to "Make Education Great Again”. Finally, Linda's
advocacy for expanding school choice options for students at the America First Policy Institute is extensive in policy
work and has prepared her for this new role.

No more games. No more politics. We're talking about our children, our future, and we don't have time to waste nor
to make them repeat their k-12 education because we keep getting caught up in peripheral social causes which
have nothing to do with education.

American PARENTS have made their voices heard on Election Day and again, right now. Confirm Linda McMahon
and give American children the opportunity to excel in new ways and to give parents their voice back.

Respectfully,
Alyson Warner Nazareth, PA
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(HELP Committee)

From:
Sent:
To:

Ce:
Subject:

To whom it may concern:

| am writing this email to voice my support for the confirmation of Mrs. McMahon. As chairman of the Rockland
County NY branch of the Moms for Liberty, education is very important to parents like me.

It is of my belief that Mrs McMahon will return to a policy of promoting a solid education, focusing on the
importance of core course rigor, and moving away from the current emphasis on Diversity, Equity and inclusion. We, as
a nation, must return to academic excellence, and move away from the woke agenda.

Please, consider confirming Mrs McMahon as Secretary of Education.

With gratitude,

Rory Bradley
Rockland county NY Moms of Liberty
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From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Dear Education Director DeCesaro,

Thank you for the work you do for the people of this great country. We greatly appreciate all
work that puts America and its people first.

T am emailing asking for you to please confirm Linda McMahon to lead the Department of
Education. Ms. McMahon can see very clearly what the Department of Education has become
and what is needed here. Her long history shows that she will fight for the best education
possible for students.

She has served in education for twenty years. Her service has included serving on the
Connecticut School Board and on the board of Sacred Heart University, along with so much
more.

Above all, she will dare to think differently and act boldly at the Department of Education, and
that is exactly what we need in this position. She will use her unique experience, skills and
viewpoints to approach problems in unconventional ways. She is ready to act the day she is
approved.

Thank you for confirming the very well qualified Linda McMahon.
Best Regards,

Kimberly Poteat
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(HELP Committee)

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Please confirm Linda McMahon for the US Secretary of Education. She will be a great asset and stand for the best
possible education for students!
Thank you

Kris Pack
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(HELP Committee)

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Please confirm Linda McMahon as the US Secretary of Education. Thank you!

Jane Horning
Black Mountain, NC
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(HELP Committee)

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Dear Ms. Armstrong and Ms. DeCesaro,

We write to support the confirmation of Linda McMahon for Secretary of Education. Our country
needs education reform for our children, and parents need a strong voice in the discussions. Ms.
McMahon will be the parents' rights advocate that our school children need and deserve.

Sincerely,

Beth & David Helgerson

Beth Helgerson, Chapter Chair
A —
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(HELP Committee)

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Dear Ms. Armstrong and Ms. DeCesaro,

| write to support the confirmation of Linda McMahon for Secretary of Education. Our country
needs education reform for our children, and parents need a strong voice in the discussions. Ms.
McMahon will be the parents' rights advocate that our school children need and deserve.

Sincerely,
Amy Cornell
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(HELP Committee)

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Hi!

| am a Texas Mom and parental rights' advocate.

I support Linda McMahon for education secretary. | am very excited for President Trump and Mrs. McMahon to improve
public education for America's children.

| pray that her confirmation is soon and approved, so she can get to work helping our children.

Thank you!

From, Tara Petsch
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From:

Sent: Wednesday, January 22, 2025 2:34:06 PM (UTC-05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada)
To:

Subject: Letter to Senator Bill Cassidy

Ei—

Senator Bill Cassidy
828 Hart Senate Office Building
United States Senate

Dear Senator Cassidy,

| strongly support Linda McMahon's nomination as Secretary of Education. As a
champion of parental rights, she expanded universal school choice to 12 states and
fought for curriculum transparency and patriotic education. Her commitment to
returning education decisions to states, aligning education with workforce needs, and
holding school boards accountable ensures a brighter future for America’s children.
Linda’s proven leadership and dedication to empowering families make her uniquely
qualified to transform our education system. | urge you to confirm her and restore trust
in education for parents and students nationwide.

