Means and Standard Deviations

|
| riables

Background and Hypotheses Results
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should be both significant and positive. The second hypothesis states e = indicates an increase of only 12% of a standard deviation in math score
that selection bias is the root of the seemingly positive effect of school s
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choice (Carnoy 2007, Ravitch 2010). If the effect of competition e =i S =Measures of principal autonomy (Model 4) also fail to greatly alter the

becomes spurious with the inclusion of school-level socioeconomic e magnitude of the effect of competition, raising scores by approximately
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This analysis uses data collected in the 2009 Programme for e _ o characteristics (Model 5) do not alter magnitude severely either, leaving
International Student Assessment, referred to as PISA. This data set the magnitude of the competition variables approximately equivalent
includes information from sixty-five countries, although France is not to those seen in Model 4

included in this analysis, as France did not provide responses to the Models

. , *The inclusion of student-level traits (Model 6) decreases the
school survey. In the remaining sixty-four countries, a total of 476831 This data analysis was conducted using hierarchical linear modeling, in magnitude of change, making one competing school add only 7% of a
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information allows for PISA to provide data regarding a range of topics Model 3: Achievement = f(HDI, Competition, Size of Community, model of best fit, showing the spuriousness of competition’s effects
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Index, referred to as HDI, is used to assess socioeconomic status at the School Sector, Principal Autonomy) Conclusions
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schooling. Minimums and maximums for each dimension are School Sector, School Selection Policies, Teacher
standardized so that a country’s standing can be found on a scale Characteristics, School Characteristics, Opportunity
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*The final model (Model 7) factors in school-level socioeconomic status,
at which point significance of both competition variables is lost

The results of these analyses support the second hypothesis, suggesting
that school choice does not, in fact, have an effect on achievement
scores, nor do measures of principal autonomy. Because the positive
relationship between school choice and achievement becomes spurious
after school-level socioeconomic status is taken into account, these
results lead to the conclusion that selection bias, stratification, or
possibly socioeconomic status based peer effects account for any
correlation between students attending schools with greater amounts
of competition and higher achievement scores. In sum, voucher
schools and schools with a lot of competition perform better because
on average, they have a wealthier student body than other schools.
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*See Table of Means and Descriptive Statistics for full list of Variables




