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Background:  The 21st Century Community Learning Centers program has supported after-school programs since 1998.  Research on the effects of after-school programs has been inconclusive, leading to an ongoing debate about the effects of after-school programs.

Purpose:  To examine the implementation of the 21st Century Community Learning Centers after-school program and assess its impacts on students.  Earlier reports from this study presented findings based on two school years of data for middle school students and one school year of data for elementary school students.  Key impact findings from the first report include no improvement in homework completion, limited effects on academic outcomes, no reduction in self-care, no improvements in safety and behavior, higher levels of parental involvement for the treatment group relative to the control group, and few effects on developmental outcomes.  Key impact findings from the second report include higher levels of supervision by adults for treatment-group students relative to control-group students, lower levels of supervision by siblings for treatment-group students relative to control-group students, no reduction in self-care, few impacts on academic outcomes, improved feelings of safety after school for elementary students in the treatment group relative to students in the control group, mixed evidence on negative behavior for middle school students, some impacts on parents of elementary students, and few impacts on developmental outcomes.  The purpose of the current report is to present impact analyses based on two years of follow-up data for elementary students.

Setting:  Twenty-six 21st Century centers in 12 school districts.  

Subjects:  A total of 2,308 elementary students eligible for and interested in attending a 21st Century Community Learning Center.  A total of 973 students applied to 18 centers in fall 2000, and 1,335 applied to 8 centers in fall 2001.

Intervention:  21st Century centers typically offered homework sessions, academic activities, enrichment activities, such as art, drama, or music, and recreation activities.

Research Design:  Randomized controlled field trial.  Students were randomly assigned either to the 21st Century center group (1,258 students) or to a control group (1,050 students).

Control or Comparison Condition:  Control students could participate in any other after-school activities and programs to which they were entitled or eligible, but they were not eligible to participate in 21st Century after-school centers for two years.

Data Collection and Analysis:  Data on students’ supervision after school, academic achievement, behavior, developmental outcomes, and feelings of safety after school were collected from parents, teachers, students, and school records in fall 2000 (baseline), spring 2001 (first followup), and spring 2002 (second followup) for the first cohort of students, and one year later for students who applied to centers in fall 2001.  The Stanford Achievement Test in reading was administered at baseline and followup.  Regression-adjusted impact estimates that compare the outcomes of treatment and control students were calculated to assess differences between the 21st Century and control groups.  We also collected implementation data from program staff and principals and conducted two visits to each site, once during each of the two years of the study.

Findings:  Earlier analyses found few impacts of 21st Century programs.  It was hypothesized that an additional year of follow-up data might show positive effects because students had the opportunity to participate for a second school year, and change in some outcomes might require more time than others.  Analyses of an additional year of follow-up data do not yield support for this hypothesis.  Treatment-group students were less likely than control-group students to be in parent care and more likely to be in the care of other adults, but they were no less likely than control-group students to be in self-care.  Treatment-group students did not have higher levels of academic achievement as measured by reading test scores or grades in math, science, social studies, and English relative to control-group students.  There was evidence of higher levels of negative behavior among the treatment group relative to the control group on multiple outcomes, including suspensions, teachers calling students’ parents about behavior, and students being disciplined by teachers.  There were mixed effects on developmental outcomes.  Treatment-group students had improved feelings of safety after school relative to control-group students.  

Conclusions:  This study finds that elementary students who were randomly assigned to attend the 21st Century Community Learning Centers after-school program were more likely to feel safe after school, no more likely to have higher academic achievement, no less likely to be in self-care, more likely to engage in some negative behaviors, and experience mixed effects on developmental outcomes relative to students who were not randomly assigned to attend the centers.

When Schools Stay Open Late: The National Evaluation of the 21st Century Community Learning Centers Program Final Report

Executive Summary

Various studies of after-school programs have reported that programs can increase academic achievement and student safety and reduce negative behaviors, such as drug and alcohol use. However, some studies have reported that after-school programs had no effect on some important outcomes and even worsened others, leading to a debate over whether the research evidence supports increased investment in after-school programs.

In 1994, Congress authorized the 21st Century Community Learning Centers (21st Century) program to open up schools for broader use by their communities.  In 1998, the program was refocused on providing academic, enrichment, and recreational activities in public schools during the after-school hours (centers also could be open before school, on weekends, and during the summer).  The program grew from an appropriation of $40 million in 1998 to $1 billion in 2002, where it has remained.  

In 1999, the U.S. Department of Education (ED) selected Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. (MPR) and Decision Information Resources, Inc. to evaluate the 21st Century program.  The challenge facing the national evaluation was to address three key questions about a rapidly growing and popular program at a level of rigor that would support policymakers in their efforts to further develop and enhance the program.  The three questions were: (1) Did the program improve student outcomes, such as supervision after school, safety after school, academic achievement, behavior, and social and emotional development?  (2) What types of students benefited the most?  and (3) What were the features and characteristics of programs?  The wide range of outcomes examined in the study was guided by program content and ED’s priorities in the 21st Century program grant competitions, which called for programs to include extended learning opportunities, but also allowed them to include enrichment activities, such as recreation, music, and art.  

To address these key questions, the evaluation conducted an impact study and an implementation study.  Two different designs were used for the elementary and middle school impact studies.  The elementary school study was based on random assignment, in which outcomes of students assigned to the centers were compared to outcomes of students not assigned to the centers.  The elementary grantees and centers in our study were purposively selected because they could implement random assignment, and the results apply to these grantees and centers.  The results should not be interpreted as findings from the universe of 21st Century centers serving elementary school students.  The middle school study was based on a nationally representative sample of 21st Century programs serving middle school participants and a matched-comparison design, in which outcomes of students who participated in centers were compared to outcomes of similar students who did not.  The results can be interpreted as findings from the universe of 21st Century centers serving middle school students (in the first three cohorts of grantees).  Both the elementary and middle school studies followed all students in the treatment and control or comparison groups for two school years, with baseline data collection in the fall and follow-up data collection in the two subsequent springs.  Both studies collected implementation data, mainly through visits to centers in both school years.  

In its first year of data collection, the evaluation collected baseline and first follow-up data for roughly 1,000 elementary students in 18 centers in 7 school districts, and 4,300 middle school students in 61 schools in 32 school districts (baseline data were collected in fall 2000, and first follow-up data were collected in spring 2001).  The evaluation’s first report, released in February 2003, includes findings based on these data (Dynarski et al. 2003).  

In its second year of data collection, the evaluation added a second cohort of elementary school students from 8 centers (administering the baseline surveys in fall 2001 and first follow-up surveys in spring 2002 to these new students), and conducted the second and final follow-up data collection for middle school students and the first cohort of elementary school students (second follow-up data for these students were collected in spring 2002).  First follow-up data from the first and second cohorts of elementary students also were combined.  Findings from these data—the full first follow-up sample for elementary school students and the full second follow-up sample for middle school students—were reported in Dynarski et al. (2004) (hereafter, referred to as the second report).  

In spring 2003, during the evaluation’s third and final year of data collection, the study collected the second and final year of follow-up data for the second cohort of elementary students.  The second follow-up data for the two elementary school cohorts were then combined.  This report analyzes these second follow-up data on elementary school students, to explore whether outcomes are affected by a second year of being able to attend 21st Century programs in the evaluation.

The report concludes with a synthesis of the evaluation’s findings.  The synthesis looks comprehensively at implementation and impact findings for elementary schools and middle schools in the context of the program’s objectives and goals.

Context

When the national evaluation got under way in October 1999, relatively little was known about the effectiveness of after-school programs, though some research suggested that the programs held promise.  This promise was captured in the title Safe and Smart, a report about after-school programs jointly issued in June 1998 by ED and the U.S. Department of Justice, promoting after-school programs as safe places for children to improve their academic skills and enhance other aspects of their development.

At the time of Safe and Smart’s release, ED was making its initial 21st Century grants, totaling $40 million to school districts.  Within a few months, Congress increased the program’s funding to $200 million; the following year, funding more than doubled, to $450 million.  When the evaluation began in 1999, funding had increased tenfold in three fiscal years.  Program funding continued to increase, rising to $1 billion in 2002, where it has remained.  Until the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), ED had made grants to seven cohorts of school districts, with funds going to almost 1,600 districts and 6,800 schools.

Design of the National Evaluation
The national evaluation of the 21st Century Community Learning Centers program includes an elementary school study and a middle school study.
The elementary school study used random assignment of students to treatment and control groups.  Random assignment was conducted separately for each center.  The study included 12 school districts and 26 centers, which were able to participate in the evaluation because the centers had more students interested in attending than the centers could serve, a precondition for random assignment.  The findings are based on data collected from students, parents, teachers, principals, program staff members, and school records.  The evaluation selected students in the fall of the school year and followed those students for two school years.  Baseline and first follow-up data were collected for 589 treatment-group students and 384 control-group students in seven school districts in the 2000-2001 school year (the first cohort), and for 693 treatment-group students and 666 control-group students in five school districts in the 2001-2002 school year (the second cohort).  Second follow-up data were collected in the 2001-2002 school year for the first cohort, and in the 2002-2003 school year for the second cohort.  The total elementary school sample was 2,308 students.

The middle school study is based on a nationally representative sample of 21st Century programs serving middle school participants and a matched-comparison group of students who are similar to participants.  Similar students were identified in host schools or in other schools in the participating districts.  Student data were collected from 32 school districts and 61 centers in those districts.  The sample includes 1,782 participants who were matched to 2,482 comparison students.  As with the elementary school study, the evaluation selected students in the fall of the school year and followed those students for two school years.  Baseline and first follow-up data were collected in the 2000-2001 school year, and second follow-up data were collected in the 2001-2002 school year.
ED funded seven cohorts of 21st Century discretionary grants.  The elementary school study includes grantees from the first five cohorts (4 of the 12 districts also received grants in the sixth and seventh cohorts).  The middle school study includes grantees from the first three cohorts.  When the study began, all grantees were in their second or third year of a three-year grant.  In 2001, NCLB changed the program from discretionary grants to state-administered grants.  As of October 2004, 6 of the 12 school districts in the study had received grants from their state.

The implementation analysis was based on site visits that were conducted to all grantees, with visits lasting two to four days.  Each center was visited twice, once during each of the two years of the study.  The study also conducted surveys of program directors, program staff, and school principals in its first two years.  These surveys were not conducted for the second year of the second elementary school cohort.

In 2002, NCLB changed the program’s structure by allocating its funds to states in proportion to the state allocation of Title I funds.  States operate their own grant competitions to select school districts to receive funding.  

Even though the 21st Century program made its first grants in 1998, school districts receiving funding were not necessarily operating after-school programs for the first time.  Most districts in the study had experience in running some type of after-school program, though the programs may have been smaller or included fewer services and activities than those offered with the 21st Century grants.  When data collection for the evaluation began, the programs were in the second or third year of their 21st Century grant.  

The legislation authorizing the 21st Century program did not require programs to focus on academic activities, but ED’s priorities in its grant competitions were clear: to be funded, programs needed to provide these types of activities.  In the initial grant competition announced in the Federal Register on December 2, 1997, ED indicated it would fund only those applicants that propose “an array of inclusive and supervised services that include extended learning opportunities (such as instructional enrichment programs, tutoring, or homework assistance) but may also include recreational, musical and artistic activities.”  ED also awarded additional points to applicants (school districts) that proposed activities that assisted students in meeting state and federal standards in core academic subjects.  

A Typical Elementary School Center

The center is open five days a week for two and a half to three hours a day.  About 85 students come to the center on an average day.  The first hour is a snack and a homework session.  Certified teachers and aides oversee the homework session.  After homework ends, students are grouped by grade level and rotate through various activities, depending on the day of the week.  Some students work in the computer lab on their reading and math skills or meet with certified teachers for instruction that complements instruction in the regular school day.  Other students participate in enrichment activities, such as martial arts, fitness and dance, art, and music.  A mix of teachers, instructional aides, and outside organizations lead the enrichment activities.  On Fridays, students participate in special activities or spend time playing board games or basketball.

Characteristics of Elementary School Centers in the Second Year

Combining the information from both cohorts of centers in the study, the two most common objectives of administrators of elementary school centers were to (1) provide students with a safe place after school, and (2) help students improve academically.  These goals were similar to those of parents, who said they enrolled their children in the centers to help them do better in school (80 percent of parents) or to provide “a safe place for my child after school” (69 percent of parents).

Generally, centers were open for three hours after school four or five days a week.  A typical day included one hour for homework and a snack, one hour for another academic activity, such as a lesson or working in a computer lab, and one hour for recreational or cultural activities.  All centers provided academic assistance, mostly as homework sessions (100 percent of centers), instruction in reading and writing (86 percent), and instruction in math (77 percent).


[image: image21.wmf]Figure II.3



Average Days Attended Each Week, Second-Year Participants and First-Year Participants

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

4

4.5

5

October

November

December

January

February

March

April

Average Number of Days Attended

Year 2 Participants

Year 1 Participants

 

Centers also provided recreational, cultural, and interpersonal development activities.  Nearly all centers offered recreational activities, ranging from unstructured free time to organized sports.  Centers also offered dance, drama, music, and workshops on development topics, such as developing leadership skills and resolving conflicts with peers.

Students in the treatment group attended an average of 81 days during the two-year follow-up period—49 days in the first year and 32 in the second.  An important reason for the decline in measured attendance in the second year compared with the first year is that one-fourth of the treatment group did not have access to the program in the second year, because they changed schools and their new school did not operate a 21st Century center (see Figure 1).  Focusing on the second year, about 40 percent of the treatment-group students attended the program in the second year for at least one day (Figure 2 shows the distribution of attendance for students who attended in the second year).

Attendance for these students (those who continued to attend in the second year) averaged about 81 days, which translates into roughly 2.7 days a week (centers were open for 30 weeks on average) or 63 percent of days centers were open (on average, centers were open for 129 days).  The study observed large variations in average attendance across districts and students but additional analysis did not reveal district or student characteristics that explained the variations. 
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Impacts of Elementary School Centers in the Second Year

The experiences and outcomes of control-group students in the evaluation provide a benchmark for measuring impacts.  Control-group students may have gone home after school or attended some other after-school program, been supervised by a parent, sibling, or some other adult, worked on their homework in their own home or in an after-school program, and so on.  Because the evaluation used an experimental design, these experiences accurately measure what treatment-group students would have experienced in the absence of the 21st Century center in their school.  The experimental design ensures that outcome differences between the treatment and control groups are attributable to the program.

Supervision After School.  Treatment-group students were more likely than control-group students to be with adults who were not their parents (40 vs. 33 percent) and less likely to be with their parents after school (68 vs. 75 percent).  There was no impact of the program on the frequency of self-care (defined as not being with a parent, another adult, or older sibling after school).  Just over one percent of students were in self-care three or more days in a typical week (Figure 3).
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Academic Achievement.  There were no differences between treatment-group students and control-group students on most academic outcomes.  Treatment-group students scored no better on reading tests than control-group students and had similar grades in English, mathematics, science, and social studies.  There also were no differences in time spent on homework, preparation for class, and absenteeism.  However, teachers reported lower levels of effort and achievement for treatment-group students relative to control-group students. (According to teachers, 47 percent of treatment students tried hard in reading vs. 52 percent of control students, and 22 percent of treatment students achieved at an above-average or high level vs. 28 percent of control students.)

Safety After School.  Treatment-group students reported feeling safer after school than control-group students; 2.5 percent of treatment-group students, compared with 7.1 percent of control-group students, reported feeling “not at all safe” after school.

Negative Behaviors.  Treatment-group students were more likely than control-group students to engage in negative behaviors during the school day.  Treatment-group students were more likely than control-group students to have schools contact their parents about behavior problems (28 vs. 23 percent), be suspended (12 vs. 8 percent), miss recess or sit in the hall (22 vs. 17 percent), and have their parents come to school about a problem (22 vs. 17 percent).  The outcomes were gathered from different data sources, and higher levels of negative behaviors for the treatment group relative to the control group were evident in most of the 12 school districts.  On other measures, such as teacher reports of sending the student to the office for misbehaving or giving the student detention, there were no impacts.

Developmental Outcomes.  Teachers were less likely to report that program students got along well with others relative to control-group students (70 vs. 76 percent), and program students were less likely to rate themselves highly in working with others on a team relative to control-group students (78 vs. 85 percent).  Program students reported that they were equally likely to get along with others their age, which differs from teacher reports.  The difference may be attributable to differences in the samples underlying the two measures (student surveys were administered only to third- through sixth-grade students) or to differences in perspectives between teachers and students. 

Parent Outcomes.  There was no impact of the program on parental involvement in school, as measured by attendance at events held after school, parent-teacher organization meetings, or open houses or by the extent to which parents volunteered at school.

Subgroup Impacts.  Generally, few subgroups had impacts that differed significantly.  However, boys and students who had higher levels of disciplinary problems at baseline appeared to have significantly different impacts on negative behaviors relative to girls and students with low levels of disciplinary problems.  In addition, students with lower test scores at baseline had significantly different impacts on grades than did students with higher test scores at baseline.

Comparison of Elementary School Findings in the First and Second Years

Some findings are the same in both years.  In both years, the findings indicate that elementary students in centers were less likely than control-group students to be supervised by parents and more likely to be supervised by other adults after school, and more likely to be at school during after-school hours and less likely to be at home.  In both years, there was no impact of the program on academic outcomes, such as grades, test scores, or homework completion, and treatment-group students reported feeling safer after school than control-group students.
Other findings were found in one year but not the other.  In the first year, the study found that elementary school students in the treatment group were more likely than students in the control group to help other students after school, but this impact was not found in the second year.  In the second year, treatment-group students were less likely than control-group students to rate themselves highly at working with others on a team, and, according to teachers, were less likely than control-group students to get along with others.  A higher percentage of treatment-group students than control-group students had behavior problems in the second year, but the findings were not statistically significant in the first year.  In the first year, parents of treatment-group students were more likely than parents of control-group students to attend after-school events, help their child with homework, and ask their child about school, but none of these impacts was found in the second year.  Boys and students with higher levels of discipline problems at baseline experienced larger impacts on negative behavior, and students with low test scores at baseline had significantly different impacts on grades than students with high baseline test scores.  Neither pattern was evident in the first year.

Synthesis of National Evaluation Findings

The national evaluation is the largest and most rigorous examination to date of school-based after-school programs.  Given the large amount of data that have been collected, analyzed, and reported, it is helpful to synthesize the findings presented in the evaluation’s three major reports.  We first highlight key implementation findings, then turn to impact findings.  

The synthesis necessarily focuses on particular findings from the many findings reported by the evaluation.  In highlighting the particular findings, the synthesis relied on the three main evaluation questions: (1) What were the features and characteristics of programs? (2) Did programs improve student outcomes?  and (3) What types of students benefited the most? It also considered the second impact question in five student domains: supervision and location after school, academic performance, personal and social development, behavior, and safety.  In addition, the synthesis touches on several parent outcomes.  Generally, impact findings are discussed only if the estimated impact is statistically significant in one or both years.  Some findings relate to an absence of impact when it was hypothesized that an impact would be observed.  

The synthesis combines both elementary and middle school findings.  Middle school centers in the study were nationally representative, but elementary school centers had higher levels of low-income and minority students than the national average for elementary school centers, and the impact estimates are based on different measurement designs.  The synthesis focuses on the overall consistency of findings, for which these differences play less of a role.  

Implementation Findings

The study team collected data from program directors, staff, and school principals, and it observed centers to analyze program objectives, activities, staffing, and changes in centers during the two-year follow-up period.  The data were the basis for several useful findings about implementation.

National data from program performance reports provide a description of an average 21st Century center.  An average center serves about 200 students during a school year (though the number served each day is lower and varies widely across centers) and is open 10 or more hours a week (many are open 20 or more hours a week and on Saturdays).  The center employs 12 or 13 staff, many of whom are teachers during the regular school day, to work with students.  The center’s budget enables it to spend about $1,000 a year per enrolled student, with most of its funds coming from the 21st Century grant.  

Most schools hosting centers are elementary and middle schools that enroll a large number of low-income and minority students.  Whereas 17 percent of middle schools nationwide are classified as high poverty (based on the proportion of students participating in the free lunch program), 66 percent of middle schools operating 21st Century centers are classified as high poverty.  Similarly, 37 percent of students in middle schools nationwide are minorities; in middle schools operating 21st Century centers, 57 percent are minorities.

In both middle and elementary centers, program directors’ most important objectives were (1) providing a safe environment after school, and (2) helping students improve academically.  These objectives coincide with ED’s Safe and Smart theme for the 21st Century program.  Nearly all centers provided academic activities in reading, math, and science. Enrichment activities, such as art, music, and technology, also were common.  

Program directors of elementary school centers in the study reported that they designed activities mostly to increase academic achievement and to provide opportunities for enrichment and recreation.  Directors of middle school centers reported that they designed activities to improve academic achievement but also to appeal to students (most of whom said they attended voluntarily) and to accommodate staff, parent, and teacher views about what students needed to develop and improve.  In interviews, program directors noted that they needed to provide interesting and fun activities that attracted students, while also providing academic activities that they viewed as being less attractive to students.  Finding the right balance was a continual concern.  

The study found wide variability in activities and services delivered across programs.  Homework help was the most consistent activity that programs provided, but nearly all other activities and services varied widely across districts (and across centers within districts, to a lesser degree).  The variability is consistent with the “model” underlying the program, which is that school districts and community partners should work together and combine local resources and skills to create a menu of services and activities that appeal to students.  The authorizing legislation and ED’s funding criteria both left program design primarily to the local programs.  The variation in activities and services observed by the study is a logical consequence of this feature. 

Academic activities, which programs had to provide to be funded, also varied according to local skills and resources.  Middle school programs commonly provided homework help, and the evaluation observed that, typically, the help was passive and more like a study hall than a tutoring session.  Other academic activities generally focused on smaller numbers of students who needed to work on particular skills or practice for state assessment tests.  Coordination with the school-day curriculum was uncommon.  Elementary school programs provided a range of academic activities beyond homework, and most were attentive to coordinating the activities with curriculum in the regular school day.  Program staff and school-day teachers generally were aware of the need to have information flow between teachers in classrooms and staff in programs, but they had varying degrees of success in facilitating the flow.  Coordination was smoother when regular schoolteachers were also program staff and had the same students, which was uncommon.  Coordination appeared weak or nonexistent in centers that relied on outside staff, focused on noncognitive activities, or used processes that created a paperwork burden, such as having teachers send homework assignments to programs or share lesson plans with them.  

During the study’s two-year period when it observed implementation, program leadership was stable.  Eighty-two percent of program directors were still working for the programs in the study’s second year.  However, two-thirds of the center staff and one-third of center coordinators from the first year had left the centers in the second year, suggesting high turnover.  Centers did not pay high wages, which may have contributed to turnover, but the most common reason staff gave for departing was the demands of working after school.  

Key Implementation Findings from the National Evaluation

· The 21st Century program is serving mostly low-income schools that enroll large proportions of minority students.

· The most important program objectives are providing a safe setting and offering activities to help students improve academically.

· Many center staff are teachers. 

· Program leadership is stable, but line staff turnover is high. 

· The average elementary school student attends two to three days a week, and the average middle school student attends one day a week.  Middle school students attend less frequently as the school year progresses, and most do not return in the second year even when they have access to centers.  Elementary school students attend about the same throughout the year and are more likely to return in the second year.

This burnout factor may relate to the fact that many center staff were teachers during the regular school day.  Though hiring teachers as staff has advantages—they are familiar with delivering curriculum and instruction and maintaining control of students, and the district knows them—the demands of teaching during the day make it difficult to teach after school as well.  

Program attendance was about two days a week for elementary students and about one day a week for middle schoolers.  Weekly attendance for middle school students was higher in the earlier part of the school year and declined as the year went on, and many did not return to the program in the second year.  Weekly attendance was about the same for elementary school students throughout the school year, and they were more likely than middle school students to return in the second year.  Middle school and elementary school students who returned in the second year had patterns of attendance similar to those in the first year.  Program and student characteristics did not appear to have relationships with the frequency of attendance, and the study did not find relationships between more frequent attendance and positive outcomes.  However, more frequent and steadier attendance would help programs manage service delivery and integrate school-day and after-school instruction.

Impact Findings

The experiences and outcomes of control- and comparison-group students in the evaluation provide a benchmark for measuring impacts.  Control- or comparison-group students may have gone home after school or attended some other after-school program, been supervised by a parent, sibling, or some other adult, worked on their homework in their own home or in an after‑school program, and so on.  Because the elementary school evaluation used an experimental design, the study can validly measure what treatment-group students would have experienced in the absence of the 21st Century center in their school or local area.  For example, the majority of elementary school students in the control group were at home after school and with a parent, which indicates that the majority of the treatment group attending 21st Century centers would have been home with a parent if centers did not operate in their schools. 

For the middle school study, the evaluation used a matched-comparison group design, which by its nature cannot rule out the possibility that other factors besides the program explain part of the outcome differences.  The evaluation used statistical techniques to adjust for a wide range of other variables that could differ between the treatment and comparison groups.  

Supervision After School.  Students in centers were more likely than control- or comparison-group students to be with adults who were not their parents after school and less likely to be with parents or older siblings.  There was no impact of the program on self-care, regardless of how it was defined.  


Academic Achievement.  Generally, the program had no impact on reading test scores or grades.  For elementary school students who had low grades at baseline, the program had a positive impact on English grades.  The difference was about 2 points on a 100-point scale.  Middle school students in the treatment group also had lower absenteeism than students in the comparison group.  

Homework.  Homework assistance was the most common academic activity that centers provided, but there was no impact of the program on the extent to which students completed homework or received help with it.  The study found that nearly all elementary school students already received homework help.  About 90 percent of the elementary students in the control group reported that a parent or some other adult asked them if their homework was complete, and about 80 percent reported that a parent or some other adult checked their homework to see if it was complete.  For middle school students in the comparison group, 80 percent reported that a parent or other adult asked them if their homework was complete; about 53 percent reported that a parent or other adult checked that homework was complete.  

Feelings of Safety.  Elementary school students in the treatment group reported feeling safer after school than students in the control group, even though nearly three-quarters of students in the control group reported feeling “very safe” (the highest of three categories) and only seven percent reported feeling “not at all safe” (the lowest of three categories).  Similar findings were not observed for middle school students.  Fewer than three percent of middle school students reported feeling “not at all safe.”  


Developmental Outcomes.  The study looked at a range of outcomes related to personal and social development, though it did not collect detailed measures in these domains.  Although most outcomes showed no differences, middle school treatment-group students were more likely than comparison-group students to say they expected to graduate from college.  The difference was small, about two percentage points.  Elementary students in the treatment group were more likely than elementary students in the control group to report helping other students after school in the first year, which may be related to program activities.  In the second year, however, treatment-group students were less likely than control-group students to say they worked well in teams, and teachers rated them lower than control-group students in getting along with others.

Parental Outcomes.  Parents of elementary students in the treatment group had higher employment levels than parents of elementary students in the control group in the first year but not in the second year.  The finding hints at the possibility that programs may enable parents to participate in the labor market, although the lack of a second-year finding makes the picture unclear.  For middle school parents, parental involvement was higher in the first year for the treatment group than for the comparison group.  Treatment-group parents were more likely than comparison-group parents to attend parent-teacher organization meetings, volunteer at school, and go to after-school events.  Elementary school parents in the treatment group were more likely than parents in the control group to participate in after-school events in the first year, but their involvement in other areas was unaffected.  In the second year, parents were as involved as the first year, but the extent of involvement was the same for the program and control groups.  

Negative Behaviors.  Middle school treatment-group students were more likely than comparison-group students to engage in some negative behaviors.  A composite variable for five negative behaviors was higher for the program group than the comparison group in both years, and the difference was statistically significant.  Negative behaviors were higher among elementary students in the treatment group compare with the control group in the second year but not the first.  Treatment-group students were more likely than control-group students to be disciplined by their regular school-day teachers and to be suspended from school (about 12 percent of the treatment group were suspended at least once in the second year, compared to about 8 percent of the control group).  Discussions with program directors indicated that, generally, students were not suspended because of misbehavior that may have happened during the after-school program, suggesting that, like the teacher discipline outcome, suspensions are related to negative behavior during the regular school day.  Subgroup analyses showed that impacts on negative behaviors were larger for boys (behavior impacts for girls were close to zero and statistically insignificant) and for students who had higher levels of disciplinary problems at baseline, providing some insights about the pathways of behavior problems.

Key Impact Findings from the National Evaluation

· Treatment-group students were more likely than control- and comparison-group students to be supervised by other adults after school, and less likely to be supervised by parents and siblings; there were no differences between the groups in self-care.

· There were few impacts of the program on academic achievement, and there was no difference between the treatment and control or comparison groups in receiving homework assistance.

· Elementary students in the treatment group felt safer than elementary students in the control group.

· There were mixed impacts of the program on developmental outcomes.

· Treatment-group students were more likely than control-group students to engage in some negative behaviors.

I.  Introduction
The number of after-school programs has grown rapidly in recent years, spurred by growing employment rates of mothers, pressure to increase academic achievement, and concerns about risks to children who are unsupervised during after-school hours.  The percentage of public schools offering “extended-day” programs (which include before- and after-school programs) more than tripled between 1987 and 1999, from about 16  to 47 percent (DeAngelis and Rossi 1997; National Center for Education Statistics 2002).  

In 1994, Congress authorized the 21st Century Community Learning Centers (21st Century) program to open up schools for broader use by their communities.  In 1998, the program was refocused on providing academic, enrichment, and recreational activities in public schools during the after-school hours (centers also could be open before school, on weekends, and during the summer).  The program grew from an appropriation of $40 million in 1998 to $1 billion in 2002, where it has remained.

Research on the impacts of after-school programs has accumulated in the past decade but is inconclusive.  Some studies have reported that after-school programs increase academic achievement, increase safety, and reduce negative behaviors such as drug and alcohol use (Brooks et al. 1995; Hamilton and Klein 1998; Tierney et al. 1995; Welsh et al. 2002; Massachusetts 2020 and Boston Public Schools 2004; Reisner et al. 2004).  Most of these studies also report negative or neutral findings, a pattern that has been noted by observers (Fashola 1998; Hollister 2003; National Research Council and Institute of Medicine 2002; Roth et al. 1998).  In addition, most studies of after-school programs have used non-experimental designs with varying degrees of validity, adding to the difficulty of synthesizing the literature’s findings.

In 1999, the U.S. Department of Education (ED) selected Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. (MPR) and Decision Information Resources, Inc. to evaluate the 21st Century Community Learning Centers program.  The challenge facing the national evaluation was to address three key questions about a rapidly growing and popular program at a level of rigor that would support policymakers in their efforts to develop the program. 
1. Did the program improve student outcomes, such as supervision after school, safety after school, academic achievement, behavior, and social and emotional development?  

2. What types of students benefited the most?  For example, did particular groups of students, such as boys or students with low levels of academic achievement, experience more positive impacts than girls or students with high levels of academic achievement?

3. What were the features and characteristics of programs?  How often did students attend the programs?  What types of services did programs provide, and how often?  What type of staff did programs hire?  How did programs structure program activities?

The wide range of outcomes examined in the study was guided by program content and ED’s priorities in the 21st Century program grant competitions, which called for programs to include extended learning opportunities, but also allowed them to include enrichment activities, such as recreation, music, and art (section A provides more information on the 21st Century grant competitions).  

To address these key questions, the evaluation conducted an implementation study and an impact study.  The implementation study was conducted to provide a better understanding of program features and operations and relied primarily on site visits and staff surveys for its data.  Two different designs were used to measure impacts for elementary and middle schools.  The elementary school study was based on random assignment, in which outcomes of students assigned to the centers were compared to outcomes of students not assigned to the centers.  The elementary grantees and centers in our study were purposively selected because they could implement random assignment, and the results apply to these grantees and centers.  The results should not be interpreted as findings from the universe of 21st Century centers serving elementary school students.  The middle school study was based on a nationally representative sample of 21st Century programs serving middle school participants and a matched-comparison design, in which outcomes of students who participated in centers were compared to outcomes of similar students who did not.  The results can be interpreted as findings from the universe of 21st Century centers serving middle-school students (in the first three cohorts of grantees, which was the universe from which the sample of grantees was drawn). Both the elementary and middle school studies followed all students in the treatment and control or comparison groups from baseline through the second follow-up data collection.

In its first year of data collection, the evaluation collected baseline and first follow-up data for roughly 1,000 elementary students in 18 centers in 7 school districts, and 4,300 middle school students in 61 schools in 32 school districts (baseline data were collected in fall 2000, and first follow-up data were collected in spring 2001).  The evaluation’s first report, released in February 2003, provides findings based on these data (Dynarski et al. 2003).  

In its second year of data collection, the evaluation added a second cohort of eight elementary school centers and administered the baseline and first follow-up surveys to students in these centers (for these new students, baseline data were collected in fall 2001, and first follow-up data were collected in spring 2002).  First follow-up data from the first and second cohorts of elementary students were then combined.  The study also conducted the second follow-up for middle school students during spring 2002.  Findings from these data—the first followup for both cohorts of elementary school students and the second followup for middle schools—are reported in Dynarski et al. (2004) (hereafter, referred to as the second report).  The second follow-up data collection also was conducted for the first cohort of elementary students during spring 2002; these data are included in this report.
In spring 2003, during the evaluation’s third and final year of data collection, the study conducted the second followup for the second cohort of elementary students.  This report combines these data with the second followup from the first cohort, to explore whether outcomes are affected by a second year of being able to attend the after-school programs in the evaluation.

The report also presents a synthesis of the evaluation’s findings, looking back on findings from the three reports and on issues of program implementation as well as impacts.  The synthesis focuses on findings for middle school students in the first and second reports and on findings for elementary school students in the second and third reports.  Elementary school findings in the first report are based on a partial sample of students and are less useful than the findings in the second report, which are based on the full sample.

A.
Context
When the national evaluation got under way in October 1999, relatively little was known about the effectiveness of after-school programs, though research had suggested that the programs held promise.  This promise was captured in the title Safe and Smart, a report about after-school programs jointly issued in June 1998 by ED and the U.S. Department of Justice, promoting after-school programs as safe places for children to improve their academic skills and enhance other aspects of their development.

At the time of Safe and Smart’s release, ED was making its initial 21st Century grants, totaling $40 million, to the first cohort of school districts.  Within a few months, Congress increased the program’s funding to $200 million; the following year, funding more than doubled, to $450 million.  When the evaluation began in 1999, funding had increased tenfold in three fiscal years.  Program funding continued to increase, rising to $1 billion in 2001, where it has remained.  Ultimately, ED had made grants to seven cohorts of school districts, with funds going to almost 1,600 districts and 6,800 schools. In 2002, the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) substantially changed the program’s structure, and money now is provided to states in proportion to the state allocation of Title I funds.  States conduct their own grant competitions to fund programs that local school districts operate.  

The 21st Century program made its first grants in 1998, but school districts receiving funding were not necessarily operating after-school programs for the first time.  Most districts in the study had operated some type of after-school program, though the programs may have been smaller or included fewer services and activities than those the districts could offer with the 21st Century grants.
  Data collection for the evaluation began after programs had been operating under their grants for at least one year, and sometimes for two years.  Grants lasted for three years.

The legislation authorizing the 21st Century program did not require programs to focus on academic activities, but ED’s implementation did.  ED issued a “notice of priorities” in September 1997 that it would fund only programs that proposed academic activities in addition to other kinds of activities.  In its response to public comments about the academic focus it was creating, ED provided a glimpse of its vision for the program:

For younger children who are not reading as well as they should, Community Learning Centers can provide extended time in which to overcome the obstacles that have in the past prevented them from becoming good readers. The competitive priorities will also encourage schools to develop strategies to address the needs of students who can benefit from additional enrichment or challenge in mathematics or science, or who are not performing as well as they should. Community learning centers can provide extended hours for students to learn and review basic concepts they may have missed during class, to delve deeper into a more challenging curriculum, or to participate in enjoyable hands-on activities and experiments.

Consistent with this vision, the initial grant announcement in the Federal Register on December 2, 1997, indicated that ED would fund only applicants that proposed “an array of inclusive and supervised services that include extended learning opportunities (such as instructional enrichment programs, tutoring, or homework assistance) but may also include recreational, musical and artistic activities.”  ED also awarded additional points to applications that proposed activities that would help students meet state and federal standards in core academic subjects.
  

B.
Features of the Evaluation Design
Key features of the evaluation’s design for elementary centers are described below.  Additional information about the evaluation design, including information about the design of the middle school study, can be found in Chapter I of the first report and the evaluation’s design report (Dynarski et al. 2001).

The evaluation identified grantees with oversubscribed 21st Century centers serving elementary school students and implemented experimental designs.  In fall 2000, roughly 1,000 students from 18 centers in seven school districts applied to 21st Century centers and were randomly assigned.  Random assignment was conducted at the center level; for example, students who applied to center A were randomly assigned at that center and students who applied to center B were assigned at that center.  Results from this sample (the first cohort) were presented in the first report.  In fall 2001, more than 1,300 students from eight centers in five school districts applied to 21st Century centers and were randomly assigned (the second cohort).  Results from the full sample of 2,300 students in 26 elementary centers after one school year were presented in the second report.  This report presents results for the full sample of 2,300 students after two school years.

The evaluation collected data on a wide array of outcomes, including grades, test scores, classroom behavior and effort, absences, suspensions, location and supervision after school, social development, parental involvement, negative behavior, and feelings of safety after school.  The wide range of outcomes reflects the many objectives embraced by after-school programs, which are suggested by the research literature, by other descriptions of programs (see, for example, U.S. Department of Education 1998), and by ED’s priorities in the 21st Century program grant competitions (as described in section A).

The evaluation’s data sources include questionnaires completed by students, parents, teachers, principals, and program staff, as well as reading tests, school records, center attendance records, and site visits.  Generally, response rates in the second year were high, ranging from 76 percent for reading test scores to 88 percent for the student survey.