Sincerely,
Emily Stack
Pinehurst, North Carolina
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

From: Staci Metcalf

Sent: Wednesday, January 22, 2025 4:00:52 PM (UTC-05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada)
To: DeCesaro, Anne (HELP Committee)

Cc:

Subject: Please confirm Linda McMahon as US Secretary of Education

January 22, 2025

To whom it may concern:

As a retired educator, | am writing to ask that Linda McMahon be confirmed as US Secretary of Education.

Our public school system is broken, failing throughout our nation. Our country needs a Secretary of Education who is
not embedded with the teacher unions. We need a Secretary of Education who will rid our schools of harmful
ideologies, including SEL (social-emotional learning), CRT (critical race theory), gender, and DEI (diversity, equity and
inclusion). These ideologies harm our children and their mental well-being while creating activists who hate our

country.

Public Education should produce innovators and a workforce with job skills and a strong work ethic. Currently, our
public schools are producing entitled activists with little to no marketable work skills.

Our country needs Linda McMahon as US Secretary of Education. She will be the strong leader our country needs to
direct the changes desperately needed at the Department of Education.

Please confirm Linda McMahon as US Secretary of Education.
Sincerely,
Staci Metcalf

Retired Educator
Fletcher, North Carolina
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(HELP Commiittee)

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

From: Karen Fulton

Sent: Wednesday, February 12, 2025 2:38:28 PM (UTC-05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada)
To: Armstrong, Rebekah (HELP Committee); DeCesaro, Anne (HELP Committee)

Subject: please read into the record

Brevard Florida Moms for Liberty

Indian Harbour Beach, Florida 32937

February 12, 2025

Dear Members of the US Senate,

On behalf of the members of the Brevard, Florida Chapter of Moms for Liberty, we are honored to express our support for

Linda McMahon’s nomination as Secretary of Education. We believe that Linda's appoi will be instr in
ending:

e Ideological indoctrination in classrooms, ensuring education remains focused on critical thinking and educational
achievements.
o The overreach of teachers' unions that prioritize political agendas over student success and parental involvement.

o Federal oy crrci'ul ion that ii> local communities of control over their children's education.

This endorsement reflects our unwavering commitment to advocating for parental rights, government transparency, and a
high-quality education system that serves the best interests of every child in America.

Monms for Liberty is a gr. organization dedicated to empowering parents to take an active role in their children’s
education and ensuring that our schools reflect the values of accountability, excellence, and local control. We believe that
families must be central to educational decision-making and that a strong partnership between parents and schools is
essential for student success.

Linda McMahon’s record of leadership, innovation, and dedication to fostering opportunities for families and communities
speaks for itself. This is not a new area of focus for McMahon: At the height of her business success, she made it her priority
to develop the Get R.E.A L. program literacy initiative. Now, at a time when our education system faces critical challenges,
including record-low literacy rates, McMahon is ready to step up with unwavering dedication to ensure every child has the
opportunity to thrive, and that education remains a fundamental pillar of our nation's strength and future.

We are confident she will draw from her success as a business leader and former role as the head of the Small Business
Administration, as she faces these complex challenges. We expect she will implement solutions that will streamline the
Department of Education and keep the government bureaucracy laser-focused on its core mission while returning control to
local communities.

We urge you to support Linda McMahon’s nomination as Secretary of Education. Thank you for considering our
endorsement. Please do not hesitate to reach out if you require further information or support.

Sincerely,

Karen Fulton Chapter Chair
Brevard County, Florida
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(HELP Committee)

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

From: jeffrey trull

Sent: Tuesday, January 21, 2025 8:32:47 PM (UTC-05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada)
To: DeCesaro, Anne (HELP Committee)

Subject: Please support Linda

| support Linda McMahon to take position as US Secretary of Education.

jeffrey trull
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[Whereupon, at 12:30 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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