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Traditional vs. Community

Comparative Analyses of School Effectiveness: Ohio Public School Districts vs Community Schools
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Miami University
Oxford, Ohio 45056

Abstract

This study presents comparative analyses between public school districts and the community schools (community schools and voucher schools). Data are associated with the 3,532 school buildings that make up Ohio’s 609 school districts and the 131 community schools (mainly single buildings). Comparisons are made based on variables reported in the 2004-2005 school building report card. Specifically indicators of school performance such as attendance rates, graduation rates, proficiency and achievement tests performance, Ohio’s Performance index, Ohio’s School performance designation group, and percentage of school building standards that were met. It is generally concluded that a large majority of community school buildings are performing at a level that is unequivocally below the level of performance of the traditional public school buildings. Implications for this general conclusion are briefly discussed.
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Overview

Objectives

The objective of this proposed presentation is to provide a comparative statistical analysis of Ohio Community Schools with “traditional” Ohio Public Schools. In this study the public schools, as traditionally funded, staffed, and serving a general public will be referred to in this study as “traditional schools.”  Prior to 2005 voucher schools were schools that served urban school districts, specifically students that were viewed as problematic (academic or socially). The charter schools served a community as an alternative (focusing on pedagogically or thematically different curriculums) to the local public school.  The State of Ohio now (2004-2005)  refers to charter and voucher schools as “community schools.”
Perspective 


No Child Left Behind (NCLB) federal legislation mandates school accountability by publicly reporting school district performance levels. This is accomplished in the State of Ohio by using a school district report card that reports on academic performance, improved academic performance, attendance rates, graduation rates, and reduction of achievement gaps associated with race/ethnicity (http://www.ode.state.oh.us/GD/Templates/Pages/ODE/ODEDefaultPage.aspx?page=1). NCLB also mandates that a school district that does not show annual yearly progress for five consecutive years will be taken over by the State Department of Education (U.S. Department of Education (2002).  Within this context there are five important issues with which we are concerned:

1. Before NCLB conservative Ohio lobbyists and legislators implemented new types of schools in Ohio, generally referred to as community schools, to augment public education. Many detractors of this movement have seen it as a political effort to force Ohio public schools to become more effective pedagogically. Supporters of the movement argue that community schools have finally provided parents with educational choices for their children (Fox, J. L. 2002). 

2. Arguments against these community schools suggest that the loss of monies that go to support the community schools is undermining and damaging the effectiveness of the public school system, which may actually be one of the objectives of the conservative lobbyists.

3. Furthermore, there is evidence of financial mismanagement. Some outspoken opponents of community schools suggest that community school contexts and development provide a playground for entrepreneurs who are proficient at obtaining funding and knowledgeable in advertising campaigns, but who are conspicuously inept when it comes to providing an adequate education. 

4. Jon Husted, the speaker of the Ohio State House is especially positive about community schools and implies that students are leaving the public schools in search of something better. He also argues that the rapid growth of community schools to accommodate the students leaving the public schools is proof that market forces can reform American education (Dillon, 2005). 

5. As we have worked with “standard’s data” over the past ten years we have with some consistency been mystified with various aspects of reporting and additions to the Ohio Department of Education, ODE, school district report cards.  As we wrote this paper we were especially mystified by the State’s conversion of charter schools and voucher schools to “community” schools with their own Item Retrieval Number (IRN). We have concluded that this effectively converts the voucher and charter schools to autonomous school districts which, in the final analysis means that starting with the 2004-2005 school year these new school districts must now conform to the demands mandated by NCLB.

6. There is little if any comparative information demonstrating that community schools are achieving as well as or better than the public schools (RPP International 2001). 

The purpose of this research study was to address the question of how community schools compare to the public schools within the context of the ODE state report card.

Methods

Data


Our source of data was the ODE’s most recent local report card information, 2004 -2005, for all school buildings in Ohio (3,541 school buildings).  The newly redefined community schools have been assigned new IRN (Item Retrieval Number) numbers giving them the status of independent school districts.  For this study all 2004-2005 school districts were disaggregated to the building level.  This was especially important because many of the community schools are just single buildings.  The data used in this study are based on school building performance on the Ohio Proficiency Test, Ohio Achievement test performance, attendance rates, and graduation rates.   There are 3,412 public school buildings, and 129 community schools associated with the state report card data. Some new community schools do not yet have report cards. The number of buildings is summarized in terms of ODE proficiency and achievement testing grades in Table 1.

(Table 1 about here)

Analyses And Results


In doing our analyses we sought to use global analyses that would allow us to make general, global statements. Six global comparisons were made between the community and the public schools.  The schools were compared with regard to variables with a direct bearing on the standards that contribute to annual yearly progress (AYP): 

1) The ODE performance designations (Academic Emergency, Academic watch, Continuous improvement, Effective, Excellent).