C.
Key Elementary School Findings from the First Year
It is helpful to review key findings for elementary school students after one year (which were presented in the evaluation’s second report) to provide a context for the results presented in this report.  Key findings from the first year were:

· Students attended centers about 2 days a week, an average of 63 days in the school year.

· Students in the treatment group were more likely than students in the control group to be with an adult who was not their parent after school and less likely to be with a parent or sibling, and they were more likely to be at school or another place for activities and less likely to be at home after school.  The incidence of students taking care of themselves after school for three or more days a week did not change.

· There was no impact of the program on reading test scores, homework completion, or math, English, science, or social studies grades.

· Students in the treatment group reported feeling safer after school than students in the control group.

· Parents of treatment-group students were more likely than parents of control-group students to report helping their children with homework, asking their child about classwork, and attending an after-school event.

· Additional analysis found no relationship between impacts and student characteristics.

The findings in this report provide useful information about the extent to which findings from the first year continue into a second year or possibly are affected by another year of exposure to 21st Century centers.

D.
Report Organization
The next chapter of the report presents findings on implementation and impacts of elementary school centers after two years.  Because the first report described implementation in detail, this report focuses on describing key features of implementation and on changes between the first and second follow-up years.  Supporting this chapter, the appendixes present detailed information about the evaluation’s data quality and methods for estimating impacts, as well as additional findings not discussed in the main text, including an examination of the relationship between attendance and outcomes.  Because this analysis is based on regression models—as opposed to the treatment and control groups created by random assignment—the estimates have lower validity than those presented in the main text. They are a useful adjunct to the experimental findings, however.

The last chapter of the report synthesizes the findings from the national evaluation, including both implementation and impact findings and findings from the elementary and middle school studies.  The evaluation is not collecting more data, and a synthesis is useful for taking stock of what the evaluation learned and what questions would be useful to address in future research.

II.  Implementation and Impacts of Elementary School Centers
A second follow-up year for elementary students allows the evaluation to examine the longer term impacts of 21st Century centers.
  This section first provides an overview of elementary school centers in the evaluation, focusing on their key features in the second year, and then examines student attendance at centers.  It then presents impacts for the full sample and for different types of students.

A.
Program Objectives and Structures
In the second year, administrators of nearly all the centers in the evaluation indicated that helping students improve academically was a major program objective (see box).

	Percentage of Center Administrators Indicating the Following as a  Major Program Objective



	Help students improve academic performance
	91%

	Provide a safe environment for students after school 
	64%

	Provide recreational activities
	50%

	Help students develop socially
	43%

	Provide services for parents and other adults
	29%

	Provide cultural opportunities
	21%


Source:
Assessment Form. 

Note: Academic performance was the only item included on the assessment form for all 22 centers visited in the second year (the sample includes 26 centers, but for two grantees that had more than two centers, only two centers were visited in the second year).  Other percentages are based on the first cohort of 14 centers.    

Many also indicated that providing a safe environment for students after school was an important objective.  These objectives also were the two primary objectives in the first year.


The activities that centers offered were consistent with their objective of improved academic performance.  Homework help was the most common academic activity, with homework sessions offered at least once a week at all centers (see box).  Classes for reading and writing, and for math, were also offered at least once a week at a majority of centers (86 and 77 percent, respectively), while classes specifically focused on improving test scores were offered at least weekly at just under half of the centers.

	Percentage of Centers Offering Classes on the Following Topics Once a Week or More



	Homework completion
	100%

	Improving reading and writing skills
	86%

	Improving math skills 
	77%

	Improving test scores
	46%


Source:  
Center Profile Form.  Sample size is 22 centers (for two grantees that had more than two centers, only two centers were visited in the second year).  

Homework sessions were generally 30 to 60 minutes long, with students grouped by grade level.  Students worked on their homework independently or in small groups while session monitors, which included teachers, paraprofessionals, college students, and, in one center, parents, were available to provide assistance.  

Although a few centers were able to track what homework had been assigned, most centers neither monitored what homework students should have been doing nor ensured that students completed the homework their teacher had assigned.

Examples of Academic Activities in 21st Century Centers
· Direct instruction

· Educational technology packages to reinforce basic skills or supplement classroom instruction

· Practice drills, worksheets, and games to improve reading, writing, and math skills

· Preparation for standardized tests, including practice worksheets and computer software

· Enrichment activities with an academic focus such as science lab, Spanish, algebra club, robotics, technology, and computer lab

In addition to homework help, most centers offered other types of academic activities, including small-group instruction, computer tutorials, and test preparation sessions (see box).  Some centers also offered enrichment activities with an academic focus, such as math club, science experiments, robotics, or computer lab.  The academic sessions were typically staffed by certified teachers and designed to develop specific academic areas, most often reading and writing or mathematics.
Roughly half the programs in the study had designed or selected their curricula to align with regular school-day curricula.  Two grantees used the school’s curriculum for the academic component of the program, two grantees used technology products for academic activities that were consistent with the school’s curriculum, and two grantees organized their curriculum around the assessments that their districts used.  The rest of the grantees did not have an organized curriculum that was aligned with the school’s curriculum.

Coordinating the program’s academic activities with the regular school day was challenging.  Ensuring that program staff knew about student homework assignments was a particular challenge; on questionnaires, only 31 percent of staff and 23 percent of teachers reported that they shared information about homework assignments with the program at least once a week.  Discussing student academic needs or progress was also a challenge for programs, with similar percentages of staff and teachers reporting that they discussed program students’ academic needs at least once each week.  Coordination with the regular school day appeared to go more smoothly when teachers and program staff had frequent planning meetings and when centers used liaisons who talked with teachers about what was being covered during the school day.  Site visitors noted that programs and teachers were less likely to coordinate activities when coordination mechanisms were complex or burdensome, such as when centers asked teachers to submit their lesson plans to the program each week or sign homework logs each day.

The schedule typically began with a homework session that all students attended, followed by academic or enrichment activities.
  Seven of the 12 programs required all students to attend academic classes in addition to the homework session (in most cases, students rotated through various academic or enrichment classes depending on day of the week and grade level).  Three programs offered homework assistance and no other academic activities.  Two programs had some students participating in homework and other students participating in tutorial sessions.

The extent to which certain activities were offered was similar in the first and second years, except that homework help was offered more often in the second year.  In the first year, 85 percent of centers offered homework assistance; in the second year, all centers offered homework assistance.

Examples of Other Activities in 21st Century Centers
· Recreation: soccer, martial arts, board games, talent show, free time in playground or gym

· Cultural enrichment: arts and crafts, music classes, dance classes, cooking classes, field trips 

· Interpersonal development: leadership, Boy or Girl Scouts, conflict resolution, character education
In addition to academic activities, most centers provided recreation and cultural enrichment activities to students (see box).  Activities that focused on music, art, or dance were common.  Recreation activities often were structured to provide students with an opportunity to learn a particular game or skill (for example, soccer or martial arts).  In addition to the structured activities, centers gave students free time to play in the gymnasium or play board games.  Some centers also offered interpersonal development activities, such as leadership development and conflict resolution, which focused on students’ behavior and their relationships with others.

B.
Program Attendance

Students in the full treatment group attended an average of 81 days during the two-year follow-up period—49 days in the first year and 32 in the second.  An important reason for the observed decline in average attendance in the second year compared with the first year is that one-fourth of the treatment group did not have access to the program in the second year, because they changed schools and their new school did not operate a 21st Century center.  Figure II.1 shows how the full sample of students breaks down in terms of whether they had access to centers and whether they attended if they did.  Among the three-fourths who had access, 53 percent attended in the second year and 47 percent did not.  
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Source: Program Attendance Records and Student Tracking Data.
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        Table II.1 provides more information about second-year attendance levels and rates.  About 40 percent of the treatment-group students attended the program in the second year for at least one day.  Attendance for these students (those who continued to attend in the second 

year) averaged about 81 days, which translates into roughly 2.7 days a week (centers were open for 30 weeks on average) or 63 percent of days centers were open (on average, centers were open for 129 days).  


The attendance patterns of those in the full treatment group who attended the program in both years (about 38 percent) are interesting.  They attended an average of 158 days, 77 days in the first year and 81 days in the second year (not shown).  Their level of participation in the first year is well above the average (63 days) and suggests that students who returned in the second year were likely to be students who attended more often in the first year. 

Table II.1

21st Century Elementary School Center Attendance, Year 2

	
	All Treatment 
Students
	Participating 
Treatment Students

	Percentage of Students Who Attended the Program
	39.7
	100.0

	Average Days Attended 
	32.0
	80.8

	Number of Days Attended (Percentage of Students)
	
	

	0
	60.4
	0.0

	25 or less
	8.0
	20.1

	26 to 50 
	4.8
	12.2

	51 to 75
	5.5
	14.0

	76 to 150
	20.2
	50.9

	151 to 175
	1.1
	2.8

	Attendance Ratea (Percentage of Students)
	
	

	10 or less 
	62.7
	5.7

	11 to 25
	5.3
	13.4

	26 to 50
	6.4
	16.2

	51 to 70
	5.0
	12.6

	71 to 85
	7.1
	17.9

	86 to 100
	13.6
	34.3


Source:
Center Attendance Records.  Sample size for all treatment students is 1,246.  Sample size for participating treatment students is 493.

aThe attendance rate is the number of days students attended as a proportion of the number of days centers were open, which centers provided in their annual performance reports.  Totals may not add to 100 percent because of rounding.

Attendance varied throughout the school year.  Figure II.2 shows the average weekly attendance during the first and second year for students in the treatment group.  Attendance patterns are similar in both years, but lower overall level in the second year because some students did not attend at all.  Figure II.3 shows the average attendance pattern only for students who attended in the second year, which removes students with zero attendance. 

Again, the patterns are similar in both years.  The pattern is relatively constant, with sharp dips around major holidays.


Closer examination revealed large differences in average attendance across grantees.  Average attendance for the three grantees with the lowest attendance was 29 days, compared to 104 days for the three grantees with the highest attendance.  Districts with high and low average attendance were compared in terms of their attendance policies, urban and rural locations, and academic focus, but no patterns were evident, perhaps because of low statistical power—the  sample was only 12 districts. 


Student characteristics also did not explain most of the variation.  We used regression models to examine relationships between the number of days attended and 15 student and family characteristics.
  Only one characteristic—high levels of maternal education—was significant (students whose mothers had a high education level attended less).  For the most part, variation in attendance seems to be related to factors not observed by the evaluation.  
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Source:
Center Attendance Records.

Note:
Figures exclude students who transferred during the year.  

The study also examined whether different types of students participated in the program in the second year.  Students from two-parent families and students with high baseline reading test scores were more likely to participate in the program in the second year, but other characteristics were not statistically significant.
  

C.
Impacts of Centers
This report uses the term “treatment group” to mean the group of students who were randomly assigned and were able to attend centers, and the “control group” to mean students who were randomly assigned and not able to attend centers.  The term “participants” is used for treatment group members who attended a program in one or both years, as indicated by program attendance records.  As noted above, students may have attended the program in the first year and not in the second year (or the second year but not the first, which was much less common), but are considered participants here.  

At baseline, treatment and control groups were similar on a range of characteristics, such as gender, grade level, mother’s age, absences, suspensions, and reading test scores (Table II.2).  These similarities are expected because the groups were constructed using random assignment.
  One of the baseline variables differed significantly (students in the treatment group were more likely to report doing their homework).  Considering the large number of variables reported in the table, some differences naturally would arise by chance, which also applies to the large number of impact estimates reported in this chapter.  

Table II.2

Characteristics of Treatment- and Control-Group Students at Baseline,

Elementary School Centers

	Characteristic
	Treatment Group
	Control Group 
	p-valuea

	Demographic Characteristics

	Gender 
	
	
	

	Male
	48.0
	49.6
	0.48

	Female
	52.0
	50.4
	0.48

	Race/Ethnicity 
	
	
	

	White (Non-Hispanic)
	6.6
	4.8
	0.06

	Black (Non-Hispanic)
	54.2
	55.0
	0.06

	Hispanic
	35.3
	36.2
	0.06

	Other
	1.0
	2.2
	0.06

	Mixed
	2.9
	1.7
	0.06

	Grade Level (Percentages)
	
	
	

	Kindergarten
	10.5
	10.3
	0.95

	1st grade
	17.9
	18.2
	0.95

	2nd grade
	17.7
	19.1
	0.95

	3rd grade
	14.9
	13.7
	0.95

	4th grade
	16.6
	17.1
	0.95

	5th grade
	16.3
	16.0
	0.95

	6th grade
	6.2
	5.7
	0.95

	Mother’s Age (Years)
	34.7
	34.3
	0.28

	Academic and Other Characteristics at Baseline

	SAT-9 Reading Score (Percentile)
	32.6
	30.4
	0.18

	Number of Absences from School
	6.4
	6.5
	0.87

	Percentage of Students Who Were Suspended at Least Once in Previous School Year
	2.9
	3.0
	0.93

	Percentage of Students Who Report Feeling the Following Level of Safety After School up Until Dinnertime:
	
	
	

	Very safe
	73.4
	74.9
	0.06

	Somewhat safe
	25.1
	21.3
	0.06

	Not at all safe
	1.9
	3.8
	0.06

	Percentage of Students Who Report Doing the Homework Teachers Assign
	42.9
	38.8
	0.04**

	Sample Sizeb
	1,247
	1,041
	


Source:
Student Survey, Parent Survey, School Records.
aThe p-value is the smallest level of significance at which the null hypothesis that the difference in means between program participants and control group members equals zero can be rejected.  If the p-value is less than .01, the difference is significant at the 1 percent level.  If the p-value is less than .05, the difference is significant at the 5 percent level, and so on.  Chi-squared tests were conducted for categorical variables; for other variables, t-tests were conducted.

bSample sizes differ depending on the data source.  Sample sizes for demographic variables range from 746 to 1,041 for treatments and 936 to 1,247 for controls.  Sample sizes on academic and other outcomes at baseline range from 501 to 721 for treatments and 567 to 847 for controls.

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

***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test.  

The experiences and outcomes of control-group students in the evaluation provide a benchmark for measuring impacts.  Control-group students may have gone home after school or attended some other after-school program, been supervised by a parent, sibling, or some other adult, worked on their homework in their own home or in an after-school program, and so on.  Because the evaluation used an experimental design, these experiences accurately measure what treatment-group students would have experienced in the absence of the 21st Century center in their school.  The experimental design ensures that outcome differences between the treatment and control groups are attributable to the program.

Second follow-up response rates were high for student surveys (88 percent) and teacher surveys (85 percent), and lower for parent surveys (78 percent) and student tests (76 percent).  The evaluation used nonresponse weights to adjust for possible differences in the characteristics; the weights are described in Appendix A.  

The evaluation also looked at attendance lists to determine whether control-group students attended centers.  In principle, none of the control-group students would have attended centers.  Over the course of two years, however, about 16 percent of control-group students were found in the attendance records, and overall, the control group averaged about 9 days of center attendance (compared to 81 days for the treatment group).

The tables show two types of impact estimates.  The first are known as "intent-to-treat" estimates, and are based on the full treatment and control groups.  The second set of estimates, which are shown in the column labeled "Estimated Impact on Participants" and sometimes are termed the impacts of "treatment on the treated," adjust for the 8 percent of treatments who never attended centers (“no show adjustment”) and for the 16 percent of controls who attended centers for one day or more (“cross-over adjustment”). The properties of the estimation methods that the evaluation used make it possible for "intent-to-treat" impacts to be statistically significant while impacts for participants are not, and vice versa.  In general, the participant impacts are qualitatively similar to the intent-to-treat impacts. The text below notes some outcomes for which differences were observed.

1.
The Program Had an Impact on Whom Students Were With and Where Students Were After School 

Treatment-group students were less likely than control-group students to be with their parents after school and more likely to be with other adults (Table II.3).  For example, 68 percent of treatment-group students were with parents after school at least three days in a typical week, compared to 75 percent of control-group students (effect size of 0.15), and 40 percent of treatment-group students were with other adults after school at least three days in a typical week, compared to 33 percent of control-group students (effect size of 0.14).

Supervision by older siblings did not differ significantly between the treatment and control groups.  In the second report, supervision by siblings was lower among the treatment group relative to the control group. 

 The program had no impact on the frequency with which parents reported students to be in self-care.  For the self-care estimate in Table II.3, students were defined as being in self-care if, for at least three days in a typical week, they were not with a parent, a nonparent adult, or an older sibling.  Just over one percent of treatment-group (and control-group) students were in self-care in a typical week using this definition.  Estimates based on other definitions of self-care, such as whether students were home alone at all during the week, or were home alone three or 

Table II.3
Impacts on Students’ Location, Supervision, and Activities After School, 
and Mother’s Employment, Elementary School Centers, Year 2

	Outcome  
	Treatment Group
	Control Group
	Estimated Impact
	Estimated Impact on Participants

	Percentage of Students with the Following Individuals at Least Three Days After School in a Typical Week, According to Parent Reports:
	
	
	
	

	Self-carea
	1.1
	1.1
	-0.1
	1.3

	Parent  
	67.8
	74.5
	-6.7**
	-8.4***

	Nonparent adult 
	39.5
	32.8
	6.7**
	9.4***

	Sibling
	22.6
	27.5
	-4.9
	-4.9

	Mixed (Not in any one category for at least three days) 
	2.7
	2.2
	0.5
	-0.8

	Percentage of Students in the Following Locations After School at Least Three Days in a Typical Week, According to Parent Reports:
	
	
	
	 

	Own home
	67.3
	76.0
	-8.7***
	-12.5***

	Someone else’s home
	13.7
	14.5
	-0.8
	-4.2

	School or other place for activities
	45.9
	36.4
	9.5***
	17.2***

	Somewhere to “hang out”
	2.1
	2.3
	-0.2
	-1.2

	Mixed location (not in one location for at least three days) 
	1.4
	0.9
	0.4
	0.7

	Employment of Mother
	
	
	
	 

	Full-time
	53.5
	50.2
	3.3
	1.7

	Part-time
	13.0
	15.7
	-2.8
	-4.4

	Looking for work
	14.3
	17.6
	-3.2
	-0.5

	Not in labor force
	19.2
	16.5
	2.7
	1.0

	Mean Number of Days Stayed After School for Activities in Typical Week, According to Parent Reports
	1.5
	1.0
	0.5***
	1.0***

	Percentage of Students in the Following Activities After School at Least One Day in the Prior Week, According to Parent Reports: 
	
	
	
	 

	Homework
	90.3
	91.6
	-1.3
	-1.0

	Tutoring 
	27.5
	16.1
	11.4***
	15.1***

	Nonhomework reading, writing, or science activities
	58.3
	57.4
	0.8
	2.0

	School activities (band, drama, etc.)
	19.4
	18.8
	0.6
	1.7

	Lessons (music, art, dance, etc.)
	20.9
	19.6
	1.3
	3.2

	Organized sports
	27.1
	26.3
	0.8
	2.8

	Clubs (Boy and Girl Scouts, Boys and Girls Club, etc.)
	13.5
	16.3
	-2.9
	1.3

	Activities at church, temple, or mosque
	27.7
	27.5
	0.2
	0.1

	Watched TV or videos
	76.8
	78.7
	-1.9
	-7.2**

	Surfed the Internet or did other things on the computer
	42.4
	35.7
	6.6**
	8.2**

	“Hung out” with friends
	43.0
	44.6
	-1.6
	1.0

	Did chores around the house
	81.2
	80.3
	0.9
	-1.6

	Took care of a brother or sister
	18.9
	21.2
	-2.3
	-2.1

	Mean Time Students Reported Watching Television in  the Past Day (Hours)
	2.0
	2.1
	0.0
	-0.1

	Mean Time Students Reported Reading for Fun in the Past Day (Hours)
	0.3
	0.3
	0.0
	0.0

	Sample Sizeb
	991
	812
	
	


Source:
Parent Survey, Student Survey. 

Note: 

The tables show two types of impact estimates:  (1) “intent-to-treat” estimates (in the “Estimated Impact” column) use the full treatment and control groups, and (2) impacts on participants (in the “Estimated Impact on Participants” column) are the impacts after adjusting for the percentage of treatments who did not attend centers (“no-shows”) and the percentage of controls who attended centers (“cross-overs”).  The percentages and mean values of outcomes for treatment and control students have been regression-adjusted for baseline differences between the groups.  The control variables in the regression included students’ demographic characteristics, students’ baseline test scores, and school attendance.  Weights are used to adjust impact estimates for nonresponse.  Impacts on participants are estimated using an instrumental variables method, and the significance levels may differ from significance levels of the intent-to-treat estimates.  Appendix B describes methods used to estimate impacts.  Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding.
aStudents are defined as being in self-care if they were not with a parent, a nonparent adult, or an older sibling at least three days in a typical week.  

bSample sizes differ for some outcomes due to nonresponse.  Sample sizes for student-reported outcomes are 784 for the treatment group and 657 for the control group.  Only students in third grade and above completed a student survey.

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

***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test.

more days during the week, resulted in the same finding of no impact (Appendix C reports estimates based on alternative measures of self-care).
  

Students in the treatment group were more likely than students in the control group to be at school or in another place outside the home during the after-school hours (Table II.3).  Forty-six percent of treatment-group students were at school or another place outside the home at least three days in a typical week, compared to 36 percent of control-group students (effect size of 0.20).  Students in the treatment group were less likely than students in the control group to be at home during the after-school hours, with 67 percent of treatment-group students at home after school at least three days in a typical week, compared to 76 percent of control-group students (effect size of 0.20).  Treatment-group students stayed after school more frequently than control-group students, averaging 1.5 days per week, compared to 1.0 day for control-group students (effect size of 0.31).

The evaluation also looked at location and supervision together.  The most common after- school situation for control-group students was being at home and with a parent, or with a parent and siblings (about 40 percent of control students).  Only four percent of parents of control students reported that their child was at school and with other adults after school.  The most common situation for treatment students also was being at home with a parent or parents and siblings (about 30 percent), followed by being at school with other adults (about 13 percent).

Impacts of centers are likely related to whether students otherwise would have attended after-school programs.  The evaluation looked at data from the parent surveys on participation in after-school programs to determine the percentage of parents who reported that their child attended an after-school program at the time of either of the two follow-up surveys. It found that about 40 percent of parents of control students indicated that their child was attending an after-school program at the time of one or both of the surveys.  In contrast, 69 percent of treatment parents indicated that their child was attending an after-school program at the time of one or both of the parent surveys.
  The data do not provide more information about the type of after-school program students attended, and the evaluation is not able to determine if control and treatment students were attending similar types of programs.  However, the data support the notion that there was a difference in rates of after-school program participation between the treatment and control groups.  

The study also looked at activities of students after school.  Treatment-group students were more likely than control-group students to report that they surfed the Internet or “did other things on the computer” (42 percent of treatment-group students and 36 percent of control-group students reported doing this activity at least one day in the previous week).
  Program participants reported watching TV or videos less often than nonparticipants, but this finding was statistically insignificant for the full sample.

2.
No Impact on Whether Mothers Worked or Were Looking for Work

An increase in labor force participation might be expected to occur if the presence of after-school programs makes it easier for mothers to work or look for work.  In the first year, we found that mothers of treatment-group students were more likely than mothers of control-group students to be in the labor force (working or looking for work).  However, in the second year, mothers of students in the treatment group were no more likely than mothers of students in the control group to be “in the labor force,” which includes working full-time, working part-time, or looking for work (Table II.3).  
3.
No Impact on Homework Completion

The evaluation gathered data from students and parents about participation in homework and from teachers about completion of homework.  According to students, there was no impact of the program on homework or tutoring participation.  According to parents, there was no impact of the program on homework participation, but treatment-group students were more likely than control-group students to participate in tutoring (Table II.3).  Student surveys were administered to students in grades 3 to 6, while parent and teachers surveys were administered to parents and teachers of all students regardless of grade, and differences in the samples may explain the differences in impacts on tutoring.  In the second year, according to teachers, there was no impact of the program on homework completion.  In the first year, the evaluation found that students in the treatment group were less likely than students in the control group to complete their homework.  

It is not clear why the impacts on homework completion differ between the first and second years, but it could be related to the increase in the percentage of centers offering homework help sessions from the first year to the second year (85 and 100 percent, respectively).  Consistent with this, the percentage of parents of treatment-group students reporting that their child did their homework after school increased from 84 percent in year 1 to 90 percent in year 2 (p < .01; compared to 89  and 91 percent, respectively, for parents of control-group students).

Table II.4 provides a potential explanation for the lack of an effect on homework completion.  The table shows that programs did not affect homework assistance received by students.  Treatment-group students were no more likely than control-group students to have their parent or another adult ask if their homework is complete, look at their homework to see if it is complete, look at their homework to see if it is correct, or to explain homework in a way that is easy to understand.  Almost 90 percent of control-group students reported that a parent or other adult asked them if their homework was complete, and about 80 percent reported that a parent or other adult looked at the homework to check it if was complete or correct.
 

In addition, the structure of the homework help sessions that centers provided may not have been conducive to completing homework.  Site visitors reported that most centers did not track the homework students should have been doing, or ensure that students completed their homework during the sessions.  In addition, students mostly worked on their own, asking session monitors for assistance if needed.

4.
Negative Impacts on Behavior

There was evidence of higher levels of behavior problems among treatment-group students relative to control-group students in the study’s second year (Table II.5).  For example, teachers reported having to call parents about behavior problems for 28 percent of treatment-group students and 23 percent of control-group students (effect size of 0.12). Twenty-two percent of treatment-group students reported that they were disciplined for behavior by having to miss recess or sit in the hall, compared to 17 percent of control-group students (effect size of 0.16).  

Table II.4
Impacts on Homework Assistance, Elementary School Centers, Year 2

	Outcome 
	Treatment Group
	Control Group
	Estimated Impact
	Estimated Impact on Participants

	Percentage of Students Who Report That Their Parent “Often” or “Always” Does the Following: 
	
	
	
	

	Asks if homework is complete
	83.3
	80.2
	3.1
	2.4

	Looks at homework to see if it is complete
	72.3
	74.8
	-2.5
	-1.3

	Looks at homework to see if it is correct
	72.3
	71.8
	0.5
	-1.5

	Explains homework in a way that is easy to understand
	73.5
	73.8
	-0.3
	3.5

	Percentage of Students Who Report That an Adult Who Is Not Their Parent “Often” or “Always” Does the Following: 
	
	
	
	 

	Asks if homework is complete
	56.0
	55.5
	0.5
	2.1

	Looks at homework to see if it is complete
	49.6
	52.1
	-2.6
	4.3

	Looks at homework to see if it is correct
	52.1
	57.2
	-5.1
	-0.8

	Explains homework in a way that is easy to understand
	55.1
	54.4
	0.8
	6.7

	Percentage of Students Who Report That Their Parent or an Adult Who Is Not Their Parent “Often” or “Always” Does the Following: 
	
	
	
	 

	Asks if homework is complete
	89.0
	87.1
	1.9
	0.7

	Looks at homework to see if it is complete
	80.1
	81.8
	-1.7
	-1.4

	Looks at homework to see if it is correct
	80.4
	82.1
	-1.7
	-3.8

	Explains homework in a way that is easy to understand
	80.5
	83.3
	-2.8
	2.3

	Percentage of Students Who Had the Following Individual Ask the Child to Correct Parts of Homework:
	
	
	
	 

	Parent
	89.5
	91.6
	-2.1
	-1.8

	An adult who is not their parent
	75.0
	76.2
	-1.2
	3.8

	A parent or an adult who is not their parent
	94.0
	96.4
	-2.4
	-1.7

	Sample Sizea
	769
	647
	
	


Source:
Student Survey. 

Note: 
The tables show two types of impact estimates:  (1) “intent-to-treat” estimates (in the “Estimated Impact” column) use the full treatment and control groups, and (2) impacts on participants (in the “Estimated Impact on Participants” column) are the impacts after adjusting for the percentage of treatments who did not attend centers (“no-shows”) and the percentage of controls who attended centers (“cross-overs”).  The percentages and mean values of outcomes for treatment and control students have been regression-adjusted for baseline differences between the groups.  The control variables in the regression included students’ demographic characteristics, students’ baseline test scores, and school attendance.  Weights are used to adjust impact estimates for nonresponse.  Impacts on participants are estimated using an instrumental variables method, and the significance levels may differ from significance levels of the intent-to-treat estimates.  Appendix B describes methods used to estimate impacts.
aSample sizes differ for some outcomes due to nonresponse.  Sample sizes in this table are smaller than the other elementary impact tables because all outcomes in the table are from the student survey, which was not administered to students in grades K‑2.

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

***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test.

Table II.5
Impacts on Academic and Other In-School Outcomes, Elementary School Centers, Year 2

	Outcome 
	Treatment Group
	Control Group
	Estimated Impact
	Estimated Impact on Participants

	Mean Number of Days Student Was:
	
	
	
	

	Absent
	8.1
	8.4
	-0.2
	0.1

	Late
	4.4
	4.3
	0.1
	-0.3

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report That They Are “Often” Late for Class
	8.9
	6.8
	2.1
	2.4

	Percentage of Students Who Report That They “Often” or “Always” Complete the Homework Teachers Assign
	77.8
	79.4
	-1.6
	-4.5

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report That They “Often” Complete Their Homework
	53.5
	56.9
	-3.4
	-5.7

	Mean Amount of Time Students Spent Doing Homework the Last Time They Had Homework (Hours)
	0.8
	0.8
	0.0
	0.0

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report the Following: 
	
	
	
	 

	“Agree” or “Strongly Agree” That Student Completes Assignments to the Teacher’s Satisfaction
	52.8
	54.5
	-1.7
	-0.2

	Student Achieves at “Above-Average” or “Very High” Level
	22.2
	28.1
	-5.9**
	-4.2

	“Agree” or “Strongly Agree” That Student Comes to School Prepared and Ready to Learn
	56.6
	60.7
	-4.0
	-5.3

	Student “Usually Tries Hard” in Reading or English
	46.7
	52.4
	-5.7**
	-6.0

	Student “Often” Performs at or Above His or Her Ability
	39.9
	40.6
	-0.7
	-0.5

	Percentage of Students Whose Parents “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” That Their Child Works Hard at School
	83.5
	84.4
	-0.9
	0.9

	Level of Effort Compositea (Mean)
	3.5
	3.6
	-0.1
	-0.1

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report Doing the Following 
“Two or More Times”:
	
	
	
	 

	Disciplining the child for misbehaving
	47.0
	43.2
	3.8
	1.1

	Sending child to the office for misbehaving
	13.6
	12.4
	1.2
	3.3

	Giving child detention
	20.8
	17.5
	3.4
	3.1

	Calling parents about child’s behavior
	28.1
	23.1
	5.1**
	4.5

	Percentage of Students Who Report the Following Happens “Some” or 
“A Lot”:
	
	
	
	 

	Student has to miss recess or sit in the hall
	22.4
	16.9
	5.5**
	3.7

	Parents have to come to school about problem
	22.3
	16.8
	5.6**
	3.6

	Student-Reported Discipline Problem Compositeb (Mean)
	1.7
	1.6
	0.1**
	0.1

	Teacher-Reported Discipline Problem Compositec (Mean)
	1.8
	1.7
	0.1**
	0.1

	Percentage of Students Who Were Suspended During Most Recent School Year
	11.5
	7.5
	4.1**
	5.3***

	Mean Grade:
	
	
	
	 

	Math
	79.9
	80.6
	-0.6
	-0.6

	English/language arts
	81.2
	80.8
	0.3
	0.1

	Science
	82.3
	82.5
	-0.1
	-0.3

	Social studies/history
	81.2
	82.2
	-1.0
	-0.8

	Mean Reading Test Score
	32.7
	32.4
	0.3
	0.6

	Reading Confidence Composited (Mean)
	3.0
	3.0
	0.0
	-0.1

	Sample Sizee
	1,055
	880
	
	


Source:
Student Survey, Parent Survey, School Records, Teacher Survey.  

Note: 
The tables show two types of impact estimates:  (1) “intent-to-treat” estimates (in the “Estimated Impact” column) use the full treatment and control groups, and (2) impacts on participants (in the “Estimated Impact on Participants” column) are the impacts after adjusting for the percentage of treatments who did not attend centers (“no-shows”) and the percentage of controls who attended centers (“cross-overs”).  The percentages and mean values of outcomes for treatment and control students have been regression-adjusted for baseline differences between the groups.  The control variables in the regression included student characteristics such as indicators of students’ demographic characteristics, students’ baseline test scores, and school attendance.  Weights are used to adjust impact estimates for nonresponse.  Impacts on participants are estimated using an instrumental variables method, and the significance levels may differ from significance levels of the intent-to-treat estimates.  Appendix B describes methods used to estimate impacts.
aThe level of effort composite is based on five teacher-reported items regarding student (1) effort, (2) performance at ability level, (3) attentiveness, (4) participation, and (5) volunteering.  Values on these items range from 1 to 5; a value of 1 on the composite indicates a low level, and a value of 5 indicates a high level.

bThe student-reported discipline composite is based on three responses: (1) how often the student is sent to the office for doing something wrong, (2) how often the student misses recess or sits in the hall, and (3) how often parents have to come to school about a problem.  A value of 1 on the composite means a low occurrence of student-reported discipline problems, and a value of 3 means a high occurrence.

cThe teacher-reported discipline composite is based on four teacher responses regarding the student’s behavior in the past month: (1) how often the student is disciplined for misbehaving, (2) how often the teacher has given the student detention, (3) how often the teacher has sent the student to the office for misbehaving, and (4) how often the teacher has contacted the student’s parents regarding behavior.  A value of 1 on the composite means a low occurrence of teacher-reported discipline problems, and a value of 4 means a high occurrence.

dThe reading confidence composite is based on student reports on three items: (1) reading is hard to learn, (2) they are a good reader, and (3) they would read better if they had more help.  Values on these items range from 1 to 4; a value of 1 on the composite indicates a low level, and a value of 4 indicates a high level.

eSample sizes differ for some outcomes.  For teacher-reported outcomes, the sample sizes are 967 treatment group members and 811 control group members; for student-reported outcomes, the sample sizes are 743 treatment group members and 619 control group members; for records outcomes, the sample sizes range from 819 to 1,044 for treatment group members and from 732 to 860 for control group members; for test scores sample sizes are 952 for treatments and 796 for controls.

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

***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test.

Twelve percent of treatment-group students were suspended from school, compared to 8 percent of control-group students (effect size of 0.16).
  The impact on suspensions was more significant for participants (at the .01 level) relative to the intent-to-treat model (significant at the .05 level).
  
No impacts were observed on the extent to which teachers reported disciplining the child for misbehaving, sending the child to the office for misbehaving, or giving the child detention.  However, a composite variable based on teacher reports of discipline problems was significantly higher for treatment-group students relative to control-group students, as was a composite variable based on student reports of discipline problems.


Site visitors observed some evidence of behavior problems in centers, such as center staff struggling to maintain control of students or students talking back to staff, but it is not clear how negative behaviors in centers relate to negative behaviors during the school day.  Previous research about whether after-school programs are related to negative behavior is mixed.  A Massachusetts study reported significant increases in negative behaviors while students were in after-school programs (Massachusetts 2020 and Boston Public Schools 2004), and researchers studying a school district in suburban Dallas reported that children who attended day care centers after school (including after-school programs) were more likely to be viewed negatively by their peers (Vandell and Corasaniti 1988).  Another study found that nonmaternal care (including after-school programs) was not related to behavior problems (National Institute of Child Health and Human Development Early Child Care Research Network 2004).  Findings for subgroups discussed below indicate that the negative-behavior impacts are concentrated among boys and students who had high levels of disciplinary problems at baseline, which may provide some insight about the pathways.  

5.
No Impacts on Academic Outcomes

There were no impacts of the program on reading test scores or course grades in math, English, science, or social studies (Table II.5).  Treatment-group students had an average reading score of 32.7 (in percentiles) on the Stanford Achievement Test—Version 9 (SAT-9) reading test, and control-group students had an average reading score of 32.4.
  Course grades were similar for the two groups.  For example, treatment students had an average math grade of 79.9, while control students had an average math grade of 80.6 (Table II.5).

The evaluation looked at other academic outcomes, including classroom effort and teacher reports of achievement (Table II.5).  According to teachers, effort and achievement were lower for treatment-group students relative to control-group students.  Teachers reported that 22 percent of treatment-group students achieved at an “above-average” or “very high” level, compared to 28 percent of control-group students (effect size of 0.14).  Similarly, 47 percent of treatment-group students “usually try hard” in reading and English according to their teachers, compared to 52 percent of control-group students (effect size of 0.11).

There were no differences between the groups for related academic outcomes, such as completing assignments to the teacher’s satisfaction, coming to school prepared, and performing at or above the student’s ability level.  However, the subgroup findings noted below indicate that there were some differences in students’ readiness for learning according to teachers (the impact of the program for boys on being “ready to learn” was significantly different than the impact for girls).

6.
Treatment Students Felt Safer After School than Control Students

Treatment-group students reported feeling safer after school than control-group students (Table II.6).  Three percent of treatment-group students reported feeling “not at all safe” after school, compared to seven percent of control-group students (effect size of 0.21).
  The increase in feelings of safety for treatment students relative to control students suggests that centers were meeting one of their key objectives.  The evaluation did not gather other data about whether student safety after school improved from other perspectives, which might be suggested, for example, by a lower incidence of victimization in the neighborhood area around schools that operated centers. 

7.
No Impact on Parent Involvement

Parents of treatment-group and control-group students were equally likely to help their child with homework, check homework completion, and ask about things their child was doing in class (Table II.6).
  Parents of treatment-group and control-group students were also equally likely to attend open houses at school, parent-teacher organization meetings, and after-school events and to volunteer to help out at school (Table II.6).  Parents of participants were more likely than parents of nonparticipants to attend parent/teacher organization meetings.  

