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ONLINE APPENDIX

A Temporary Aids Available To School Districts

Five states provide aid to school districts due to students enrolling in charter schools. In addi-
tion to Massachusetts, these states include Illinois, New Hampshire, New York, and Pennsyl-
vania.

Illinois

“The State Board of Education shall make the following funds available to school districts and
charter schools: (1) From a separate appropriation made to the State Board for purposes of this
subdivision (1), the State Board shall make transition impact aid available to school districts
that approve a new charter school or that have funds withheld by the State Board to fund a new
charter school that is chartered by the Commission. The amount of the aid shall equal 90% of
the per capita funding paid to the charter school during the first year of its initial charter term,
65% of the per capita funding paid to the charter school during the second year of its initial
term, and 35% of the per capita funding paid to the charter school during the third year of its
initial term.”

Source: Illinois School Code - Sec. 27A-11.5. State financing.

New Hampshire

"XI. Any money appropriated in the budget for matching chartered public school grants that
remains unused after the department of education issues matching grants to eligible recipients
under paragraph X shall be used to provide a one-year transitional grant to public school dis-
tricts that have lost pupils as a result of the establishment of a chartered public school, and have
paid tuition to the chartered public school in cash pursuant to subparagraph IX(a). For the first
year in which a public school pupil leaves the public school and enrolls in a chartered pub-
lic school, the school district that loses the pupil shall be eligible for a chartered public school
transitional grant beginning July 1, 2004 and every fiscal year thereafter, in an amount per pupil
equal to the amount determined in RSA 198:41. Such transitional grants shall be administered
by the state board of education which shall have the authority to determine eligibility and the
amount of money to be awarded to school districts under this section, subject to the amount
appropriated in the budget."

Source: 2017 New Hampshire Revised Statutes. Title XV — EDUCATION. Chapter 194-B
- CHARTERED PUBLIC SCHOOLS. Section 194-B:11 - Chartered Public Schools; Funding.
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New York

"Transitional Aid for Charter School Payments provides additional State Aid to districts with
substantial year to year increases in the proportion of students attending charter schools or the
proportion of general fund expenditures that general fund payments to charter schools consti-
tute. Eligible districts can receive Part (a) Transitional Aid and/or Part (b) Transitional Aid
and/or Part (¢) Transitional Aid.

* Part (a) Transitional Aid = (2017-18 Resident Pupils Enrolled in Charter Schools - 2016-
17 Resident Pupils Enrolled in Charter Schools) x 0.80 x 2017-18 Basic Charter School
Tuition. A district is eligible for Part (a) Transitional Aid if the number of its resident
pupils enrolled in charter schools in 2017-18 exceeded two percent of the 2017-18 total
resident public school district enrollment OR the total general fund payments made by
such district to charter schools in 2017-18 for resident pupils enrolled in charter schools
exceeded two percent of 2017-18 total general fund expenditures.

* Part (b) Transitional Aid = (2016-17 Resident Pupils Enrolled in Charter Schools - 2015-
16 Resident Pupils Enrolled in Charter Schools) x 0.60 x 2017-18 Basic Charter School
Tuition. A district is eligible for Part (b) Transitional Aid if the number of its resident
pupils enrolled in charter schools in 2016-17 exceeded two percent of the 2016-17 total
resident public school district enrollment OR the total general fund payments made by
such district to charter schools in 2016-17 for resident pupils enrolled in charter schools
exceeded two percent of 2016-17 total general fund expenditures.

* Part (c) Transitional Aid = (2015-16 Resident Pupils Enrolled in Charter Schools - 2014-
15 Resident Pupils Enrolled in Charter Schools) x 0.40 x 2017-18 Basic Charter School
Tuition. A district is eligible for Part (c) Transitional Aid if the number of its resident
pupils enrolled in charter schools in 2015-16 exceeded two percent of the 2015-16 total
resident public school district enrollment OR the total general fund payments made by
such district to charter schools in 2015-16 for resident pupils enrolled in charter schools
exceeded two percent of 2015-16 total general fund expenditures."

Section §3602 (41) specifically precludes New York City from receiving this aid.
Source: New York State Education Law §3602(41).

Pennsylvania

"The Commonwealth shall create a grant program to provide temporary transitional funding to
a school district due to the budgetary impact relating to any student’s first-year attendance at a
charter school. The department shall develop criteria which shall include, but not be limited to,
the overall fiscal impact on the budget of the school district resulting from students of a school
district attending a charter school. The criteria shall be published in the Pennsylvania Bulletin.
This subsection shall not apply to a public school converted to a charter school under section
1717-A(b). Grants shall be limited to funds appropriated for this purpose. ((c) amended June
22,2001, PL.530, No.35)"

Source: PUBLIC SCHOOL CODE OF 1949 Act of Mar. 10, 1949, PL. 30, No. 14.
ARTICLE XVII-A.CHARTER SCHOOLS.
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B Fiscal Data

B.1 Structure of the Fiscal Data

The table below presents the structure of the Annual Survey of School System Finances col-
lected annually by the Census Bureau. Each cell reports (i) the full name of the variable, (ii)
the average value of the variable across all districts in years 2008-2014, (iii) the name of the
variable as it appears in the Annual Survey of School System Finances. The items in bold are
those we use in our analysis. The items with a grey background are those we consider as fixed
costs. SPOB stands for "State Payment on Behalf".

B.2 Variables Used for the Fiscal Analysis
ALL OTHER STATE REVENUE:

Compensatory (Title |) [0.6k] C14
Total Revenuefrom Federal 1o ren with disabilities [0.8K] C15
Sources - .
[2.9K] TFEDREV Child Nutrition Act [0.5k] C25
TOTAL All other federal aid [0.9k] C20
ELEMENTARY- |Total Revenuefrom State General formula assistance [11.9k] CO1
SECONDARY Sources Transportation programs [0.7k] C12
REVENUE [18.6k] TSTREV All other state revenue [5.9k] C13
[47.2K] Parent government contributions [20.2k] T02
TOTALREV Total Revenue from Local Revenue from cities and counties [3.2k] D23
Sources Revenue from other school systems [0.4k] D11
[25.6k] TLOCREV Charges [0.9k] LOCRCHAR
Other local revenues [0.8k] LOCROTHR
TOTAL CURRENT SPENDING FOR INSTRUCTION Current operation expenditure - Instruction [24.0k] E13
[26.8k] TCURINST State payments on behalf - Instruction benefits [2.8k] J13
Pupil support [2.6k] E17
Instructional staff support [2.2k] EQ7
TOTAL CURRENT SPENDING General administration [0.5k] EO8
ELC’:MENTARYASECON DARY Ueteaaiail et L L i);he?:iizin;::t rr:zti;?cr;rifclg :foslant [3.8k] V40
[14.1k] TCURSSVC
PROGRAMS Student transportation [1.8k] V45
[42.2k] TCURELSC Business/central/other support services [1.0k] V90
TOTAL SPOB - Pupil support benefits [0.3k] J17
ELEMENTARY- SPOB - Instructional staff support benefits [0.2k] J07
SECONDARY TOTAL CURRENT SPENDING FOR OTHER Food services [1.1k] E11
EXPENDITURE ELEMENTARY-SECONDARY PROGRAMS
[46.9k] [1.2k) TCUROTH Other elementary-secondary programs [0.06k] V65
Ll Payments to charter schools [0.9k] V92
TOTAL CURRENT SPENDING Community services [0.1k] V70
it dlails Adult education [0.001k] V75
SECONDARY PROGRAMS
[0.1k] NONELSEC Other nonelem-sec programs [0.001k] V80
TOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY Eonttucien i R
EXPENDITURE Purcha5§ of land énd existing structures [1.0k] G15
[2.7] TCAPOUT lnstruct\ohal equipment [0.2k] K09
Other equipment [0.1k] K10
Interest on school system debt. [0.8k] 186