2) The percent of ODE specified school building standards met. 

3) Average proficiency/test pass rate/achievement scores by school building grade level.

4) Average school building performance index scores for the academic year. 

5) School attendance rates by grade level groupings.

6) The final graduation rates for 2003-2004 academic year as reported on the 2004-2005 report cards for traditional and community schools.

We have made a conscious decision not to use inferential statistics because we have the entire population of Ohio non-private school buildings. Thus, we have no sampling errors.


Initially we compared the school buildings on the ODE five performance designations in terms of the percent of school buildings in each of the five designations.  In Figure 1 the community and traditional schools are compared using bar graphs.  

(Figure 1 about here)

What we see is that 60% of the community schools and approximately 6% of the traditional schools are in the "academic emergency" category.  We also see that approximately 25% of the traditional schools and only 2% of the community schools are in the "excellent" category. A large majority of the community schools are in the negative designations and a large majority of the traditional schools are in the positive designations. There are, however, some exceptions.  Specifically there is a very small percentage of community schools that receive ratings as high as the best traditional buildings in Ohio, and a very small percentage of traditional buildings that receive ratings as low as the lowest community schools. We will refer to this inversion exception as the “inversion caveat” and will call attention to it in our other comparisons.


Our second comparison is associated with ODE standards.  When one looks at the big picture of standards, one can see that the number of standards associated with school buildings varies by not only grade level but also they vary according to non-grade level criteria.  Because of these differences it is not meaningful to compare “number of standards attained” across school buildings. We have taken for each building the number of standards attained and converted this to the percent of the total number of standards possible for the buildings.  Figure 2 represents the comparative bar graphs for these percentages.  

(Figure 2 about here)

What we see is that approximately 46% of the community and 4% of the traditional schools meet 10% or less of the standards.  We also see that approximately 25% of the public and 2% of the community schools meet greater than 90% of the standards.   Approximately 83% of the community schools meet less than 50% of the standards, while 68% of the traditional schools meet more than 50% of the standards – this trend is similar to the conclusions from Figure 1.  As in Figure 1 we see a similar trend where a large majority of the community schools are associated with the lower performance end of the continuum and a large majority of the traditional schools are associated with the high performance end. The “inversion caveat” is present in this figure, too.  


Our third comparison is more complex than the first two.  For grades 3,4, 6, 8, & OGT, the subtest pass rates within grade level were averaged for each school, resulting in a single school building pass rate at each of the four grade levels. We did not include the new 5th grade tests. The community and traditional school buildings were then compared on these pass rates. Box and whisker plots (defined by 10th, 25th, 50th, 75th, and 90th percentiles) were used to make these comparisons. These plots are represented in Figure 3.  

(Figure 3 about here)

The boxes in the plots represent the middle 50% of the associated school districts, with the mid line representing the median, the top of the box representing the 75th percentile and the bottom the 25th percentile, and circles above the 90th and below the 10th percentile represent the extreme, high and low respectively, school buildings.  Generally, a large majority of the traditional schools (more than 90%) score higher than a large majority (more than 75%) of the community schools.  The middle 50 percent of the community schools are lower than the middle 50% of the traditional schools at all four grade levels.  The traditional school buildings at the 25th percentile have higher pass rates than the community schools at their 75th percentile at all five grade levels.  Like the previous Figures we see that the traditional schools are in high performance score areas and the community schools are in the low performance score areas.  The “inversion caveat” holds for all grade level assessments with the exception of the Ohio Graduation Test (OGT).  With the OGT we see that the extremes for the traditional schools are greater than the extremes for the community schools, the highs are higher and the lows are lower. 


The fourth comparison is associated with the “performance index score”, PI, and uses a comparative approach similar to comparison three.  The performance index represents the achievement of all students on all five subject areas of the proficiency test. It is a composite index based on the percent of students performing at each of the four performance levels (below basic, basic, proficient, and advanced) on each of the five proficiency subtests (reading, writing, math, science and citizenship)at 4th and 6th grades. The Performance Index is defined primarily by the averages percent of students at each performance level for the five subject areas tested for a school across grades 4 and 6 and creates a scale from 0 to 120 with 100 being the ODE goal.  Generally, the higher the performance index the more effective a school is with regard to meeting annual yearly progress (AYP).  

(Figure 4 about here)

Looking at Figure 4 one can see that for the community schools the 75th percentile for their PI is approximately 70%, similar to the 10th percentile for PI in the traditional schools. This tells us that 75% of the community schools’ PIs would be at or below the 10th percentile if they were grouped with the traditional schools. Generally we find a large majority of the traditional schools in the area of a high PI (above 80) and a large majority of the community schools in a low PI area (below 70). The inversion caveat is apparent but not quite as strong as in the earlier figures.