8.
Some Negative Impacts on Developmental Outcomes

Treatment-group students were less likely than control-group students to rate themselves highly on working with others on a team or group (Table II.6): 78 percent of treatment-group students rated themselves highly on this measure, compared to 85 percent of control-group students (effect size of 0.19).  In addition, according to teachers, treatment-group students were less likely than 

Table II.6

Impacts on Other Outcomes, Elementary School Centers, Year 2

	Outcome 
	Treatment Group
	Control Group
	Estimated Impact
	Estimated Impact on Participants

	Percentage of Students Who Report Feeling the Following Levels of Safety After School up Until 6 p.m.:
	
	
	
	

	Very safe
	79.1
	76.4
	2.7
	4.4

	Somewhat safe
	18.4
	16.5
	1.9
	-1.5

	Not at all safe
	2.5
	7.1
	-4.6***
	-2.9

	Percentage of Students Who Report the Following Are “Somewhat True” or “Very True”:
	
	
	
	

	They get along with others their age
	85.9
	85.8
	0.1
	4.5

	They feel left out of things
	31.2
	30.6
	0.6
	-1.2

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report That the Student Gets Along Well with Others
	69.8
	76.1
	-6.3**
	-8.1***

	Percentage of Students Who Do the Following “Some” or “A Lot”:
	
	
	
	 

	Help another student in school
	75.0
	73.4
	1.6
	0.7

	Help another student after school
	58.6
	56.6
	2.0
	9.3**

	Percentage of Students Who Rate Themselves as “Good” or “Excellent” on the Following:
	
	
	
	 

	Working with others on a team or group
	77.7
	84.7
	-7.0**
	-6.1**

	Feeling bad for other people who are having difficulties
	73.5
	73.3
	0.2
	-1.0

	Believing the best about other people
	76.2
	76.4
	-0.3
	-1.9

	Percentage of Students Who Rate Themselves as “Excellent” on the Following:
	
	
	
	 

	Using a computer to look up information 
	42.4
	44.5
	-2.1
	1.7

	Setting a goal and working to achieve it
	50.2
	48.6
	1.7
	3.4

	Percentage of Students Who Rate Themselves as “Excellent” on Sticking to What They Believe in, Even if Their Friends Don’t Agree
	50.0
	52.1
	-2.1
	0.5

	Negative Behavior Compositea
	1.7
	1.7
	0.0
	0.0

	Percentage of Students Whose Parents Report Doing the Following:
	
	
	
	 

	Helped their child with homework at least three times last week
	62.0
	59.0
	3.1
	2.5

	Checked on their child’s homework completion at least three times last week
	90.1
	91.0
	-0.9
	-1.1

	Asked their child about things they were doing in class at least seven times last month
	66.7
	68.4
	-1.6
	-1.5

	Percentage of Students Whose Parents Did the Following at Least Three Times Last Year: 
	
	
	
	 

	Attended an open house at the school
	40.3
	39.0
	1.2
	0.9

	Attended parent-teacher organization meetings
	48.7
	44.3
	4.5
	9.6***

	Attended an after-school event
	40.0
	45.3
	-5.3
	0.1

	Volunteered to help out at school
	29.0
	32.8
	-3.8
	-2.8

	Sample Sizeb
	784
	658
	
	


Source:
Student Survey, Parent Survey, Teacher Survey.

Note: 
The tables show two types of impact estimates:  (1) “intent-to-treat” estimates (in the “Estimated Impact” column) use the full treatment and control groups, and (2) impacts on participants (in the “Estimated Impact on Participants” column) are the impacts after adjusting for the percentage of treatments who did not attend centers (“no-shows”) and the percentage of controls who attended centers (“cross-overs”).  The percentages and mean values of outcomes for treatment and control students have been regression-adjusted for baseline differences between the groups.  The control variables in the regression included students’ demographic characteristics, students’ baseline test scores, and school attendance.  Weights are used to adjust impact estimates for nonresponse.  Impacts on participants are estimated using an instrumental variables method, and the significance levels may differ from significance levels of the intent-to-treat estimates.  Appendix B describes methods used to estimate impacts.

aThe negative behavior composite is based on student responses to five questions regarding how often they do the following: (1) break something on purpose, (2) punch or hit someone, (3) argue with their parents, (4) lie to their parents, and (5) give a teacher a “hard time.”  Values on these items range from 1 to 4; a value of 1 on the composite indicates a low level, while a value of 4 indicates a high level.

bSample sizes differ for outcomes depending on the source.  For some parent-reported outcomes, the sample sizes are 991 treatment-group members and 811 control-group members; for student-reported outcomes, the sample sizes are 743 treatment-group members and 619 control-group members.

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

***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test.

control-group students to get along well with others (effect size of 0.15).  Treatment-group students were as likely as control-group students to (1) report getting along with others their age, (2) rate themselves highly on sticking to their beliefs even if their friends do not agree, (3) rate themselves highly on setting goals and working toward them, and (4) report helping other students.
  Differences between students and teachers in the finding about getting along well with others could be attributable to sample differences (as noted above, only students in grades 3 to 6 completed questionnaires, whereas teachers completed questionnaires about students in grades K to 6). 

9.
Some Impacts for Subgroups

As in the prior report, the evaluation estimated intent-to-treat impacts for six subgroups:  (1) grade level, (2) whether students had low or high reading test scores at baseline, (3) whether students had low or high behavior problems at baseline, (4) student race and ethnicity, (5) student gender, and (6) whether students lived in two-parent or one-parent households.
  Appendix D presents the full set of subgroup impacts; a reduced set of tables, which focuses on subgroups with noteworthy impacts, is presented here.

Two subgroup patterns are worth noting (see Tables II.7a-c).  One is that students who had low test scores at baseline had impacts on grades which differed significantly from the impacts on 

Table II.7a
Impacts on Student Attendance and Academic Achievement by Subgroup, Elementary School Centers, Year 2

	
	Low Baseline Test Scoresa
	
	High Baseline Test Scoresa

	Outcome  
	Treatment Mean
	Control Mean
	Estimated Impact
	
	Treatment Mean
	Control Mean
	Estimated Impact

	Mean Number of Days School Records Indicate Student Was:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Absent
	9.2
	9.2
	0.0
	
	7.8
	8.2
	-0.4

	Late
	4.0
	4.8
	-0.8
	
	4.5
	4.0
	0.4

	Mean Student-Reported Reading Confidence Composite
	2.8
	3.0
	-0.2**
	
	3.3
	3.2
	0.0

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report That They Achieve at an “Above-Average” or “Very High” Level
	0.1
	0.1
	1.0
	
	0.3
	0.4
	-7.8

	Mean Class Grade
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	 
	

	Math
	78.9
	77.3
	1.6
	
	82.5
	83.3
	-0.8

	English
	79.9
	77.5
	2.4**
	
	83.5
	84.5
	-1.0

	Science
	80.5
	79.1
	1.4
	
	83.9
	85.5
	-1.6

	Social Studies
	79.1
	78.6
	0.5
	
	83.7
	85.9
	-2.2**

	Mean Reading Test Score
	31.1
	34.4
	-4.4
	
	48.8
	45.9
	5.4

	Number of Observations:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Student-reported outcomes
	642
	
	471

	Teacher-reported outcomes
	686
	
	653

	School records outcomes (Attendance)
	606
	
	623

	School records outcomes (Grades)
	579
	
	599

	School records outcomes (Reading scores)
	631
	
	693


Source:
Student Survey, School Records, Teacher Survey.

Note:
Subgroup impacts reported in bold indicate that the estimated impact for one subgroup differed significantly from the estimated subgroup impact for the other related subgroup(s) at the .05 level or higher.  Weights are used to adjust estimates for nonresponse.

aStudents are defined as having low (high) scores if they scored below (above) the median reading test score for the study sample.

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

***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test.

Table II.7b
Impacts on Homework Completion, Level of Effort, and Classroom Behavior by Subgroup, Elementary School Centers, Year 2

	
	Male
	
	Female

	Outcome 
	Treatment Mean
	Control Mean
	Estimated Impact
	
	Treatment Mean
	Control Mean
	Estimated Impact

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report That They Often Complete Homework
	46.0
	52.6
	-6.6
	
	61.8
	61.4
	0.5

	Percentage of Students Whose  Teachers “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” That:
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	 
	

	Student completes assignments to my satisfaction
	45.5
	48.5
	-3.0
	
	61.7
	59.8
	1.9

	Student comes prepared and ready to learn
	47.5
	56.6
	-9.1**
	
	69.1
	65.0
	4.0

	Percentage of Students Whose  Teachers Report That They “Usually Try Hard” in Reading or English
	37.7
	49.4
	-11.7***
	
	54.8
	55.9
	-1.1

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report That They “Often” Perform at or Above Their Ability 
	34.7
	33.6
	1.1
	
	46.4
	46.5
	-0.1

	Teacher-Reported Level of Effort Composite (Mean)
	3.3
	3.5
	-0.2
	
	 3.7
	3.7
	0.0

	Percentage of Students Whose Parents “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” That Child Works Hard at School
	80.7
	81.1
	-0.4
	
	89.0
	87.6
	1.4

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report Doing the Following “Two or More Times”:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disciplining the child for misbehaving
	60.0
	49.5
	10.4**
	
	33.9
	34.9
	-1.0

	Sending child to the office for misbehaving
	20.8
	16.4
	4.4
	
	5.9
	7.4
	-1.5

	Giving child detention
	25.9
	21.5
	4.3
	
	17.0
	12.7
	4.4

	Calling parents about child’s behavior
	39.8
	29.5
	10.3**
	
	15.6
	15.5
	0.0

	Percentage of Students Who Report the Following Happens “Some” or “A Lot”:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Student has to miss recess or sit in the hall
	31.2
	21.0
	10.2**
	
	14.6
	12.7
	1.9

	Parents have to come to school about problem
	28.6
	20.2
	8.4
	
	16.7
	14.5
	2.1

	Percentage of Students Who Were Suspended 
	15.6
	9.4
	6.2**
	
	6.9
	6.6
	0.3

	Number of Observations:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Parent-reported outcomes
	801
	
	849

	Teacher-reported outcomes
	887
	
	924

	School records outcomes (Suspensions)
	846
	
	879

	Student–reported outcomes
	630
	
	708


Source:
Parent Survey, Student Survey, Teacher Survey, School Records.

Note:
Subgroup impacts reported in bold indicate that the estimated impact for one subgroup differed significantly from the estimated subgroup impact for the other related subgroup(s) at the .05 level or higher.  Weights are used to adjust estimates for nonresponse.
  **Significantly different from zero at the .05 significance level, two-tailed test.

  ***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test.

Table II.7c
Impacts on Homework Completion, Level of Effort, and Classroom Behavior by Subgroup, Elementary School Centers, Year 2

	
	Low Baseline Disciplinary
Problems Compositea
	
	High Baseline Disciplinary
Problems Compositea

	Outcome 
	Treatment Mean
	Control Mean
	Estimated Impact
	
	Treatment Mean
	Control Mean
	Estimated Impact

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report That They Often Complete Homework
	53.6
	59.2
	-5.6
	
	42.0
	45.2
	-3.2

	Percentage of Students Whose  Teachers “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” That:
	
	 
	
	
	 
	 
	

	Student completes assignments to my satisfaction
	54.2
	51.6
	2.6
	
	41.6
	46.1
	-4.5

	Student comes prepared and ready to learn
	59.7
	65.1
	-5.4
	
	40.5
	48.9
	-8.4

	Percentage of Students Whose  Teachers Report That They “Usually Try Hard” in Reading or English
	47.2
	49.4
	-2.2
	
	31.7
	44.7
	-13.0

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report That They “Often” Perform at or Above Their Ability 
	42.9
	42.2
	0.7
	
	31.0
	21.5
	9.5

	Teacher-Reported Level of Effort Composite (Mean)
	3.6
	3.6
	0.0
	
	3.2
	3.4
	-0.1

	Percentage of Students Whose Parents “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” That Child Works Hard at School
	80.6
	81.7
	-1.1
	
	82.1
	83.0
	-0.9

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report Doing the Following “Two or More Times”:
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	 
	

	Disciplining the child for misbehaving
	36.2
	31.3
	4.9
	
	58.9
	46.8
	12.1

	Sending child to the office for misbehaving
	9.9
	9.9
	-0.1
	
	20.5
	21.3
	-0.8

	Giving child detention
	15.8
	13.3
	2.6
	
	32.3
	18.2
	14.2**

	Calling parents about child’s behavior
	20.6
	17.4
	3.2
	
	36.1
	24.7
	11.4

	Percentage of Students Who Report the Following Happens “Some” or “A Lot”:
	 
	 
	
	
	 
	 
	

	Student has to miss recess or sit in the hall
	7.6
	12.0
	-4.4
	
	29.6
	16.7
	12.9**

	Parents have to come to school about problem
	11.3
	8.3
	3.0
	
	30.2
	21.0
	9.2

	Percentage of Students Who Were Suspended 
	12.1
	7.2
	4.9
	
	21.6
	19.6
	2.0

	Number of Observations:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Parent-reported outcomes
	588
	
	271

	Teacher-reported outcomes
	614
	
	303

	School records outcomes (Suspensions)
	581
	
	279

	Student–reported outcomes
	636
	
	318


Source:
Parent Survey, Student Survey, Teacher Survey, School Records.

Note:
Subgroup impacts reported in bold indicate that the estimated impact for one subgroup differed significantly from the estimated subgroup impact for the other related subgroup(s) at the .05 level or higher.  Weights are used to adjust estimates for nonresponse.

a The baseline student discipline composite was based on students' responses to how frequently the following three things happened to them: (1) sent to the office for doing something wrong, (2) have to miss recess or sit in the hall, and (3) parents have to come to school about a problem they're having.  Students are defined as having low (high) levels of discipline problems if the composite falls below (above) the median of the composite for the study sample.

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

 ***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test.

grades for students with high test scores at baseline (Table II.7a).  The differences in grade impacts between the high and low score groups were statistically significant for English (reading) and science, though not statistically significant for math and social studies (significant differences in impacts between two subgroups are indicated by bold text).  While impacts on English and science grades for these two subgroups differed significantly from each other, only the impact on English grades differed significantly from zero for students in the low baseline score group (treatment students with low baseline scores had higher English grades than control students with low baseline scores).  


Impacts for low-score students also differed significantly from impacts for high-score students on teacher reports of trying hard in reading and on a composite variable for classroom effort (see appendix Table D.2a).  Again, while impacts for these subgroups differed significantly from each other, only teacher reports of students trying hard in class in the high baseline group differed significantly from zero (treatment students with high scores at baseline were significantly less likely than control students with high scores at baseline to try hard in class, according to teachers).  Low-score students also had impacts which differed significantly from impacts for high-score students on confidence in their reading abilities (Table II.7a).  Treatment students with low baseline scores reported feeling less confident in their reading abilities than control students with low baseline scores.  

The second subgroup pattern is that the negative behavior findings noted in section (4) (treatment-group students were more likely than control-group students to be suspended, have their parents called about behavior problems, to be disciplined for behavior problems by having to miss recess or sit in the hall, and to have their parents come to school about a problem) are concentrated in two subgroups: (1) boys, and (2) students with high levels of disciplinary problems at baseline.  The behavior results in Table II.7b show differences for boys and girls.  For four of the seven behavioral outcomes, there was a negative impact for boys.  On none of the behavioral outcomes was there a negative impact for girls.  The difference in impacts for boys and girls was statistically significant for one of the behavioral outcomes.  For example, for girls, the estimated impact on teachers calling parents about behavior was zero, and, for boys, the estimated impact was an increase of 10 percentage points.  Other behavior outcomes for boys and girls show a similar pattern, though the differences are not statistically significant.  

Similar patterns also are evident in Table II.7c for students with high- and low-discipline problems at baseline.
  For example, there was no impact of the program on being disciplined by missing recess or sitting in the hall for students with low-discipline problems, but high-discipline problem treatment students were more likely to be disciplined than high-discipline problem control students.  

III.  Synthesis of National Evaluation Findings
The national evaluation is the largest and most rigorous examination to date of school-based after-school programs.  Given the large amount of data that have been collected, analyzed, and reported, it is helpful to synthesize the findings presented in the evaluation’s three major reports.  We first highlight key implementation findings, then turn to impact findings.  

The synthesis necessarily focuses on particular findings from the many reported by the evaluation.  In highlighting the particular findings, the synthesis relied on the three main evaluation questions: (1) What were the features and characteristics of programs? (2) Did programs improve student outcomes? and (3) What types of students benefited the most? It also considered the second impact question in five student domains: supervision and location after school, academic performance, personal and social development, behavior, and safety.  In addition, the synthesis touches on several parent outcomes.  Generally, impact findings are reported only if the estimated impact is statistically significant in one or both years.
  Some findings relate to an absence of impact when it was hypothesized that an impact would be observed.  

The synthesis combines both elementary and middle school findings.  Middle school centers in the study were nationally representative, but elementary school centers had higher levels of low‑income and minority students than the national average for elementary school centers, and the impact estimates are based on different measurement designs.  The synthesis focuses on the overall consistency of findings, for which these differences play less of a role.  

A. 
Implementation Findings
The study team collected data from program directors, staff, and school principals, and it observed centers to analyze program objectives, activities, staffing, and changes in centers during the two-year follow-up period.  The data were the basis for several useful findings about implementation.

National data from program performance reports provide a description of an average 21st Century center.
  The average center serves about 200 students during a school year (though the number served each day is lower and varies widely across centers) and is open 10 or more hours a week (many are open 20 or more hours a week and on Saturdays).  The center employs 12 or 13 staff, many of whom are teachers during the regular school day, to work with students.  The center’s budget allows it to spend about $1,000 a year per enrolled student, with most of the budget consisting of the 21st Century grant.  

Most schools hosting centers are elementary and middle schools that enroll a large number of low-income and minority students.  Whereas 17 percent of middle schools nationwide are classified as high poverty (based on the proportion of students participating in the free lunch program), 66 percent of middle schools operating 21st Century centers are classified as high poverty.  Similarly, 37 percent of students in middle schools nationwide are minorities; in middle schools operating 21st Century centers, 57 percent are minorities.

In both middle and elementary centers, program directors reported that their most important objectives were (1) providing a safe environment after school, and (2) helping students improve academically.  These objectives coincide with ED’s Safe and Smart theme for the 21st Century program.  

Nearly all centers provided academic activities in reading, math, and science. Enrichment activities, such as art, music, and technology, also were common.  Program directors in the evaluation’s elementary school centers reported that they designed activities mostly to support increased academic achievement and for enrichment and recreation.  Directors in middle school centers reported that they designed activities to appeal to students (most of whom said they attended voluntarily) and to accommodate staff, parent, and teacher views about what students needed to develop and improve.  In interviews, program directors noted that they needed to provide interesting and fun activities that attracted students, while also providing academic activities that they saw as not being as attractive to students.  Finding the right balance was a continual concern.  
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The study found wide variability in activities and services delivered across programs.  The variability is consistent with the “model” underlying the program, which is that school districts and community partners would work together and combine local resources and skills to create a menu of services and activities that appeal to students.  The authorizing legislation and ED’s funding criteria both left program design primarily to the local programs.  The variation in activities and services observed by the study is a logical consequence of this feature. 

Academic activities, which programs had to provide to be funded, also varied according to local skills and resources.  Middle school programs commonly provided homework help, and the evaluation observed that the help typically was passive and more like a study hall than a tutoring session.  Other academic activities generally focused on smaller numbers of students who needed to work on particular skills or practice for state assessment tests.  Coordination with the school-day curriculum was uncommon.  Elementary school programs provided a range of academic activities beyond homework.  Most programs understood the importance of coordinating the activities with curriculum in the regular school day and were aware of the need to have information flow between teachers in classrooms and staff in programs.  They had varying degrees of success in facilitating the flow.  Coordination was smoother when regular schoolteachers were also program staff and had the same students, which was uncommon.  Coordination appeared weak or nonexistent in centers that relied on outside staff, focused on noncognitive activities, or used processes that created a paperwork burden, such as having teachers send homework assignments to programs or share lesson plans with them.  

During the study’s two-year period of observing implementation, program leadership was stable.  Eighty-two percent of program directors were still working for the programs in the study’s second year.  However, two-thirds of the center staff and one-third of center coordinators from the first year had left the centers in the second year, suggesting high turnover.  Centers did not pay high wages, which may have contributed to turnover, but the most common reason staff gave for departing was the demands of working after school.  

This burnout factor may relate to the fact that many center staff were teachers during the regular school day.  Though hiring teachers as staff has advantages—they are familiar with delivering curriculum and instruction and maintaining control of students, and are known to the district—the demands of teaching during the day work against wanting to teach after school as well.  

Program attendance was about two days a week for elementary students and about one day a week for middle schoolers.  Weekly attendance for middle school students was higher in the earlier part of the school year and declined as the year went on, and many did not return to the program in the second year.  Weekly attendance was about the same for elementary school students throughout the school year, and they were more likely than middle school students to return in the second year.  Middle school and elementary school students who returned in the second year had patterns of attendance similar to those in the first year.  Program and student characteristics did not appear to have relationships with the frequency of attendance, and the study did not find relationships between more frequent attendance and positive outcomes.  However, more frequent and steadier attendance would help programs manage service delivery and integrate school-day and after-school instruction.

B.
Impact Findings
The experiences and outcomes of control- and comparison-group students in the evaluation provide benchmarks for measuring impacts.  Control- or comparison-group students may have gone home after school or attended some other after-school program, been supervised by a parent, sibling, or some other adult, worked on their homework in their own home or in an after-school program, and so on.  For example, in the second year, 75 percent of control-group students were with a parent after school, 76 percent were at home, and 1 percent were in self-care three or more days a week (see Table II.3 above).  These proportions indicate that students in the treatment group were likely to be at home and with a parent if the 21st Century center was not in their school. 

Because the elementary school evaluation used an experimental design, the study can validly measure what treatment-group students would have experienced in the absence of the 21st Century center in their school.  The experimental design ensures that outcome differences between the treatment and control groups are attributable to the program.  For elementary schools, Table III.1 presents a summary of findings for key outcomes.  For the middle school study, the evaluation used [image: image19.wmf]Figure A.1
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a matched-comparison group design, and other factors besides the program may explain outcome differences.  The evaluation’s statistical techniques to enhance the validity of the middle school design included using pre- and post-outcome measures whenever possible and using regression models to adjust for a wide range of other variables that could differ between the treatment and control groups.  For middle schools, Table III.2 presents a summary of findings for key outcomes.
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Supervision After School.  Treatment-group students were more likely than control- or comparison-group students to be with adults who were not their parents after school and less likely to be with parents or older siblings.  There was no impact of the program on self-care, regardless of how it was defined.  

Academic Achievement.  Generally, there was no impact of the program on reading test scores or grades.  For elementary school students who had low test scores at baseline, however, the program had a positive impact on English grades, possibly reflecting an ability to help low-achieving students.  The difference was about 2 points on a 100-point scale.  Middle school treatment-group students also had lower absenteeism than middle school comparison-group students. 

Homework.  Homework assistance was the most common academic activity that centers provided, but there was no impact of the program on the extent to which students completed homework or received help with it.  The study found that nearly all elementary school students already received homework help.  About 90 percent of the elementary students in the control group reported that a parent or some other adult asked them if their homework was complete, and about 80 percent reported that a parent or some other adult checked their homework to see if it was complete. 

For middle school students in the comparison group, 80 percent reported that a parent or other adult asked them if their homework was complete; about 53 percent reported that a parent or other adult checked that homework was complete.  These lower rates of homework help mean programs had the opportunity to increase homework help provided to middle school students compared to elementary school students, but their ability to do so is counteracted by low rates of attendance by middle school students.  

Feelings of Safety.  Elementary school treatment-group students reported feeling safer after school than elementary school control-group students.  Considering that nearly three-quarters of students in the control group reported feeling “very safe” (the highest of three categories) and only seven percent reported feeling “not at all safe” (the lowest of three categories), the program’s ability to generate a statistically significant increase in feelings of safety is noteworthy.  Similar findings were not observed for middle school students.  However, fewer than three percent of middle school students reported feeling “not at all safe.” 

Developmental Outcomes.  The study looked at a range of outcomes related to personal and social development, though it did not collect detailed measures in these domains.  Although most outcomes showed no differences, middle school students in the treatment group were more likely than students in the comparison group to say they expected to graduate from college, but the difference was small (about two percentage points).  Elementary school students in the treatment group were more likely than elementary school students in the control group to report helping other students after school in the first year, which may be related to program activities.  In the second year, however, students in the treatment group rated themselves less highly than students in the control group at working well on teams, and teachers rated them less highly on getting along with others.
Parental Outcomes.  Parents of elementary school treatment-group students had higher employment levels than parents of elementary school control-group parents in the first year but not in the second year.  The finding hints at the possibility that programs may enable parents to participate in the labor market, although the lack of a second-year finding makes the picture unclear.  For middle school parents, parental involvement was higher in the first year for the treatment group than the control group.  Parents of treatment-group students were more likely than parents of control-group students to attend parent-teacher organization meetings, volunteer at school, and go to after-school events.  In the second year, the levels were roughly similar to the first year, but the differences between the program and comparison groups were smaller and not statistically significant.  

This pattern could arise if parent involvement is related to student participation in the after-school program, which was higher in the first year.  Elementary school parents in the treatment group were more likely than parents in the control group to participate in after-school events in the first year, but their involvement in other areas was unaffected.  In the second year, parents were as involved as the first year, but the extent of involvement was the same for the program and control groups.  

Negative Behaviors.  Middle school students in the treatment group were more likely than middle school students in the comparison group to engage in some negative behaviors.  A composite variable for five negative behaviors was higher for the treatment group than the comparison group in both years, and the difference was statistically significant.  For elementary school students, treatment-group students were more likely than control-group students to engage in negative behaviors in the second year but not in the first year.  Program students were more likely than control-group students to be disciplined by their regular school-day teachers and to be suspended from school (about 12 percent were suspended at least once in the second year, compared to about 8 percent of the control group).  Discussions with program directors indicated that students were not likely to be suspended because of their behavior during the after-school program, suggesting that, like the teacher discipline outcome, suspensions are related to negative behavior during the regular school day.  

Subgroup analyses showed that nearly all the negative behaviors could be attributed to boys (behavior impacts for girls were close to zero and statistically insignificant) and to students who had a higher level of disciplinary problems at baseline, providing some insights about the pathways of behavior problems.
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Appendix A

Response Rates and Data Quality

This appendix describes the results of the second follow-up wave of data collection conducted in the 12 elementary school sites.  Data collection results for middle schools were presented in earlier reports and are not discussed here. 

Figure A.1 documents the flow of elementary students through the evaluation, starting from students’ application to programs through the analysis of the second follow-up data.  Of the 2,396 students who applied to the programs, 88 were excluded from the evaluation for various reasons, such as refusing to participate or being ineligible.  The remaining 2,308 students were randomly assigned to the treatment or control groups.  Data collected from all students were analyzed.  Twelve treatment-group students and 9 control-group students dropped out of the evaluation after the baseline survey.  

The evaluation collected data from a variety of respondents at the 12 elementary school sites (7 in cohort 1 and 5 in cohort 2).  We conducted baseline surveys with elementary school students and parents and administered standardized reading tests to the students in fall 2000 for cohort 1 sites and fall 2001 for cohort 2 sites.  In the first and second follow-up waves, we administered surveys to students, parents, and teachers; collected students’ school records and program attendance; and administered reading tests or collected reading test scores from school records (Table A.1).  We also administered surveys to school principals and after-school program staff (center directors, coordinators, and line staff) in the first follow-up wave for both cohorts and in the second follow-up wave for cohort 2 (these data were presented in a previous report and are not discussed here).



A.
Data Collection Procedures for the Second Followup

1.
Student Surveys

About six weeks before the end of the school year, questionnaires were given to all third- to sixth-grade elementary school students whose parents had signed a consent form for their child to participate in the evaluation.  Questionnaires were generally self-administered during the school day (in some instances, teachers read the questions to their class).  We surveyed 88 percent of the 1,642 third- to sixth-grade elementary school students (Table A.2).  Response rates ranged from 67 to 100 percent; all but two sites had response rates above 80 percent.  About 85 percent of the students who completed the questionnaire did so in school.  The others (mostly students who had transferred to other schools) completed the questionnaire by telephone (12 percent) or mail (3 percent).

Table A.1

Data Sources, by Data Collection Wave

	Data Source 
	Data Collection Wave

	
	Baseline
	First Followup
	Second Followup

	Elementary School Student Questionnaire
	(
	(
	(

	Elementary School Student Test
	(
	(
	(

	Elementary School Parent Questionnaire
	(
	(
	(

	Teacher Questionnaire
	
	(
	(

	Principal Questionnairea
	
	(
	(

	School Recordb
	
	(
	(

	After-School Program Attendance Record
	
	(
	(

	After-School Program Project Director Questionnairea
	
	(
	(

	After-School Program Center Coordinator Questionnairea
	
	(
	(

	After-School Program Staff Questionnairea
	
	(
	(


aThese data were collected in both follow-up waves for cohort 1 sites and in only the first follow-up wave for cohort 2 sites.

bBaseline records data were collected at the time of the first follow-up records collection.

2.
Student Tests

MPR obtained reading test scores for the Stanford Achievement Test 9 (SAT-9) for elementary school students in one of two ways:  (1) we collected scores from sites that administered tests, or (2) field staff administered the test in sites that did not use the test on their own.  Field staff administered the tests to most students during the school day and did make-ups with a few students in their homes.  Tests were administered about six weeks before the end of the academic year.  We obtained test scores for 76 percent of students (Table A.2).  Most of the
Table A.2

Sample Sizes and Response Rates for the Second Followup

	
	Sample Size
	
	Response Rate

	
	Total
	
	Treatment
	
	Control
	
	Total
	
	Treatment
	
	Control

	Instrument
	N
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	Baseline

	Student Surveya
	1,233
	
	688
	56
	
	545
	44
	
	1,110
	90
	
	625
	91
	
	485
	89

	Student Test
	2,308
	
	1,258
	55
	
	1,050
	45
	
	1,568
	68
	
	847 
	67
	
	721
	69

	Parent Survey
	2,308
	
	1,258
	55
	
	1,050
	45
	
	2,126
	92
	
	1,161
	92
	
	965
	92

	First Followup

	Student Surveya
	1,233
	
	688
	56
	
	545
	44
	
	1,106
	90
	
	618
	90
	
	488
	90

	Student Test
	2,308
	
	1,258
	55
	
	1,050
	45
	
	1,902
	82
	
	1,044 
	83
	
	858 
	82

	Parent Survey
	2,308
	
	1,258
	55
	
	1,050
	45
	
	1,732
	75
	
	961
	76
	
	771
	73

	Teacher Surveyb
	2,308
	
	1,258
	55
	
	1,050
	45
	
	1,831
	79
	
	995
	79
	
	836
	80

	School Record
	2,308
	
	1,258
	55
	
	1,050
	45
	
	2,016
	87
	
	1,110
	88
	
	906
	86

	Second Followup

	Student Surveya
	1,642
	
	897
	55
	
	745
	45
	
	1,444
	88
	
	787
	87
	
	657
	88

	Student Test
	2,308
	
	1,258
	55
	
	1,050
	45
	
	1,748
	76
	
	952
	76
	
	796
	76

	Parent Survey
	2,308
	
	1,258
	55
	
	1,050
	45
	
	1,808
	78
	
	994
	79
	
	814
	78

	Teacher Surveyb
	2,308
	
	1,258
	55
	
	1,050
	45
	
	1,960
	85
	
	1069
	85
	
	891
	85

	School Record
	2,308
	
	1,258
	55
	
	1,050
	45
	
	1,940
	84
	
	1,057
	84
	
	883
	84


aSample includes only grades 3 to 6. 

bSample size and response rates are based on number of students, not teachers; 81 percent of the 1,074 teachers in the sample completed surveys.

students who were not tested had transferred to another school district.  Other students did not answer enough test questions for their test to be scored, and some were not tested because of language barriers or impairment.  Response rates across sites ranged from 57 to 93 percent.  

B.
Other Data Collected from Parents, Teachers, and Records

Nearly four-fifths of parents (78 percent) completed the follow-up questionnaire (Table A.2).  Response rates ranged across sites from 64 to 98 percent.  One-half of the parents who completed the survey did so by mail; the remaining half responded  by telephone. 

A total of 81 percent of teachers completed questionnaires that provided data on 85 percent of students (Table A.2).  Response rates were above 70 percent at all but one site, with rates across sites ranging from 49 to 100 percent.  Most teachers responded by mail (80 percent).  

We obtained school records for 84 percent of students (Table A.2).  We collected more than 80 percent of records at all but two sites, with response rates ranging from 72 to 97 percent.  Generally, students for whom we were unable to collect school records had transferred to other school districts.

C.
After-School Program Attendance

We collected program attendance records from all centers that had active 21st Century programs.
  The centers provided copies of their records in whatever form they typically maintained attendance, such as by day or by activities offered each day.  In principle, the elementary school evaluation design precluded attendance by students in the control group.  During the evaluation, however, about 16 percent of control-group students attended the program for at least one day.  Over the two years of the evaluation, the control group averaged 9 days of center attendance (compared to 81 days for the treatment group).

D.
Procedures for Constructing Nonresponse Weights 
As in the evaluation’s second report, nonresponse weights were calculated by identifying how nonrespondents differed from respondents in terms of baseline characteristics.  Respondents who were most similar to nonrespondents were then given a greater weight, which enabled them to “represent” nonrespondents.

Nonresponse weights were constructed using a propensity-score approach.  The probability of responding to the follow-up survey was modeled as a logistic function of student baseline characteristics similar to those used as control variables in estimating impacts.  For each respondent, the predicted probability of response was calculated using the estimated model.  Respondents who were most similar to nonrespondents generally were those with the lowest predicted probabilities of response.  The nonresponse weight is the inverse of this predicted probability.  For example, a respondent who had a predicted probability of responding to the follow-up survey of 0.25 was given a nonresponse weight of 4, whereas a respondent with a predicted probability of 0.90 was given a nonresponse weight of 1.1.  Weights were then normalized so they summed to the original sample size.  The second report provides additional details about the procedure used to estimate nonresponse weights.  

We constructed nonresponse weights for the parent, teacher, student, and records surveys and for elementary reading tests.  The goodness-of-fit of the propensity score models was high, with the models able to correctly predict 77 to 83 percent of responses (depending on the data source). 

Appendix B

Evaluation Design and Methods for Estimating Impacts

A.
Evaluation Design and Methods for Estimating Impacts

The design for measuring impacts in the elementary school sites was based on random assignment of students to treatment or control groups.  Students and their parents applied to the program by completing a brief information form and consent form.  Their applications were then sent to MPR for random assignment.  For seven sites, random assignment took place at the beginning of the 2000-2001 school year; for the other five sites, random assignment took place at the beginning of the 2001-2002 school year.  Random assignment was conducted separately for each center; for example, random assignment was conducted for students who applied to center A and a different random assignment was conducted for students who applied to center B.

To estimate impacts, we used regression models that included outcomes at the second followup as dependent variables.  We included two types of independent variables in these models:  (1) student characteristics (based on baseline data collected on students), and (2) variables created by interacting treatment status with the 12 site indicators.
  The models yielded 12 impact estimates, one for each site, and the overall impacts were then calculated as the simple mean of the 12 site-specific impacts.  The variance of the estimator was derived from the variance-covariance matrix of the 12 site impact estimates.
  

Grantee-by-treatment interaction terms were used in the regression models instead of center-by-treatment interaction terms because grants to implement 21st Century programs are awarded to grantees—not centers—and the grants were administered by a project director who typically developed policies and procedures for centers that were funded by the grant.  Analyses of the variation of center and student characteristics confirmed that nearly all the variation is between grantees rather than within grantees (i.e., across centers of a grantee).  Because an important goal of this evaluation was to assess impacts of the grants, using grantees as the unit of analysis enables the evaluation to relate its impact findings to the grants.  A grantee-by-treatment interaction can be interpreted as the impact averaged across a grantee's centers.

The study’s design report presented a detailed analysis of the study’s power to detect impacts (Dynarski et al. 2001).  The minimum detectable effect size was estimated to be about 0.12 for the full sample (assuming 80 percent power and a two-tailed t-test), for an outcome with a 50 percent mean.  The minimum detectable effect size was estimated to be about 0.08 for test scores because of the increase in precision from having a baseline score as a covariate.

A two-stage procedure was used to estimate impacts on elementary school participants.  In the first stage, an indicator for whether students participated in the program was regressed on treatment status and baseline characteristics; in the second stage, outcomes at the second followup were regressed on predicted participation from the first-stage and the baseline characteristics.
,
  

B.
Measuring the Relationship Between Attendance and Outcomes

As noted in prior reports, policymakers are often interested in knowing if greater participation in a program is related to larger effects.  This is especially important for after-school programs because attendance is voluntary and how often students attend is highly variable.  The fixed-effects method we used to estimate this relationship is discussed briefly below (it was discussed in detail in the second report), and the findings from these models are presented in Appendix C.

The fixed-effects models estimated allowed for attendance to have different impacts at different attendance levels by including a squared attendance variable (see Equation 1 below).
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In Equation 1, there are two time periods, 
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The variance of the marginal impact is a function of the estimated parameters and depends on the assumed attendance level.  
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A technical consideration for the attendance analysis presented in this report is that we estimate a fixed-effects model for binary outcomes using ordinary least squares (OLS) rather than the fixed-effects logit approach developed by Chamberlain (1980).  Because the Chamberlain approach can only use cases where the dependent variable changes between the first and second year, only a fraction of observations are actually used.  We found that the number of students who changed outcomes between the first and second years typically was too small (as low as 14 observations) for the Chamberlain model to provide computationally stable estimates.
  We therefore used an OLS approach.
  However, the OLS estimates also are related to the extent to which attendance varies from one year to the next and the extent to which outcomes likewise change.  The technique’s reliance on attendance and outcome changes means the technique has relatively low power in this instance, as evidenced by the large number of insignificant estimates.