* Report amounts for specific programs including instructional materials, textbooks, com-
puter equipment, library resources, guidance and psychological services, driver educa-
tion, energy conservation, enrollment increases and losses, health, alcohol and drug
abuse, AIDS, child abuse, summer school, prekindergarten and early childhood, adult
education (excluding vocational), desegregation, private schools, safety and law enforce-
ment, and community services.
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TOTAL CURRENT SPENDING FOR INSTRUCTION:

» "Total current operation expenditure for activities dealing with the interaction of teach-
ers and students in the classroom, home, or hospital as well as co-curricular activities.
Report amounts for activities of teachers and instructional aides or assistants engaged in
regular instruction, special education, and vocational education programs. Exclude adult
education programs."

TOTAL CURRENT SPENDING FOR SUPPORT SERVICES:

* Instruction. "Total current operation expenditure for activities dealing with the interac-
tion of teachers and students in the classroom, home, or hospital as well as co-curricular
activities. Report amounts for activities of teachers and instructional aides or assistants
engaged in regular instruction, special education, and vocational education programs.
Exclude adult education programs."

* Pupil support. "Report expenditures for administrative, guidance, health, and logistical
support that enhance instruction. Include attendance, social work, student accounting,
counseling, student appraisal, information, record maintenance, and placement services.
Also include medical, dental, nursing, psychological, and speech services."

* Instructional staff support. "Include expenditures for supervision of instruction service
improvements, curriculum development, instructional staff training, academic assess-
ment, and media, library, and instruction-related technology services."

* General administration. "Expenditure for board of education and executive administra-
tion (office of the superintendent) services."

* School administration. "Report expenditure for the office of the principal services."

* Business/central/other support services. "Include business support expenditures for fis-
cal services (budgeting, receiving and disbursing funds, payroll, internal auditing, and
accounting), purchasing, warehousing, supply distribution, printing, publishing, and du-
plicating services. Also include central support expenditures for planning, research and
development, evaluation, information, management services, and expenditures for other
support services."

FIXED COSTS:

* We classify as fixed costs the following four items presented in the previous section:
General administration, School administration, Operation and Maintenance of Plant, Stu-
dent Transportation, and Business/central/other support services. Student transportation
is classified as a fixed costs because districts have to provide transportation for resident
students, regardless of whether they attend district or charter schools.

* We also add the interest on school system debt to the definition, which is defined as fol-
lows: "Expenditure for interest incurred on both long-term and short-term indebtedness
of the school system. Exclude principal payments."
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* We do not include "Capital outlay expenditures” in our definition of fixed costs. This item
covers "expenditures for construction of fixed assets; purchasing fixed assets including
land and existing buildings and grounds; and equipment. Instructional equipment con-
sists of all equipment (or capital outlay) recorded in general and operating funds under
instruction." While these are large expenditures that might be engaged by a district in the
current fiscal year, capital outlay expenditures do not correspond to the definition of fixed
costs that is interesting in our context, i.e costs that have been engaged by the districts in
the past and are difficult to scale down today.

PAYMENTS TO CHARTER SCHOOLS.

* "Indicate in the remarks section whether fall membership counts of students attending
charter schools are included in the school system’s membership reported in the Common
Core of Data Local Education Agency Universe Survey. Also identify in the remarks
section the expenditure functions for which the charter school payment was made, if
possible. This information will be used in determining per pupil expenditure amounts for
the school system."

C Adapting the Synthetic Control Method to Estimate Re-
duced Form and First Stage

Let’s consider the following structural equation in which the charter share C';; is the endogenous
variable:

Yit =7 + pCit + vji (D)

We want to estimate p, the effect of the charter share on our outcome of interest Y;;. We cannot
estimate p from equation (1) directly by OLS because C}; is potentially correlated with district-
specific unobservables v;;. Therefore, we instrument C;; with a dummy for expanding districts,
E;, that takes the value one for expanding districts and zero for the synthetic control districts.
A dummy for expansion would clearly be endogenous when expanding districts are compared
to all other districts. Comparing expanding districts to their synthetic control provides a more
plausibly exogenous instrument. The first stage and reduced-form equations are:

Cjt =72 + BE; + uj 2)
Y}'t =7+ OéEj + éjt (3)

where a« = [p. We use the following synthetic control procedure to estimate separately the
reduced form treatment effect, o, and the first stage coefficient, 3. Consider a sample of J + 1
districts indexed by j, and assume that district j = 1 will be the treated district (that is, the
expanding district), while districts 7 = 2 to 7 = J + 1 are potential control districts. The
sample includes 7| pre-reform years as well as T post-reform years, with T' = Ty + T7.

Y;i(1) and Y;,(0) are the potential outcomes with and without treatment. The treatment
effect for district j at time 7, can be defined as:

ajr = Vi (1) = Y5 (0) = Vi — ¥5(0) (4)
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We are interested in estimating the vector (& 741, ..., & ). This is the reduced form esti-
mate of the IV-SC method. Abadie et al. (2010) show that we can identify the above treatment
effects under the following model for the potential outcomes:

}/;t(O) = (St + Zjet -+ )\t,uj -+ €t (5)
Yie(1) = 8¢ + Z;0; + Mpj + aje + €5 (6)

Potential outcomes depend on a common factor d;, a vector of observed covariates Z; that
are not affected by the intervention, a vector of time-specific parameters 6;, a district-specific
unobservable /17, and an unknown common factor ;. €;; is a transitory shock with zero mean.
Finally, o, is a reduced-form year-specific treatment effect that is different from 0 only when
j = 1land ¢t > Tj. The model allows the impact of unobservable district heterogeneity to vary
with time, unlike standard differences-in-differences or fixed-effect specifications that assume
At 1s constant over time. We can identify the first stage effect under the following model:

Cie = my + Zjpp + Koy + Bje + &t (7

The terms have the same interpretation as for the potential outcome. fj; is a first-stage
year-specific treatment effect that is different from 0 only when 7 = 1 and ¢ > Tj,.