Our fifth comparison is associated with attendance. This was an especially difficult comparison for us to provide.  The major problem is that school districts report their grade levels and we believed that we should make every effort to attempt to make comparisons by grade level.  However, there were approximately 60 different grade level configurations reported by the school buildings and these are our unit of analyses.  We have simplified our comparisons by making 10 grade-level groups: lower primary, middle primary, upper elementary, k-5, k-6, k-8, middle school, high school without 12th grade, and a group that included all buildings with a 12th grade – this particular grouping included buildings that were k-12, 9-12 and so on. The comparisons by school type are reported in Table 2 along with the number of buildings represented in each grouping. 

(Table 2 about here)

This table is easily summarized.  The attendance rates for traditional schools are greater in every grade grouping than the attendance rates in community schools.  It is important to call attention to the homogeneity of attendance rates in general. For the traditional schools (3411 buildings) the mean attendance rate is 95.21% and approximately 95% of the school buildings have attendance rates between 92.2% and 98.2%. So the differences between community and traditional schools are substantial even though they may be only 1 or 2 percent. And, perhaps the most astonishing comparison difference of all the various comparisons that we have made in this study is the difference between the attendance rates of the 12th grade grouping,94.1% for the traditional schools and 78.5% for the community schools. Recall that this particular grouping was defined primarily as buildings that had 12th grades, but this grouping includes k-12, 9-12, and so on.  Our inversion caveat cannot be addressed with this comparison/analysis.


Our sixth and final comparison focused on graduation rates.  There are no surprises in this comparison, see Figure 5. 

Figure 5 about here

We see that a large majority of the traditional schools (75%) have graduation rates that are at 90% or higher. The community schools have a similar large majority (approximately 75%, not clearly portrayed in Figure 5) that have graduation rates less than 80%. The inversion caveat holds for graduation rates.

General Conclusions


Our conclusions, like our comparisons, are limited and general. We have three conclusions.

1. With regard to indicators of school building effectiveness we find that the community schools are substantially lower than traditional schools on every major comparison. Actually the traditional schools are, for the most part in the ODE defined acceptable range or grouping, while the community schools are, for the most part, in the ODE defined unacceptable range or grouping.

2. Our second conclusion, based on the inversion caveat, is that there are some community schools that are comparable to the best traditional schools and there are some traditional schools that are comparable to the worst community schools.

3. While there are scholars and politicians that believe that community schools may replace traditional schools, on the basis of our comparisons we have concluded that community schools as they are now constituted will not be a challenge to traditional schools.


Finally, we must admit that as we made our comparison and had communications with some community schools we recognized that it is very important for policy makers to visit these schools, the very best and the rest. The poor performance of the community schools may be a function of: “faulty” curriculum, or as the community schools might argue tests and standards that are not valid for their schools; mismanaged schools i.e. schools run by non-educators who really do not know how to “make a school work”; a clientele that simply can’t function in the community schools (but - they may not function particularly well in our presently conceived traditional schools either) 
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Table 1

Number of school buildings by Ohio test grade level.

	Test
	School N

	Grade
	Traditional
	Community

	G3
	1917
	87

	G4
	1892
	91

	G6
	1267
	77

	G8
	877
	55

	OGT
	717
	22

	Total N
	3412
	129


Table 2. 

School Attendance by grade level grouping split by school type

	
	School %
	School Count
	

	Grade group
	Traditional 
	Community
	Traditional
	Community
	Total

	lower primary
	95.9
	•
	29
	•
	29

	Middle primary
	95.8
	•
	130
	•
	130

	Elementary -8
	95.9
	93.8
	27
	13
	40

	Upper elementary
	95.6
	•
	59
	•
	59

	Middle school
	94.9
	92.0
	621
	11
	632

	High School/no 12th
	95.8
	92.0
	15
	2
	17

	High School through 12
	94.1
	78.5
	714
	31
	745

	K-5
	95.7
	94.0
	1131
	21
	1152

	K-6
	95.6
	93.0
	564
	15
	579

	K-8
	95.3
	94.3
	118
	30
	148


Figure 1

Comparison of community schools and traditional schools with regard to school designation.
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Figure 2

Comparison of community schools and traditional schools with regard to percent of standards met.
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1. Figure 3

Box and whisker plots showing comparisons of traditional and community schools across five grade levels of achievement (scores) and proficiency tests (pass rates)
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Figure 4

Box and whisker plots showing comparisons of traditional and community school buildings on the 2004-2005 Performance Index. 
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Figure 4

Box and whisker plots showing comparisons of traditional (n=714 buildings) and community (n=31 buildings) school buildings on 2003-2004 final graduation rate. 
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Endnotes

1Parts of this paper were informed by an earlier analysis which was part of a Master’s Thesis written by Percy Jenkins and directed by Dr. Susan Mosley-Howard at Miami University, Oxford, Ohio, 2005.