Appendix C
Sensitivity Tests and Results for Alternative Specifications

This appendix presents results for alternative specifications and sensitivity tests that were conducted to assess the robustness of the findings.  We assessed the sensitivity of the impacts to the use of nonresponse weights and regression adjustment methods, whether findings could be attributed to outlier sites, and the effects of using alternative definitions of self-care.  We then analyzed the relationship between center attendance and outcomes.  

A.
Sensitivity of Estimates to Weights and Regression Adjustment

To investigate how weights and regressors affect the impact estimates, we compared four sets of impacts:  (1) impacts presented in the text, which use nonresponse weights and regression adjustment; (2) impacts that use the weights but not regression adjustment; (3) impacts that do not use the weights but use regression adjustment; and (4) impacts that do not use the weights or regression adjustment.  Table C.1 presents the results.  Comparing the first two columns provides a sense of how regression adjustment may have modified the impacts.  The estimates are similar in the two columns, and 1 of the 24 outcomes had a higher level of significance when regression adjustment was used.  

Comparing the first and third columns provides a sense of how nonresponse weighting may have modified the impacts.  The last column presents impacts estimated as simple treatment-control differences.  The point estimates are similar to the estimates in the first column.  One impact that was significant in the first column was not significant in the fourth, which may reflect the lower precision of the simple estimator.  Overall, the results appear to be robust to weights and regression adjustment. 

B.
Consistency of Impacts Across Sites

A measured impact could be attributed to an outlier site or set of sites, which would reduce confidence in the generalizability of the findings.  For example, a positive impact that, on closer 

Table C.1
Sensitivity of Impact Estimates to Alternative Specifications, Elementary School Centers, Year 2

	Outcome 
	With Nonresponse Weights and Regressors
	With Nonresponse Weights, No Regressors
	No Nonresponse Weights, with Regressors
	No Nonresponse Weights, No Regressors

	Percentage of Students in the Following Types of Supervision 
at Least Three Days After School in a Typical Week, According 
to Parent Reports:
	
	
	
	

	Self-carea
	-0.1
	0.0
	-0.1
	-0.1

	Parent care 
	-6.7**
	-6.0**
	-6.8**
	-6.0**

	Nonparent adult care
	6.7**
	5.9
	6.6**
	5.8

	Sibling care 
	-4.9
	-4.7
	-4.9
	-4.6

	Mixed care (not in any one category for at least three days) 
	0.5
	0.4
	0.7
	0.6

	Percentage of Students in the Following Locations After School at Least Three Days in a Typical Week, According to Parent Reports:
	
	
	
	

	Own home
	-8.7***
	-8.3***
	-8.9***
	-8.6***

	Someone else’s home
	-0.8
	-1.1
	-1.5
	-1.9

	School or other place for activities
	9.5***
	9.0***
	9.7***
	9.4***

	Somewhere to “hang out”
	-0.2
	-0.2
	-0.2
	-0.3

	Mixed location (not in one location for at least three days) 
	0.4
	0.5
	0.3
	0.4

	Percentage of Students Who Report That They  “Often” or “Always” Complete the Homework Teachers Assign
	0.0
	-1.7
	-1.7
	-1.9

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report That They Often Complete the Homework Teachers Assign
	0.0
	-3.2
	-2.5
	-2.3

	Mean Grade:
	
	
	
	

	Math
	-0.6
	-0.5
	-0.5
	-0.4

	English/language arts
	0.3
	0.3
	0.4
	0.4

	Science
	-0.1
	0.0
	-0.1
	0.0

	Social studies/history
	-1.0
	-1.0
	-1.0
	-1.0

	Mean Reading Test Score
	0.3
	0.3
	-0.2
	-0.2

	Percentage of Students Who Report Feeling the Following Levels of Safety After School up Until 6 p.m.:
	
	
	
	

	Very safe
	2.7
	1.8
	1.9
	1.1

	Somewhat safe
	1.9
	2.3
	2.2
	2.5

	Not at all safe
	-4.6***
	-4.1***
	-4.1***
	-3.6**

	Percentage of Students Whose Parents Did the Following at Least Three Times Last Year: 
	
	
	
	

	Attended an open house at the school
	1.2
	-0.7
	0.9
	-1.0

	Attended parent-teacher organization meetings
	4.5
	3.9
	5.7
	5.3

	Attended an after-school event
	-5.3
	-5.5
	-4.9
	-5.6

	Volunteered to help out at school
	-3.8
	-3.2
	-2.2
	-1.9

	Sample Sizeb
	
1,803
	
1,803
	
1,803
	
1,803


Source:
Parent Survey, Student Survey, School Records, Teacher Survey. 

aStudents are defined as being in self-care if they were not with a parent, a nonparent adult, or an older sibling at least three days in a typical week.

bSample sizes differ for some outcomes due to nonresponse.

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

***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test.

inspection, resulted from a large impact in 1 of 12 sites and no impact in 11 sites, might suggest an unusual experience in the one site.  On the other hand, an overall impact that results from an impact in 11 of 12 sites suggests broader generalizability.

To investigate this issue, we compared the impact findings with the number of sites that had positive or negative impacts (regardless of statistical significance).  We did the comparison for all main impacts, but here we show one table to illustrate the results of the analysis (Table C.2).  For one outcome, whether students report feeling unsafe after school, the overall impact was a reduction of 4.6 percentage points (an increase in students feeling safe).  Across the sites, seven had an impact estimate with a negative sign and five sites had an impact with a positive sign.  Similarly, we found a large negative impact for whether students rate themselves as “good” or “excellent” at working with others on a team, and, on closer inspection, 10 of 12 sites also had a negative impact.  We found no impact for whether parents attended an after-school event, and sites were divided evenly between positive (six sites) and negative impacts (six sites).  

We also conducted statistical tests to determine whether site impacts differed from the average impact.  Six of the 21 tests indicated that site impacts differed from the average impact (Table C.2).  The likely reason for these differences is that there were one or two large site impacts in the opposite direction of the overall impact.  This suggests that, for at least some outcomes, site-specific factors were related to impacts, though additional investigation was not able to identify the specific site characteristics that may have been related to impacts.

Finally, we prepared a table that is similar to Table C.2 but includes impacts for each site.  Table C.3 presents these results.  This allows for an examination of the pattern of impacts for a given outcome across sites and for an examination of the pattern of impacts for a given site across outcomes.

Table C.2

Number of Sites with Positive or Negative Impacts on Other Outcomes, 

Elementary School Centers, Year 2

	Outcome 
	Estimated
Impact
	Number of
Positive Site
Impacts
	Number of
Negative Site
Impacts
	p-value for Test of Equality of Site  Impactsa

	Percentage of Students Who Report Feeling the Following Levels of Safety After School up Until 6 p.m.:
	
	
	
	

	Very safe
	2.7
	7
	5
	0.60

	Somewhat safe
	1.9
	6
	6
	0.42

	Not at all safe
	-4.6***
	5
	7
	0.00***

	Percentage of Students Who Report the Following Are “Somewhat True” or “Very True”:
	
	
	
	

	They get along with others their age
	0.1
	7
	5
	0.01**

	They feel left out of things
	0.6
	6
	6
	0.12

	Percentage of Students Who Do the Following “Some” or “A Lot”:
	
	
	
	

	Help another student in school
	1.6
	5
	7
	0.09

	Help another student after school
	2.0
	8
	4
	0.14

	Percentage of Students Who Rate Themselves as “Good” or “Excellent” on the Following:
	
	
	
	

	Working with others on a team or group
	-7.0**
	2
	10
	0.59

	Feeling bad for other people who are having difficulties
	0.2
	5
	7
	0.96

	Believing the best about other people
	-0.3
	6
	6
	0.96

	Percentage of Students Who Rate Themselves as “Excellent” on the Following:
	
	
	
	

	Using a computer to look up information 
	-2.1
	5
	7
	0.04**

	Setting a goal and working to achieve it
	1.7
	10
	2
	0.53

	Percentage of Students Who Rate Themselves as “Excellent” on Sticking to What They Believe in, Even if Their Friends Don’t Agree
	-2.1
	6
	6
	0.87

	Negative Behavior Compositeb
	0.0
	5
	7
	0.36

	Percentage of Students Whose Parents Report Doing the Following:
	
	
	
	

	Helped their child with homework at least three times last week
	3.1
	7
	5
	0.32

	Checked on their child’s homework completion at least three times last week
	-0.9
	4
	8
	0.14

	Asked their child about things they were doing in class at least seven times last month
	-1.6
	4
	8
	0.47

	Percentage of Students Whose Parents Did the Following at Least Three Times Last Year: 
	
	
	
	

	Attended an open house at the school
	1.2
	9
	3
	0.63

	Attended parent-teacher organization meetings
	4.5
	7
	5
	0.01***

	Attended an after-school event
	-5.3
	6
	6
	0.00***

	Volunteered to help out at school
	-3.8
	5
	7
	0.00***

	Sample Sizec
	
1,803
	
	
	


Source:
Student Survey, Parent Survey.

aTo examine the joint significance of the site impacts, we tested whether the site impacts were jointly significantly equal to the mean of the site impacts.

bThe negative behavior composite is based on student responses to five questions regarding how often they do the following:  (1) break something on purpose, (2) punch or hit someone, (3) argue with their parents, (4) lie to their parents, and (5) give a teacher a “hard time.”  Values on these items range from 1 to 4; a value of 1 on the composite indicates a low level, while a value of 4 indicates a high level.

cSample sizes differ for some outcomes due to nonresponse. 

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

***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test.

Table C.3
Impacts on Other Outcomes by Site, Elementary School Centers, Year 2

	Outcome 
	Site A
	Site B
	Site C
	Site D
	Site E
	Site F
	Site G
	Site H
	Site I
	Site J
	Site K
	Site L

	Percentage of Students Who Report Feeling the Following Levels of Safety After School up Until

 6 p.m.:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Very safe
	11.7
	-10.6
	0.5
	3.0
	-7.6
	13.5
	-1.7
	13.3
	-6.2
	-4.1
	6.1
	14.2

	Somewhat safe
	-5.3
	14.2
	19.3
	-4.5
	1.7
	-0.5
	-2.1
	0.3
	5.5
	6.2
	-6.6
	-4.8

	Not at all safe
	-6.4
	-3.6
	-19.7***
	1.5
	5.9
	-12.9
	3.8
	-13.7
	0.7
	-2.1
	0.5
	-9.4**

	Percentage of Students Who Report the Following Are “Somewhat True” or “Very True”:
	7.8
	8.4
	-23.4**
	-2.6
	-17.2***
	-0.9
	4.4
	-7.9
	6.7
	7.0
	6.6**
	12.8**

	They get along with others their age
	6.8
	11.4
	17.0
	3.9
	-9.3
	-41.0***
	-11.1
	30.7
	7.9
	-5.9
	-1.0
	-2.1

	They feel left out of things
	-0.4
	3.0
	-2.5
	-7.7
	-13.0
	-28.9**
	2.1
	9.3
	-18.4
	-6.4
	-5.7
	-6.7

	Percentage of Students Who Do the Following “Some” or “A Lot”:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Help another student in school
	7.7
	-1.7
	-14.5
	15.1**
	-11.1
	-10.0
	-16.1
	32.8**
	6.7
	-1.5
	-2.2
	13.4

	Help another student after school
	8.1
	-25.3**
	-22.0
	18.1**
	6.8
	-7.7
	-4.2
	17.3
	8.9
	7.0
	9.1
	7.4

	Percentage of Students Who Rate Themselves as “Good” or “Excellent” on the Following:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Working with others on a team or group
	-7.7
	14.4
	-15.6
	-7.3
	-5.8
	-14.0
	8.5
	-5.3
	-19.4
	0.5
	-2.9
	-0.5

	Feeling bad for other people who are having difficulties
	10.8
	5.7
	-7.9
	-1.9
	-10.3
	-5.1
	4.2
	12.2
	-2.1
	-2.3
	-1.6
	0.5

	Believing the best about other people
	-4.9
	-9.4
	-3.7
	5.2
	3.0
	-12.0
	2.5
	11.2
	11.7
	0.1
	-3.6
	-2.9

	Percentage of Students Who Rate Themselves as “Excellent” on the Following:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Using a computer to look up information 
	6.0
	-9.1
	-28.0
	-11.1
	-9.4
	-24.0
	-12.1
	27.2
	24.1
	7.3
	9.1
	-5.2

	Setting a goal and working to achieve it
	6.7
	2.2
	-20.1
	3.6
	11.5
	5.6
	-25.8**
	13.1
	16.5
	0.4
	3.9
	2.4

	Percentage of Students Who Rate Themselves as “Excellent” on Sticking to What They Believe in, Even if Their Friends Don’t Agree
	-7.2***
	0.7
	-13.7
	4.6
	2.4
	-16.8
	-14.8
	14.4
	-0.1
	-2.4
	4.0
	3.5

	Negative Behavior Compositea
	7.0
	-7.9
	32.1
	-14.5
	-4.7
	-12.0
	-22.1
	18.3
	-16.0
	-3.2
	10.9
	5.6


	Outcome 
	Site A
	Site B
	Site C
	Site D
	Site E
	Site F
	Site G
	Site H
	Site I
	Site J
	Site K
	Site L

	Percentage of Students Whose Parents Report Doing the Following:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Helped their child with homework at least three times last week
	7.8
	-16.9
	14.1
	-12.4
	-3.8
	21.5
	0.2
	-0.2
	16.2
	-0.7
	2.0
	8.7

	Checked on their child’s homework completion at least three times last week
	-1.5
	-7.0
	-9.8
	-4.1
	-3.1
	0.8
	-6.1
	-3.7
	15.8
	-3.2
	3.4
	7.3

	Asked their child about things they were doing in class at least seven times last month
	10.7
	-0.2
	-2.1
	-9.8
	-5.1
	-22.7
	5.5
	-6.9
	23.0
	-4.9
	1.9
	-8.8

	Percentage of Students Whose Parents Did the Following at Least Three Times Last Year: 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Attended an open house at the school
	5.5
	2.5
	1.3
	-16.7**
	-7.5
	11.2
	1.8
	-10.4
	13.3
	0.4
	3.0
	0.2

	Attended parent-teacher organization meetings
	14.2
	-11.3
	-13.7
	-4.5
	32.6***
	11.5
	16.4
	5.0
	-10.6
	-1.5
	13.2***
	2.3

	Attended an after-school event
	-36.2***
	7.0
	-4.5
	-34.6***
	6.4
	5.3
	5.9
	-2.0
	-17.0
	1.6
	17.2***
	-12.3

	Volunteered to help out at school
	-20.0***
	-3.1
	-13.0
	-5.9
	0.6
	9.4
	-17.4**
	-1.3
	20.3
	4.0
	7.3**
	-26.6***

	Sample Sizeb
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR


Source:
Student Survey, Parent Survey.

aThe negative behavior composite is based on student responses to five questions regarding how often they do the following:  (1) break something on purpose, (2) punch or hit someone, (3) argue with their parents, (4) lie to their parents, and (5) give a teacher a “hard time.”  Values on these items range from 1 to 4; a value of 1 on the composite indicates a low level, while a value of 4 indicates a high level.

bSample sizes are not reported to maintain site confidentiality.  Sample sizes ranged from 41 to 621. 

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

***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test.

NR = Not reported.

C.
Self-Care Alternative Definitions

Changing the definition of self-care altered its levels but did not change the impact findings (Table C.4).  As in the prior report, we investigated four definitions of self-care: a student was defined to be in self-care if (1) the student did not spend at least three days with a parent, nonparent adult, or older sibling in a typical week; (2) the student did not spend at least one day with a parent, nonparent adult, or older sibling in a typical week; (3) the student was alone at least three days in a typical week; or (4) the student was alone at least one day in a typical week.  

We also investigated how the self-care estimates changed with the inclusion of nonresponse weights and regressors.  In all cases, their inclusion does not affect the estimates.

D.
The Relationship Between Center Attendance and Outcomes 

Having two years of attendance and outcome data allows the evaluation to explore the relationship between attendance and outcomes that could not be explored in the prior report because only one year of data was available for elementary students.  Students could attend more or less often in the two years, and differences in attendance could affect outcomes.  Because we can observe the same students in two different time periods, the influence of unobservable factors that may vary across students and affect both attendance and outcomes can be reduced. 

The analysis of the relationship between center attendance and outcomes found that some outcomes improved when students attended centers more often.  Students who attended more often were more likely to stay after school for activities, more likely to be cared for by adults other than their parents, more likely to participate in tutoring, more likely to report that an adult who is not their parent explains homework in a way that is easy to understand, and less likely to watch TV or videos (Tables C.5–C.8).  However, students who attended programs more often did not experience improvements in grades, test scores, absences, discipline problems, classroom effort, homework completion, feelings of safety, or the extent to which they were in self-care (Tables C.5–C.8).  The estimation technique depends on the degree of variation in attendance from one year to the next and the extent to which outcomes likewise change.  The moderate degree of attendance and outcome changes for elementary school students means the technique has relatively low power, as evidenced by the large number of insignificant estimates.

Table C.4

Sensitivity of Various Self-Care Impact Estimates to Alternative Specifications, Elementary School Centers, Year 2

	Outcome 
	With Nonresponse Weights and Regressors
	With Nonresponse Weights, No Regressors
	No Nonresponse Weights, with Regressors
	No Nonresponse Weights, No Regressors

	Percentage of Students in Self-Care at Least Three Days After School in a Typical Week, According to Parent Reports (Self-Care Defined as Not Being in Parent, 
Nonparent Adult, or Older Sibling Care)
	-0.1
	0.0
	-0.1
	-0.1

	Any Self-Care After School in a Typical Week, According to Parent Reports (Self-Care Defined as Not Being in Parent, Nonparent Adult, or Older Sibling Care)
	0.9
	0.9
	1.0
	0.9

	Percentage of Students in Self-Care at Least Three Days After School in a Typical Week, According to Parent Reports (Self-Care Defined as Being Alone After School)
	0.7
	0.7
	0.5
	0.5

	Any Self-Care After School in a Typical Week, According to Parent Reports (Self-Care Defined as Being Alone 
After School) 
	1.7
	1.6
	1.6
	1.5

	Sample Size
	
1,803
	
1,803
	
1,803
	
1,803


Source:
Parent Survey. 

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

***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test.

Table C.5
Differences in Impacts on Students’ Location, Supervision, and Activities After School, 

and Mother’s Employment, Elementary School Centers, Year 2

	
	Marginal Effect of Attending the After-School 
Program 10 More Days

	Outcome  
	Effect of 10 More Days for 
Those Attending 10 Days
	Effect of 10 More Days for 
Those Attending 30 Days

	Percentage of Students with the Following Individuals at Least Three Days After School in a Typical Week, According to Parent Reports:
	
	

	Self-carea
	0.0
	0.0

	Parent
	-1.4
	-1.7

	Nonparent adult
	2.1***
	2.3***

	Sibling
	0.1
	0.8

	Mixed (Not in any one category for at least three days) 
	0.1
	0.2

	Percentage of Students in the Following Locations After School at Least Three Days in a Typical Week, According to Parent Reports:
	
	

	Own home
	-3.1***
	-2.9***

	Someone else’s home
	-1.7***
	-2.2***

	School or other place for activities
	3.5***
	3.9***

	Somewhere to “hang out”
	-0.2
	-0.3

	Mixed location (Not in one location for at least three days) 
	-0.2
	-0.2

	Mean Number of Days Stayed After School for Activities in Typical Week, According to Parent Reports
	0.2***
	0.3***

	Percentage of Students in the Following Activities After School at Least One Day in the Prior Week, According to Parent Reports: 
	
	

	Homework
	0.5
	0.6

	Tutoring 
	2.3***
	2.2**

	Nonhomework reading, writing, or science activities
	0.2
	0.3

	School activities (band, drama, etc.)
	1.0
	0.4

	Lessons (music, art, dance, etc.)
	-0.6
	-0.6

	Organized sports
	0.4
	0.8

	Clubs (Boy and Girl Scouts, Boys and Girls Club, etc.)
	0.2
	-0.1

	Activities at church, temple, or mosque
	-0.4
	-0.4

	Watched TV or videos
	-1.7**
	-2.0**

	Surfed the Internet or did other things on the computer
	0.2
	0.4

	“Hung out” with friends
	0.6
	1.3

	Did chores around the house
	-3.1***
	-3.7***

	Took care of a brother or sister
	-0.2
	0.1

	Mean Time Students Reported Watching Television in  the Past Day (Hours)
	0.0
	0.0

	Mean Time Students Reported Reading for Fun in the Past Day (Hours)
	0.0
	0.0

	Sample Sizeb
	
1,506
	


Source:
Parent Survey, Student Survey. 

Note:
For all outcomes, we estimate OLS fixed effects models by regressing the change in the outcome on the change in attendance.  All regressions include both linear and squared attendance terms to capture any diminishing returns to attendance.  The marginal effect of an additional 10 days of attendance has also been regression adjusted for baseline differences between the groups.  The control variables in the regression include students’ demographic characteristics, students’ baseline test scores, and school attendance.  Weights are used to adjust impact estimates for nonresponse.  
aStudents are defined as being in self-care if they were not with a parent, a nonparent adult, or an older sibling at least three days in a typical week.

bSample sizes differ for some outcomes due to nonresponse.  Sample sizes for student-reported outcomes are 786 for the treatment group and 661 for the control group.  Only students in third grade and above completed a student survey.

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

***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test.

Table C.6
Differences in Impacts on Academic and Other In-School Outcomes, Elementary School Centers, Year 2

	
	Marginal Effect of Attending the After-School 
Program 10 More Days

	Outcome 
	Effect of 10 More Days for 
Those Attending 10 Days
	Effect of 10 More Days for 
Those Attending 30 Days

	Mean Number of Days Student Was:
	
	

	Absent
	-0.1
	-0.1

	Late
	0.0
	0.1

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report That They Are “Often” Late for Class
	-0.4
	-0.3

	Percentage of Students Who Report That They “Often” or “Always” Complete the Homework Teachers Assign
	-0.9
	-1.7

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report That They “Often” Complete Their Homework
	-1.2
	-1.2

	Mean Amount of Time Students Spent Doing Homework the Last Time They Had Homework (Hours)
	0.0
	0.0

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report the Following: 
	
	

	“Agree” or “Strongly Agree” That Student Completes Assignments to the Teacher’s Satisfaction
	-0.3
	-0.6

	Student Achieves at “Above-Average” or “Very High” Level
	-0.7
	-0.3

	“Agree” or “Strongly Agree” That Student Comes to School Prepared and Ready to Learn
	0.8
	0.6

	Student “Usually Tries Hard” in Reading or English
	-0.8
	-0.9

	Student “Often” Performs at or Above His or Her Ability
	0.3
	0.1

	Percentage of Students Whose Parents “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” That Their Child Works Hard at School
	0.2
	0.3

	Level of Effort Compositea (Mean)
	0.0
	0.0

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report Doing the Following “Two or More Times”:
	
	

	Disciplining the child for misbehaving
	-0.7
	-0.6

	Sending child to the office for misbehaving
	0.5
	0.2

	Giving child detention
	1.3
	1.3

	Calling parents about child’s behavior
	-0.3
	-0.6

	Percentage of Students Who Report the Following Happens “Some” or “A Lot”:
	
	

	Student has to miss recess or sit in the hall
	-0.6
	-0.8

	Parents have to come to school about problem
	1.4**
	1.7**

	Student-Reported Discipline Problem Compositeb (Mean)
	0.1
	0.0

	Teacher-Reported Discipline Problem Compositec (Mean)
	0.8
	0.4

	Percentage of Students Who Were Suspended During Most Recent School Year
	0.6
	0.6

	Mean Grade:
	
	

	Math
	0.0
	-0.1

	English/language arts
	-0.3
	-0.4

	Science
	0.2
	0.0

	Social studies/history
	0.0
	-0.2

	Mean Reading Test Score
	0.1
	0.1

	Reading Confidence Composited (Mean)
	0.0
	0.0

	Sample Sizee
	1,271
	


Source:
Student Survey, Parent Survey, School Records, Teacher Survey. 

Note: 
For all outcomes, we estimate OLS fixed-effects models by regressing the change in the outcome on the change in attendance.  All regressions include both linear and squared attendance terms to capture any diminishing returns to attendance.  The marginal effect of an additional 10 days of attendance has also been regression adjusted for baseline differences between the groups.  The control variables in the regression include students’ demographic characteristics, students’ baseline test scores, and school attendance.  Weights are used to adjust impact estimates for nonresponse.  
aThe level of effort composite is based on five teacher-reported items regarding student (1) effort, (2) performance at ability level, (3) attentiveness, (4) participation, and (5) volunteering.  Values on these items range from 1 to 5; a value of 1 on the composite indicates a low level, and a value of 5 indicates a high level.

bThe student-reported discipline composite is based on three responses: (1) how often the student is sent to the office for doing something wrong, (2) how often the student misses recess or sits in the hall, and (3) how often parents have to come to school about a problem.  A value of 1 on the composite means a low occurrence of student-reported discipline problems and a value of 3 means a high occurrence.

cThe teacher-reported discipline composite is based on four teacher responses regarding the student’s behavior in the past month: (1) how often the student is disciplined for misbehaving, (2) how often the teacher has given the student detention, (3) how often the teacher has sent the student to the office for misbehaving, and (4) how often the teacher has contacted the student’s parents regarding behavior.  A value of 1 on the composite means a low occurrence of teacher-reported discipline problems, and a value of 4 means a high occurrence.

dThe reading confidence composite is based on student reports on three items: (1) reading is hard to learn, (2) they are a good reader, and (3) they would read better if they had more help.  Values on these items range from 1 to 4; a value of 1 on the composite indicates a low level, and a value of 4 indicates a high level.

eSample sizes differ for some outcomes.  For teacher-reported outcomes, the sample sizes are 1,068 treatment group members and 895 control group members; for student-reported outcomes, the sample sizes are 771 treatment group members and 650 control group members; for records outcomes, the sample sizes range from 819 to 1,044 for treatment group members and from 732 to 860 for control group members; for test scores, sample sizes are 952 for treatments and 796 for controls.

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

***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test. 

Table C.7
Differences in Impacts on Homework Assistance, Elementary School Centers, Year 2

	
	Marginal Effect of Attending the After-School 
Program 10 More Days

	Outcome 
	Effect of 10 More Days for 
Those Attending 10 Days
	Effect of 10 More Days for 
Those Attending 30 Days

	Percentage of Students Who Report That Their Parent “Often” or “Always” Does the Following: 
	
	

	Asks if homework is complete
	-1.2
	-1.2

	Looks at homework to see if it is complete
	2.1
	3.0

	Looks at homework to see if it is correct
	0.6
	1.1

	Explains homework in a way that is easy to understand
	0.2
	0.7

	Percentage of Students Who Report That an Adult Who is Not Their Parent “Often” or “Always” Does the Following:
	
	

	Asks if homework is complete
	-1.1
	-0.5

	Looks at homework to see if it is complete
	0.0
	1.5

	Looks at homework to see if it is correct
	-0.7
	0.7

	Explains homework in a way that is easy to understand
	2.5
	3.8**

	Percentage of Students Who Report That Their Parent or an Adult Who is Not Their Parent “Often” or “Always” Does the Following:
	
	

	Asks if homework is complete
	-0.8
	-1.0

	Looks at homework to see if it is complete
	1.1
	1.9

	Looks at homework to see if it is correct
	-0.6
	-0.2

	Explains homework in a way that is easy to understand
	0.8
	1.2

	Percentage of Students Who Had the Following Individual Ask the Child to Correct Parts of Homework:
	
	

	Parent
	2.0**
	2.5**

	An adult who is not their parent
	-0.1
	1.3

	A parent or an adult who is not their parent
	0.5
	0.6

	Sample Sizea
	1,142
	


Source:
Student Survey. 

Note: 
For all outcomes, we estimate OLS fixed-effects models by regressing the change in the outcome on the change in attendance.  All regressions include both linear and squared attendance terms to capture any diminishing returns to attendance.  The marginal effect of an additional 10 days of attendance has also been regression adjusted for baseline differences between the groups.  The control variables in the regression include students’ demographic characteristics, students’ baseline test scores, and school attendance.  Weights are used to adjust impact estimates for nonresponse.  
aSample sizes differ for some outcomes due to nonresponse.  Sample sizes in this table are smaller than the other elementary impact tables because all outcomes in the table are from the student survey, which was not administered to students in grades K‑2.

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

***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test. 

Table C.8
Differences in Impacts on Other Outcomes, Elementary School Centers, Year 2

	
	Marginal Effect of Attending the After-School 
Program 10 More Days

	Outcome 
	Effect of 10 More Days for 
Those Attending 10 Days
	Effect of 10 More Days for 
Those Attending 30 Days

	Percentage of Students Who Report Feeling the Following Levels of Safety After School up Until 6 p.m.:
	
	

	Very safe
	-1.3
	-1.0

	Somewhat safe
	1.1
	0.8

	Not at all safe
	0.2
	0.2

	Percentage of Students Who Report the Following Are “Somewhat True” or “Very True”:
	
	

	They get along with others their age
	-0.3
	-0.9

	They feel left out of things
	-0.1
	-0.3

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report That the Student Gets Along Well with Others
	-0.3
	-0.5

	Percentage of Students Who Do the Following “Some” or “A Lot”:
	
	

	Help another student in school
	-0.5
	-0.1

	Help another student after school
	0.6
	1.4

	Percentage of Students Who Rate Themselves as “Good” or “Excellent” 
on the Following:
	
	

	Working with others on a team or group
	0.3
	0.5

	Feeling bad for other people who are having difficulties
	1.4
	1.5

	Believing the best about other people
	-0.3
	0.1

	Percentage of Students Who Rate Themselves as “Excellent” 
on the Following:
	
	

	Using a computer to look up information 
	-3.5***
	-5.0***

	Setting a goal and working to achieve it
	1.6
	0.7

	Percentage of Students Who Rate Themselves as “Excellent” on Sticking to What They Believe in, Even if Their Friends Don’t Agree
	-0.2
	-1.1

	Negative Behavior Compositea
	0.0
	0.0

	Percentage of Students Whose Parents Report Doing the Following:
	
	

	Helped their child with homework at least three times last week
	0.1
	0.6

	Checked on their child’s homework completion at least three times last week
	0.0
	0.3

	Asked their child about things they were doing in class at least seven times last month
	0.9
	0.9

	Percentage of Students Whose Parents Did the Following at Least Three Times Last Year: 
	
	

	Attended an open house at the school
	1.0
	1.4

	Attended parent-teacher organization meetings
	0.8
	0.6

	Attended an after-school event
	-0.4
	-0.9

	Volunteered to help out at school
	0.2
	0.2

	Sample Sizeb
	997
	


Source:
Student Survey, Parent Survey, Teacher Survey.

Note: 

For all outcomes, we estimate OLS fixed-effects models by regressing the change in the outcome on the change in attendance.  All regressions include both linear and squared attendance terms to capture any diminishing returns to attendance.  The marginal effect of an additional 10 days of attendance has also been regression adjusted for baseline differences between the groups.  The control variables in the regression include students’ demographic characteristics, students’ baseline test scores, and school attendance.  Weights are used to adjust impact estimates for nonresponse. 
aThe negative behavior composite is based on student responses to five questions regarding how often they do the following: (1) break something on purpose, (2) punch or hit someone, (3) argue with their parents, (4) lie to their parents, and (5) give a teacher a “hard time.”  Values on these items range from 1 to 4; a value of 1 on the composite indicates a low level, while a value of 4 indicates a high level.

bSample sizes differ for outcomes depending on the source.  For some parent-reported outcomes, the sample sizes are 980 treatment group members and 809 control group members; for student-reported outcomes, the sample sizes are 780 treatment group members and 655 control group members.

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

***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test.

Appendix D
Subgroup Tables
Table D.1a

Impacts on Maternal Employment and Students’ Location, Care, and Activities After School by Subgroup, 
Elementary School Centers, Year 2

	
	Estimated Impact

	
	Grade Level
	
	Baseline Test Scoresa
	
	Baseline Disciplinary Problems Compositeb

	Outcome
	K to 2
	3 to 4
	5 to 6
	
	Low
	High
	
	Low
	High

	Percentage of Students in Following Locations After School at Least Three Days in Typical Week (According to Parents)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Own home
	-12.1***
	-10.3
	-1.5
	
	-4.7
	-7.4
	
	-16.9***
	-1.0

	Someone else’s home
	-0.9
	0.3
	-1.1
	
	2.4
	-3.9
	
	-3.6
	12.5**

	School or other place for activities
	14.4***
	13.1**
	5.3
	
	9.2
	5.9
	
	14.9***
	-2.4

	Somewhere to “hang out”
	-0.8
	0.4
	2.0
	
	3.9**
	-2.1
	
	1.2
	-0.6

	Mixed (no one location for at least three days)
	0.5
	-1.3
	3.3
	
	0.5
	2.0
	
	0.9
	-1.3

	Percentage of Students in Following Types of Supervision After School at Least Three Days in Typical Week (According to Parents)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Self-carec
	0.4
	0.8
	-0.8
	
	0.4
	0.5
	
	-0.9
	0.7


	Parent care
	-10.2**
	-10.5**
	0.5
	
	-2.6
	-1.6
	
	-8.6
	-8.3

	Nonparent adult care
	12.9***
	11.7**
	8.7
	
	10.8**
	4.5
	
	14.3***
	0.8

	Sibling care
	1.6
	-16.6***
	0.5
	
	3.5
	-5.8
	
	-10.6**
	-7.8

	Mixed care (no one type of care for at least three days)
	-0.7
	1.9
	1.9
	
	0.3
	1.2
	
	-0.3
	3.4

	Employment of Mother
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Full-time
	1.0
	3.8
	4.2
	
	6.4
	-1.0
	
	1.6
	18.7**

	Part-time
	-1.6
	3.7
	-0.2
	
	-9.5**
	1.1
	
	3.2
	-2.5

	Looking for work
	1.2
	-7.2
	-10.9**
	
	-3.2
	-5.6
	
	-8.8**
	-11.2**

	Not in labor force
	-0.7
	-0.2
	6.9
	
	6.3
	5.4
	
	4.0
	-5.0

	Percentage of Students Who Participated in Each Activity at Least Once After School in the Past Week (According to Parents)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Homework
	2.3
	-5.7
	-7.6
	
	-5.0
	-1.4
	
	-6.1
	-5.3

	Tutoring
	12.8***
	7.8
	5.8
	
	7.4
	11.6***
	
	12.9***
	-5.4

	Nonhomework reading, writing, or science
	-4.2
	8.8
	-4.3
	
	-6.9
	3.4
	
	-4.7
	2.3

	Watched TV or videos
	-1.1
	-7.8
	1.8
	
	-1.5
	-3.3
	
	-4.3
	-3.2

	Surfed the Net or did other things on a computer
	5.9
	4.3
	14.9
	
	10.6
	6.9
	
	3.5
	14.3

	Hung out with friends
	-5.2
	7.0
	2.3
	
	4.3
	2.9
	
	3.8
	6.0

	Mean Number of Hours Spent Watching TV in the Past Day (According to Students)
	n.a.d
	-0.3**
	-0.2
	
	-0.1
	-0.1
	
	-0.3**
	0.1

	Mean Number of Hours Spent Reading for Fun in the Past Day (According to Students)
	n.a.d
	0.0
	0.1
	
	-0.1
	0.0
	
	0.0
	0.0

	Number of Observations: 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Student-reported outcomes
	n.a.d
	627
	426
	
	649
	471
	
	657
	318

	Parent-reported outcomes
	824
	554
	379
	
	655
	597
	
	589
	272


Source:
Parent Survey, Student Survey.

Note:
Subgroup impacts reported in bold indicate that the estimated impact for one subgroup differed significantly from the estimated subgroup impact for the other related subgroup(s) at the .05 level or higher.  Weights are used to adjust estimates for nonresponse. 
aStudents are defined as having low (high) scores if they scored below (above) the median reading test score for the evaluation sample.

bThe baseline student discipline composite was based on students’ responses to how frequently the following three things happened to them: (1) sent to the office for doing something wrong, (2) have to miss recess or sit in the hall, and (3) parents have to come to school about a problem they’re having.  Students are defined as having low (high) levels of discipline problems if the composite falls below (above) the median of the composite for the evaluation sample.

cStudents are defined as being in self-care if they were not with a parent, a nonparent adult, or an older sibling at least three days in a typical week.

dStudents in grades K-2 were not administered the student survey because of their age.