Define a (J x 1) vector of weights W = (ws, ..., w;41) such that w; > 0 and Y w; = 1.
Each possible choice of W corresponds to a potential synthetic control for the treated district.
The value of the outcome variable for each synthetic control (indexed by W) is:

J+1 J+1 J+1 J+1
ijY}t :(5t+9tzw3‘Zj+)\tZw]',Uj+ij€jt (8)
j=2 Jj=2 J=2 J=2

The value of the endogenous variable for each synthetic control is:

J+1 J+1 J+1 J+1
ijCjt = m+¢tzw]’2j +fftzijj +ij§jt )]
j=2 j=2 j=2 J=2

Finally, assume a vector of weights (w3, ..., w?, ;) that makes it possible to equalize three
equations for each pre-reform year. First, the vector of weights equalizes the values of the
pre-reform outcomes for the treated districts and the synthetic control. In addition, the vector
of weights equalizes the values of the observed covariates Z; of the reduced form equation for
the treated districts and the synthetic control. Formally, for each period ¢:

J+1 J+1
Zw;Y}t = }/115 and ZU};Z]t = th (10)
j=2 Jj=2

Importantly, the vector of weights also equalizes the values of the pre-reform endogenous
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variable for the treated districts and the synthetic control:

J+1

> wiCy = Cy (1)
j=2

If the vector of weights (w3, ..., w%, ) exists, Abadie et al. (2010) show that the reduced
form treatment effect ovj; can be estimated by:

J+1
aj =Y — ) wiYy (12)
j=2

Using the same proof, we show that the first stage coefficient can be estimated by:

) J+1
Bt = Cry — Zw; jt (13)

Jj=2

Considering a single treated unit and the effect of an intervention averaged over all post-
intervention years allows us to omit the j and ¢ subscripts. The instrumental-variable synthetic
control (IV-SC) estimator of the parameter p in the structural equation 1 is the ratio of the
reduced form estimate & to the first stage 3:3

pPrv-sc = (14)

| ©

In practice, this IV-SC estimator can be obtained either by estimating the first stage and
the reduced form separately, and then taking the ratio of the two, or by running a weighted
two-stage least squares (2SLS) regression of the post-intervention outcome variable on the post-
intervention instrumented endogenous variable. In this regression, each control unit is weighted
based on the synthetic control weights, while the treated unit has a weight of one. When several
units are treated, a synthetic control can be computed for each treated unit separately or for the
group of treated units as a whole. We chose the latter option in our application.

It should be noted that the synthetic control reduced-form estimate o’j; is unbiased whereas
the IV-SC estimator suffers from the standard bias of the 2SLS estimator (although it is con-
sistent). This bias, however, might be limited. The 2SLS bias is an increasing function of
the number of instruments. By definition, when only one unit is treated, the IV-SC estima-
tor relies on a single instrument (a dummy for treated and synthetic control districts), and the
just-identified 2SLS estimator is median-unbiased.

Finally, note that although we call our method “IV-SC”, it differs in important ways from
methods that use instrumental variables to eliminate bias due to selection into treatment. We
instead use the synthetic control method to estimate an unbiased reduced-form treatment effect,
and we then scale this effect by the first stage, which we estimate using the same group of

>3Note that this IV-SC estimator could also be interpreted as simply providing an appropriate scaling for the
reduced-form treatment effect of expansion, a.
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weighted control districts. We think, however, that the IV-SC terminology illustrates well the
novel attempt to use a dummy variable for treated versus synthetic control as an instrumental
variable.

Modified Synthetic Control In Practice

In practice, let X; be the vector of pre-reform characteristics for the expanding districts and X,
the matrix of the vectors of the non-expanding districts’ pre-reform characteristics. Districts

weights w* are then chosen to minimize the distance || X;—Xow||V = 1/(X; — Xow)'V (X, — Xow)
where V is a (k x k) symmetric and positive semidefinite matrix that represents the weight of
each predictor variable. A novelty with the IV-SC is that X; and X, should include the en-
dogenous variable. X, and X are predictors of the outcome variable, the most important of
which is usually the lagged outcome variable because it accounts for the effects of any poten-
tially unobserved predictor variables in pre-reform years. Indeed, only units that are sufficiently
similar in both observed and unobserved outcome variable determinants as well as in those de-
terminants’ effects on the outcome variable should produce similar outcome trajectories over
extended periods of time.

D Ciriteria Used to Evaluate Charter Schools Applications

The Massachusetts Department for Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE) uses 93 cri-
teria to evaluate applications submitted to open a new charter school. This Appendix presents
the criteria that we classified as potentially related to the fiscal or education outcomes we look
at. For a matter of space, we do not report the full list of criteria in this Appendix, but the list
can be accessed in an annual DESE’s publication titled “Review Process for Charter Applica-
tions and Criteria for Review”. We classified the following six criteria as potentially related to
districts’ fiscal or education outcomes. For each criteria, we justify why we considered it might
be related to districts’ fiscal or education outcomes.

1. “The application describes how this school will enhance or expand the educational op-
tions available to the targeted student population, including whether the innovative meth-
ods to be used by the proposed school differ from the district or districts from which the
charter school is expected to enroll students.”

Justification: A charter school application might be more likely to be accepted in districts
where the arrival of a charter school enhances or expands more the educational options
available to the targeted student population, for instance in districts that do not currently
have a charter school.

2. “State law asserts that charter schools are to be established to 1) stimulate the develop-
ment of innovative programs within public education; 2) provide opportunities for inno-
vative learning and assessments; 3) provide parents and students with greater options in
choosing schools within and outside of their school districts”

Justification: A charter school application might be more likely to be accepted in dis-
tricts where school choice is more limited, and school choice might be a determinant of
education outcomes.
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3. “The application discusses the reason for the selection of the community(ies) and the
applicant’s ability to serve this particular area and current connections to the community.”

Justification: A charter school application might be more likely to be accepted in dis-
tricts where the community(ies) served by the school are more disadvantaged, which is a
determinant of students’ achievement.

4. “The application describes supporting evidence for the projected student enrollment at
the proposed Commonwealth charter school, such as an analysis of eligible potential
students in the community(ies) to be served, analysis of documented demand from fami-
lies with eligible potential students, and/or an analysis of enrollment at schools currently
operating in the community(ies) to be served. Applicants should not submit copies of
petitions or interest forms in the charter application.”

Justification: A charter school application might be more likely to be accepted in dis-
tricts where the projected student enrollment is large, especially among low performing
students, or in districts in which parental support is large. Both could be a determinant
of educational achievement.

5. “The application demonstrates that the proposed educational program will serve the di-
verse needs of individual students by providing evidence, including explicit research ci-
tations, that demonstrates their educational program and its associated educational prac-
tices may result in high academic achievement and the attainment of the knowledge,
skills, and experiences that ensures college and career readiness for the anticipated stu-
dent population. Evidence should include the specific subgroups of students listed in the
recruitment and retention plan consistent with requirements of M.G.L. c. 71, § 89, such
as students with disabilities, English learners, and students participating in the federal
free/reduced lunch nutrition program.”