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

***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test.

Table D.1b

Impacts on Maternal Employment and Students’ Location, Care, and Activities After School by Subgroup, 
Elementary School Centers, Year 2

	
	Estimated Impact

	
	Race/Ethnicity
	
	Gender

	Outcome
	White
	Black
	Hispanic
	
	Male
	Female

	Percentage of Students in Following Locations After School at Least Three Days in Typical Week (According to Parents)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Own home
	-3.4
	-9.9**
	-1.4
	
	-1.4
	-9.9**

	Someone else’s home
	3.2
	-3.5
	-4.1
	
	-4.2
	1.7

	School or other place for activities
	-10.3
	9.0
	14.5**
	
	4.1
	7.7

	Somewhere to “hang out”
	-0.5
	-0.1
	0.2
	
	0.3
	0.4

	Mixed (no one location for at least three days)
	-2.8
	1.6
	-0.4
	
	0.9
	-0.2

	Percentage of Students in Following Types of Supervision After School at Least Three Days in Typical Week (According to Parents)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Self-carea
	-5.8
	0.5
	0.8
	
	0.1
	0.6


	Parent care
	15.9
	-8.5
	-0.6
	
	-1.1
	-8.1

	Nonparent adult care
	-0.5
	5.6
	4.1
	
	5.6
	2.4

	Sibling care
	1.1
	3.7
	-4.9
	
	-8.9**
	-5.7

	Mixed care (No one type of care for at least three days)
	-1.7
	3.0
	-1.5
	
	-0.4
	1.0

	Employment of Mother
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Full-time
	-14.2
	1.1
	4.8
	
	10.7**
	-1.9

	Part-time
	28.5***
	2.7
	-3.3
	
	-10.6***
	3.7

	Looking for work
	-16.0
	-3.6
	6.3
	
	-3.8
	-0.7

	Not in labor force
	1.7
	-0.1
	-7.7
	
	3.7
	-1.1

	Percentage of Students Who Participated in Each Activity at Least Once After School in the Past Week (According to Parents)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Homework
	6.6
	-3.8
	-1.2
	
	-0.9
	-2.0

	Tutoring
	4.0
	7.7**
	7.4
	
	15.3***
	6.2

	Nonhomework reading, writing, or science
	4.5
	-3.2
	2.1
	
	2.9
	-5.8

	Watched TV or videos
	6.4
	-6.4
	1.1
	
	-0.5
	-4.2

	Surfed the Net or did other things on a computer
	10.1
	9.9**
	8.3
	
	10.3**
	0.9

	Hung out with friends
	-2.5
	-3.2
	-6.8
	
	-2.9
	-2.5

	Mean Number of Hours Spent Watching TV in the Past Day (According to Students)
	-0.6
	0.0
	-0.2
	
	0.2
	-0.1

	Mean Number of Hours Spent Reading for Fun in the Past Day (According to Students)
	-0.1
	0.0
	0.0
	
	0.0
	-0.1

	Number of Observations:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Student-reported outcomes
	69
	626
	367
	
	636
	716

	Parent-reported outcomes
	95
	796
	500
	
	805
	851


Source:
Parent Survey, Student Survey.

Note:
Subgroup impacts reported in bold indicate that the estimated impact for one subgroup differed significantly from the estimated subgroup impact for the other related subgroup(s) at the .05 level or higher.  Weights are used to adjust estimates for nonresponse. 
aStudents are defined as being in self-care if they were not with a parent, a nonparent adult, or an older sibling at least three days in a typical week.

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

***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test.

Table D.1c

Impacts on Maternal Employment and Students’ Location, Care, and Activities After School by Subgroup, 
Elementary School Centers, Year 2

	
	Household Structurea
	
	Teacher Works in the Program

	Outcome
	Two Parent
	One Parent
	
	Yes
	No

	Percentage of Students in Following Locations After School at Least Three Days in Typical Week (According to Parents)
	
	
	
	
	

	Own home
	-7.5
	-9.6**
	
	-8.7
	-12.0**

	Someone else’s home
	-0.3
	-2.9
	
	-1.9
	2.5

	School or other place for activities
	5.9
	11.4***
	
	12.6**
	8.4

	Somewhere to “hang out”
	0.6
	-0.7
	
	-1.5
	-0.3

	Mixed (no one location for at least three days)
	0.1
	0.8
	
	0.4
	-0.7

	Percentage of Students in Following Types of Supervision After School at Least Three Days in Typical Week (According to Parents)
	
	
	
	
	

	Self-careb
	0.1
	0.4
	
	0.3
	-0.8


	Parent care
	-6.4
	-6.1
	
	-4.6
	-8.8

	Nonparent adult care
	3.5
	7.1
	
	7.3
	10.2

	Sibling care
	-9.3**
	-0.3
	
	-6.5
	-5.2

	Mixed care (o one type of care for at least three days)
	1.4
	-0.7
	
	-3.0
	2.6

	Employment of Mother
	
	
	
	
	

	Full-time
	3.3
	4.0
	
	1.5
	6.4

	Part-time
	-5.4
	1.6
	
	-2.7
	-7.4**

	Looking for work
	-3.2
	-2.9
	
	-1.8
	-4.0

	Not in labor force
	5.3
	-2.6
	
	2.9
	5.0

	Percentage of Students Who Participated in Each Activity at Least Once After School in the Past Week (According to Parents)
	
	
	
	
	

	Homework
	0.8
	-1.8
	
	-0.7
	-1.7

	Tutoring
	6.5
	14.9***
	
	21.3***
	4.9

	Nonhomework reading, writing, or science
	-2.1
	0.8
	
	-1.6
	-3.5

	Watched TV or videos
	-8.1**
	2.3
	
	-5.5
	-2.1

	Surfed the Net or did other things on a computer
	1.0
	12.0***
	
	6.9
	11.9**

	Hung out with friends
	-2.0
	0.7
	
	1.0
	-3.8

	Mean Number of Hours Spent Watching TV in the Past Day (According to Students)
	0.1
	-0.1
	
	-0.2
	0.1

	Mean Number of Hours Spent Reading for Fun in the Past Day (According to Students)
	0.0
	0.0
	
	0.0
	0.0

	Number of Observations:
	
	
	
	
	

	Student-reported outcomes
	547
	662
	
	407
	698

	Parent-reported outcomes
	803
	994
	
	514
	821


Source:
Parent Survey, Student Survey.

Note:
Subgroup impacts reported in bold indicate that the estimated impact for one subgroup differed significantly from the estimated subgroup impact for the other related subgroup(s) at the .05 level or higher.  Weights are used to adjust estimates for nonresponse. 
aStudents are in the “two-parent” subgroup if they live with a mother, stepmother, foster mother, or female guardian and a father, stepfather, foster father, or male guardian.  If they do not live with both a male and female parent or guardian, students are in the “one-parent” subgroup.

bStudents are defined as being in self-care if they were not with a parent, a nonparent adult, or an older sibling at least three days in a typical week.

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

***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test.

Table D.2a

Impacts on Homework Completion, Level of Effort, and Classroom Behavior by Subgroup, 
Elementary School Centers, Year 2

	
	Estimated Impact

	
	Grade Level
	
	Baseline Test Scoresa
	
	Baseline Disciplinary Problems Compositeb

	Outcome
	K to 2
	3 to 4
	5 to 6
	
	Low
	High
	
	Low
	High

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report That They Often Complete Homework
	-1.5
	-9.2
	-14.4
	
	-0.4
	-0.7
	
	-5.6
	-3.2

	Percentage of Students Whose  Teachers “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” That:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Student completes assignments to my satisfaction
	-1.2
	1.4
	-12.9
	
	3.9
	-2.6
	
	2.6
	-4.5

	Student comes prepared and ready to learn
	-2.2
	-7.5
	-2.0
	
	3.5
	-4.3
	
	-5.4
	-8.4

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report That They “Usually Try Hard” in Reading or English
	-6.6
	-3.1
	-6.2
	
	5.4
	-13.0**
	
	-2.2
	-13.0

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report That They “Often” Perform at or Above Their Ability 
	-1.3
	-1.0
	1.9
	
	8.6
	1.0
	
	0.7
	9.5

	Teacher-Reported Level of Effort Composite (Mean)
	-0.1
	0.0
	-0.2
	
	0.1
	-0.2
	
	0.0
	-0.1

	Percentage of Students Whose Parents “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” That Child Works Hard at School
	-0.3
	-1.2
	1.8
	
	1.9
	-6.2
	
	-1.1
	-0.9

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report Doing the Following “Two or More Times”:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disciplining the child for misbehaving
	-0.7
	4.0
	3.6
	
	2.2
	0.1
	
	4.9
	12.1

	Sending child to the office for misbehaving
	4.8
	-3.3
	2.3
	
	0.4
	1.9
	
	-0.1
	-0.8

	Giving child detention
	2.1
	0.3
	1.5
	
	-6.5
	-0.6
	
	2.6
	14.2**

	Calling parents about child’s behavior
	2.8
	-0.1
	10.3
	
	4.0
	-0.3
	
	3.2
	11.4

	Percentage of Students Who Report the Following Happens “Some” or “A Lot”:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Student has to miss recess or sit in the hall
	n.a.c
	-4.8
	4.5
	
	9.4**
	5.6
	
	-4.4
	12.9**

	Parents have to come to school about problem
	n.a.c
	3.1
	2.1
	
	4.3
	4.3
	
	3.0
	9.2

	Percentage of Students Who Were Suspended 
	6.3***
	-1.6
	5.5
	
	2.1
	0.5
	
	4.9
	2.0

	Number of Observations:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Parent-reported outcomes
	821
	555
	378
	
	654
	594
	
	588
	271

	Teacher-reported outcomes
	923
	598
	378
	
	685
	653
	
	614
	303

	School records outcomes (Suspensions)
	889
	563
	363
	
	624
	627
	
	581
	279

	Student-reported outcomes
	n.a.c
	622
	412
	
	641
	458
	
	636
	318


Source:
Parent Survey, Student Survey, Teacher Survey, School Records.

Note:
Subgroup impacts reported in bold indicate that the estimated impact for one subgroup differed significantly from the estimated subgroup impact for the other related subgroup(s) at the .05 level or higher.  Weights are used to adjust estimates for nonresponse. 
aStudents are defined as having low (high) scores if they scored below (above) the median reading test score for the evaluation sample.

bThe baseline student discipline composite was based on students’ responses to how frequently the following three things happened to them: (1) sent to the office for doing something wrong, (2) have to miss recess or sit in the hall, and (3) parents have to come to school about a problem they’re having.  Students are defined as having low (high) levels of discipline problems if the composite falls below (above) the median of the composite for the evaluation sample.

cStudents in grades K-2 were not administered the student survey because of their age.

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

***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test.

Table D.2b

Impacts on Homework Completion, Level of Effort, and Classroom Behavior by Subgroup, 
Elementary School Centers, Year 2

	
	Estimated Impact

	
	Race/Ethnicity
	
	Gender

	Outcome
	White
	Black
	Hispanic
	
	Male
	Female

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report That They Often Complete Homework
	-2.2
	-4.2
	-4.0
	
	-6.6
	0.5

	Percentage of Students Whose  Teachers “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” That:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Student completes assignments to my satisfaction
	-4.6
	4.7
	-0.9
	
	-3.0
	1.9

	Student comes prepared and ready to learn
	-5.1
	-3.2
	-0.4
	
	-9.1**
	4.0

	Percentage of Students Whose  Teachers Report That They “Usually Try Hard” in Reading or English
	-10.4
	5.1
	-10.3
	
	-11.7***
	-1.1

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report That They “Often” Perform at or Above Their Ability 
	-1.6
	6.6
	-8.2
	
	1.1
	-0.1

	Teacher-Reported Level of Effort Composite (Mean)
	-0.2
	0.1
	-0.2
	
	-0.2
	0.0

	Percentage of Students Whose Parents “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” That Child Works Hard at School
	-13.2
	1.9
	0.1
	
	-0.4
	1.4

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report Doing the Following “Two or More Times”:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disciplining the child for misbehaving
	-2.0
	3.3
	-2.5
	
	10.4**
	-1.0

	Sending child to the office for misbehaving
	1.5
	2.5
	2.2
	
	4.4
	-1.5

	Giving child detention
	17.7**
	3.1
	4.3
	
	4.3
	4.4

	Calling parents about child’s behavior
	6.6
	5.0
	-1.7
	
	10.3**
	0.0

	Percentage of Students Who Report the Following Happens “Some” or “A Lot”:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Student has to miss recess or sit in the hall
	7.1
	12.8***
	-7.6
	
	10.2**
	1.9

	Parents have to come to school about problem
	13.4
	-0.6
	0.0
	
	8.4
	2.1

	Percentage of Students Who Were Suspended 
	2.1
	5.3**
	-0.5
	
	6.2**
	0.3

	Number of Observations:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Parent-reported outcomes
	95
	792
	499
	
	801
	849

	Teacher-reported outcomes
	98
	796
	506
	
	887
	924

	School records outcomes (Suspensions)
	85
	773
	420
	
	846
	879

	Student-reported outcomes
	68
	617
	365
	
	630
	708


Source:
Parent Survey, Student Survey, Teacher Survey, School Records.

Note:
Subgroup impacts reported in bold indicate that the estimated impact for one subgroup differed significantly from the estimated subgroup impact for the other related subgroup(s) at the .05 level or higher.  Weights are used to adjust estimates for nonresponse.
  **Significantly different from zero at the .05 significance level, two-tailed test.

***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test.

Table D.2c

Impacts on Homework Completion, Level of Effort, and Classroom Behavior by Subgroup, 
Elementary School Centers, Year 2

	
	Household Structurea
	
	Teacher Works in the Program

	Outcome
	Two Parent
	One Parent
	
	Yes
	No

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report That They Often Complete Homework
	-1.1
	-3.0
	
	-1.7
	-5.4

	Percentage of Students Whose  Teachers “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” That:
	
	
	
	
	

	Student completes assignments to my satisfaction
	-0.7
	6.0
	
	1.1
	-3.9

	Student comes prepared and ready to learn
	-8.5
	0.3
	
	0.7
	-7.8

	Percentage of Students Whose  Teachers Report That They “Usually Try Hard” in Reading or English
	-11.1**
	2.1
	
	1.6
	-6.7

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report That They “Often” Perform at or Above Their Ability 
	2.7
	2.8
	
	0.7
	-2.0

	Teacher-Reported Level of Effort Composite (Mean)
	-0.1
	0.0
	
	0.0
	-0.1

	Percentage of Students Whose Parents “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” That Child Works Hard at School
	-3.7
	0.5
	
	-1.7
	-0.6

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report Doing the Following “Two or More Times”:
	
	
	
	
	

	Disciplining the child for misbehaving
	10.9**
	-2.5
	
	3.6
	4.8

	Sending child to the office for misbehaving
	4.2
	-3.7
	
	-0.5
	4.5

	Giving child detention
	1.8
	-1.4
	
	-2.4
	5.6

	Calling parents about child’s behavior
	8.9**
	-0.3
	
	1.6
	5.8

	Percentage of Students Who Report the Following Happens “Some” or “A Lot”:
	
	
	
	
	

	Student has to miss recess or sit in the hall
	8.8**
	-2.2
	
	5.3
	6.8

	Parents have to come to school about problem
	6.4
	-2.9
	
	-0.7
	9.0**

	Percentage of Students Who Were Suspended 
	1.9
	4.9
	
	5.0
	6.2**

	Number of Observations:
	
	
	
	
	

	Parent-reported outcomes
	802
	989
	
	514
	822

	Teacher-reported outcomes
	712
	874
	
	612
	1,011

	School records outcomes (Suspensions)
	681
	809
	
	531
	897

	Student-reported outcomes
	544
	652
	
	405
	689


Source:
Parent Survey, Student Survey, Teacher Survey, School Records. 

Note:
Subgroup impacts reported in bold indicate that the estimated impact for one subgroup differed significantly from the estimated subgroup impact for the other related subgroup(s) at the .05 level or higher.  Weights are used to adjust estimates for nonresponse. 

aStudents are in the “two-parent” subgroup if they live with a mother, stepmother, foster mother, or female guardian and a father, stepfather, foster father, or male guardian.  If they do not live with both a male and female parent or guardian, students are in the “one-parent” subgroup.

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

***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test.

Table D.3a

Impacts on Student Attendance and Academic Achievement by Subgroup, 
Elementary School Centers, Year 2

	
	Estimated Impact

	
	Grade Level
	
	Baseline Test Scoresa
	
	Baseline Disciplinary Problems Compositeb

	Outcome
	K to 2
	3 to 4
	5 to 6
	
	Low
	High
	
	Low
	High

	Mean Number of Days School Records Indicate Student Was:
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	 

	Absent
	-0.9
	-1.5**
	-0.6
	
	0.0
	-0.4
	
	-0.4
	-1.4

	Late
	0.3
	-1.5
	0.9
	
	-0.8
	0.4
	
	-1.3
	-1.3

	Mean Student-Reported Reading Confidence Composite
	n.a.c
	0.1
	-0.1
	
	-0.2**
	0.0
	
	0.0
	-0.1

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report That They Achieve at an “Above-Average” or “Very High” Level
	-2.9
	-3.7
	-10.5
	
	1.0
	-7.8
	
	-10.7**
	-2.6

	Mean Class Grade
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Math
	-0.4
	0.3
	-2.5
	
	1.6
	-0.8
	
	-2.1
	-1.2

	English
	0.5
	1.0
	-2.3
	
	2.4**
	-1.0
	
	-1.1
	0.5

	Science
	-0.7
	0.6
	-1.2
	
	1.4
	-1.6
	
	-0.5
	-0.3

	Social Studies
	-1.6**
	0.1
	-3.9***
	
	0.5
	-2.2**
	
	-1.1
	-1.3

	Mean Reading Test Score
	1.8
	-4.5
	-6.1
	
	-4.4
	5.4
	
	-2.2
	2.3

	Number of Observations:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Student-reported outcomes
	n.a.c
	626
	427
	
	642
	471
	
	657
	319

	Teacher-reported outcomes
	931
	597
	376
	
	686
	653
	
	614
	301

	School records outcomes (Attendance)
	861
	537
	349
	
	606
	623
	
	553
	268

	School records outcomes (Grades)
	720
	519
	386
	
	579
	599
	
	554
	270

	School records outcomes (Reading scores)
	733
	566
	396
	
	631
	693
	
	608
	290


Source:
Student Survey, Teacher Survey, School Records.

Note:
Subgroup impacts reported in bold indicate that the estimated impact for one subgroup differed significantly from the estimated subgroup impact for the other related subgroup(s) at the .05 level or higher.  Weights are used to adjust estimates for nonresponse.
aStudents are defined as having low (high) scores if they scored below (above) the median reading test score for the evaluation sample. 

bThe baseline student discipline composite was based on students’ responses to how frequently the following three things happened to them: (1) sent to the office for doing something wrong, (2) have to miss recess or sit in the hall, and (3) parents have to come to school about a problem they’re having.  Students are defined as having low (high) levels of discipline problems if the composite falls below (above) the median of the composite for the evaluation sample.

cStudents in grades K-2 were not administered the student survey because of their age.

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

***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test.

Table D.3b

Impacts on Student Attendance and Academic Achievement by Subgroup, 
Elementary School Centers, Year 2

	
	Estimated Impact

	
	Race/Ethnicity
	
	Gender

	Outcome
	White
	Black
	Hispanic
	
	Male
	Female

	Mean Number of Days School Records Indicate Student Was:
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 

	Absent
	0.6
	-0.1
	0.0
	
	0.0
	-0.3

	Late
	2.1
	1.2
	-1.8
	
	0.0
	0.3

	Mean Student-Reported Reading Confidence Composite
	0.1
	-0.1
	0.1
	
	0.0
	-0.1

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report That They Achieve at an “Above-Average” or “Very High” Level
	2.4
	0.3
	-8.7
	
	-8.7***
	-4.4

	Mean Class Grade
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Math
	-1.0
	-0.5
	-0.1
	
	-1.3
	0.0

	English
	-0.1
	-0.6
	0.2
	
	-0.8
	0.5

	Science
	-0.1
	0.4
	-0.1
	
	-1.1
	0.0

	Social Studies
	0.2
	-1.0
	0.1
	
	-2.4***
	-1.0

	Mean Reading Test Score
	-1.3
	0.4
	0.2
	
	-3.2
	5.9**

	Number of Observations:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Student-reported outcomes
	69
	617
	365
	
	631
	709

	Teacher-reported outcomes
	98
	790
	508
	
	888
	927

	School records outcomes (Attendance)
	92
	752
	427
	
	825
	862

	School records outcomes (Grades)
	76
	738
	376
	
	744
	808

	School records outcomes (Reading scores)
	69
	733
	425
	
	776
	861


Source:
Student Survey, Teacher Survey, School Records.

Note:
Subgroup impacts reported in bold indicate that the estimated impact for one subgroup differed significantly from the estimated subgroup impact for the other related subgroup(s) at the .05 level or higher.  Weights are used to adjust estimates for nonresponse. 
  **Significantly different from zero at the .05 significance level, two-tailed test.

***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test.

Table D.3c

Impacts on Student Attendance and Academic Achievement by Subgroup, 
Elementary School Centers, Year 2

	
	Household Structurea
	
	Teacher Works in the Program

	Outcome
	Two Parent
	One Parent
	
	Yes
	No

	Mean Number of Days School Records Indicate Student Was:
	 
	 
	
	
	

	Absent
	-1.9***
	0.5
	
	-0.5
	-0.8

	Late
	0.1
	-0.4
	
	-1.2**
	0.8

	Mean Student-Reported Reading Confidence Composite
	0.0
	0.0
	
	-0.1
	0.1

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report That They Achieve at an “Above Average” or “Very High” Level
	-5.9
	-1.6
	
	-2.0
	-6.1

	Mean Class Grade
	
	
	
	
	

	Math
	0.8
	-1.3
	
	-1.5
	-0.3

	English
	1.4
	-0.5
	
	-0.3
	-0.1

	Science
	-1.1
	-0.7
	
	-0.8
	-0.6

	Social Studies
	-1.2
	-0.6
	
	-1.5
	-0.7

	Mean Reading Test Score
	-0.6
	6.6**
	
	-2.8
	3.2

	Number of Observations:
	
	
	
	
	

	Student-reported outcomes
	546
	652
	
	403
	691

	Teacher-reported outcomes
	714
	873
	
	616
	1,011

	School records outcomes (Attendance)
	670
	762
	
	551
	923

	School records outcomes (Grades)
	594
	742
	
	495
	799

	School records outcomes (Reading scores)
	636
	775
	
	479
	842


Source:
Student Survey, Teacher Survey, School Records.

Note:
Subgroup impacts reported in bold indicate that the estimated impact for one subgroup differed significantly from the estimated subgroup impact for the other related subgroup(s) at the .05 level or higher.  Weights are used to adjust estimates for nonresponse. 
aStudents are in the “two-parent” subgroup if they live with a mother, stepmother, foster mother, or female guardian and a father, stepfather, foster father, or male guardian.  If they do not live with both a male and female parent or guardian, students are in the “one-parent” subgroup. 

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

***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test.

Table D.4a

Impacts on Other Student and Parent Outcomes by Subgroup, 
Elementary School Centers, Year 2

	
	Estimated Impact

	
	Grade Level
	
	Baseline Test Scoresa
	
	Baseline Disciplinary Problems Compositeb

	Outcome
	K to 2
	3 to 4
	5 to 6
	
	Low
	High
	
	Low
	High

	Percentage of Students Who Report Feeling the Following Levels of Safety After School Until 6 p.m.:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Very safe
	n.a.c
	-1.0
	6.7
	
	7.2
	0.2
	
	1.9
	-3.8

	Somewhat safe
	n.a.c
	2.5
	-6.2
	
	-2.5
	4.6
	
	-1.3
	4.8

	Not at all safe
	n.a.c
	-1.4
	-0.4
	
	-4.7
	-4.8
	
	-0.5
	-1.1

	Percentage of Students Who Report Helping Another Student After School
	n.a.c
	10.8**
	5.8
	
	2.1
	7.5
	
	4.2
	7.9

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report That the Student Gets Along Well with Others
	4.7
	5.7
	-0.1
	
	4.6
	-4.4
	
	4.0
	2.2

	Student-Reported Disciplinary Problems Compositeb (Mean)
	n.a.c
	-0.1
	0.0
	
	0.1
	0.0
	
	0.0
	0.1

	Teacher-Reported Discipline Problem Composited (Mean)
	0.1
	0.0
	0.1
	
	0.0
	0.1
	
	0.1
	0.2

	Percentage of Students Whose Parents Report That They Often Ask Student Things He or She Did in Class
	-1.9
	2.3
	-2.3
	
	-6.1
	1.5
	
	-7.0
	8.6

	Percentage of Students Whose Parents Report Helping Them with Homework at Least Three 
Times Last Week
	0.4
	0.3
	5.3
	
	-7.6
	0.8
	
	0.2
	4.2

	Percentage of Students Whose Parents Did the Following at Least Three Times Last Year:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Attended an open house at school
	2.3
	-4.4
	11.8
	
	-2.4
	7.5
	
	5.7
	-6.4

	Attended a PTO meeting
	8.7**
	-0.2
	11.3
	
	7.4
	0.1
	
	6.3
	-5.5

	Attended an after-school event
	-6.9
	-3.0
	2.2
	
	-1.6
	-0.9
	
	2.5
	1.6

	Volunteered to help out at school
	-8.0**
	0.5
	-2.0
	
	-6.0
	-2.8
	
	-8.1
	7.5

	Number of Observations:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Student-reported outcomes
	n.a.c
	627
	427
	
	646
	471
	
	660
	317

	Parent-reported outcomes
	816
	550
	375
	
	650
	586
	
	574
	270

	Teacher-reported outcomes
	933
	603
	380
	
	692
	657
	
	619
	306


Source:
Parent Survey, Student Survey, Teacher Survey.

Note:
Subgroup impacts reported in bold indicate that the estimated impact for one subgroup differed significantly from the estimated subgroup impact for the other related subgroup(s) at the .05 level or higher.  Weights are used to adjust estimates for nonresponse. 
aStudents are defined as having low (high) scores if they scored below (above) the median reading test score for the evaluation sample.

bThe baseline student discipline composite was based on students' responses to how frequently the following three things happened to them: (1) sent to the office for doing something wrong, (2) have to miss recess or sit in the hall, and (3) parents have to come to school about a problem they're having.  Students are defined as having low (high) levels of discipline problems if the composite falls below (above) the median of the composite for the evaluation sample.

cStudents in grades K-2 were not administered the student survey because of their age.

dThe teacher-reported discipline composite is based on four teacher responses regarding the student’s behavior in the past month: (1) how often the student is disciplined for misbehaving, (2) how often the teacher has given the student detention, (3) how often the teacher has sent the student to the office for misbehaving, and (4) how often the teacher has contacted the student’s parents regarding behavior.  A value of 1 on the composite means a low occurrence of teacher-reported discipline problems, and a value of 4 means a high occurrence.

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

***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test.

Table D.4b

Impacts on Other Student and Parent Outcomes by Subgroup, 
Elementary School Centers, Year 2

	
	Estimated Impact

	
	Race/Ethnicity
	
	Gender

	Outcome
	White
	Black
	Hispanic
	
	Male
	Female

	Percentage of Students Who Report Feeling the Following Levels of Safety After School Until 6 p.m.:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Very safe
	1.0
	-0.1
	2.0
	
	7.9
	-3.8

	Somewhat safe
	3.9
	7.3
	-5.5
	
	-2.1
	5.5

	Not at all safe
	-4.9
	-7.3***
	3.6
	
	-5.7**
	-1.7

	Percentage of Students Who Report Helping Another Student After School
	13.3
	5.2
	19.6**
	
	-0.2
	0.3

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report That the Student Gets Along Well with Others
	0.5
	-0.5
	1.3
	
	-0.2
	2.3

	Student-Reported Disciplinary Problems Composite (Mean)
	0.1
	0.1
	0.0
	
	0.2***
	0.0

	Teacher-Reported Discipline Problem Composite (Mean)
	0.3
	0.1
	0.0
	
	0.2**
	0.0

	Percentage of Students Whose Parents Report That They Often Ask Student Things He or She Did in Class
	-18.6
	0.9
	1.5
	
	6.7
	-9.0**

	Percentage of Students Whose Parents Report Helping Them with Homework at Least Three Times Last Week
	20.5
	-0.6
	-3.2
	
	5.3
	2.9

	Percentage of Students Whose Parents Did the Following at Least Three Times Last Year:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Attended an open house at school
	-7.0
	1.1
	2.8
	
	6.9
	-2.9

	Attended a PTO meeting
	9.4
	6.9
	24.1***
	
	6.6
	-0.2

	Attended an after-school event
	-24.4**
	-8.5**
	14.9**
	
	-4.1
	-8.0

	Volunteered to help out at school
	23.9**
	0.7
	7.4
	
	-0.6
	-6.8

	Number of Observations:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Student-reported outcomes
	69
	625
	364
	
	635
	715

	Parent-reported outcomes
	94
	762
	492
	
	793
	848

	Teacher-reported outcomes
	98
	800
	508
	
	896
	930


Source:
Parent Survey, Student Survey, Teacher Survey.

Note:
Subgroup impacts reported in bold indicate that the estimated impact for one subgroup differed significantly from the estimated subgroup impact for the other related subgroup(s) at the .05 level or higher.  Weights are used to adjust estimates for nonresponse. 
  **Significantly different from zero at the .05 significance level, two-tailed test.

***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test.

Table D.4c

Impacts on Other Student and Parent Outcomes by Subgroup, 
Elementary School Centers, Year 2

	
	Household Structurea
	
	Teacher Works in the Program

	Outcome
	Two Parent
	One Parenta
	
	Yes
	No

	Percentage of Students Who Report Feeling the Following Levels of Safety After School Until 6 p.m.:
	
	
	
	
	

	Very safe
	0.8
	3.8
	
	1.9
	0.3

	Somewhat safe
	0.2
	0.4
	
	0.8
	5.7

	Not at all safe
	-1.0
	-4.2
	
	-2.7
	-6.0**

	Percentage of Students Who Report Helping Another Student After School
	2.6
	9.0
	
	5.3
	-4.6

	Percentage of Students Whose Teachers Report That the Student Gets Along Well with Others
	-3.5
	2.4
	
	-3.3
	-0.4

	Student-Reported Disciplinary Problems Composite (Mean)
	0.3***
	-0.1
	
	0.0
	0.2**

	Teacher-Reported Discipline Problem Composite (Mean)
	0.2**
	-0.1
	
	0.0
	0.1

	Percentage of Students Whose Parents Report That They Often Ask Student Things He or She Did in Class
	-6.4
	4.5
	
	1.0
	-2.7

	Percentage of Students Whose Parents Report Helping Them with Homework at Least Three Times Last Week
	0.9
	4.8
	
	4.7
	-0.5

	Percentage of Students Whose Parents Did the Following at Least Three Times Last Year:
	
	
	
	
	

	Attended an open house at school
	5.4
	0.9
	
	3.7
	4.4

	Attended a PTO meeting
	6.7
	2.4
	
	7.8
	9.7

	Attended an after-school event
	-4.4
	-2.9
	
	-1.8
	-7.8

	Volunteered to help out at school
	-3.2
	-5.9
	
	-5.6
	-1.2

	Number of Observations:
	
	
	
	
	

	Student-reported outcomes
	546
	661
	
	404
	698

	Parent-reported outcomes
	791
	974
	
	504
	810

	Teacher-reported outcomes
	715
	879
	
	616
	1,021


Source:
Parent Survey, Student Survey, Teacher Survey.

Note:
Subgroup impacts reported in bold indicate that the estimated impact for one subgroup differed significantly from the estimated subgroup impact for the other related subgroup(s) at the .05 level or higher.  Weights are used to adjust estimates for nonresponse. 
aStudents are in the “two-parent” subgroup if they live with a mother, stepmother, foster mother, or female guardian and a father, stepfather, foster father, or male guardian.  If they do not live with both a male and female parent or guardian, students are in the “one-parent” subgroup.

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

***Significantly different from zero at the .01 significance level, two-tailed test.
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Design of the National Evaluation





The national evaluation of the 21st Century Community Learning Centers program includes an elementary school study and a middle school study.





The elementary school study used random assignment of students to treatment and control groups.  Random assignment was conducted separately for each center.  The study included 12 school districts and 26 centers, which were able to participate in the evaluation because the centers had more students interested in attending than the centers could serve, a precondition for random assignment.  The findings are based on data collected from students, parents, teachers, principals, program staff members, and school records.  The evaluation selected students in the fall of the school year and followed those students for two school years.  Baseline and first follow-up data were collected for 589 treatment-group students and 384 control-group students in seven school districts in the 2000-2001 school year (the first cohort), and for 693 treatment-group students and 666 control-group students in five school districts in the 2001-2002 school year (the second cohort).  Second follow-up data were collected in the 2001-2002 school year for the first cohort, and in the 2002-2003 school year for the second cohort.  The total elementary school sample was 2,308 students.





The middle school study is based on a nationally representative sample of 21st Century programs serving middle school participants and a matched-comparison group of students who are similar to participants.  Similar students were identified in host schools or in other schools in the participating districts.  Student data were collected from 32 school districts and 61 centers in those districts.  The sample includes 1,782 participants who were matched to 2,482 comparison students.  As with the elementary school study, the evaluation selected students in the fall of the school year and followed those students for two school years.  Baseline and first follow-up data were collected in the 2000-2001 school year, and second follow-up data were collected in the 2001-2002 school year.





ED funded seven cohorts of 21st Century discretionary grants.  The elementary school study includes grantees from the first five cohorts (4 of the 12 districts also received grants in the sixth and seventh cohorts).  The middle school study includes grantees from the first three cohorts.  When the study began, all grantees were in their second or third year of a three-year grant.  In 2001, NCLB changed the program from discretionary grants to state-administered grants.  As of October 2004, 6 of the 12 school districts in the study had received grants from their state.





The implementation analysis was based on site visits that were conducted to all grantees, with visits lasting two to four days.  Each center was visited twice, once during each of the two years of the study.  The study also conducted surveys of program directors, program staff, and school principals in its first two years.  These surveys were not conducted for the second year of the second elementary school cohort.
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Key Implementation Findings from the National Evaluation


The 21st Century program is serving mostly low-income schools that enroll large proportions of minority students.





The most important program objectives are providing a safe setting and offering activities to help students improve academically.





Many center staff are teachers. 





Program leadership is stable, but line staff turnover is high. 





The average elementary school student attends two to three days a week, and the average middle school student attends one day a week.  Middle school students attend less frequently as the school year progresses, and most do not return in the second year even when they have access to centers.  Elementary school students attend about the same throughout the year and are more likely to return in the second year.





Table III.1


Effect Sizes for Selected Outcomes from the First and Second Study Years, Elementary Students


Outcome�
Year 1 Full Sample Impacts�
Year 2 Full Sample Impacts�
�
In Self-Care After School�
0.01�
-0.01�
�
With Parent After School�
 -0.23***�
-0.15**�
�
With Other Adult After School�
0.23***�
0.14**�
�
With Sibling After School�
-0.12**�
-0.11�
�
In Mixed Care After School�
0.05�
0.03�
�



Grade in Math�
0.03�
-0.06�
�
Grade in English�
0.01�
0.03�
�
Grade in Science�
0.03�
-0.02�
�
Grade in Social Studies/History�
0.04�
-0.11�
�



Reading Test Score�
-0.02�
0.01�
�
Teacher-Reported Homework Completion�
-0.12**�
-0.07�
�



Number of School Absences�
0.00�
-0.03�
�
Teacher Reports Above-Average Levels of Achievement�
-0.08�
-0.14**�
�
Teacher Reports “Tries Hard” in Reading/English�
0.06�
-0.11**�
�



Feel Very Safe After School�
0.04�
0.06�
�
Feel Somewhat Safe After School�
0.04�
0.05�
�
Feel Unsafe After School�
-0.15**�
-0.21***�
�



Helps Other Students After School�
0.16**�
0.04�
�
Gets Along Well with Others�
-0.11�
-0.15**�
�
Works Well on Teams or Groups�
-0.07�
-0.19**�
�



Teacher-Reported Discipline Problems Composite�
0.10�
0.12**�
�
Student-Reported Discipline Problems Composite�
0.01�
0.16**�
�
Percentage of Students Suspended�
0.08�
0.16**�
�



Source:  School Records, Student Survey, Parent Survey, Teacher Survey.


  **The impact on which the effect size is based is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.


***The impact on which the effect size is based is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.














Table III.2


Effect Sizes for Selected Outcomes from the First and Second Study Years, Middle School Students 


Outcome�
Year 1 Full Sample Impacts�
Year 2 Full Sample


Impacts�
�
In Self-Care After School�
0.0�
-0.02�
�
With Parent After School�
-0.12*** �
-0.04�
�
With Other Adult After School�
0.24*** �
0.11�
�
With Sibling After School�
-0.11*** �
-0.09**�
�
In Mixed Care After School�
0.00�
-0.06�
�



Grade in Math�
0.06�
0.06�
�
Grade in English�
0.01�
0.04�
�
Grade in Science�
0.01�
0.05�
�
Grade in Social Studies/History�
0.03�
0.14***�
�



Number of School Absences�
-0.11***�
-0.09**�
�
Teacher-Reported Effort in Class�
0.10***�
0.01�
�
Teacher-Reported Homework Completion�
0.01�
-0.02�
�



Feel Very Safe After School�
-0.03�
-0.05�
�
Feel Somewhat Safe After School�
0.03�
0.04�
�
Feel Unsafe After School�
0.00�
0.02�
�



Social Engagement Composite�
-0.03�
-0.05�
�
Peer Interaction Composite�
-0.05�
-0.03�
�
Works Out Conflicts with Others�
-0.09**�
-0.07�
�
Student Expects to Graduate from College�
0.08**�
0.06**�
�



Negative Behavior Composite�
0.09***�
0.08**�
�
Drug Use Composite�
0.01�
0.05�
�
Been Picked on After School�
0.04�
0.07�
�
Had Property Damaged�
0.08**�
0.07�
�



Source:  School Records, Student Survey, Parent Survey, Teacher Survey.


**The impact on which the effect size is based is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.


***The impact on which the effect size is based is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.














Key Impact Findings from the National Evaluation


Treatment-group students were more likely than control- and comparison-group students to be supervised by other adults, and less likely to be supervised by parents and siblings; there was no difference in self-care. 


There were few impacts of the program on academic achievement, and there was no difference between the treatment and control or comparison groups in homework assistance.


Elementary students in the treatment group felt safer than elementary students in the control group.


There were mixed impacts of the program on developmental outcomes.