Justification: A charter school application might be more likely to be accepted if the sub-
mitted educational program has been identified as more effective for under-performing
students and the district has a larger share of underperforming students.

6. “The application summarizes financial forecasts from the school’s start-up phase through
its fifth year of operation. Financial forecasts must include total expected realistic sources
of revenue—including tuition and other grants (federal, state, and private), and fundrais-
ing—as well as all expenditures, the timeframe for a positive cash balance, and the an-
ticipated growth of the school. Define and give support for the assumptions behind pro-
jections.”

Justification: A charter school application might be more likely to be accepted in districts
where per-pupil revenue and charter tuitions are higher.

Between 2011 and 2015, the Massachusetts Department for Elementary and Secondary Ed-
ucation received 49 applications for new charter schools, and rejected 19 of them. For each
application, we collected information on the sending districts and on the strengths and weak-
nesses of the application as they are reported in the States meeting minutes. We use the list
of weaknesses to determine if some were refereeing to one of the six criteria identified above.
When one of the application weaknesses refers to a criteria identified above as potentially re-
lated to a district’s financial or education outcome, we code the entire application as rejected
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for a reason related to potential outcomes, and we omit the associated sending district(s) from
the synthetic control donor pool.

The following table presents, for each of the 19 rejected applications, what would have
been their sending districts, whether we classified the rejection as related to a potential fiscal or
education outcome, and the criterion that justifies this classification.
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Table A.3: Synthetic Control Districts’ Weights - Per-pupil revenue

Charter State Fed State State exc Local Total

Payments refund rev rev refund rev rev

Cambridge 0.257 0.035 0.024 0.085 0.119
Chicopee 0.029 0.042 0.01 0.004 0.056
Clinton 0.076

Fitchburg 0.044 0.251 0.199 0.310 0.466 0.617
Greenfield 0.235

Leominster 0.112 0.033 0.033

Methuen 0.004 0.056 0.144 0.058

Nantucket 0.019

Oxford 0.006 0.01 0.039

Revere 0.263 0.077 0.016 0.091 0.066
Somerville 0.132 0.242
Springfield 0.024 0.342 0.269 0.332 0.118 0.137
Ware 0.103
Wareham 0.123
Worcester 0.388 0.447 0.031 0.121

Athol-Royalston 0.089

Gateway 0.041

Ralph C Mahar 0.056 0.051 0.07

T Notes: This table reports the district weights assigned by the synthetic control method.
“State refund" refers to the category “other state revenue" in our data which includes the
refund for payments to charter schools. “State exc refund" refers to the state revenue minus
this category. “Net rev" refers to total revenue minus payments to charter schools.
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Table A.4: Synthetic Control Districts’ Weights - Per-pupil expenditures & Test Scores

Per-pupil expenditures Student- Test scores
Total Fixed Capital Instru- Support Teacher

exp costs outlay ction Salaries services Ratio Math  English
Cambridge 0.082 0.104  0.085 0.044 0.216 0.067 0.096
Chicopee 0.063 0.242 0.159
Clinton 0.01 0.051
Easthampton 0.06
Fitchburg 0.427 0.398  0.215 0.181 0.184 0.37
Gardner 0.261
Greenfield 0.087  0.029 0.042
Lee 0.139
Leominster
Methuen 0.031 0.123 0.265
Monson 0.040
Nantucket 0.024 0.072
Orange 0.037
Oxford 0.006  0.007
Revere 0.074 0.169 0.032 0.056
Rockland 0.031
Somerville 0.391 0.124
Springfield 0.252 0.001 0.175 0.073 0.174 0.234 0.185 0.033  0.265
Waltham 0.094
Ware 0.028 0.111 0.023 0.075
Wareham 0.153 0.033 0.014
Westfield 0.112
Winthrop 0.124
Worcester 0.219 0.058 0.312 0.234 0.069 0.102 0.306  0.200
Athol-Royalston 0.001 0.028
Mohawk Trail 0.104  0.049
Pioneer Valley 0.005 0.041
Ralph C Mahar 0.02 0.001

T Notes: This table reports the district weights assigned by the synthetic control method for the following outcomes: Per-
pupil spending, student-teacher ratio, and test scores.
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Figure A.1: Summary of First Stage Effects Across Outcomes

T
2005

T
2010

T
2015

Charter payments
Federal revenue
— — — Local revenue

v Total expenditure
Fixed costs expenditure
— --— Support expenditure
Student-Teacher Ratio

State refund

—— - State revenue

- ——= Total revenue

Capital expenditure
—-—— Instruction expenditure
- - Salaries expenditure

Notes: This Figure plots, for each outcome, the difference between the charter share in expanding districts and the

charter share in the synthetic control group.

69



“[0A9] JuR213d ()] PUB ‘G ‘T 9YI JB JUBOYIUSIS :y PUB ‘4 “sux "STE[[OP UI 93urRYD d3rIuddIad B se A[310011p o1s1Iels ay3 peal 01 0| AqQ POPIAIP pue ,,(9;) 199J2 Pa[eds,, M0l ay} £q pard
-[[NUI WOINO ) JO AN[BA UBAUI 1} 01 spuodsariod onsness siy, “syurod a8ejusorad 2ay Aq dn $903 areys 1211eyd J1 (SIR[[OP Ul PIssaidxa) awodno ur 3ueyd ay) SMOYs (§) 1991
pareos “(eejuaorad € se A[Joa1Ip o1sTIR)S 9Y) peal 0) )0 Aq pardnnw pue) Ajuam) Aq papralp mox doj ayy ut parrodar Juaroyjaod ay3 0 spuodsariod siy ], “sjurod o3ejuaorad oAy
Aq dn $903 areys Joyreyd J1 (Juadrad ur passardxa) awooIno ur dJueyd Y} 91 “199JJ0 Pareds oY) s110dal (9) 199139 pareds “(1eak wLiojaI-aid 1se] 9Yl) 010 Ul sIo1sIp Jurpuedxa
ul (SIe[[op Ul PassaIdxa) aUI0INO A} JO AN[BA UBIW Y} SMOYS (§ UI) X UBIJA "OOUBLIEBA JO JOJBUIIISI AIYAA U SN 9M ‘SIOLId PIBPURIS 1O, "STBIA WI0JaI-150d pue ‘s109)J9 paxy
SJOLISIP J0J [01IUOD SUOISSAITAI [[V "SIOISIp Surpuedxa ueginuou (11r) pue ‘s1oLisip surpuedxa ueqan 19430 (11) ‘uolsog (1) J0j Awunp € pue Awwunp sieak wiojai-1sod e usomiaq
UOT)ORIIUI AU} SJUSWINIISUL J2IY) SN A [ 0} () WOIJ SIFULI Jey) S[qeLIBA SNONUIIUOD B ST YOIYM ‘QIBYS JILIBYD Y} SI 9[qBLIBA SNOUAZOPUL Y], "S[OOYIS Ia)Ieyd 0) sjudwied
SNUIW 9NUIASI [10) 0) SIQJaI , A1 JAN [BOL,, "Punjal Areiodwa) ay) SIY) SNUILT SNUSAI 9JBIS 9} O} SI9JAI ,AY 1N d1e1S,, "Onel I9ydea)-juapms pue ‘Teydes uo Surpuads oy 10§
1deoxa “a[qeLrea ay) Jo 507 ay) aSN AM ‘SAWOINO [[e 10, “sarmipuadxa pue sanuaAdl [rdnd-1od $IOLSIP UO J00JJd S, UOISURAXD IALILYD JO SAIBWINSI STST SH0dar d[qe) ST, :SAON |

- 9LEl-  TYI9  TOL9 SI9T  L'6EL  TSOSI €09  $99C +'€6T1- 08ST  S'SSI 9'¢ChP (§ ur) 109539 paeds
0" I'L 89 9y L'€S 9'8 v'e I't 67CI- 08 S LOT YL (9 ur) 109139 pa[eLOS
vITrE  8°0S98  S8Y86 6°68FE  I'SLET 9 16VLI ¥'S96L1  €TSY9  STO00T TH961  9bvl 7'86S ($ ur) X uesy
$'8T v'€T 9'LT 'S8T 1'€C 0°TE 6'ST L'TT €Y vLE 8¢ L'S1 62 1815~ 93e)s ISI1]
780 S06°0 Y60 €260 CTLLO  SSI'0  €6L0 S6L0 0060 8190  I¥L0O  80S0 16L°0 o
S91 01C 8¢€T 8¢€T 01C 08¢ 8€T 961 ¥TT (454 8¢€T 02T 60T N
(TS'L) (18°0) o) (€50 80 (s (96°0) (con (rn  ayrn  (6ro  qo0e6) (81°9)
0€°01- 08°0-  sxxCt'T #+9€T €60 6LV «CL'T L9°0 €80  %6ST 19T  4xIS 1T  ##xE8PI QIeYS IoNIRYD
(€D (T (o on (6) (8) (L) ) (S) (¥) (€) (@) (D
(So1) (3o1) (8op  (Sop) (301) (3o1) (301) (301) (S01) (S01) (3op)
oney 1oddng  soueeg  uono $1S00 ™ dxa A 1N AY AY 1N AY punjoy  suowAed
Joyoeq], -nnsu]  paxIg -1den [elol [eiol, 82071 els P dway, Jaurey)
-uapmIs :uo saxmrpuadxa (idnd-10g4 onuaaal idnd-10g

SIYSIOAN [OIIUOD) ONOYIUAS Y} YIIM PAYSIoMU[) SINSAY - SIAO[[IAS [8OSL] JO sarewnsg STIST SV [qeL

70



‘[oA9] Juad1ad (0T 9 18 JUBOYIUSIS 4

‘[0A9] Judd1ad G 9Y) 18 JUBOYIUSIS 4.
‘[0A9] Juad1ad | 9y} 1B JUBOYIUSIS 45
“QUWIO0INO YOI J0J PAYNUIPI 1M SIOLISIP [0NUOD
oneyuAs Auew moy uo Surpuadap AIeA SUOTIBAISSQO JO ISqUINU Y} PUE SJUSIIOYJI0D a5e)s 181y oY) ‘dnois [011U0d B Sk S)OLISIP [0IUO0D ONYIUAS Y} 9SN 9M ISNBIA "IOUBLIBA
JO IOJRWITISO QIIYAA OU) SN 9Mm ‘SIOLIQ pIepue)s 10 "SIeaA uriojai-jsod pue sjomsip Surpuedxe 10J [01U0D SUOISSAISAI [y “SIOINSIp Surpuedxe ueqinuou Ioj Awwnp e pue
Awwunp s1eeAk wiIojaI-1sod e usemiaq uonoeIul 3y} (1r) pue ‘s3ormsip Surpuedxs ueqin I9y)o J0j AWWNP € pue AWWNP SIEaA ULI0Jo1-)sod B Ua9m)aq UonoeIiur oy} (1) ‘Awrwunp
u0)sog & pue Aurunp sIedk uiojor-}sod € u9omiaq uonorIduI oY) (1) :SJUSWINIISUL 99IY) SN M ‘[9POW PAYNUIPI-ISAO SIY) U] “[ 0} () WOI} SIFuLI Jey) S[BLIBA SNONUNUOD B SI
[oIyMm ‘Qreys Jaeyd Y} st 9[qeLreA juopuadap ayJ, ‘sormipuadx? pue onuaadl [idnd-1ad  $1011SIp U0 $109§J0 uorsuedxa IIRYD JO SAJBWNSI 938 181y s)10dal 9[qe) SIY], :SQION

6'9C 11T 6°'¢T LT 8°LI [ LT 00T 9'LT 81T (44 8Tl SLT 181G~ 93'1S 18I
S92 01¢ 8¢T 99¢ Tse 08¢ [4Y4 961 $TC 08¢ 8¢T 0cc 60T N
(9€00°0) (€¥00°0) (€¥00°0) (L¥00°0) (S¥00°0) (€+00°0) (€700°0) (900°0) (S¥00°0) (#¥00°0) (#¥00°0) (€%00°0) (#¥00°0)
#kxV0C0°0  ##xLST00  #%%8910°0  ##x6910°0  ##x6¥V10°0  ##x€910°0  #xx¥L100 ##%xC810°0  ##x€ST0'0  ##x€LT00  #xxSL100 #x0110°0 #xx7S10°0 UBQINUON . UIOJIY-ISOd
(L200°0) (0£00°0) (6200°0) (§£00°0) (1£00°0) (0£00°0) (0£00°0) (¥£00°0) (2€00°0) (1€00°0) (1€00°0) (€££00°0) (2£00°0)
w0k [810°0  #5xE€LT10°0  ##x€8T0°0  ##xS810°0  ##xS910°0  ##x6L10°0  #%:0610°0 #5xL610°0  ##x6910°0  ##x8810°0  ##x1610°0  #%x0€10°0  #x%¥910°0  URQIN JOYQ 4 WIOJOY-ISO]
(6800°0) (8800°0) (8800°0) (0600°0) (1600°0) (L800°0) (8800°0) (0600°0) (6800°0) (6800°0) (6800°0) (9800°0) (8800°0)
#xxE0V0°0  #%xC1S0°0 #%x€CS0°0  ##xPCS00  ##xP0S00  #%x8IS00 #6500 ##%xL€60°0  %#x80S0°0  ##xLCSO00  #%x0£€S0°0  #xx0LY00  *%x€0S0°0 uojsoq  WH0JY-1s0d
(€1) (48] (an o1 (6) (8) 03] 9 (©) () (€) () (1)
(3o) (3on) (3o) (3op) (3op) (3o) (3o) (Sop) (3o) (op) (op)
oney y1oddng saLIe[eS uond $)500 ) dxa A 19N AY A 1IN A punjoy sjuwked
Ioyoea], -nnsufp PoxI] -ide) e10L e1oL [eo01 il pad duway, 1901y
-juopn§ :uo saxmrpuadxa [1dnd-104 anuaaail [1dnd-104