Treatment-group students were more likely than control-group students to engage in some negative behaviors.
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�Sixty-five percent of middle school grantees and 57 percent of elementary school grantees had operated after-school programs in one or more schools that were part of the 21st Century grant. The proportion of grantees that had ever operated after-school programs is likely to be higher than this because other schools in the district could have operated programs.


�Federal Register, December 2, 1997, page 63774.


�The academic focus became clearer in subsequent grant competitions.  In its competition for grants in 2001 (Federal Register, January 3, 2001), ED stated, “Applicants must describe in their application the elements of their projects that are designed to assist students to meet or exceed state and local standards in core academic subjects, as appropriate to the needs of the participating children.”  The academic focus was put into law when the program was reauthorized by NCLB.  NCLB defined the program’s first purpose as being to “provide opportunities for academic enrichment, including providing tutorial services to help students, particularly students who attend low-performing schools, to meet state and local student academic achievement standards in core academic subjects, such as reading and mathematics” (P.L. 107-110, Title IV, Part B, sec. 4201).  


�A “center” refers to after-school services operated in one school, and a “site” refers to the group of centers that were part of the evaluation in one school district.  Note that some centers in the study served students from the school in which they were located and from other neighboring schools; therefore, the study included students from more schools than there were centers.  A “grantee” refers to a school district that received a 21st Century grant to operate centers.  Not all centers operated by grantees participated in the evaluation.  Some grantees operated centers in both elementary and middle schools, and the evaluation included only the elementary school centers or only the middle school centers.





Data are presented for the 2001-2002 school year for the initial set of elementary school sites and for the 2002-2003 school year for the elementary school sites added to the evaluation in 2001.


� One program focused primarily on providing computer skill classes for adults, and students attended when accompanied by a parent or grandparent.  Once there, students worked on homework or played computer or board games in the cafeteria.  This program structure differed from others in the evaluation, but impact estimates excluding the program were similar to what is reported in the text.


�The 15 characteristics included in the regression were: grade, race/ethnicity, receipt of public assistance, mother’s education, family income, household structure, whether the family had moved frequently in the past, whether the student was over age for their grade, whether the student was suspended in the year before the study, number of suspensions, absences, and tardies in the year before the study, whether students had ever been retained in the years prior to the study, and baseline reading and math scores (for students whose math scores were available from school records).


�Middle school students who participated in the second year were younger and more likely to be white, speak English at home, and have mothers who were more highly educated (Dynarski et al. 2004).





�Impacts were estimated using regression models to adjust for baseline differences and to improve the precision of the estimates.  Appendix B provides details on the procedures used to estimate impacts, including methods used to adjust for cross-over by control-group students and nonparticipation by treatment-group students.  Appendix C presents impacts based on simple treatment-control differences, which generally are similar in magnitude and statistical significance to the impacts presented in the text.  


�Tables and text indicate significance at 1 and 5 percent levels.  Effect sizes are reported only for estimates that are statistically significant at least at the 5 percent level. 


�The amount of self-care observed in the evaluation is roughly consistent with estimates from the National Household Education Survey, which reported that two percent of K-2 grade students and eight percent of 3-5 grade students are in self-care (Kleiner et al. 2004).


�Attendance records indicate that 82 percent of treatment students attended 21st Century programs at some point during the study.  Parent reports of after-school program attendance are lower than the estimates provided by the attendance records because the surveys asked about after-school program participation in the spring, whereas attendance records measured attendance over the duration of the study. 


�The program’s impacts on participation in tutoring are discussed in the section on homework, below.  


�Tabulations from the National Household Education Survey for 2001 indicate that 59 percent of students in grades 1 to 5 get homework help three days a week or more (which can be interpreted as analogous to “often” or “always” getting help).  Table II.6 shows levels of assistance that are comparable to these estimates.  For example, 59 percent of control-group parents reported helping their child with homework at least three times in the past week.  The frequencies shown in Table II.4 are not directly comparable because they address specific types of homework assistance provided.


�The prior report had similar impact estimates, but the impacts were statistically insignificant.


�The pattern of impacts on participants on other behavior outcomes, including the student-reported discipline composite (p-value of .07) and the teacher-reported discipline composite (p-value of .06), was similar.


�Baseline reading scores were imputed by calculating the mean baseline reading score among students with a baseline score and assigning the mean score to students who were missing the baseline score.  Handling missing baseline reading scores in other ways, such as estimating impacts only for students with nonmissing baseline reading scores and excluding the baseline reading score from the list of regressors, did not change the findings.


�The pattern of impacts on participants for students trying hard in reading and students achieving at a high level was similar (p-values of .07 and .12, respectively).


�The impact on participants (p-value of .08) was consistent with the intent-to-treat impact.  


�These results contrast with the first-year findings, which found statistically significant, positive impacts on homework help, asking about what the child was doing in class, and attending an after-school event (Dynarski et al. 2004). 


�In the first year, treatment-group students were more likely than control-group students to report helping other students after school.  This was not found in the second year.  However, participants were more likely than nonparticipants to report helping other students after school.


�Students are defined as having low (high) scores if they scored below (above) the median reading test score for the evaluation sample.  Students are defined as having low (high) behavior problems if their behavior problem composite variable is below (above) the median level of the behavior composite for the evaluation sample.  


�The text focuses on impacts that differ significantly between subgroups (shown in tables as bold text) and that differ significantly from zero (marked by asterisks).  Some caution should be exercised in interpreting the statistical test results because with the large number of outcomes and subgroups considered here, some statistical tests will be positive by chance. 


�The correlation between being in the boy subgroup and the high-discipline subgroup was 0.16, which suggests that the subgroups overlap to some degree, but not substantially.  


�The first report’s findings for elementary school students were based on a partial sample and are not included here.


�Chapter I of the first report presents descriptive statistics about the national 21st Century program based on data from program performance reports.


�One site had a program in the fall semester only.


�Reasons control-group members attended the program were related mostly to changes in program staff and miscommunications.  New staff were not always aware that some students had been assigned not to attend the program.


�The student characteristics include students’ grade, whether the student is overage for grade, race/ethnicity, number of absences in the year prior to the start of the study, number of tardies in the year prior to the start of the study, whether the student has been retained in any year prior to the start of the study, number of suspensions in the year prior to the start of the study, math scores from the year prior to the start of the study, and reading scores from the year prior to the start of the study.  We also included baseline measures of the outcome variables whenever possible, such as a baseline measure of students’ homework habits, a baseline measure of the extent to which parents feel that their child works hard in school, and a baseline measure of students’ confidence in their reading skills.


�Because the elementary sites and centers in our study were purposively selected, the results do not generalize statistically to the universe of 21st Century centers serving elementary students.  If the evaluation had instead randomly selected sites and randomly selected centers within sites to participate in the study, a more complex multilevel model would have been needed to account for sampling variability between centers and between sites.   


�It is common in program evaluation for some treatment-group members not to participate in the program after random assignment occurs.  A simple estimator of program impact on participants is to divide the overall impact estimate by the participation rate.  The two-stage adjustment used in this evaluation is the regression analog of that technique, but it is more powerful because it also adjusts for control-group students who cross over into the program.


�Models that included treatment/site interactions were unstable, so the models estimated include only a single treatment indicator.


�The fixed-effects logit approach was used for the middle school attendance analysis presented in the second report, since the middle school sample was much larger than the elementary sample. 


�Dynarski et al. (2004) found that the Chamberlain approach yielded similar results to the OLS fixed-effects approach for most outcomes examined. 
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				Control Group		Treatment Group

		Percent not feeling safe after school		7.1		2.5

		Percent suspended		7.5		11.5

		Percent disciplined by teacher		16.9		22.4

		Percent in self-care		1.1		1.1

		Percent often completing homework		56.9		53.5

		Math grade		80.6		79.9

		English grade		80.8		81.2

		Reading test score		32.4		32.7
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		Date		%*100		Percent				Day		%*100		Percent				Week #		%*100		Percent				Week #		Days Attended				Month		%*100		Percent				Month		Days Attended		Ceiling								Week #		Days Attended

		1-Oct-00		10.5497771174		0.1054977712				Mon		54.0913050161		0.5409130502				1		42.05052		0.4205052		oct		1		1.5780089				Oct		95.2451708767		0.9524517088				Oct		10.4933135215								1		October		1.5780089

		2-Oct-00		34.0267459138		0.3402674591				Tue		51.8573551263		0.5185735513				2		62.8529		0.628529		oct		2		2.2927192				Nov		89.8959881129		0.8989598811				Nov		10.7682020802								2				2.2927192

		3-Oct-00		35.9583952452		0.3595839525				Wed		51.7958702669		0.5179587027				3		64.63596		0.6463596		oct		3		2.3759287				Dec		85.73551263		0.8573551263				Dec		7.8603268945								3				2.3759287

		4-Oct-00		35.2154531947		0.3521545319				Thu		39.3861761541		0.3938617615				4		72.21397		0.7221397		oct		4		2.5230312				Jan		94.5022288262		0.9450222883				Jan		11.7563150074								4				2.5230312

		5-Oct-00		26.1515601783		0.2615156018				Fri		9.3324951423		0.0933249514				5		86.32987		0.8632987		oct		5		3.0460624				Feb		87.8157503715		0.8781575037				Feb		9.9167904903								5				3.0460624

		6-Oct-00		15.8989598811		0.1589895988				Sun		35.9840139366		0.3598401394				6		80.8321		0.808321		nov		6		2.3001486				Mar		80.5349182764		0.8053491828				Mar		9.3031203566								6		November		2.3001486

		8-Oct-00		26.5973254086		0.2659732541												7		82.91233		0.8291233		nov		7		3.0326895				Apr		74.5913818722		0.7459138187				Apr		9.9316493314								7				3.0326895

		9-Oct-00		36.8499257058		0.3684992571												8		60.02972		0.6002972		nov		8		1.0534918																						8				1.0534918

		10-Oct-00		53.0460624071		0.5304606241												9		80.53492		0.8053492		nov		9		3.115899																						9				3.115899

		11-Oct-00		57.20653789		0.5720653789												10		78.1575		0.781575		dec		10		2.9955423																						10		December		2.9955423

		12-Oct-00		38.0386329866		0.3803863299												11		77.11738		0.7711738		dec		11		2.7295691																						11				2.7295691

		13-Oct-00		17.5334323923		0.1753343239												12		68.94502		0.6894502		dec		12		2.0787519																						12				2.0787519

		15-Oct-00		26.0029717682		0.2600297177												14		41.45617		0.4145617		dec		13		0																						13				0

		16-Oct-00		55.8692421991		0.558692422												15		82.76374		0.8276374		jan		14		0.9435364																						14		January		0.9435364

		17-Oct-00		54.6805349183		0.5468053492												16		87.66716		0.8766716		jan		15		3.2273403																						15				3.2273403

		18-Oct-00		54.9777117385		0.5497771174												17		81.42645		0.8142645		jan		16		2.9881129																						16				2.9881129

		19-Oct-00		43.6849925706		0.4368499257												18		78.90045		0.7890045		jan		17		2.4888559																						17				2.4888559

		20-Oct-00		2.3774145617		0.0237741456												19		80.38633		0.8038633		jan		18		2.4591382																						18				2.4591382

		22-Oct-00		36.2555720654		0.3625557207												20		78.60327		0.7860327		feb		19		2.820208																						19		February		2.820208

		23-Oct-00		52.4517087667		0.5245170877												21		70.72808		0.7072808		feb		20		2.4546805																						20				2.4546805

		24-Oct-00		37.4442793462		0.3744427935												22		78.1575		0.781575		feb		21		2.0817236																						21				2.0817236

		25-Oct-00		59.1381872214		0.5913818722												23		73.84844		0.7384844		feb		22		2.8350669																						22				2.8350669

		26-Oct-00		52.1545319465		0.5215453195												24		73.40267		0.7340267		mar		23		2.6656761																						23		March		2.6656761

		27-Oct-00		14.8588410104		0.1485884101												25		65.52749		0.6552749		mar		24		2.7771174																						24				2.7771174

		29-Oct-00		48.588410104		0.485884101												26		25.70579		0.2570579		mar		25		2.3937593																						25				2.3937593

		30-Oct-00		72.2139673105		0.7221396731												27		62.8529		0.628529		mar		26		0.8410104																						26				0.8410104

		31-Oct-00		51.5601783061		0.5156017831												28		63.29866		0.6329866		apr		27		2.3536404																						27		April		2.3536404

		1-Nov-00		68.3506686478		0.6835066865												29		57.6523		0.576523		apr		28		2.2942051																						28				2.2942051

		2-Nov-00		57.5037147103		0.5750371471												30		67.75632		0.6775632		apr		29		2.0832095																						29				2.0832095

		3-Nov-00		6.3893016345		0.0638930163												31		53.04606		0.5304606		apr		30		2.3655275																						30				2.3655275

		5-Nov-00		44.279346211		0.4427934621																		apr		31		0.8350669																						31				0.8350669

		6-Nov-00		68.0534918276		0.6805349183

		7-Nov-00		65.676077266		0.6567607727

		8-Nov-00		29.8662704309		0.2986627043

		9-Nov-00		22.1396731055		0.2213967311

		12-Nov-00		45.4680534918		0.4546805349

		13-Nov-00		69.8365527489		0.6983655275

		14-Nov-00		41.1589895988		0.411589896

		15-Nov-00		72.808320951		0.7280832095

		16-Nov-00		57.5037147103		0.5750371471

		17-Nov-00		16.4933135215		0.1649331352

		19-Nov-00		31.2035661218		0.3120356612

		20-Nov-00		51.1144130758		0.5111441308

		21-Nov-00		20.2080237741		0.2020802377

		22-Nov-00		0.5943536404		0.0059435364

		23-Nov-00		2.2288261516		0.0222882615

		26-Nov-00		46.9539375929		0.4695393759

		27-Nov-00		70.5794947994		0.705794948

		28-Nov-00		67.4591381872		0.6745913819

		29-Nov-00		66.5676077266		0.6656760773

		30-Nov-00		54.3833580981		0.543833581

		1-Dec-00		5.646359584		0.0564635958

		3-Dec-00		39.5245170877		0.3952451709

		4-Dec-00		61.9613670134		0.6196136701

		5-Dec-00		63.5958395245		0.6359583952

		6-Dec-00		68.2020802377		0.6820208024

		7-Dec-00		51.8573551263		0.5185735513

		8-Dec-00		14.4130757801		0.1441307578

		10-Dec-00		45.4680534918		0.4546805349

		11-Dec-00		55.5720653789		0.5557206538

		12-Dec-00		52.0059435364		0.5200594354

		13-Dec-00		60.6240713224		0.6062407132

		14-Dec-00		47.5482912333		0.4754829123

		15-Dec-00		11.7384843982		0.117384844

		17-Dec-00		45.1708766716		0.4517087667

		18-Dec-00		57.20653789		0.5720653789

		19-Dec-00		54.234769688		0.5423476969

		20-Dec-00		41.0104011887		0.4101040119

		21-Dec-00		10.2526002972		0.102526003

		2-Jan-01		30.3120356612		0.3031203566

		3-Jan-01		37.2956909361		0.3729569094

		4-Jan-01		24.3684992571		0.2436849926

		5-Jan-01		2.3774145617		0.0237741456

		7-Jan-01		54.234769688		0.5423476969

		8-Jan-01		71.47102526		0.7147102526

		9-Jan-01		64.338781575		0.6433878158

		10-Jan-01		68.0534918276		0.6805349183

		11-Jan-01		51.2630014859		0.5126300149

		12-Jan-01		13.3729569094		0.1337295691

		14-Jan-01		53.1946508172		0.5319465082

		15-Jan-01		45.1708766716		0.4517087667

		16-Jan-01		64.1901931649		0.6419019316

		17-Jan-01		70.1337295691		0.7013372957

		18-Jan-01		54.0861812779		0.5408618128

		19-Jan-01		12.0356612184		0.1203566122

		21-Jan-01		0.1485884101		0.0014858841

		22-Jan-01		63.5958395245		0.6359583952

		23-Jan-01		65.0817236256		0.6508172363

		24-Jan-01		66.1218424963		0.661218425

		25-Jan-01		49.6285289747		0.4962852897

		26-Jan-01		4.309063893		0.0430906389

		28-Jan-01		48.1426448737		0.4814264487

		29-Jan-01		61.9613670134		0.6196136701

		30-Jan-01		61.9613670134		0.6196136701

		31-Jan-01		38.7815750371		0.3878157504

		1-Feb-01		31.6493313522		0.3164933135

		2-Feb-01		3.4175334324		0.0341753343

		4-Feb-01		42.79346211		0.4279346211

		5-Feb-01		59.5839524517		0.5958395245

		6-Feb-01		57.8008915305		0.5780089153

		7-Feb-01		64.1901931649		0.6419019316

		8-Feb-01		48.8855869242		0.4888558692

		9-Feb-01		8.7667161961		0.087667162

		11-Feb-01		42.3476968796		0.4234769688

		12-Feb-01		52.4517087667		0.5245170877

		13-Feb-01		63.4472511144		0.6344725111

		14-Feb-01		57.6523031204		0.5765230312

		15-Feb-01		23.6255572065		0.2362555721

		16-Feb-01		5.9435364042		0.059435364

		18-Feb-01		2.2288261516		0.0222882615

		19-Feb-01		31.7979197623		0.3179791976

		20-Feb-01		54.234769688		0.5423476969

		21-Feb-01		57.5037147103		0.5750371471

		22-Feb-01		51.1144130758		0.5111441308

		23-Feb-01		11.2927191679		0.1129271917

		25-Feb-01		46.3595839525		0.4635958395

		26-Feb-01		64.1901931649		0.6419019316

		27-Feb-01		61.6641901932		0.6166419019

		28-Feb-01		48.7369985141		0.4873699851

		1-Mar-01		54.234769688		0.5423476969

		2-Mar-01		8.3209509658		0.0832095097

		4-Mar-01		38.0386329866		0.3803863299

		5-Mar-01		53.0460624071		0.5304606241

		6-Mar-01		56.9093610698		0.5690936107

		7-Mar-01		59.8811292719		0.5988112927

		8-Mar-01		46.3595839525		0.4635958395

		9-Mar-01		12.3328380386		0.1233283804

		11-Mar-01		44.279346211		0.4427934621

		12-Mar-01		61.0698365527		0.6106983655

		13-Mar-01		59.1381872214		0.5913818722

		14-Mar-01		62.7043090639		0.6270430906

		15-Mar-01		44.8736998514		0.4487369985

		16-Mar-01		5.646359584		0.0564635958

		18-Mar-01		35.9583952452		0.3595839525

		19-Mar-01		53.7890044577		0.5378900446

		20-Mar-01		50.9658246657		0.5096582467

		21-Mar-01		47.2511144131		0.4725111441

		22-Mar-01		42.1991084695		0.4219910847

		23-Mar-01		9.2124814264		0.0921248143

		25-Mar-01		5.646359584		0.0564635958

		26-Mar-01		17.9791976226		0.1797919762

		27-Mar-01		16.1961367013		0.161961367

		28-Mar-01		17.2362555721		0.1723625557

		29-Mar-01		15.4531946508		0.1545319465

		30-Mar-01		11.5898959881		0.1158989599

		1-Apr-01		29.5690936107		0.2956909361

		2-Apr-01		49.7771173848		0.4977711738

		3-Apr-01		53.1946508172		0.5319465082

		4-Apr-01		50.0742942051		0.5007429421

		5-Apr-01		42.3476968796		0.4234769688

		6-Apr-01		10.4011887073		0.1040118871

		8-Apr-01		42.3476968796		0.4234769688

		9-Apr-01		53.9375928678		0.5393759287

		10-Apr-01		50.2228826152		0.5022288262

		11-Apr-01		52.4517087667		0.5245170877

		12-Apr-01		29.1233283804		0.2912332838

		13-Apr-01		1.3372956909		0.0133729569

		15-Apr-01		36.9985141159		0.3699851412

		16-Apr-01		41.1589895988		0.411589896

		17-Apr-01		45.4680534918		0.4546805349

		18-Apr-01		43.2392273403		0.4323922734

		19-Apr-01		35.661218425		0.3566121842

		20-Apr-01		5.7949479941		0.0579494799

		22-Apr-01		39.8216939079		0.3982169391

		23-Apr-01		53.7890044577		0.5378900446

		24-Apr-01		51.7087667162		0.5170876672

		25-Apr-01		46.2109955423		0.4621099554

		26-Apr-01		33.8781575037		0.338781575

		27-Apr-01		11.1441307578		0.1114413076

		29-Apr-01		35.3640416048		0.353640416

		30-Apr-01		48.1426448737		0.4814264487
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Average Number of Days Attended

Figure II.1

Days Attended Per Week, Year 1



MS yr 2 smallN

		N= 1672

		Date		%*100		Percent				Day		%*100		Percent				Week #		%*100		Percent				Week #		Days Attended				Month		%*100		Percent				Month		Days Attended		Ceiling

		2-Oct-00		34.6756136432		0.3467561364				Mon		18.6318885751		0.1863188858				1		56.35160492		0.5635160492				1		1.45106577				Oct		83.9931416698		0.8399314167				Oct		5.9932964113

		3-Oct-00		37.8741693076		0.3787416931				Tue		24.3229518321		0.2432295183				2		61.72757226		0.6172757226				2		1.3458930464				Nov		78.1835696774		0.7818356968				Nov		5.2288036827

		4-Oct-00		30.2634786093		0.3026347861				Wed		21.2832580783		0.2128325808				3		59.7420294		0.597420294				3		1.2889101025				Dec		61.5609239497		0.6156092395				Dec		2.642375265

		5-Oct-00		35.8910546188		0.3589105462				Thu		22.0758783759		0.2207587838				4		59.62464773		0.5962464773				4		1.391019102				Jan		61.5707823893		0.6157078239				Jan		3.6727142088

		6-Oct-00		5.7112903261		0.0571129033				Fri		3.9164358209		0.0391643582				5		61.03687395		0.6103687395				5		1.2938652622				Feb		59.0535345787		0.5905353458				Feb		3.443932327

		7-Oct-00		0.6909704929		0.0069097049				Sun		0.160072654		0.0016007265				6		57.10701911		0.5710701911				6		1.3216192882				Mar		51.8479060159		0.5184790602				Mar		3.1860428809

		9-Oct-00		25.6061678701		0.2560616787				Sat		0.2532824461		0.0025328245				7		59.72197986		0.5972197986				7		1.435989436				Apr		45.6442421474		0.4564424215				Apr		2.6855602784

		10-Oct-00		36.6426981627		0.3664269816												8		30.03248832		0.3003248832				8		0.4686706445

		11-Oct-00		31.8418881162		0.3184188812												9		52.19113446		0.5219113446				9		1.2875471085

		12-Oct-00		35.2395779736		0.3523957797												10		54.3759469		0.543759469				10		1.2444559902

		13-Oct-00		4.8156634617		0.0481566346												11		43.66895263		0.4366895263				11		0.8548887183

		14-Oct-00		0.4433090532		0.0044330905												12		27.95227552		0.2795227552				12		0.4799795524

		16-Oct-00		29.3834562001		0.293834562												13		0.05713377		0.0005713377				13		0.0005713377

		17-Oct-00		27.9721820024		0.27972182												14		17.60218171		0.1760218171				14		0.3171592868

		18-Oct-00		33.7486390778		0.3374863908												15		31.29663265		0.3129663265				15		0.7893175932

		19-Oct-00		33.2798923125		0.3327989231												16		41.31007745		0.4131007745				16		0.8217038002

		20-Oct-00		4.1287241103		0.0412872411												17		45.23030343		0.4523030343				17		1.0037398415

		21-Oct-00		0.3781165454		0.0037811655												18		49.06180475		0.4906180475				18		1.0508014378

		23-Oct-00		29.8549281726		0.2985492817												19		45.0863442		0.450863442				19		0.9873070665

		24-Oct-00		35.4427690647		0.3544276906												20		42.6186772		0.426186772				20		0.9137632711

		25-Oct-00		32.6145659779		0.3261456598												21		29.1028029		0.291028029				21		0.5882733789

		26-Oct-00		35.4702787586		0.3547027876												22		41.52058913		0.4152058913				22		0.9109192152

		27-Oct-00		5.3542901859		0.0535429019												23		35.2110446		0.352110446				23		0.790456536

		28-Oct-00		0.3650780438		0.0036507804												24		30.25303892		0.3025303892				24		0.6385610214

		30-Oct-00		23.7907998846		0.2379079988												25		35.77263884		0.3577263884				25		0.7998043496

		31-Oct-00		27.8500391621		0.2785003916												26		31.75598404		0.3175598404				26		0.6908826185

		1-Nov-00		34.9111670929		0.3491116709												27		26.52526676		0.2652526676				27		0.6680697626

		2-Nov-00		36.0158437968		0.360158438												28		24.60374956		0.2460374956				28		0.5296138521

		3-Nov-00		5.8578390121		0.0585783901												29		24.6423236		0.246423236				29		0.5828425153

		4-Nov-00		0.9608372692		0.0096083727												30		30.43042305		0.3043042305				30		0.7584442044

		5-Nov-00		0.5566437207		0.0055664372												31		14.59510044		0.1459510044				31		0.146589944

		6-Nov-00		26.5249365333		0.2652493653

		7-Nov-00		31.8168194112		0.3181681941

		8-Nov-00		34.3653024356		0.3436530244

		9-Nov-00		34.4069396444		0.3440693964

		10-Nov-00		4.0349395218		0.0403493952

		11-Nov-00		0.4563475548		0.0045634755

		13-Nov-00		30.4674812556		0.3046748126

		14-Nov-00		39.7720125263		0.3977201253

		15-Nov-00		34.2051286983		0.342051287

		16-Nov-00		33.9243303807		0.3392433038

		17-Nov-00		4.812758692		0.0481275869

		18-Nov-00		0.4172320501		0.0041723205

		19-Nov-00		0.4650858318		0.0046508583

		20-Nov-00		22.4420773071		0.2244207731

		21-Nov-00		19.1797660881		0.1917976609

		22-Nov-00		4.0978588076		0.0409785881

		23-Nov-00		0.5360743272		0.0053607433

		24-Nov-00		0.1462020892		0.0014620209

		27-Nov-00		25.714256366		0.2571425637

		28-Nov-00		34.0875935582		0.3408759356

		29-Nov-00		32.2256909581		0.3222569096

		30-Nov-00		30.4792033365		0.3047920334

		1-Dec-00		6.2479666309		0.0624796663

		4-Dec-00		25.5181924134		0.2551819241

		5-Dec-00		30.3993234583		0.3039932346

		6-Dec-00		31.0828748978		0.310828749

		7-Dec-00		31.0995524858		0.3109955249

		8-Dec-00		6.3015604994		0.063015605

		9-Dec-00		0.0440952679		0.0004409527

		10-Dec-00		0.0130385016		0.000130385

		11-Dec-00		17.9452810703		0.1794528107

		12-Dec-00		26.2713072827		0.2627130728

		13-Dec-00		21.845321134		0.2184532113

		14-Dec-00		16.1335899311		0.1613358993

		15-Dec-00		3.2281799052		0.0322817991

		16-Dec-00		0.0521540063		0.0005215401

		17-Dec-00		0.0440952679		0.0004409527

		18-Dec-00		12.2651599897		0.1226515999

		19-Dec-00		15.9072846388		0.1590728464

		20-Dec-00		11.3061124291		0.1130611243

		21-Dec-00		8.4622644163		0.0846226442

		22-Dec-00		0.0130385016		0.000130385

		27-Dec-00		0.0130385016		0.000130385

		28-Dec-00		0.0440952679		0.0004409527

		1-Jan-01		0.0406214768		0.0004062148

		2-Jan-01		7.3084600122		0.0730846001

		3-Jan-01		10.366849757		0.1036684976

		4-Jan-01		12.0156968716		0.1201569687

		5-Jan-01		1.984300562		0.0198430056

		8-Jan-01		16.2720256839		0.1627202568

		9-Jan-01		19.335886899		0.193358869

		10-Jan-01		19.0194453638		0.1901944536

		11-Jan-01		19.187582401		0.191875824

		12-Jan-01		5.1168189734		0.0511681897

		15-Jan-01		3.6384008191		0.0363840082

		16-Jan-01		20.5616064524		0.2056160645

		17-Jan-01		21.6817725977		0.216817726

		18-Jan-01		28.1462839809		0.2814628398

		19-Jan-01		7.5525790146		0.0755257901

		20-Jan-01		0.5897371554		0.0058973716

		22-Jan-01		22.5157464595		0.2251574646

		23-Jan-01		28.4177334987		0.284177335

		24-Jan-01		20.6172720814		0.2061727208

		25-Jan-01		23.7617442094		0.2376174421

		26-Jan-01		5.0614879059		0.0506148791

		29-Jan-01		20.9950817334		0.2099508173

		30-Jan-01		28.5109334219		0.2851093342

		31-Jan-01		24.573353546		0.2457335355

		1-Feb-01		25.3947723936		0.2539477239

		2-Feb-01		5.5619074142		0.0556190741

		3-Feb-01		0.0440952679		0.0004409527

		5-Feb-01		20.4095144672		0.2040951447

		6-Feb-01		24.4867120945		0.2448671209

		7-Feb-01		23.2948227685		0.2329482277

		8-Feb-01		24.5818489775		0.2458184898

		9-Feb-01		5.8795773329		0.0587957733

		10-Feb-01		0.0782310094		0.0007823101

		12-Feb-01		20.9023488589		0.2090234886

		13-Feb-01		24.0108972088		0.2401089721

		14-Feb-01		20.5997741851		0.2059977419

		15-Feb-01		22.0392255617		0.2203922556

		16-Feb-01		3.6917954955		0.036917955

		17-Feb-01		0.1322858038		0.001322858

		19-Feb-01		7.0931064372		0.0709310644

		20-Feb-01		18.15984457		0.1815984457

		21-Feb-01		14.5957874412		0.1459578744

		22-Feb-01		16.8206902809		0.1682069028

		23-Feb-01		2.0917222887		0.0209172229

		24-Feb-01		0.0661868693		0.0006618687

		26-Feb-01		21.8194136867		0.2181941369

		27-Feb-01		23.1298512573		0.2312985126

		28-Feb-01		19.5088210325		0.1950882103

		1-Mar-01		21.559978575		0.2155997858

		2-Mar-01		5.029761698		0.050297617

		3-Mar-01		0.0440952679		0.0004409527

		4-Mar-01		0.0756849159		0.0007568492

		5-Mar-01		15.7343416908		0.1573434169

		6-Mar-01		17.6488689661		0.1764886897

		7-Mar-01		17.2797969445		0.1727979694

		8-Mar-01		24.2785772673		0.2427857727

		9-Mar-01		3.8298232094		0.0382982321

		10-Mar-01		0.198560608		0.0019856061

		12-Mar-01		10.4411447891		0.1044114479

		13-Mar-01		17.5200847579		0.1752008476

		14-Mar-01		14.5330395867		0.1453303959

		15-Mar-01		19.3811120861		0.1938111209

		16-Mar-01		1.8925303824		0.0189253038

		17-Mar-01		0.0881905359		0.0008819054

		18-Mar-01		0.0378424579		0.0003784246

		19-Mar-01		15.8911503506		0.1589115035

		20-Mar-01		21.3611136818		0.2136111368

		21-Mar-01		16.9171991629		0.1691719916

		22-Mar-01		21.579650085		0.2157965009

		23-Mar-01		4.155636761		0.0415563676

		24-Mar-01		0.0378424579		0.0003784246

		26-Mar-01		14.8188785572		0.1481887856

		27-Mar-01		20.8114423074		0.2081144231

		28-Mar-01		15.7818362086		0.1578183621

		29-Mar-01		14.3809073104		0.1438090731

		30-Mar-01		3.2951974707		0.0329519747

		2-Apr-01		13.7661560628		0.1376615606

		3-Apr-01		18.9743223859		0.1897432239

		4-Apr-01		16.3256070314		0.1632560703

		5-Apr-01		16.0687560634		0.1606875606

		6-Apr-01		1.5728544126		0.0157285441

		7-Apr-01		0.099280304		0.000992803

		8-Apr-01		0.0440952679		0.0004409527

		9-Apr-01		11.8125588363		0.1181255884

		10-Apr-01		16.2060687965		0.162060688

		11-Apr-01		13.8960088146		0.1389600881

		12-Apr-01		9.6811037081		0.0968110371

		13-Apr-01		1.3215497879		0.0132154979

		16-Apr-01		7.8970691552		0.0789706916

		17-Apr-01		15.35068588		0.1535068588

		18-Apr-01		17.4109166808		0.1741091668

		19-Apr-01		14.8812226295		0.1488122263

		20-Apr-01		2.6561666467		0.0265616665

		21-Apr-01		0.0881905359		0.0008819054

		23-Apr-01		16.1058483503		0.1610584835

		24-Apr-01		20.3551262778		0.2035512628

		25-Apr-01		19.574372409		0.1957437241

		26-Apr-01		17.5345016248		0.1753450162

		27-Apr-01		2.2304765145		0.0223047651

		28-Apr-01		0.0440952679		0.0004409527

		29-Apr-01		0.0440952679		0.0004409527

		30-Apr-01		14.6148991318		0.1461489913
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MS yr 2 bigN

		N=  468

		Date		%*100		Percent				Day		%*100		Percent				Week #		%*100		Percent						Week #		Days Attended				Month		%*100		Percent				Month		Days Attended		Ceiling

		1-Oct-01		29.9145299145		0.2991452991				Mon		18.4423813734		0.1844238137				1		38.63987706		0.3863987706				1		October		1.117521368				Oct		64.8209196545		0.6482091965				Oct		5.0427350427

		2-Oct-01		26.7094017094		0.2670940171				Tue		21.5443560271		0.2154435603				2		39.54038598		0.3954038598				2				1.061965812				Nov		64.8026220884		0.6480262209				Nov		3.8461538462

		3-Oct-01		23.2905982906		0.2329059829				Wed		21.1317418214		0.2113174182				3		47.05105079		0.4705105079				3				1.138888889				Dec		52.7351343232		0.5273513432				Dec		2.5042735043

		4-Oct-01		28.2051282051		0.2820512821				Thu		18.8105413105		0.1881054131				4		49.16238888		0.4916238888				4				1.143162393				Jan		61.994865186		0.6199486519				Jan		3.5341880342

		5-Oct-01		3.6324786325		0.0363247863				Fri		2.7540360874		0.0275403609				5		45.41031777		0.4541031777				5				0.871794872				Feb		60.8763194281		0.6087631943				Feb		3.7478632479

		8-Oct-01		26.4957264957		0.264957265				Sat		0.3205128205		0.0032051282				6		48.01477367		0.4801477367				6		November		0.989316239				Mar		55.5714066341		0.5557140663				Mar		2.5854700855

		9-Oct-01		32.0512820513		0.3205128205				Sun		0.4273504274		0.0042735043				7		44.53242581		0.4453242581				7				1.074786325				Apr		38.2116539208		0.3821165392				Apr		2.8611111111

		10-Oct-01		25.8547008547		0.2585470085												8		26.62467792		0.2662467792				8				0.365384615

		11-Oct-01		19.6581196581		0.1965811966												9		45.94991361		0.4594991361				9				1.126068376

		12-Oct-01		2.1367521368		0.0213675214												10		42.86741303		0.4286741303				10		December		0.946581197

		15-Oct-01		29.4871794872		0.2948717949												11		46.52035733		0.4652035733				11				1.014957265

		16-Oct-01		27.7777777778		0.2777777778												12		29.05413526		0.2905413526				12				0.540598291

		17-Oct-01		26.9230769231		0.2692307692												13		0.04545463		0.0004545463				13				0.002136752

		18-Oct-01		26.9230769231		0.2692307692												14		7.87469114		0.0787469114				14		January		0.094017094

		19-Oct-01		2.7777777778		0.0277777778												15		33.25275196		0.3325275196				15				0.884615385

		22-Oct-01		25.8547008547		0.2585470085												16		42.89071322		0.4289071322				16				0.952991453

		23-Oct-01		27.9914529915		0.2799145299												17		41.34313918		0.4134313918				17				0.767094017

		24-Oct-01		27.1367521368		0.2713675214												18		40.96765988		0.4096765988				18				0.858974359

		25-Oct-01		29.2735042735		0.2927350427												19		42.45463503		0.4245463503				19		February		0.959401709

		26-Oct-01		4.0598290598		0.0405982906												20		46.28455078		0.4628455078				20				1.061965812

		29-Oct-01		18.8034188034		0.188034188												21		34.49615791		0.3449615791				21				0.790598291

		30-Oct-01		19.4444444444		0.1944444444												22		41.34237648		0.4134237648				22				0.957264957

		31-Oct-01		19.8717948718		0.1987179487												23		40.27233165		0.4027233165				23		March		0.829059829

		1-Nov-01		27.1367521368		0.2713675214												24		30.01270825		0.3001270825				24				0.525641026

		2-Nov-01		1.9230769231		0.0192307692												25		32.62390777		0.3262390777				25				0.715811966

		5-Nov-01		22.2222222222		0.2222222222												26		28.79450158		0.2879450158				26				0.47008547

		6-Nov-01		22.4358974359		0.2243589744												27		13.40267318		0.1340267318				27		April		0.27991453

		7-Nov-01		25.641025641		0.2564102564												28		25.98726895		0.2598726895				28				0.728632479

		8-Nov-01		25.2136752137		0.2521367521												29		26.65102806		0.2665102806				29				0.807692308

		9-Nov-01		2.9914529915		0.0299145299												30		27.04314424		0.2704314424				30				0.792735043

		10-Nov-01		0.4273504274		0.0042735043												31		14.2146077		0.142146077				31				0.252136752