SIOAO[[IAS [BOSI] JO sorewnsy a8e1S ISIL] 19'V 9[qeL

71



Table A.7: 2SLS Estimates of Charter School Expansion’s Impact on
Achievement — Unweighted with Synthetic Control Weights

Math ELA
First Stage  2SLS First Stage  2SLS
(1) 6) 3) @)
Charter share 2.22%% 1.30
(1.03) (0.82)
Post-reform * Boston 0.0412%%* 0.0447%*%**
(0.0098) (0.0098)
Post-reform * Other urban  0.0136%*%* 0.0171%%*
(0.0035) (0.0035)
Post-reform * Non urban 0.0114%%* 0.0150%**
(0.0049) (0.0049)
204 204 228 228
R2 0.703 0.746
First-Stage F-Stat 10.7 14.8

T Notes: This table reports first stage and 2SLS estimates of charter expansion’s ef-
fect on student achievement. To control for student selection into charter schools,
the outcome variable is the district-time fixed effects from a regression of stu-
dents’ test scores on a set of students’ demographic characteristics and a dummy
for individual charter enrollment (instrumented by receiving a charter lottery of-
fer). We then use a district-time level 2SLS regression to estimate the effect
on this outcome of the charter share, which is a continuous variable that ranges
from 0 to 1. The sample for each regression includes only the expanding districts
and the synthetic control group districts, i.e. districts given a positive weight for
that outcome in our synthetic control, but we do not use the synthetic control
weights themselves. We use three instruments for charter share: (i) the interac-
tion between a post-reform years dummy and a Boston dummy, (ii) the interaction
between a post-reform years dummy and a dummy for other urban expanding dis-
tricts, and (iii) the interaction between a post-reform years dummy and a dummy
for nonurban expanding districts. Columns 1 and 3 show the first-stage effects of
these instruments on the charter share and Columns 2 and 4 show the effect of
the charter share on residualized test scores as estimated by 2SLS. All regressions
control for district fixed effects, and post-reform years. For standard errors, we
use the White estimator of variance. *** Significant at the 1 percent level. **
Significant at the 5 percent level. * Significant at the 10 percent level.

72



Figure A.2: Charter Share in the Synthetic Control Group for each Per-Pupil Expenditure

Variable
(a) Total revenue (b) Total spending
« |T-C difference in 2015 = 0.039 « |T-C difference in 2015 = 0.035
< 1T-C difference 2012-2015 = 0.026 S T-C difference 2012-2015 = 0.022
8_ | ©

T T T T T T T T
2000 2005 2010 2015 2000 2005 2010 2015

| Expanding districts =~ —=———- Synthetic control group ‘ | Expanding districts =~ —=———- Synthetic control group ‘
(c) Spending on instruction (d) Spending on support services
« |T-C difference in 2015 = 0.038 « |T-C difference in 2015 = 0.035
S 1T-C difference 2012-2015 = 0.023 < 1T-C difference 2012-2015 = 0.022

g_ 4
o
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Notes: This figure plots the share of students attending a charter school in the synthetic control group for each
financial outcome variable, as a test of the ‘fuzzy-DiD’ assumption that the treated share in the control group
remains constant. The graphs differ from one another only because different weights are used to construct the
synthetic control for each outcome variable. The charter share in the treatment group is provided for comparison.
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Table A.9: Lottery Estimates of Charter Effects

First stage 2SLS
(D () 3) C)
Math
Charter 0.455%%* -0.331**
(0.0608) (0.117)
Charter*Urban 0.312%** 0.932%%*
(0.0232) (0.126)
Charter*Post Reform 0.497**=* 0.0830**
(0.0263) (0.0320)
N 2985484 2985484 2985484 2985484
F stat 400.53 398.88 318.77
ELA
Charter 0.456%** -0.160
(0.0616) (0.0978)
Charter*Urban 0.312%** 0.398%***
(0.0230) (0.106)
Charter*Post Reform 0.495%** 0.186%**
(0.0267) (0.0262)
N 2752583 2752583 2752583 2752583
F stat 420.89 415.74 331.89

T Notes: This table reports first stage and 2SLS estimates of charter school attendance’s effects on student
achievement. Columns 1, 2, and 3 show estimates of the first stage coefficients, and column 4 shows estimates
of the 2SLS coefficients. There are three endogenous variables: a dummy for charter school attendance, the
interaction between charter attendance and a dummy for urban schools, and the interaction between charter
attendance and a dummy for post-reform years. We use three sets of instruments: a lottery offer dummy, a
lottery offer for an urban charter dummy, and a lottery offer for a charter school after the reform dummy. Each
endogenous variable is instrumented by the three instruments. However, for readability, we only report the
coefficient of the relevant instrument in the first three columns, that is (1) the coefficient on the lottery offer
dummy for the charter school attendance variable, (2) the coefficient on the urban charter lottery offer for the
interaction between charter attendance and urban schools, and (3) the coefficient on the post-reform lottery
offer for the interaction between charter attendance and post-reform years. All regressions control for race,
sex, special education, limited English proficiency, subsidized lunch status, and a female by minority dummy.
District-by-year dummies and risk set dummies are also included. Estimates pool post-lottery outcomes for
grades 4-8 and cluster by student identifier as well as district.

**%* Significant at the 1 percent level.

** Significant at the 5 percent level.

* Significant at the 10 percent level.
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Figure A.3: Charter Share and Students’ Achievement in alternative specification with
increased heterogeneity of direct charter effect

Mathematics ELA

(a) Charter share (b) Charter share

Ce T T T T T T
2000 2005 2010 2015 2000 2005 2010

T
2015

Expanding districts ——=—=—=- Synthetic control group Expanding districts ——=—=—=- Synthetic control group
(c) Math score (d) ELA score
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< Z
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Notes: This figure plots the share of students attending a charter school (plots a and b) and students’ average
math and ELA test scores (plots ¢ and d). The plain lines represent districts that saw an increased share of
students attending a charter school after the 2011 reform (expanding districts), and the dotted lines represent
the synthetic control districts. The test scores used for this figure are the residuals of a regression of students’
raw test scores on a set of students’ demographic characteristics and a dummy for individual charter enrollment.
This regression interacts individual charter enrollment with indicators for being in Boston, being in a non-Boston
expanding district, being post the 2011 reform, being in Boston post-reform, and being in a non-Boston expanding
district post-reform. Charter enrollment interacted with each indicator is instrumented by receiving a lottery offer
interacted with each indicator.
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E Sensitivity Tests for the Synthetic Control Specifications

Sensitivity tests for predictor variable weights

We test two options for the method used to compute the predictor variable weights: a standard
method and a cross-validation method.