		12-Nov-01		21.7948717949		0.2179487179

		13-Nov-01		27.3504273504		0.2735042735

		14-Nov-01		29.0598290598		0.2905982906

		15-Nov-01		25.8547008547		0.2585470085

		16-Nov-01		3.4188034188		0.0341880342

		18-Nov-01		0.4273504274		0.0042735043

		19-Nov-01		21.7948717949		0.2179487179

		20-Nov-01		13.0341880342		0.1303418803

		21-Nov-01		1.0683760684		0.0106837607

		22-Nov-01		0.2136752137		0.0021367521

		26-Nov-01		27.1367521368		0.2713675214

		27-Nov-01		25.8547008547		0.2585470085

		28-Nov-01		27.7777777778		0.2777777778

		29-Nov-01		29.9145299145		0.2991452991

		30-Nov-01		1.9230769231		0.0192307692

		3-Dec-01		19.2307692308		0.1923076923

		4-Dec-01		19.0170940171		0.1901709402

		5-Dec-01		27.9914529915		0.2799145299

		6-Dec-01		24.5726495726		0.2457264957

		7-Dec-01		3.8461538462		0.0384615385

		10-Dec-01		20.2991452991		0.202991453

		11-Dec-01		25.4273504274		0.2542735043

		12-Dec-01		27.9914529915		0.2799145299

		13-Dec-01		25		0.25

		14-Dec-01		2.7777777778		0.0277777778

		17-Dec-01		13.2478632479		0.1324786325

		18-Dec-01		13.2478632479		0.1324786325

		19-Dec-01		13.4615384615		0.1346153846

		20-Dec-01		13.4615384615		0.1346153846

		21-Dec-01		0.641025641		0.0064102564

		27-Dec-01		0.2136752137		0.0021367521

		2-Jan-02		5.3418803419		0.0534188034

		3-Jan-02		2.7777777778		0.0277777778

		4-Jan-02		1.2820512821		0.0128205128

		7-Jan-02		17.094017094		0.1709401709

		8-Jan-02		22.6495726496		0.2264957265

		9-Jan-02		25		0.25

		10-Jan-02		19.6581196581		0.1965811966

		11-Jan-02		4.0598290598		0.0405982906

		14-Jan-02		25.8547008547		0.2585470085

		15-Jan-02		21.1538461538		0.2115384615

		16-Jan-02		25.4273504274		0.2542735043

		17-Jan-02		21.5811965812		0.2158119658

		18-Jan-02		1.2820512821		0.0128205128

		21-Jan-02		7.905982906		0.0790598291

		22-Jan-02		23.2905982906		0.2329059829

		23-Jan-02		22.0085470085		0.2200854701

		24-Jan-02		20.0854700855		0.2008547009

		25-Jan-02		3.4188034188		0.0341880342

		28-Jan-02		18.5897435897		0.1858974359

		29-Jan-02		24.7863247863		0.2478632479

		30-Jan-02		23.0769230769		0.2307692308

		31-Jan-02		17.094017094		0.1709401709

		1-Feb-02		2.3504273504		0.0235042735

		4-Feb-02		18.3760683761		0.1837606838

		5-Feb-02		24.358974359		0.2435897436

		6-Feb-02		25.641025641		0.2564102564

		7-Feb-02		24.7863247863		0.2478632479

		8-Feb-02		2.5641025641		0.0256410256

		9-Feb-02		0.2136752137		0.0021367521

		11-Feb-02		23.9316239316		0.2393162393

		12-Feb-02		26.0683760684		0.2606837607

		13-Feb-02		28.8461538462		0.2884615385

		14-Feb-02		23.9316239316		0.2393162393

		15-Feb-02		3.4188034188		0.0341880342

		18-Feb-02		8.9743589744		0.0897435897

		19-Feb-02		19.4444444444		0.1944444444

		20-Feb-02		25.4273504274		0.2542735043

		21-Feb-02		20.9401709402		0.2094017094

		22-Feb-02		4.2735042735		0.0427350427

		25-Feb-02		14.7435897436		0.1474358974

		26-Feb-02		25.4273504274		0.2542735043

		27-Feb-02		23.5042735043		0.235042735

		28-Feb-02		27.5641025641		0.2756410256

		1-Mar-02		4.4871794872		0.0448717949

		4-Mar-02		17.094017094		0.1709401709

		5-Mar-02		23.0769230769		0.2307692308

		6-Mar-02		23.0769230769		0.2307692308

		7-Mar-02		15.811965812		0.1581196581

		8-Mar-02		3.8461538462		0.0384615385

		11-Mar-02		10.4700854701		0.1047008547

		12-Mar-02		16.8803418803		0.1688034188

		13-Mar-02		13.0341880342		0.1303418803

		14-Mar-02		11.3247863248		0.1132478632

		15-Mar-02		0.8547008547		0.0085470085

		18-Mar-02		14.1025641026		0.141025641

		19-Mar-02		19.0170940171		0.1901709402

		20-Mar-02		18.3760683761		0.1837606838

		21-Mar-02		18.8034188034		0.188034188

		22-Mar-02		1.2820512821		0.0128205128

		25-Mar-02		15.811965812		0.1581196581

		26-Mar-02		17.5213675214		0.1752136752

		27-Mar-02		9.4017094017		0.094017094

		28-Mar-02		4.2735042735		0.0427350427

		1-Apr-02		1.9230769231		0.0192307692

		2-Apr-02		7.0512820513		0.0705128205

		3-Apr-02		10.8974358974		0.108974359

		4-Apr-02		7.264957265		0.0726495726

		5-Apr-02		0.8547008547		0.0085470085

		8-Apr-02		16.452991453		0.1645299145

		9-Apr-02		19.6581196581		0.1965811966

		10-Apr-02		17.5213675214		0.1752136752

		11-Apr-02		15.811965812		0.1581196581

		12-Apr-02		3.4188034188		0.0341880342

		15-Apr-02		17.5213675214		0.1752136752

		16-Apr-02		18.5897435897		0.1858974359

		17-Apr-02		20.9401709402		0.2094017094

		18-Apr-02		19.0170940171		0.1901709402

		19-Apr-02		4.7008547009		0.047008547

		22-Apr-02		18.1623931624		0.1816239316

		23-Apr-02		21.7948717949		0.2179487179

		24-Apr-02		19.2307692308		0.1923076923

		25-Apr-02		17.9487179487		0.1794871795

		26-Apr-02		2.1367521368		0.0213675214

		29-Apr-02		11.5384615385		0.1153846154

		30-Apr-02		13.6752136752		0.1367521368
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Year 2, Still Attending

Year 1

Average Number of Days Attended

Figure III.2

Days Attended Per Week, Year 2 Versus Year 1, Participating Treatments Only



		N= 1668

		Date		%*100		Percent				Day		%*100		Percent				Week #		%*100		Percent				Week #		Days Attended				Month		%*100		Percent				Month		Days Attended		Ceiling

		1-Oct-01		8.3932853717		0.0839328537				Mon		5.1744811048		0.051744811				1		10.84140436		0.1084140436				1		0.3135491607				Oct		18.1871645074		0.1818716451				Oct		1.4148681055

		2-Oct-01		7.4940047962		0.074940048				Tue		6.044819317		0.0604481932				2		11.09406513		0.1109406513				2		0.2979616307				Nov		18.1820306579		0.1818203066				Nov		1.0791366906

		3-Oct-01		6.5347721823		0.0653477218				Wed		5.9290498636		0.0592904986				3		13.20137396		0.1320137396				3		0.3195443645				Dec		14.7961887669		0.1479618877				Dec		0.7026378897

		4-Oct-01		7.9136690647		0.0791366906				Thu		5.2777777778		0.0527777778				4		13.79376379		0.1379376379				4		0.3207434053				Jan		17.39424275		0.1739424275				Jan		0.9916067146

		5-Oct-01		1.0191846523		0.0101918465				Fri		0.7727151612		0.0077271516				5		12.74102441		0.1274102441				5		0.2446043165				Feb		17.0804061705		0.1708040617				Feb		1.051558753

		8-Oct-01		7.4340527578		0.0743405276				Sat		0.0899280576		0.0008992806				6		13.47177103		0.1347177103				6		0.2775779376				Mar		15.5919774009		0.155919774				Mar		0.7254196643

		9-Oct-01		8.9928057554		0.0899280576				Sun		0.1199040767		0.0011990408				7		12.4947094		0.124947094				7		0.301558753				Apr		10.7212554166		0.1072125542				Apr		0.8027577938

		10-Oct-01		7.2541966427		0.0725419664												8		7.47023337		0.0747023337				8		0.1025179856

		11-Oct-01		5.51558753		0.0551558753												9		12.8924218		0.128924218				9		0.3159472422

		12-Oct-01		0.5995203837		0.0059952038												10		12.02754754		0.1202754754				10		0.26558753

		15-Oct-01		8.273381295		0.0827338129												11		13.05247436		0.1305247436				11		0.2847721823

		16-Oct-01		7.793764988		0.0779376499												12		8.15187968		0.0815187968				12		0.1516786571

		17-Oct-01		7.5539568345		0.0755395683												13		0.01275346		0.0001275346				13		0.0005995204

		18-Oct-01		7.5539568345		0.0755395683												14		2.20944572		0.0220944572				14		0.0263788969

		19-Oct-01		0.7793764988		0.007793765												15		9.32990882		0.0932990882				15		0.2482014388

		22-Oct-01		7.2541966427		0.0725419664												16		12.034085		0.12034085				16		0.2673860911

		23-Oct-01		7.8537170264		0.0785371703												17		11.59987358		0.1159987358				17		0.2152278177

		24-Oct-01		7.6139088729		0.0761390887												18		11.49452328		0.1149452328				18		0.2410071942

		25-Oct-01		8.2134292566		0.0821342926												19		11.91173213		0.1191173213				19		0.2691846523

		26-Oct-01		1.139088729		0.0113908873												20		12.98631281		0.1298631281				20		0.2979616307

		29-Oct-01		5.2757793765		0.0527577938												21		9.67877812		0.0967877812				21		0.221822542

		30-Oct-01		5.4556354916		0.0545563549												22		11.59965959		0.1159965959				22		0.2685851319

		31-Oct-01		5.5755395683		0.0557553957												23		11.29943118		0.1129943118				23		0.2326139089

		1-Nov-01		7.6139088729		0.0761390887												24		8.42083181		0.0842083181				24		0.1474820144

		2-Nov-01		0.5395683453		0.0053956835												25		9.15347053		0.0915347053				25		0.2008393285

		5-Nov-01		6.2350119904		0.0623501199												26		8.07903282		0.0807903282				26		0.1318944844

		6-Nov-01		6.2949640288		0.0629496403												27		3.76046226		0.0376046226				27		0.0785371703

		7-Nov-01		7.1942446043		0.071942446												28		7.29139201		0.0729139201				28		0.2044364508

		8-Nov-01		7.0743405276		0.0707434053												29		7.47762658		0.0747762658				29		0.226618705

		9-Nov-01		0.8393285372		0.0083932854												30		7.58764479		0.0758764479				30		0.2224220624

		10-Nov-01		0.1199040767		0.0011990408												31		3.98827122		0.0398827122				31		0.0707434053

		12-Nov-01		6.1151079137		0.0611510791

		13-Nov-01		7.6738609113		0.0767386091

		14-Nov-01		8.1534772182		0.0815347722

		15-Nov-01		7.2541966427		0.0725419664

		16-Nov-01		0.9592326139		0.0095923261

		18-Nov-01		0.1199040767		0.0011990408

		19-Nov-01		6.1151079137		0.0611510791

		20-Nov-01		3.6570743405		0.0365707434

		21-Nov-01		0.2997601918		0.0029976019

		22-Nov-01		0.0599520384		0.0005995204

		26-Nov-01		7.6139088729		0.0761390887

		27-Nov-01		7.2541966427		0.0725419664

		28-Nov-01		7.793764988		0.0779376499

		29-Nov-01		8.3932853717		0.0839328537

		30-Nov-01		0.5395683453		0.0053956835

		3-Dec-01		5.3956834532		0.0539568345

		4-Dec-01		5.3357314149		0.0533573141

		5-Dec-01		7.8537170264		0.0785371703

		6-Dec-01		6.8944844125		0.0689448441

		7-Dec-01		1.0791366906		0.0107913669

		10-Dec-01		5.6954436451		0.0569544365

		11-Dec-01		7.1342925659		0.0713429257

		12-Dec-01		7.8537170264		0.0785371703

		13-Dec-01		7.0143884892		0.0701438849

		14-Dec-01		0.7793764988		0.007793765

		17-Dec-01		3.7170263789		0.0371702638

		18-Dec-01		3.7170263789		0.0371702638

		19-Dec-01		3.7769784173		0.0377697842

		20-Dec-01		3.7769784173		0.0377697842

		21-Dec-01		0.1798561151		0.0017985612

		27-Dec-01		0.0599520384		0.0005995204

		2-Jan-02		1.4988009592		0.0149880096

		3-Jan-02		0.7793764988		0.007793765

		4-Jan-02		0.3597122302		0.0035971223

		7-Jan-02		4.7961630695		0.0479616307

		8-Jan-02		6.3549160671		0.0635491607

		9-Jan-02		7.0143884892		0.0701438849

		10-Jan-02		5.51558753		0.0551558753

		11-Jan-02		1.139088729		0.0113908873

		14-Jan-02		7.2541966427		0.0725419664

		15-Jan-02		5.9352517986		0.059352518

		16-Jan-02		7.1342925659		0.0713429257

		17-Jan-02		6.0551558753		0.0605515588

		18-Jan-02		0.3597122302		0.0035971223

		21-Jan-02		2.2182254197		0.0221822542

		22-Jan-02		6.5347721823		0.0653477218

		23-Jan-02		6.175059952		0.0617505995

		24-Jan-02		5.6354916067		0.0563549161

		25-Jan-02		0.9592326139		0.0095923261

		28-Jan-02		5.2158273381		0.0521582734

		29-Jan-02		6.9544364508		0.0695443645

		30-Jan-02		6.4748201439		0.0647482014

		31-Jan-02		4.7961630695		0.0479616307

		1-Feb-02		0.6594724221		0.0065947242

		4-Feb-02		5.1558752998		0.051558753

		5-Feb-02		6.8345323741		0.0683453237

		6-Feb-02		7.1942446043		0.071942446

		7-Feb-02		6.9544364508		0.0695443645

		8-Feb-02		0.7194244604		0.0071942446

		9-Feb-02		0.0599520384		0.0005995204

		11-Feb-02		6.7146282974		0.067146283

		12-Feb-02		7.3141486811		0.0731414868

		13-Feb-02		8.0935251799		0.0809352518

		14-Feb-02		6.7146282974		0.067146283

		15-Feb-02		0.9592326139		0.0095923261

		18-Feb-02		2.5179856115		0.0251798561

		19-Feb-02		5.4556354916		0.0545563549

		20-Feb-02		7.1342925659		0.0713429257

		21-Feb-02		5.8752997602		0.0587529976

		22-Feb-02		1.1990407674		0.0119904077

		25-Feb-02		4.1366906475		0.0413669065

		26-Feb-02		7.1342925659		0.0713429257

		27-Feb-02		6.5947242206		0.0659472422

		28-Feb-02		7.7338129496		0.0773381295

		1-Mar-02		1.2589928058		0.0125899281

		4-Mar-02		4.7961630695		0.0479616307

		5-Mar-02		6.4748201439		0.0647482014

		6-Mar-02		6.4748201439		0.0647482014

		7-Mar-02		4.4364508393		0.0443645084

		8-Mar-02		1.0791366906		0.0107913669

		11-Mar-02		2.9376498801		0.0293764988

		12-Mar-02		4.7362110312		0.0473621103

		13-Mar-02		3.6570743405		0.0365707434

		14-Mar-02		3.1774580336		0.0317745803

		15-Mar-02		0.2398081535		0.0023980815

		18-Mar-02		3.9568345324		0.0395683453

		19-Mar-02		5.3357314149		0.0533573141

		20-Mar-02		5.1558752998		0.051558753

		21-Mar-02		5.2757793765		0.0527577938

		22-Mar-02		0.3597122302		0.0035971223

		25-Mar-02		4.4364508393		0.0443645084

		26-Mar-02		4.9160671463		0.0491606715

		27-Mar-02		2.6378896882		0.0263788969

		28-Mar-02		1.1990407674		0.0119904077

		1-Apr-02		0.5395683453		0.0053956835

		2-Apr-02		1.9784172662		0.0197841727

		3-Apr-02		3.0575539568		0.0305755396

		4-Apr-02		2.0383693046		0.020383693

		5-Apr-02		0.2398081535		0.0023980815

		8-Apr-02		4.6163069544		0.0461630695

		9-Apr-02		5.51558753		0.0551558753

		10-Apr-02		4.9160671463		0.0491606715

		11-Apr-02		4.4364508393		0.0443645084

		12-Apr-02		0.9592326139		0.0095923261

		15-Apr-02		4.9160671463		0.0491606715

		16-Apr-02		5.2158273381		0.0521582734

		17-Apr-02		5.8752997602		0.0587529976

		18-Apr-02		5.3357314149		0.0533573141

		19-Apr-02		1.3189448441		0.0131894484

		22-Apr-02		5.0959232614		0.0509592326

		23-Apr-02		6.1151079137		0.0611510791

		24-Apr-02		5.3956834532		0.0539568345

		25-Apr-02		5.035971223		0.0503597122

		26-Apr-02		0.5995203837		0.0059952038

		29-Apr-02		3.2374100719		0.0323741007

		30-Apr-02		3.8369304556		0.0383693046
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		October		1.45106577

		0		1.3458930464

		0		1.2889101025

		0		1.391019102

		0		1.2938652622

		November		1.3216192882

		0		1.435989436

		0		0.4686706445

		0		1.2875471085

		December		1.2444559902

		0		0.8548887183

		0		0.4799795524

		0		0.0005713377

		January		0.3171592868

		0		0.7893175932

		0		0.8217038002

		0		1.0037398415

		0		1.0508014378

		February		0.9873070665

		0		0.9137632711

		0		0.5882733789

		0		0.9109192152

		March		0.790456536

		0		0.6385610214

		0		0.7998043496

		0		0.6908826185

		April		0.6680697626

		0		0.5296138521

		0		0.5828425153

		0		0.7584442044

		0		0.146589944



Year 2

Year 1

Average Number of Days Attended

Figure III.1

Days Attended Per Week, Year 2 Versus Year 1, Participating Treatments Only
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				#days attend in a week, small n(311)								#days in week, Big N (673)

						1		3.266881				1		1.5096582

						2		4.1254019				2		1.9063893

						3		4.2797428				3		1.9777117

						4		4.4019293				4		2.0341753

						5		3.7942122				5		1.7533432

						6		2.6623794				6		1.230312

						7		3.9549839				7		1.8276374

						8		3.1382637				8		1.4502229

						9		2.3601286				9		1.0906389

						10		3.7073955				10		1.7132244

						11		4.3729904				11		2.0208024

						12		3.8327974				12		1.7711738

						13		0				13		0

						14		0.3987138				14		0

						15		3.3376206				15		1.5423477

						16		3.4983923				16		1.6166419

						17		2.8681672				17		1.3254086

						18		3.0192926				18		1.3952452

						19		2.8327974				19		1.3090639

						20		2.977492				20		1.3759287

						21		1.607717				21		0.7429421

						22		3.8488746				22		1.7786033

						23		3.4919614				23		1.6136701

						24		3.7202572				24		1.7191679

						25		3.8488746				25		1.7786033

						26		2.8199357				26		1.3031204

						27		2.7749196				27		1.282318

						28		2.8392283				28		1.3120357

						29		1.096463				29		0.5066865

						30		2.778135				30		1.2838039

						31		1.7363344				31		0.8023774





		October		1.5780089

		0		2.2927192

		0		2.3759287

		0		2.5230312

		0		3.0460624

		November		2.3001486

		0		3.0326895

		0		1.0534918

		0		3.115899

		December		2.9955423

		0		2.7295691

		0		2.0787519

		0		0

		January		0.9435364

		0		3.2273403

		0		2.9881129

		0		2.4888559

		0		2.4591382

		February		2.820208

		0		2.4546805

		0		2.0817236

		0		2.8350669

		March		2.6656761

		0		2.7771174

		0		2.3937593

		0		0.8410104

		April		2.3536404

		0		2.2942051

		0		2.0832095

		0		2.3655275

		0		0.8350669



Year 2

Year 1

Average Number of Days Attended

Figure II.1

Average Days Attended Each Week, First Year and Second Year
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		October		1.5780089

		0		2.2927192

		0		2.3759287

		0		2.5230312

		0		3.0460624

		November		2.3001486

		0		3.0326895

		0		1.0534918

		0		3.115899

		December		2.9955423

		0		2.7295691

		0		2.0787519

		0		0

		January		0.9435364

		0		3.2273403

		0		2.9881129

		0		2.4888559

		0		2.4591382

		February		2.820208

		0		2.4546805

		0		2.0817236

		0		2.8350669

		March		2.6656761

		0		2.7771174

		0		2.3937593

		0		0.8410104

		April		2.3536404

		0		2.2942051

		0		2.0832095

		0		2.3655275

		0		0.8350669



Year 2 Participants

Year 1 Participants

Average Number of Days Attended

Figure II.2

Average Days Attended Each Week, First-Year Participants and Second-Year Participants

0

0

0

0

0

0

0







This figure shows the average number of days attended 



each week for the 673 1



st



 year elementary students 



(combined) who have non-zero attendance and who do not 



transfer schools. The programs used to create it are 



attmultmodified_yr2_trnsfix.sas and attend_es_yr1



_combined_notrans.r. The results of the R program are 



stored in results_notransfers.xls on the tab “es combined 



year 1”










 This figure shows the average number of days attended 


each week for the 673 1st year elementary students 


(combined) who have non-zero attendance and who do not 


transfer schools. The programs used to create it are 


attmultmodified_yr2_trnsfix.sas and attend_es_yr1


_combined_notrans.r. The results of the R program are 


stored in results_notransfers.xls on the tab “es combined 


year 1”
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Figure A.1

Flow of Elementary School Participants Through Study

Number of Students Who Submitted Applications

(n = 2,396)

Randomized

(n = 2,308)

Excluded (n = 88)

	Refused to participate 	(n = 26)

	Ineligible (n = 21)

	Nonresearch (n = 29)

	Other reasons (n = 12)

Allocated to Treatment Group (n = 1,258)

	Received intervention (n = 1,003)

	Did not receive intervention (n = 255)

Allocated to Control Group (n = 1,050)

	Received intervention (n = 93)

	Did not receive intervention (n = 957)

Second Follow-Up Surveys Attempted	Student Survey (n = 897)a

	Parent Survey (n = 1,258)

	School Records (n = 1,258)

	Teacher Survey (n = 1,258)

	Student Test (n = 1,258)

Second Follow-Up Surveys Attempted

	Student Survey (n = 745)a

	Parent Survey (n = 1,050)

	School Records (n = 1,050)

	Teacher Survey (n = 1,050)

	Student Test (n = 1,050)

Second Follow-Up Data Analyzed

	Student Survey (n = 787)

	Parent Survey (n = 994)

	School Records (n = 1,057)

	Teacher Survey (n = 1,069)

	Student Test (n = 952)

	Excluded from analysis (n = 12)b

Second Follow-Up Data Analyzed

	Student Survey (n = 657)

	Parent Survey (n = 814)

	School Records (n = 883)

	Teacher Survey (n = 891)

	Student Test (n = 796)

	Excluded from analysis (n = 9)b

aOnly students in grades 3 through 6 completed student surveys.

bThese students refused to participate in the study after randomization.
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		October		1.5780089

		4.1254019		2.2927192

		4.2797428		2.3759287

		4.4019293		2.5230312

		3.7942122		3.0460624

		November		2.3001486

		3.9549839		3.0326895

		3.1382637		1.0534918

		2.3601286		3.115899

		December		2.9955423

		4.3729904		2.7295691

		3.8327974		2.0787519

		0		0

		January		0.9435364

		3.3376206		3.2273403

		3.4983923		2.9881129

		2.8681672		2.4888559

		3.0192926		2.4591382

		February		2.820208

		2.977492		2.4546805

		1.607717		2.0817236

		3.8488746		2.8350669

		March		2.6656761

		3.7202572		2.7771174

		3.8488746		2.3937593

		2.8199357		0.8410104

		April		2.3536404

		2.8392283		2.2942051

		1.096463		2.0832095

		2.778135		2.3655275

		1.7363344		0.8350669



Year 2 Participants

Year 1 Participants

Average Number of Days Attended

Figure II.3

Average Days Attended Each Week, Second-Year Participants and First-Year Participants

3.266881

2.6623794

3.7073955

0.3987138

2.8327974

3.4919614

2.7749196



ES combined year 1

		N= 673

		Date		%*100		Percent				Day		%*100		Percent				Week #		%*100		Percent				Week #		Days Attended				Month		%*100		Percent				Month		Days Attended		Ceiling								Week #		Days Attended

		1-Oct-00		10.5497771174		0.1054977712				Mon		54.0913050161		0.5409130502				1		42.05052		0.4205052		oct		1		1.5780089				Oct		95.2451708767		0.9524517088				Oct		10.4933135215								1		October		1.5780089

		2-Oct-00		34.0267459138		0.3402674591				Tue		51.8573551263		0.5185735513				2		62.8529		0.628529		oct		2		2.2927192				Nov		89.8959881129		0.8989598811				Nov		10.7682020802								2				2.2927192

		3-Oct-00		35.9583952452		0.3595839525				Wed		51.7958702669		0.5179587027				3		64.63596		0.6463596		oct		3		2.3759287				Dec		85.73551263		0.8573551263				Dec		7.8603268945								3				2.3759287

		4-Oct-00		35.2154531947		0.3521545319				Thu		39.3861761541		0.3938617615				4		72.21397		0.7221397		oct		4		2.5230312				Jan		94.5022288262		0.9450222883				Jan		11.7563150074								4				2.5230312

		5-Oct-00		26.1515601783		0.2615156018				Fri		9.3324951423		0.0933249514				5		86.32987		0.8632987		oct		5		3.0460624				Feb		87.8157503715		0.8781575037				Feb		9.9167904903								5				3.0460624

		6-Oct-00		15.8989598811		0.1589895988				Sun		35.9840139366		0.3598401394				6		80.8321		0.808321		nov		6		2.3001486				Mar		80.5349182764		0.8053491828				Mar		9.3031203566								6		November		2.3001486

		8-Oct-00		26.5973254086		0.2659732541												7		82.91233		0.8291233		nov		7		3.0326895				Apr		74.5913818722		0.7459138187				Apr		9.9316493314								7				3.0326895

		9-Oct-00		36.8499257058		0.3684992571												8		60.02972		0.6002972		nov		8		1.0534918																						8				1.0534918

		10-Oct-00		53.0460624071		0.5304606241												9		80.53492		0.8053492		nov		9		3.115899																						9				3.115899

		11-Oct-00		57.20653789		0.5720653789												10		78.1575		0.781575		dec		10		2.9955423																						10		December		2.9955423

		12-Oct-00		38.0386329866		0.3803863299												11		77.11738		0.7711738		dec		11		2.7295691																						11				2.7295691

		13-Oct-00		17.5334323923		0.1753343239												12		68.94502		0.6894502		dec		12		2.0787519																						12				2.0787519

		15-Oct-00		26.0029717682		0.2600297177												14		41.45617		0.4145617		dec		13		0																						13				0

		16-Oct-00		55.8692421991		0.558692422												15		82.76374		0.8276374		jan		14		0.9435364																						14		January		0.9435364

		17-Oct-00		54.6805349183		0.5468053492												16		87.66716		0.8766716		jan		15		3.2273403																						15				3.2273403

		18-Oct-00		54.9777117385		0.5497771174												17		81.42645		0.8142645		jan		16		2.9881129																						16				2.9881129

		19-Oct-00		43.6849925706		0.4368499257												18		78.90045		0.7890045		jan		17		2.4888559																						17				2.4888559

		20-Oct-00		2.3774145617		0.0237741456												19		80.38633		0.8038633		jan		18		2.4591382																						18				2.4591382

		22-Oct-00		36.2555720654		0.3625557207												20		78.60327		0.7860327		feb		19		2.820208																						19		February		2.820208

		23-Oct-00		52.4517087667		0.5245170877												21		70.72808		0.7072808		feb		20		2.4546805																						20				2.4546805

		24-Oct-00		37.4442793462		0.3744427935												22		78.1575		0.781575		feb		21		2.0817236																						21				2.0817236

		25-Oct-00		59.1381872214		0.5913818722												23		73.84844		0.7384844		feb		22		2.8350669																						22				2.8350669

		26-Oct-00		52.1545319465		0.5215453195												24		73.40267		0.7340267		mar		23		2.6656761																						23		March		2.6656761

		27-Oct-00		14.8588410104		0.1485884101												25		65.52749		0.6552749		mar		24		2.7771174																						24				2.7771174

		29-Oct-00		48.588410104		0.485884101												26		25.70579		0.2570579		mar		25		2.3937593																						25				2.3937593

		30-Oct-00		72.2139673105		0.7221396731												27		62.8529		0.628529		mar		26		0.8410104																						26				0.8410104

		31-Oct-00		51.5601783061		0.5156017831												28		63.29866		0.6329866		apr		27		2.3536404																						27		April		2.3536404

		1-Nov-00		68.3506686478		0.6835066865												29		57.6523		0.576523		apr		28		2.2942051																						28				2.2942051

		2-Nov-00		57.5037147103		0.5750371471												30		67.75632		0.6775632		apr		29		2.0832095																						29				2.0832095

		3-Nov-00		6.3893016345		0.0638930163												31		53.04606		0.5304606		apr		30		2.3655275																						30				2.3655275

		5-Nov-00		44.279346211		0.4427934621																		apr		31		0.8350669																						31				0.8350669

		6-Nov-00		68.0534918276		0.6805349183

		7-Nov-00		65.676077266		0.6567607727

		8-Nov-00		29.8662704309		0.2986627043

		9-Nov-00		22.1396731055		0.2213967311

		12-Nov-00		45.4680534918		0.4546805349

		13-Nov-00		69.8365527489		0.6983655275

		14-Nov-00		41.1589895988		0.411589896

		15-Nov-00		72.808320951		0.7280832095

		16-Nov-00		57.5037147103		0.5750371471

		17-Nov-00		16.4933135215		0.1649331352

		19-Nov-00		31.2035661218		0.3120356612

		20-Nov-00		51.1144130758		0.5111441308

		21-Nov-00		20.2080237741		0.2020802377

		22-Nov-00		0.5943536404		0.0059435364

		23-Nov-00		2.2288261516		0.0222882615

		26-Nov-00		46.9539375929		0.4695393759

		27-Nov-00		70.5794947994		0.705794948

		28-Nov-00		67.4591381872		0.6745913819

		29-Nov-00		66.5676077266		0.6656760773

		30-Nov-00		54.3833580981		0.543833581

		1-Dec-00		5.646359584		0.0564635958

		3-Dec-00		39.5245170877		0.3952451709

		4-Dec-00		61.9613670134		0.6196136701

		5-Dec-00		63.5958395245		0.6359583952

		6-Dec-00		68.2020802377		0.6820208024

		7-Dec-00		51.8573551263		0.5185735513

		8-Dec-00		14.4130757801		0.1441307578

		10-Dec-00		45.4680534918		0.4546805349

		11-Dec-00		55.5720653789		0.5557206538

		12-Dec-00		52.0059435364		0.5200594354

		13-Dec-00		60.6240713224		0.6062407132

		14-Dec-00		47.5482912333		0.4754829123

		15-Dec-00		11.7384843982		0.117384844

		17-Dec-00		45.1708766716		0.4517087667

		18-Dec-00		57.20653789		0.5720653789

		19-Dec-00		54.234769688		0.5423476969

		20-Dec-00		41.0104011887		0.4101040119

		21-Dec-00		10.2526002972		0.102526003

		2-Jan-01		30.3120356612		0.3031203566

		3-Jan-01		37.2956909361		0.3729569094

		4-Jan-01		24.3684992571		0.2436849926

		5-Jan-01		2.3774145617		0.0237741456

		7-Jan-01		54.234769688		0.5423476969

		8-Jan-01		71.47102526		0.7147102526

		9-Jan-01		64.338781575		0.6433878158

		10-Jan-01		68.0534918276		0.6805349183

		11-Jan-01		51.2630014859		0.5126300149

		12-Jan-01		13.3729569094		0.1337295691

		14-Jan-01		53.1946508172		0.5319465082

		15-Jan-01		45.1708766716		0.4517087667

		16-Jan-01		64.1901931649		0.6419019316

		17-Jan-01		70.1337295691		0.7013372957

		18-Jan-01		54.0861812779		0.5408618128

		19-Jan-01		12.0356612184		0.1203566122

		21-Jan-01		0.1485884101		0.0014858841

		22-Jan-01		63.5958395245		0.6359583952

		23-Jan-01		65.0817236256		0.6508172363

		24-Jan-01		66.1218424963		0.661218425

		25-Jan-01		49.6285289747		0.4962852897

		26-Jan-01		4.309063893		0.0430906389

		28-Jan-01		48.1426448737		0.4814264487

		29-Jan-01		61.9613670134		0.6196136701

		30-Jan-01		61.9613670134		0.6196136701

		31-Jan-01		38.7815750371		0.3878157504

		1-Feb-01		31.6493313522		0.3164933135

		2-Feb-01		3.4175334324		0.0341753343

		4-Feb-01		42.79346211		0.4279346211

		5-Feb-01		59.5839524517		0.5958395245

		6-Feb-01		57.8008915305		0.5780089153

		7-Feb-01		64.1901931649		0.6419019316

		8-Feb-01		48.8855869242		0.4888558692

		9-Feb-01		8.7667161961		0.087667162

		11-Feb-01		42.3476968796		0.4234769688

		12-Feb-01		52.4517087667		0.5245170877

		13-Feb-01		63.4472511144		0.6344725111

		14-Feb-01		57.6523031204		0.5765230312

		15-Feb-01		23.6255572065		0.2362555721

		16-Feb-01		5.9435364042		0.059435364

		18-Feb-01		2.2288261516		0.0222882615

		19-Feb-01		31.7979197623		0.3179791976

		20-Feb-01		54.234769688		0.5423476969

		21-Feb-01		57.5037147103		0.5750371471

		22-Feb-01		51.1144130758		0.5111441308

		23-Feb-01		11.2927191679		0.1129271917

		25-Feb-01		46.3595839525		0.4635958395

		26-Feb-01		64.1901931649		0.6419019316

		27-Feb-01		61.6641901932		0.6166419019

		28-Feb-01		48.7369985141		0.4873699851

		1-Mar-01		54.234769688		0.5423476969

		2-Mar-01		8.3209509658		0.0832095097

		4-Mar-01		38.0386329866		0.3803863299

		5-Mar-01		53.0460624071		0.5304606241

		6-Mar-01		56.9093610698		0.5690936107

		7-Mar-01		59.8811292719		0.5988112927

		8-Mar-01		46.3595839525		0.4635958395

		9-Mar-01		12.3328380386		0.1233283804

		11-Mar-01		44.279346211		0.4427934621

		12-Mar-01		61.0698365527		0.6106983655

		13-Mar-01		59.1381872214		0.5913818722

		14-Mar-01		62.7043090639		0.6270430906

		15-Mar-01		44.8736998514		0.4487369985

		16-Mar-01		5.646359584		0.0564635958

		18-Mar-01		35.9583952452		0.3595839525

		19-Mar-01		53.7890044577		0.5378900446

		20-Mar-01		50.9658246657		0.5096582467

		21-Mar-01		47.2511144131		0.4725111441

		22-Mar-01		42.1991084695		0.4219910847

		23-Mar-01		9.2124814264		0.0921248143

		25-Mar-01		5.646359584		0.0564635958

		26-Mar-01		17.9791976226		0.1797919762

		27-Mar-01		16.1961367013		0.161961367

		28-Mar-01		17.2362555721		0.1723625557

		29-Mar-01		15.4531946508		0.1545319465

		30-Mar-01		11.5898959881		0.1158989599

		1-Apr-01		29.5690936107		0.2956909361

		2-Apr-01		49.7771173848		0.4977711738

		3-Apr-01		53.1946508172		0.5319465082

		4-Apr-01		50.0742942051		0.5007429421

		5-Apr-01		42.3476968796		0.4234769688

		6-Apr-01		10.4011887073		0.1040118871

		8-Apr-01		42.3476968796		0.4234769688

		9-Apr-01		53.9375928678		0.5393759287

		10-Apr-01		50.2228826152		0.5022288262

		11-Apr-01		52.4517087667		0.5245170877

		12-Apr-01		29.1233283804		0.2912332838

		13-Apr-01		1.3372956909		0.0133729569

		15-Apr-01		36.9985141159		0.3699851412

		16-Apr-01		41.1589895988		0.411589896

		17-Apr-01		45.4680534918		0.4546805349

		18-Apr-01		43.2392273403		0.4323922734

		19-Apr-01		35.661218425		0.3566121842

		20-Apr-01		5.7949479941		0.0579494799

		22-Apr-01		39.8216939079		0.3982169391

		23-Apr-01		53.7890044577		0.5378900446

		24-Apr-01		51.7087667162		0.5170876672

		25-Apr-01		46.2109955423		0.4621099554

		26-Apr-01		33.8781575037		0.338781575

		27-Apr-01		11.1441307578		0.1114413076

		29-Apr-01		35.3640416048		0.353640416

		30-Apr-01		48.1426448737		0.4814264487
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Average Number of Days Attended

Figure II.1

Days Attended Per Week, Year 1



MS yr 2 smallN

		N= 1672

		Date		%*100		Percent				Day		%*100		Percent				Week #		%*100		Percent				Week #		Days Attended				Month		%*100		Percent				Month		Days Attended		Ceiling

		2-Oct-00		34.6756136432		0.3467561364				Mon		18.6318885751		0.1863188858				1		56.35160492		0.5635160492				1		1.45106577				Oct		83.9931416698		0.8399314167				Oct		5.9932964113