The standard method is an iterative optimization procedure that searches among all predic-
tor weights matrices and sets of districts weights for the best-fitting convex combination of the
control units. Best-fitting refers to the fit between the pre-reform outcomes of the treated dis-
tricts and synthetic control. More specifically, the optimization problem uses four inputs: X,
the vector of pre-reform characteristics for the treated district (that is, the expanding districts),
Xy the matrix of the vectors of the untreated districts’ pre-reform characteristics, Y; the vector
of pre-reform outcomes for the treated district, and Y|, the matrix of the vectors of the untreated
districts’ pre-reform outcomes.

In the standard optimization method, the optimization proceeds in three steps:

1. For given predictor weights V' = (v, ..., vx), the donor weights w* (V') are chosen to
minimize the distance || X; — Xow||V = /(X1 — Xow)'V(X; — Xow) so that w*(V) >
0 and the donor weights sum up to one.

2. Given the donor weights w*(V), optimal predictor weights VV* are chosen to minimize
Y1 — Yow*(V)||? so that V* > 0 and the predictor weights sum up to one.

3. The final donor weights are computed as w*(V*).

The cross-validation method consists of dividing the pre-intervention period into two sub-
periods: a training period and a validation period. The optimization follows the three steps
presented above, with two exceptions: in step 1, the minimization only applies to the training
period, while in step 2, the minimization only applies to the validation period.

The results in Tables A.12 and A.13 show that using the cross-validation method often
produces lower-quality fit for outcome variables than the standard optimization method. This
is the reason why we only use the cross-validation method when we considered that the cost
in terms of fit quality was not too large. This is the case for the per-pupil expenditures and
per-pupil expenditures on instruction. Results for the other outcomes rely on the standard
optimization method.

Sensitivity tests for predictor variables

For most results presented in the paper, we use four years of lagged outcome variables as pre-
dictor variables and four years of charter share (with the exception of results on total spending
and spending on instruction that use cross-validation). Including lagged outcome variables and
lagged charter share is crucial to ensuring that these variables’ pre-reform trends are as simi-
lar as possible in expanding districts and the synthetic control. However, including too many
lagged outcome variables might render other outcome predictors irrelevant (Kaul et al., 2017).
We check if the number of lagged values impacts the fit quality for both the outcome variable
(for the reduced form estimates) and the charter share (for the first stage estimates).
Specifications 2 and 5 in Tables A.12 and A.13 compare results for specifications using 4
lags (for years 2003, 2006, 2008, and 2011) versus all lags (9 years). The sensitivity tests reveal
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that including all lags tends to either yield similar results (for spending on instruction and fixed
costs) or raises overfitting concerns. Using all lags increases the chance that donor districts
are matched because of idiosyncratic noise rather than an underlying trend shared with the
expanding districts. Overfitting occurs when expanding districts are matched to a large number
of donor districts, many of which have very small weights. For total spending and spending on
support services and salaries, for instance, the number of synthetic controls jumps from 4, 6,
and 8 to respectively 31, 32, and 32 when we use all lags instead of four.

Sensitivity tests for achievement outcomes

For the achievement outcomes, some more explanation is due for why we chose the specifi-
cation we did (which differs from that for fiscal outcomes). Figure 6 shows that test scores
vary more over time than the fiscal outcomes. This has two consequences when using the SC
method. First, it is more difficult to obtain a good fit on test scores than on fiscal outcomes
(as shown in Figures 4 and 6). When choosing a specification, we therefore paid particular
attention to the fit quality on test scores. Second, the larger variability of test scores increases
the risk of overfitting when we chose the SC. Table A.13 confirms that several specifications
give 10 or more districts in the SC, which we use as an informal overfitting threshold.’® In
order to mitigate the overfitting and poor fit quality risks, we use the following rule to identify
our preferred specification: First, we start by omitting the specifications that overfit. Then, we
select the specification that minimizes the RMSPE on test scores. For consistency, we also try
to use the same specification in math and ELA. That rule leads us to use a specification without
cross-validation, with 4 lagged values of test scores and charter share (and additional predictor
variables), and a donor pool that contains districts whose student achievement is in the bottom
25th percentile of the achievement distribution.

F Alternative estimation approaches for achievement outcomes

Our estimation approach for achievement outcomes described in section 6 may be biased if it
does not fully capture the heterogeneity in the direct effect of charter attendance Biar. In par-
ticular, we lack statistical power to fully allow for a different direct effect of charter schools in
every district-by-time cell, and our use of the lottery instrument means that we cannot identify
a heterogeneous effect of charter schools which did not run lotteries.

We use two robustness checks to confirm that these potential sources of bias are unlikely
to substantially affect our estimates. Firstly, we re-estimate equation (14), our first step, al-
lowing for an alternative and more flexible form of heterogeneity in the direct charter effect.
Specifically, we interact charter attendance with dummies for being in Boston, in a non-Boston
expanding district, being post-reform, being in Boston post-reform, and being in a non-Boston
expanding district post-reform. While still not a fully flexible specification, this aims to directly
account for the heterogeneity in Bidt = Biqt — pCyq induced by the quasi-random variation in
Cg4 that we take advantage of in our second (synthetic control) step.

Our second robustness check complements our main approach with a more standard ap-
proach based on different identifying assumptions. Specifically, we assume that selection into

36 A far as we know, there is no official definition or test for overfitting. We use 10 as a threshold because some
SC districts always have a very small weight when 10 districts belong to the SC.
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charter schools following expansion is based on pre-expansion test scores and then use our
2SLS approach from section 6.2.2 to estimate the effect of charter expansion conditional on
these scores. Formally, we model the achievement of non-charter students as

Y;gt =a+ NCy + 6Post, + 0E4 + ' X + Y C + Na + Uar + Eiar (15)

This is similar to equation 8, with £ indicating an expanding district and Post; a post-
expansion time period, but also includes an additional control for y?;“ which is the student’s
most recent test score before the expansion. We identify Cy with the assumption that ;4 is
uncorrelated with Z; = E; x Post; conditional on not attending a charter, which holds if
student selection into charters is random conditional on y};“ and trends in potential outcomes
are otherwise parallel.

We then estimate (15) by 2SLS in the sample of non-charter students in Boston and the non-
expanding districts that make up the donor pool for our synthetic control analysis. Unlike in our
previous analyses, we exclude non-Boston expanding districts as the instruments corresponding
to these districts were no longer significant in the first stage when using this approach.

Both of these alternative approaches produce similar results. The first approach, using the
alternative form of heterogeneity in the direct charter effect, produces extremely similar esti-
mates of the district-by-time fixed effects as those estimated from equation (14) (the correlation
is above 0.99). Thus, the results from synthetic control estimation using these fixed effects
(shown in appendix figure A.3) are extremely similar. Appendix table A.10 reports the results
from our second approach, the estimation of equation (15). These results are qualitatively sim-
ilar to the main results we report in section 7, showing a positive and significant (p < 0.05)
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effect of charter expansion on math scores and a smaller, insignificant effect on ELA scores.