		3-Oct-00		37.8741693076		0.3787416931				Tue		24.3229518321		0.2432295183				2		61.72757226		0.6172757226				2		1.3458930464				Nov		78.1835696774		0.7818356968				Nov		5.2288036827

		4-Oct-00		30.2634786093		0.3026347861				Wed		21.2832580783		0.2128325808				3		59.7420294		0.597420294				3		1.2889101025				Dec		61.5609239497		0.6156092395				Dec		2.642375265

		5-Oct-00		35.8910546188		0.3589105462				Thu		22.0758783759		0.2207587838				4		59.62464773		0.5962464773				4		1.391019102				Jan		61.5707823893		0.6157078239				Jan		3.6727142088

		6-Oct-00		5.7112903261		0.0571129033				Fri		3.9164358209		0.0391643582				5		61.03687395		0.6103687395				5		1.2938652622				Feb		59.0535345787		0.5905353458				Feb		3.443932327

		7-Oct-00		0.6909704929		0.0069097049				Sun		0.160072654		0.0016007265				6		57.10701911		0.5710701911				6		1.3216192882				Mar		51.8479060159		0.5184790602				Mar		3.1860428809

		9-Oct-00		25.6061678701		0.2560616787				Sat		0.2532824461		0.0025328245				7		59.72197986		0.5972197986				7		1.435989436				Apr		45.6442421474		0.4564424215				Apr		2.6855602784

		10-Oct-00		36.6426981627		0.3664269816												8		30.03248832		0.3003248832				8		0.4686706445

		11-Oct-00		31.8418881162		0.3184188812												9		52.19113446		0.5219113446				9		1.2875471085

		12-Oct-00		35.2395779736		0.3523957797												10		54.3759469		0.543759469				10		1.2444559902

		13-Oct-00		4.8156634617		0.0481566346												11		43.66895263		0.4366895263				11		0.8548887183

		14-Oct-00		0.4433090532		0.0044330905												12		27.95227552		0.2795227552				12		0.4799795524

		16-Oct-00		29.3834562001		0.293834562												13		0.05713377		0.0005713377				13		0.0005713377

		17-Oct-00		27.9721820024		0.27972182												14		17.60218171		0.1760218171				14		0.3171592868

		18-Oct-00		33.7486390778		0.3374863908												15		31.29663265		0.3129663265				15		0.7893175932

		19-Oct-00		33.2798923125		0.3327989231												16		41.31007745		0.4131007745				16		0.8217038002

		20-Oct-00		4.1287241103		0.0412872411												17		45.23030343		0.4523030343				17		1.0037398415

		21-Oct-00		0.3781165454		0.0037811655												18		49.06180475		0.4906180475				18		1.0508014378

		23-Oct-00		29.8549281726		0.2985492817												19		45.0863442		0.450863442				19		0.9873070665

		24-Oct-00		35.4427690647		0.3544276906												20		42.6186772		0.426186772				20		0.9137632711

		25-Oct-00		32.6145659779		0.3261456598												21		29.1028029		0.291028029				21		0.5882733789

		26-Oct-00		35.4702787586		0.3547027876												22		41.52058913		0.4152058913				22		0.9109192152

		27-Oct-00		5.3542901859		0.0535429019												23		35.2110446		0.352110446				23		0.790456536

		28-Oct-00		0.3650780438		0.0036507804												24		30.25303892		0.3025303892				24		0.6385610214

		30-Oct-00		23.7907998846		0.2379079988												25		35.77263884		0.3577263884				25		0.7998043496

		31-Oct-00		27.8500391621		0.2785003916												26		31.75598404		0.3175598404				26		0.6908826185

		1-Nov-00		34.9111670929		0.3491116709												27		26.52526676		0.2652526676				27		0.6680697626

		2-Nov-00		36.0158437968		0.360158438												28		24.60374956		0.2460374956				28		0.5296138521

		3-Nov-00		5.8578390121		0.0585783901												29		24.6423236		0.246423236				29		0.5828425153

		4-Nov-00		0.9608372692		0.0096083727												30		30.43042305		0.3043042305				30		0.7584442044

		5-Nov-00		0.5566437207		0.0055664372												31		14.59510044		0.1459510044				31		0.146589944

		6-Nov-00		26.5249365333		0.2652493653

		7-Nov-00		31.8168194112		0.3181681941

		8-Nov-00		34.3653024356		0.3436530244

		9-Nov-00		34.4069396444		0.3440693964

		10-Nov-00		4.0349395218		0.0403493952

		11-Nov-00		0.4563475548		0.0045634755

		13-Nov-00		30.4674812556		0.3046748126

		14-Nov-00		39.7720125263		0.3977201253

		15-Nov-00		34.2051286983		0.342051287

		16-Nov-00		33.9243303807		0.3392433038

		17-Nov-00		4.812758692		0.0481275869

		18-Nov-00		0.4172320501		0.0041723205

		19-Nov-00		0.4650858318		0.0046508583

		20-Nov-00		22.4420773071		0.2244207731

		21-Nov-00		19.1797660881		0.1917976609

		22-Nov-00		4.0978588076		0.0409785881

		23-Nov-00		0.5360743272		0.0053607433

		24-Nov-00		0.1462020892		0.0014620209

		27-Nov-00		25.714256366		0.2571425637

		28-Nov-00		34.0875935582		0.3408759356

		29-Nov-00		32.2256909581		0.3222569096

		30-Nov-00		30.4792033365		0.3047920334

		1-Dec-00		6.2479666309		0.0624796663

		4-Dec-00		25.5181924134		0.2551819241

		5-Dec-00		30.3993234583		0.3039932346

		6-Dec-00		31.0828748978		0.310828749

		7-Dec-00		31.0995524858		0.3109955249

		8-Dec-00		6.3015604994		0.063015605

		9-Dec-00		0.0440952679		0.0004409527

		10-Dec-00		0.0130385016		0.000130385

		11-Dec-00		17.9452810703		0.1794528107

		12-Dec-00		26.2713072827		0.2627130728

		13-Dec-00		21.845321134		0.2184532113

		14-Dec-00		16.1335899311		0.1613358993

		15-Dec-00		3.2281799052		0.0322817991

		16-Dec-00		0.0521540063		0.0005215401

		17-Dec-00		0.0440952679		0.0004409527

		18-Dec-00		12.2651599897		0.1226515999

		19-Dec-00		15.9072846388		0.1590728464

		20-Dec-00		11.3061124291		0.1130611243

		21-Dec-00		8.4622644163		0.0846226442

		22-Dec-00		0.0130385016		0.000130385

		27-Dec-00		0.0130385016		0.000130385

		28-Dec-00		0.0440952679		0.0004409527

		1-Jan-01		0.0406214768		0.0004062148

		2-Jan-01		7.3084600122		0.0730846001

		3-Jan-01		10.366849757		0.1036684976

		4-Jan-01		12.0156968716		0.1201569687

		5-Jan-01		1.984300562		0.0198430056

		8-Jan-01		16.2720256839		0.1627202568

		9-Jan-01		19.335886899		0.193358869

		10-Jan-01		19.0194453638		0.1901944536

		11-Jan-01		19.187582401		0.191875824

		12-Jan-01		5.1168189734		0.0511681897

		15-Jan-01		3.6384008191		0.0363840082

		16-Jan-01		20.5616064524		0.2056160645

		17-Jan-01		21.6817725977		0.216817726

		18-Jan-01		28.1462839809		0.2814628398

		19-Jan-01		7.5525790146		0.0755257901

		20-Jan-01		0.5897371554		0.0058973716

		22-Jan-01		22.5157464595		0.2251574646

		23-Jan-01		28.4177334987		0.284177335

		24-Jan-01		20.6172720814		0.2061727208

		25-Jan-01		23.7617442094		0.2376174421

		26-Jan-01		5.0614879059		0.0506148791

		29-Jan-01		20.9950817334		0.2099508173

		30-Jan-01		28.5109334219		0.2851093342

		31-Jan-01		24.573353546		0.2457335355

		1-Feb-01		25.3947723936		0.2539477239

		2-Feb-01		5.5619074142		0.0556190741

		3-Feb-01		0.0440952679		0.0004409527

		5-Feb-01		20.4095144672		0.2040951447

		6-Feb-01		24.4867120945		0.2448671209

		7-Feb-01		23.2948227685		0.2329482277

		8-Feb-01		24.5818489775		0.2458184898

		9-Feb-01		5.8795773329		0.0587957733

		10-Feb-01		0.0782310094		0.0007823101

		12-Feb-01		20.9023488589		0.2090234886

		13-Feb-01		24.0108972088		0.2401089721

		14-Feb-01		20.5997741851		0.2059977419

		15-Feb-01		22.0392255617		0.2203922556

		16-Feb-01		3.6917954955		0.036917955

		17-Feb-01		0.1322858038		0.001322858

		19-Feb-01		7.0931064372		0.0709310644

		20-Feb-01		18.15984457		0.1815984457

		21-Feb-01		14.5957874412		0.1459578744

		22-Feb-01		16.8206902809		0.1682069028

		23-Feb-01		2.0917222887		0.0209172229

		24-Feb-01		0.0661868693		0.0006618687

		26-Feb-01		21.8194136867		0.2181941369

		27-Feb-01		23.1298512573		0.2312985126

		28-Feb-01		19.5088210325		0.1950882103

		1-Mar-01		21.559978575		0.2155997858

		2-Mar-01		5.029761698		0.050297617

		3-Mar-01		0.0440952679		0.0004409527

		4-Mar-01		0.0756849159		0.0007568492

		5-Mar-01		15.7343416908		0.1573434169

		6-Mar-01		17.6488689661		0.1764886897

		7-Mar-01		17.2797969445		0.1727979694

		8-Mar-01		24.2785772673		0.2427857727

		9-Mar-01		3.8298232094		0.0382982321

		10-Mar-01		0.198560608		0.0019856061

		12-Mar-01		10.4411447891		0.1044114479

		13-Mar-01		17.5200847579		0.1752008476

		14-Mar-01		14.5330395867		0.1453303959

		15-Mar-01		19.3811120861		0.1938111209

		16-Mar-01		1.8925303824		0.0189253038

		17-Mar-01		0.0881905359		0.0008819054

		18-Mar-01		0.0378424579		0.0003784246

		19-Mar-01		15.8911503506		0.1589115035

		20-Mar-01		21.3611136818		0.2136111368

		21-Mar-01		16.9171991629		0.1691719916

		22-Mar-01		21.579650085		0.2157965009

		23-Mar-01		4.155636761		0.0415563676

		24-Mar-01		0.0378424579		0.0003784246

		26-Mar-01		14.8188785572		0.1481887856

		27-Mar-01		20.8114423074		0.2081144231

		28-Mar-01		15.7818362086		0.1578183621

		29-Mar-01		14.3809073104		0.1438090731

		30-Mar-01		3.2951974707		0.0329519747

		2-Apr-01		13.7661560628		0.1376615606

		3-Apr-01		18.9743223859		0.1897432239

		4-Apr-01		16.3256070314		0.1632560703

		5-Apr-01		16.0687560634		0.1606875606

		6-Apr-01		1.5728544126		0.0157285441

		7-Apr-01		0.099280304		0.000992803

		8-Apr-01		0.0440952679		0.0004409527

		9-Apr-01		11.8125588363		0.1181255884

		10-Apr-01		16.2060687965		0.162060688

		11-Apr-01		13.8960088146		0.1389600881

		12-Apr-01		9.6811037081		0.0968110371

		13-Apr-01		1.3215497879		0.0132154979

		16-Apr-01		7.8970691552		0.0789706916

		17-Apr-01		15.35068588		0.1535068588

		18-Apr-01		17.4109166808		0.1741091668

		19-Apr-01		14.8812226295		0.1488122263

		20-Apr-01		2.6561666467		0.0265616665

		21-Apr-01		0.0881905359		0.0008819054

		23-Apr-01		16.1058483503		0.1610584835

		24-Apr-01		20.3551262778		0.2035512628

		25-Apr-01		19.574372409		0.1957437241

		26-Apr-01		17.5345016248		0.1753450162

		27-Apr-01		2.2304765145		0.0223047651

		28-Apr-01		0.0440952679		0.0004409527

		29-Apr-01		0.0440952679		0.0004409527

		30-Apr-01		14.6148991318		0.1461489913
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MS yr 2 bigN

		N=  468

		Date		%*100		Percent				Day		%*100		Percent				Week #		%*100		Percent						Week #		Days Attended				Month		%*100		Percent				Month		Days Attended		Ceiling

		1-Oct-01		29.9145299145		0.2991452991				Mon		18.4423813734		0.1844238137				1		38.63987706		0.3863987706				1		October		1.117521368				Oct		64.8209196545		0.6482091965				Oct		5.0427350427

		2-Oct-01		26.7094017094		0.2670940171				Tue		21.5443560271		0.2154435603				2		39.54038598		0.3954038598				2				1.061965812				Nov		64.8026220884		0.6480262209				Nov		3.8461538462

		3-Oct-01		23.2905982906		0.2329059829				Wed		21.1317418214		0.2113174182				3		47.05105079		0.4705105079				3				1.138888889				Dec		52.7351343232		0.5273513432				Dec		2.5042735043

		4-Oct-01		28.2051282051		0.2820512821				Thu		18.8105413105		0.1881054131				4		49.16238888		0.4916238888				4				1.143162393				Jan		61.994865186		0.6199486519				Jan		3.5341880342

		5-Oct-01		3.6324786325		0.0363247863				Fri		2.7540360874		0.0275403609				5		45.41031777		0.4541031777				5				0.871794872				Feb		60.8763194281		0.6087631943				Feb		3.7478632479

		8-Oct-01		26.4957264957		0.264957265				Sat		0.3205128205		0.0032051282				6		48.01477367		0.4801477367				6		November		0.989316239				Mar		55.5714066341		0.5557140663				Mar		2.5854700855

		9-Oct-01		32.0512820513		0.3205128205				Sun		0.4273504274		0.0042735043				7		44.53242581		0.4453242581				7				1.074786325				Apr		38.2116539208		0.3821165392				Apr		2.8611111111

		10-Oct-01		25.8547008547		0.2585470085												8		26.62467792		0.2662467792				8				0.365384615

		11-Oct-01		19.6581196581		0.1965811966												9		45.94991361		0.4594991361				9				1.126068376

		12-Oct-01		2.1367521368		0.0213675214												10		42.86741303		0.4286741303				10		December		0.946581197

		15-Oct-01		29.4871794872		0.2948717949												11		46.52035733		0.4652035733				11				1.014957265

		16-Oct-01		27.7777777778		0.2777777778												12		29.05413526		0.2905413526				12				0.540598291

		17-Oct-01		26.9230769231		0.2692307692												13		0.04545463		0.0004545463				13				0.002136752

		18-Oct-01		26.9230769231		0.2692307692												14		7.87469114		0.0787469114				14		January		0.094017094

		19-Oct-01		2.7777777778		0.0277777778												15		33.25275196		0.3325275196				15				0.884615385

		22-Oct-01		25.8547008547		0.2585470085												16		42.89071322		0.4289071322				16				0.952991453

		23-Oct-01		27.9914529915		0.2799145299												17		41.34313918		0.4134313918				17				0.767094017

		24-Oct-01		27.1367521368		0.2713675214												18		40.96765988		0.4096765988				18				0.858974359

		25-Oct-01		29.2735042735		0.2927350427												19		42.45463503		0.4245463503				19		February		0.959401709

		26-Oct-01		4.0598290598		0.0405982906												20		46.28455078		0.4628455078				20				1.061965812

		29-Oct-01		18.8034188034		0.188034188												21		34.49615791		0.3449615791				21				0.790598291

		30-Oct-01		19.4444444444		0.1944444444												22		41.34237648		0.4134237648				22				0.957264957

		31-Oct-01		19.8717948718		0.1987179487												23		40.27233165		0.4027233165				23		March		0.829059829

		1-Nov-01		27.1367521368		0.2713675214												24		30.01270825		0.3001270825				24				0.525641026

		2-Nov-01		1.9230769231		0.0192307692												25		32.62390777		0.3262390777				25				0.715811966

		5-Nov-01		22.2222222222		0.2222222222												26		28.79450158		0.2879450158				26				0.47008547

		6-Nov-01		22.4358974359		0.2243589744												27		13.40267318		0.1340267318				27		April		0.27991453

		7-Nov-01		25.641025641		0.2564102564												28		25.98726895		0.2598726895				28				0.728632479

		8-Nov-01		25.2136752137		0.2521367521												29		26.65102806		0.2665102806				29				0.807692308

		9-Nov-01		2.9914529915		0.0299145299												30		27.04314424		0.2704314424				30				0.792735043

		10-Nov-01		0.4273504274		0.0042735043												31		14.2146077		0.142146077				31				0.252136752

		12-Nov-01		21.7948717949		0.2179487179

		13-Nov-01		27.3504273504		0.2735042735

		14-Nov-01		29.0598290598		0.2905982906

		15-Nov-01		25.8547008547		0.2585470085

		16-Nov-01		3.4188034188		0.0341880342

		18-Nov-01		0.4273504274		0.0042735043

		19-Nov-01		21.7948717949		0.2179487179

		20-Nov-01		13.0341880342		0.1303418803

		21-Nov-01		1.0683760684		0.0106837607

		22-Nov-01		0.2136752137		0.0021367521

		26-Nov-01		27.1367521368		0.2713675214

		27-Nov-01		25.8547008547		0.2585470085

		28-Nov-01		27.7777777778		0.2777777778

		29-Nov-01		29.9145299145		0.2991452991

		30-Nov-01		1.9230769231		0.0192307692

		3-Dec-01		19.2307692308		0.1923076923

		4-Dec-01		19.0170940171		0.1901709402

		5-Dec-01		27.9914529915		0.2799145299

		6-Dec-01		24.5726495726		0.2457264957

		7-Dec-01		3.8461538462		0.0384615385

		10-Dec-01		20.2991452991		0.202991453

		11-Dec-01		25.4273504274		0.2542735043

		12-Dec-01		27.9914529915		0.2799145299

		13-Dec-01		25		0.25

		14-Dec-01		2.7777777778		0.0277777778

		17-Dec-01		13.2478632479		0.1324786325

		18-Dec-01		13.2478632479		0.1324786325

		19-Dec-01		13.4615384615		0.1346153846

		20-Dec-01		13.4615384615		0.1346153846

		21-Dec-01		0.641025641		0.0064102564

		27-Dec-01		0.2136752137		0.0021367521

		2-Jan-02		5.3418803419		0.0534188034

		3-Jan-02		2.7777777778		0.0277777778

		4-Jan-02		1.2820512821		0.0128205128

		7-Jan-02		17.094017094		0.1709401709

		8-Jan-02		22.6495726496		0.2264957265

		9-Jan-02		25		0.25

		10-Jan-02		19.6581196581		0.1965811966

		11-Jan-02		4.0598290598		0.0405982906

		14-Jan-02		25.8547008547		0.2585470085

		15-Jan-02		21.1538461538		0.2115384615

		16-Jan-02		25.4273504274		0.2542735043

		17-Jan-02		21.5811965812		0.2158119658

		18-Jan-02		1.2820512821		0.0128205128

		21-Jan-02		7.905982906		0.0790598291

		22-Jan-02		23.2905982906		0.2329059829

		23-Jan-02		22.0085470085		0.2200854701

		24-Jan-02		20.0854700855		0.2008547009

		25-Jan-02		3.4188034188		0.0341880342

		28-Jan-02		18.5897435897		0.1858974359

		29-Jan-02		24.7863247863		0.2478632479

		30-Jan-02		23.0769230769		0.2307692308

		31-Jan-02		17.094017094		0.1709401709

		1-Feb-02		2.3504273504		0.0235042735

		4-Feb-02		18.3760683761		0.1837606838

		5-Feb-02		24.358974359		0.2435897436

		6-Feb-02		25.641025641		0.2564102564

		7-Feb-02		24.7863247863		0.2478632479

		8-Feb-02		2.5641025641		0.0256410256

		9-Feb-02		0.2136752137		0.0021367521

		11-Feb-02		23.9316239316		0.2393162393

		12-Feb-02		26.0683760684		0.2606837607

		13-Feb-02		28.8461538462		0.2884615385

		14-Feb-02		23.9316239316		0.2393162393

		15-Feb-02		3.4188034188		0.0341880342

		18-Feb-02		8.9743589744		0.0897435897

		19-Feb-02		19.4444444444		0.1944444444

		20-Feb-02		25.4273504274		0.2542735043

		21-Feb-02		20.9401709402		0.2094017094

		22-Feb-02		4.2735042735		0.0427350427

		25-Feb-02		14.7435897436		0.1474358974

		26-Feb-02		25.4273504274		0.2542735043

		27-Feb-02		23.5042735043		0.235042735

		28-Feb-02		27.5641025641		0.2756410256

		1-Mar-02		4.4871794872		0.0448717949

		4-Mar-02		17.094017094		0.1709401709

		5-Mar-02		23.0769230769		0.2307692308

		6-Mar-02		23.0769230769		0.2307692308

		7-Mar-02		15.811965812		0.1581196581

		8-Mar-02		3.8461538462		0.0384615385

		11-Mar-02		10.4700854701		0.1047008547

		12-Mar-02		16.8803418803		0.1688034188

		13-Mar-02		13.0341880342		0.1303418803

		14-Mar-02		11.3247863248		0.1132478632

		15-Mar-02		0.8547008547		0.0085470085

		18-Mar-02		14.1025641026		0.141025641

		19-Mar-02		19.0170940171		0.1901709402

		20-Mar-02		18.3760683761		0.1837606838

		21-Mar-02		18.8034188034		0.188034188

		22-Mar-02		1.2820512821		0.0128205128

		25-Mar-02		15.811965812		0.1581196581

		26-Mar-02		17.5213675214		0.1752136752

		27-Mar-02		9.4017094017		0.094017094

		28-Mar-02		4.2735042735		0.0427350427

		1-Apr-02		1.9230769231		0.0192307692

		2-Apr-02		7.0512820513		0.0705128205

		3-Apr-02		10.8974358974		0.108974359

		4-Apr-02		7.264957265		0.0726495726

		5-Apr-02		0.8547008547		0.0085470085

		8-Apr-02		16.452991453		0.1645299145

		9-Apr-02		19.6581196581		0.1965811966

		10-Apr-02		17.5213675214		0.1752136752

		11-Apr-02		15.811965812		0.1581196581

		12-Apr-02		3.4188034188		0.0341880342

		15-Apr-02		17.5213675214		0.1752136752

		16-Apr-02		18.5897435897		0.1858974359

		17-Apr-02		20.9401709402		0.2094017094

		18-Apr-02		19.0170940171		0.1901709402

		19-Apr-02		4.7008547009		0.047008547

		22-Apr-02		18.1623931624		0.1816239316

		23-Apr-02		21.7948717949		0.2179487179

		24-Apr-02		19.2307692308		0.1923076923

		25-Apr-02		17.9487179487		0.1794871795

		26-Apr-02		2.1367521368		0.0213675214

		29-Apr-02		11.5384615385		0.1153846154

		30-Apr-02		13.6752136752		0.1367521368
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Year 2, Still Attending

Year 1

Average Number of Days Attended

Figure III.2

Days Attended Per Week, Year 2 Versus Year 1, Participating Treatments Only



		N= 1668

		Date		%*100		Percent				Day		%*100		Percent				Week #		%*100		Percent				Week #		Days Attended				Month		%*100		Percent				Month		Days Attended		Ceiling

		1-Oct-01		8.3932853717		0.0839328537				Mon		5.1744811048		0.051744811				1		10.84140436		0.1084140436				1		0.3135491607				Oct		18.1871645074		0.1818716451				Oct		1.4148681055

		2-Oct-01		7.4940047962		0.074940048				Tue		6.044819317		0.0604481932				2		11.09406513		0.1109406513				2		0.2979616307				Nov		18.1820306579		0.1818203066				Nov		1.0791366906

		3-Oct-01		6.5347721823		0.0653477218				Wed		5.9290498636		0.0592904986				3		13.20137396		0.1320137396				3		0.3195443645				Dec		14.7961887669		0.1479618877				Dec		0.7026378897

		4-Oct-01		7.9136690647		0.0791366906				Thu		5.2777777778		0.0527777778				4		13.79376379		0.1379376379				4		0.3207434053				Jan		17.39424275		0.1739424275				Jan		0.9916067146

		5-Oct-01		1.0191846523		0.0101918465				Fri		0.7727151612		0.0077271516				5		12.74102441		0.1274102441				5		0.2446043165				Feb		17.0804061705		0.1708040617				Feb		1.051558753

		8-Oct-01		7.4340527578		0.0743405276				Sat		0.0899280576		0.0008992806				6		13.47177103		0.1347177103				6		0.2775779376				Mar		15.5919774009		0.155919774				Mar		0.7254196643

		9-Oct-01		8.9928057554		0.0899280576				Sun		0.1199040767		0.0011990408				7		12.4947094		0.124947094				7		0.301558753				Apr		10.7212554166		0.1072125542				Apr		0.8027577938

		10-Oct-01		7.2541966427		0.0725419664												8		7.47023337		0.0747023337				8		0.1025179856

		11-Oct-01		5.51558753		0.0551558753												9		12.8924218		0.128924218				9		0.3159472422

		12-Oct-01		0.5995203837		0.0059952038												10		12.02754754		0.1202754754				10		0.26558753

		15-Oct-01		8.273381295		0.0827338129												11		13.05247436		0.1305247436				11		0.2847721823

		16-Oct-01		7.793764988		0.0779376499												12		8.15187968		0.0815187968				12		0.1516786571

		17-Oct-01		7.5539568345		0.0755395683												13		0.01275346		0.0001275346				13		0.0005995204

		18-Oct-01		7.5539568345		0.0755395683												14		2.20944572		0.0220944572				14		0.0263788969

		19-Oct-01		0.7793764988		0.007793765												15		9.32990882		0.0932990882				15		0.2482014388

		22-Oct-01		7.2541966427		0.0725419664												16		12.034085		0.12034085				16		0.2673860911

		23-Oct-01		7.8537170264		0.0785371703												17		11.59987358		0.1159987358				17		0.2152278177

		24-Oct-01		7.6139088729		0.0761390887												18		11.49452328		0.1149452328				18		0.2410071942

		25-Oct-01		8.2134292566		0.0821342926												19		11.91173213		0.1191173213				19		0.2691846523

		26-Oct-01		1.139088729		0.0113908873												20		12.98631281		0.1298631281				20		0.2979616307

		29-Oct-01		5.2757793765		0.0527577938												21		9.67877812		0.0967877812				21		0.221822542

		30-Oct-01		5.4556354916		0.0545563549												22		11.59965959		0.1159965959				22		0.2685851319

		31-Oct-01		5.5755395683		0.0557553957												23		11.29943118		0.1129943118				23		0.2326139089

		1-Nov-01		7.6139088729		0.0761390887												24		8.42083181		0.0842083181				24		0.1474820144

		2-Nov-01		0.5395683453		0.0053956835												25		9.15347053		0.0915347053				25		0.2008393285

		5-Nov-01		6.2350119904		0.0623501199												26		8.07903282		0.0807903282				26		0.1318944844

		6-Nov-01		6.2949640288		0.0629496403												27		3.76046226		0.0376046226				27		0.0785371703

		7-Nov-01		7.1942446043		0.071942446												28		7.29139201		0.0729139201				28		0.2044364508

		8-Nov-01		7.0743405276		0.0707434053												29		7.47762658		0.0747762658				29		0.226618705

		9-Nov-01		0.8393285372		0.0083932854												30		7.58764479		0.0758764479				30		0.2224220624

		10-Nov-01		0.1199040767		0.0011990408												31		3.98827122		0.0398827122				31		0.0707434053

		12-Nov-01		6.1151079137		0.0611510791

		13-Nov-01		7.6738609113		0.0767386091

		14-Nov-01		8.1534772182		0.0815347722

		15-Nov-01		7.2541966427		0.0725419664

		16-Nov-01		0.9592326139		0.0095923261

		18-Nov-01		0.1199040767		0.0011990408

		19-Nov-01		6.1151079137		0.0611510791

		20-Nov-01		3.6570743405		0.0365707434

		21-Nov-01		0.2997601918		0.0029976019

		22-Nov-01		0.0599520384		0.0005995204

		26-Nov-01		7.6139088729		0.0761390887

		27-Nov-01		7.2541966427		0.0725419664

		28-Nov-01		7.793764988		0.0779376499

		29-Nov-01		8.3932853717		0.0839328537

		30-Nov-01		0.5395683453		0.0053956835

		3-Dec-01		5.3956834532		0.0539568345

		4-Dec-01		5.3357314149		0.0533573141

		5-Dec-01		7.8537170264		0.0785371703

		6-Dec-01		6.8944844125		0.0689448441

		7-Dec-01		1.0791366906		0.0107913669

		10-Dec-01		5.6954436451		0.0569544365

		11-Dec-01		7.1342925659		0.0713429257

		12-Dec-01		7.8537170264		0.0785371703

		13-Dec-01		7.0143884892		0.0701438849

		14-Dec-01		0.7793764988		0.007793765

		17-Dec-01		3.7170263789		0.0371702638

		18-Dec-01		3.7170263789		0.0371702638

		19-Dec-01		3.7769784173		0.0377697842

		20-Dec-01		3.7769784173		0.0377697842

		21-Dec-01		0.1798561151		0.0017985612

		27-Dec-01		0.0599520384		0.0005995204

		2-Jan-02		1.4988009592		0.0149880096

		3-Jan-02		0.7793764988		0.007793765

		4-Jan-02		0.3597122302		0.0035971223

		7-Jan-02		4.7961630695		0.0479616307

		8-Jan-02		6.3549160671		0.0635491607

		9-Jan-02		7.0143884892		0.0701438849

		10-Jan-02		5.51558753		0.0551558753

		11-Jan-02		1.139088729		0.0113908873

		14-Jan-02		7.2541966427		0.0725419664

		15-Jan-02		5.9352517986		0.059352518

		16-Jan-02		7.1342925659		0.0713429257

		17-Jan-02		6.0551558753		0.0605515588

		18-Jan-02		0.3597122302		0.0035971223

		21-Jan-02		2.2182254197		0.0221822542

		22-Jan-02		6.5347721823		0.0653477218

		23-Jan-02		6.175059952		0.0617505995

		24-Jan-02		5.6354916067		0.0563549161

		25-Jan-02		0.9592326139		0.0095923261

		28-Jan-02		5.2158273381		0.0521582734

		29-Jan-02		6.9544364508		0.0695443645

		30-Jan-02		6.4748201439		0.0647482014

		31-Jan-02		4.7961630695		0.0479616307

		1-Feb-02		0.6594724221		0.0065947242

		4-Feb-02		5.1558752998		0.051558753

		5-Feb-02		6.8345323741		0.0683453237

		6-Feb-02		7.1942446043		0.071942446

		7-Feb-02		6.9544364508		0.0695443645

		8-Feb-02		0.7194244604		0.0071942446

		9-Feb-02		0.0599520384		0.0005995204

		11-Feb-02		6.7146282974		0.067146283

		12-Feb-02		7.3141486811		0.0731414868

		13-Feb-02		8.0935251799		0.0809352518

		14-Feb-02		6.7146282974		0.067146283

		15-Feb-02		0.9592326139		0.0095923261

		18-Feb-02		2.5179856115		0.0251798561

		19-Feb-02		5.4556354916		0.0545563549

		20-Feb-02		7.1342925659		0.0713429257

		21-Feb-02		5.8752997602		0.0587529976

		22-Feb-02		1.1990407674		0.0119904077

		25-Feb-02		4.1366906475		0.0413669065

		26-Feb-02		7.1342925659		0.0713429257

		27-Feb-02		6.5947242206		0.0659472422

		28-Feb-02		7.7338129496		0.0773381295

		1-Mar-02		1.2589928058		0.0125899281

		4-Mar-02		4.7961630695		0.0479616307

		5-Mar-02		6.4748201439		0.0647482014

		6-Mar-02		6.4748201439		0.0647482014

		7-Mar-02		4.4364508393		0.0443645084

		8-Mar-02		1.0791366906		0.0107913669

		11-Mar-02		2.9376498801		0.0293764988

		12-Mar-02		4.7362110312		0.0473621103

		13-Mar-02		3.6570743405		0.0365707434

		14-Mar-02		3.1774580336		0.0317745803

		15-Mar-02		0.2398081535		0.0023980815

		18-Mar-02		3.9568345324		0.0395683453

		19-Mar-02		5.3357314149		0.0533573141

		20-Mar-02		5.1558752998		0.051558753

		21-Mar-02		5.2757793765		0.0527577938

		22-Mar-02		0.3597122302		0.0035971223

		25-Mar-02		4.4364508393		0.0443645084

		26-Mar-02		4.9160671463		0.0491606715

		27-Mar-02		2.6378896882		0.0263788969

		28-Mar-02		1.1990407674		0.0119904077

		1-Apr-02		0.5395683453		0.0053956835

		2-Apr-02		1.9784172662		0.0197841727

		3-Apr-02		3.0575539568		0.0305755396

		4-Apr-02		2.0383693046		0.020383693

		5-Apr-02		0.2398081535		0.0023980815

		8-Apr-02		4.6163069544		0.0461630695

		9-Apr-02		5.51558753		0.0551558753

		10-Apr-02		4.9160671463		0.0491606715

		11-Apr-02		4.4364508393		0.0443645084

		12-Apr-02		0.9592326139		0.0095923261

		15-Apr-02		4.9160671463		0.0491606715

		16-Apr-02		5.2158273381		0.0521582734

		17-Apr-02		5.8752997602		0.0587529976

		18-Apr-02		5.3357314149		0.0533573141

		19-Apr-02		1.3189448441		0.0131894484

		22-Apr-02		5.0959232614		0.0509592326

		23-Apr-02		6.1151079137		0.0611510791

		24-Apr-02		5.3956834532		0.0539568345

		25-Apr-02		5.035971223		0.0503597122

		26-Apr-02		0.5995203837		0.0059952038

		29-Apr-02		3.2374100719		0.0323741007

		30-Apr-02		3.8369304556		0.0383693046
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		October		1.45106577

		0		1.3458930464

		0		1.2889101025

		0		1.391019102

		0		1.2938652622

		November		1.3216192882

		0		1.435989436

		0		0.4686706445

		0		1.2875471085

		December		1.2444559902

		0		0.8548887183

		0		0.4799795524

		0		0.0005713377

		January		0.3171592868

		0		0.7893175932

		0		0.8217038002

		0		1.0037398415

		0		1.0508014378

		February		0.9873070665

		0		0.9137632711

		0		0.5882733789

		0		0.9109192152

		March		0.790456536

		0		0.6385610214

		0		0.7998043496

		0		0.6908826185

		April		0.6680697626

		0		0.5296138521

		0		0.5828425153

		0		0.7584442044

		0		0.146589944
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Figure III.1

Days Attended Per Week, Year 2 Versus Year 1, Participating Treatments Only
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				#days attend in a week, small n(311)								#days in week, Big N (673)

						1		3.266881				1		1.5096582

						2		4.1254019				2		1.9063893

						3		4.2797428				3		1.9777117

						4		4.4019293				4		2.0341753

						5		3.7942122				5		1.7533432

						6		2.6623794				6		1.230312

						7		3.9549839				7		1.8276374

						8		3.1382637				8		1.4502229

						9		2.3601286				9		1.0906389

						10		3.7073955				10		1.7132244

						11		4.3729904				11		2.0208024

						12		3.8327974				12		1.7711738

						13		0				13		0

						14		0.3987138				14		0

						15		3.3376206				15		1.5423477

						16		3.4983923				16		1.6166419

						17		2.8681672				17		1.3254086

						18		3.0192926				18		1.3952452

						19		2.8327974				19		1.3090639

						20		2.977492				20		1.3759287

						21		1.607717				21		0.7429421

						22		3.8488746				22		1.7786033

						23		3.4919614				23		1.6136701

						24		3.7202572				24		1.7191679

						25		3.8488746				25		1.7786033

						26		2.8199357				26		1.3031204

						27		2.7749196				27		1.282318

						28		2.8392283				28		1.3120357

						29		1.096463				29		0.5066865

						30		2.778135				30		1.2838039

						31		1.7363344				31		0.8023774





		October		1.5780089

		0		2.2927192

		0		2.3759287

		0		2.5230312

		0		3.0460624

		November		2.3001486

		0		3.0326895

		0		1.0534918

		0		3.115899

		December		2.9955423

		0		2.7295691

		0		2.0787519

		0		0

		January		0.9435364

		0		3.2273403

		0		2.9881129

		0		2.4888559

		0		2.4591382

		February		2.820208

		0		2.4546805

		0		2.0817236

		0		2.8350669

		March		2.6656761

		0		2.7771174

		0		2.3937593

		0		0.8410104

		April		2.3536404

		0		2.2942051

		0		2.0832095

		0		2.3655275

		0		0.8350669
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Figure II.1

Average Days Attended Each Week, First Year and Second Year
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Figure II.2

Average Days Attended Each Week, First-Year Participants and Second-Year Participants
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This figure shows the average number of days attended 



each week for the 673 1



st



 year elementary students 



(combined) who have non-zero attendance and who do not 



transfer schools. The programs used to create it are 



attmultmodified_yr2_trnsfix.sas and attend_es_yr1



_combined_notrans.r. The results of the R program are 



stored in results_notransfers.xls on the tab “es combined 



year 1”










 This figure shows the average number of days attended 


each week for the 673 1st year elementary students 


(combined) who have non-zero attendance and who do not 


transfer schools. The programs used to create it are 


attmultmodified_yr2_trnsfix.sas and attend_es_yr1


_combined_notrans.r. The results of the R program are 


stored in results_notransfers.xls on the tab “es combined 


year 1”
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