Table A.10: Estimates of the effect of charter expansion on student test
scores, controlling for pre-expansion test scores

Math ELA
First Stage  2SLS First Stage  2SLS
(1 (2) (3) 4)
Charter Share 1.299* 0.477
(0.529) (0.499)

Post-reform * Boston 0.0500%** 0.0500%**

(0.00194) (0.00194)
N 418774 418774 415364 415364
First Stage F-Stat 662.972 663.419
R2 0.785 0.733

¥ Notes: This table shows estimates of equation 15 by 2SLS, ie an IV-DiD regres-

sion of individual student achievement on charter share while controlling for pre-

expansion test scores. All regressions control for district fixed effects and post-

reform years. Charter share is an endogenous variable which ranges from O to 1.

We instrument for charter share using an interaction between a dummy for being in

a post-expansion reform year and a dummy for being in Boston.
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Table A.12: Results of Sensitivity Tests for the Synthetic Control Specifications

Number of
SC RMSPE of the
districts first stage
ey 2)

RMSPE of the
reduced form

3)

Treatment effect
(reduced form)

“)

NN N AW NN R W~ NN R W -

NN R W -

Cross-validation and all predictor var
Without cross-validation (4 lags)

Without additional predictors

Without cross-validation (4 lags, no cov)
Without cross-validation (all lags)

Donor pool (DP) = bottom 25

Without cross-validation (DP = bottom 25)

Cross-validation and all predictor var
Without cross-validation (4 lags)

Without additional predictors

Without cross-validation (4 lags, no cov)
Without cross-validation (all lags)

Donor pool (DP) = bottom 25

Without cross-validation (DP = bottom 25)

Cross-validation and all predictor var
Without cross-validation (4 lags)

Without additional predictors

Without cross-validation (4 lags, no cov)
Without cross-validation (all lags)

Donor pool (DP) = bottom 25

Without cross-validation (DP = bottom 25)

Cross-validation and all predictor var
Without cross-validation (4 lags)

Without additional predictors

Without cross-validation (4 lags, no cov)
Without cross-validation (all lags)

Donor pool (DP) = bottom 25

Without cross-validation (DP = bottom 25)

000NN N

[ N N R N Y R E>)

Outcome: Districts’ Transfers to Charter Schools

0.0043
0.0028
0.0019
0.0028
0.0028
0.0115
0.0049

0.2173
0.0769
0.1527
0.0769
0.0769
0.1599
0.3275

0.5718
0.5095
0.4724
0.5095
0.5095
0.5810
0.5988

Outcome: Districts’ Temporary Refund

0.0113
0.0118
0.0044
0.0118
0.0118
0.0111
0.0032

0.3199
0.1324
0.2824
0.1324
0.1324
0.1288
0.4023

0.9094
0.9136
1.1819
0.9136
0.9136
0.9207
0.9035

Outcome: Districts’ Per-Pupil Expenditures on Capital

13
11
8
11
11
11
11

0.0015
0.0022
0.0026
0.0022
0.0022
0.0018
0.0016

0.3494
0.1584
0.3459
0.1584
0.1584
0.2062
0.3383

0.0806

-0.1297
-0.1126
-0.1297
-0.1297
-0.4370
-0.0182

Outcome: Districts’ Per-Pupil Expenditures on Instruction

10
8

O 00 00 0

0.0015
0.0023
0.0040
0.0023
0.0023
0.0088
0.0022

0.0228
0.0119
0.0228
0.0119
0.0119
0.0132
0.0151

0.0952
0.1115
0.1099
0.1115
0.1115
0.1271
0.1054

T Notes: See next table.
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Table A.13: Sensitivity Tests for the Synthetic Control Specifications (continued)

Number of
SC RMSPE of the RMSPE of the Treatment effect
districts first stage reduced form (reduced form)
(H (2) 3) C))

Outcome: Districts’ Per-Pupil Expenditures on Salaries

NN Nk WN - NN R W~

NN R W -

Cross-validation and all predictor var 11 0.0011 0.0196 0.0748

Without cross-validation (4 lags) 8 0.0011 0.0143 0.0788
Without additional predictors 11 0.0011 0.0173 0.0496
Without cross-validation (4 lags, no cov) 8 0.0011 0.0143 0.0788
Without cross-validation (all lags) 8 0.0011 0.0143 0.0788
Donor pool (DP) = bottom 25 7 0.0012 0.0145 0.0823
Without cross-validation (DP = bottom 25) 8 0.0012 0.0256 0.0639

Outcome: Districts’ Average Test Scores in Math

Cross-validation and all predictor var 9 0.0023 0.0276 0.0133

Without cross-validation (4 lags) 5 0.0177 0.0156 0.0756
Without additional predictors 10 0.0026 0.0319 0.0580
Without cross-validation (4 lags, no cov) 10 0.0023 0.0153 0.0585
Without cross-validation (all lags) 10 0.0023 0.0153 0.0585

Donor pool (DP) = bottom 20 8 0.0018 0.0233 -0.0019
Without cross-validation (DP = bottom 20) 11 0.0019 0.0149 0.0578

Outcome: Districts’ Average Test Scores in ELA

Cross-validation and all predictor var 10 0.0020 0.0350 0.0038

Without cross-validation (4 lags) 8 0.0240 0.0138 0.0354
Without additional predictors 10 0.0016 0.0461 -0.0167
Without cross-validation (4 lags, no cov) 31 0.0014 0.0229 -0.0019
Without cross-validation (all lags) 31 0.0014 0.0229 -0.0019
Donor pool (DP) = bottom 20 9 0.0018 0.0565 0.0297

Without cross-validation (DP = bottom 20) 8 0.0021 0.0132 0.0324

Outcome: Student-Teacher Ratio

Cross-validation and all predictor var 10 0.0018 0.3426 -0.0929
Without cross-validation (4 lags) 7 0.0021 0.2969 -0.1733
Without additional predictors 26 0.0015 0.2935 -0.0805
Without cross-validation (4 lags, no cov) 7 0.0021 0.2969 -0.1733
Without cross-validation (all lags) 7 0.0021 0.2969 -0.1733
Donor pool (DP) = bottom 25 8 0.0023 0.3167 -0.1886
Without cross-validation (DP = bottom 25) 8 0.0029 0.2790 -0.1813

NN R WD~

T Notes: This table reports results of sensitivity tests done for the synthetic control method. For purposes of com-
parison, the first row of each panel presents the baseline specification used throughout the paper. The upper panel
shows results when the outcome variable is districts’ total per-pupil expenditures. Moving down the table, we doc-
ument results when the outcome variable is districts” per-pupil expenditures on fixed costs, instruction, and support
services, districts’ average test scores in Math as well as english, language and arts (ELA), and the district-level
student-teacher ratio. The first column shows the number of synthetic control districts identified by the synthetic
control algorithm. The root mean squared prediction error (RMSPE) measures the fit quality between expanding
districts’ pre-reform path and nonexpanding districts’ outcome path (column 2) and charter share path (column 3).
In column 4, the reduced form treatment effect estimate is the average post-reform gap between the expanding dis-
tricts’ outcome and the weighted average outcome of the synthetic control districts.
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