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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

During the welfare reform debates of the 1990s there were strong arguments and anecdotal evidence tc
suggest that parents on welfare frequently fail to ensure that their children attend school regularly.
Linking welfare eligibility with school attendance was seen as a way of reinforcing norms of personal
responsibility for both parents and students (the life skills argument), and of supporting school atten-
dance and completion as a goal likely to decrease future welfare dependency (the life outcomes argu-
ment).

Consonant with the national debate, the idea for the Merced County Attendance Project (MerCAP)
originated in community concern over the perceived high absenteeism rates among students whose
families received welfare cash assistance. MerCAP was a joint effort of the county’s Human Services
Agency (HSA), county schools, and the California Department of Social Services (CDSS). Under-
taken to improve the school attendance of students receiving Temporary Assistance to Needy Families
(TANF), the program used attendance monitoring, communication with parents, Corrective Action
Plans, and a financial sanction to discourage excessive absences.

MerCAP operated as a demonstration program for three years from June 1997 to June 2000 under &
waiver from the California Department of Social Services. CDSS also required an evaluation to test the
assumptions and efficacy of the program. Beginning in the 1997-98 school year, schools entered the
program in one of three successive yearly MerCAP cohorts, until 71 schools were implementing MerCAP
in 1999-2000. At the close of the demonstration period approximately 7,100 TANF students in grades
1-10 were covered by MerCAP.

The specific features of MerCAP differed significantly from other welfare reform school attendance
programs in California and elsewhere. While most programs focused on high school students, includ-
ing pregnant and parenting teens, MerCAP included all TANF school children ages 6 through 15, and
excluded teens 16 and older. MerCAP’s attendance requirement—no more than 10 unexcused ab-
sences in any school year—was more rigorous than many other programs. In addition, the program
relied primarily on the threat of sanctions and did not provide special case management services to
families whose children did not attend regularly. Finally, by the end of the three-year demonstration
period MerCAP involved all schools in this largely rural county rather than a specially selected subset
of schools as in other programs.

The MerCAP waiver was approved just prior to passage of state welfare reform legislation creating the
CalWORKs (California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids) program. CalWORKs man-
dates regular school attendance as a condition for receiving welfare cash assistance. The MerCAP
demonstration has provided an excellent opportunity for learning about how the various aspects of
school attendance programs can be implemented by California counties and the nature of their impact
on intended outcomes.

This MerCAP evaluation—under a contract between CDSS and UC Davis—examines what happened
during the demonstration period. It was undertaken to aid participants and policy leaders to reflect
retrospectively on the assumptions underlying the program, the congruence between intentions and
reality, and program consequences—both anticipated and unanticipated. As is the case with many so-
cial policy initiatives in the dynamic post-welfare reform period, MerCAP could not be evaluated
according to the strict concepts of “experimental control” that often have been considered the ideal for
conducting program evaluations. The use of the language of scientific experimentation is probably

MerCAP Final Report 1 Executive Summary



inappropriate to a situation in which assigning individuals to “experimental” and “control” groups may

be neither feasible nor fair, and in which desired measurement rigor is difficult to attain and maintain.
Nevertheless, stakeholders viewed MerCAP as an important social experiment, and its successes and
struggles are instructive.

Four important caveats should be keptin mind in interpreting the findings of this report. First, MerCAP
could neither be planned nor conducted as a true experimental design, making it more difficult to
isolate the influence of particular program features on the outcomes. Second, three major changes in
state education policy occurred during the MerCAP years, making it harder to know whether MerCAP
or other policy changes are responsible for observable trends in attendance and achievement data.
These include SB727, which allocates state school funds based on actual attendance; adoption of a new
statewide testing program (STAR); and SB1X that provides funds to reward schools for test score
improvements—all of which altered school business as usual. Third, there are limitations in the avalil-
ability and quality of the data that were beyond the control of the evaluators. Finally, findings from
Merced County should not be generalized to other parts of California. Merced County is a largely rural
county, with a school-aged population that is 2/3 non-white, 3/4 eligible for free or reduced cost lunch,
and 1/3 English learners. However, only 1/5 of the student population received TANF at that time. The
high incidence of low-income families (associated with high unemployment rates in rural areas of the
Central Valley) may make behaviors like regular school attendance difficult to attain, regardless of
whether a family receives TANF. While many California counties have a substantial non-white school
population including immigrants from other cultures, not all have the combination of rural, low-in-
come and ethnically/racially diverse attributes in their student populations. One implication is that the
relatively small differences we found in the attendance patterns of TANF and non-TANF students in
Merced might not hold in other counties where the demographic differences between TANF and non-
TANF students are greater.

This third and final MerCAP evaluation report integrates findings from all three years of the MerCAP
demonstration program. It provides analysis of the nature and cost of MerCAP implementation, the
impact on TANF student attendance and achievement, and the effect on parent-school interaction. Our
analysis draws on formal contacts with more than 700 individuals including group and individual
interviews, site observations, and self-administered questionnaires. Research work was conducted in
English, Hmong, and Spanish, as appropriate. In addition, we have compiled a database on school
attendance and achievement for all Merced County schools and for a sample of 1,092 TANF students.
These data cover the school years 1996-1997 (the pre-MerCAP baseline) through 1999-2000 (MerCAP
Year 3).

Process Study Findings
Nature of Prograrctivities

MerCAP was perceived and operated primarily as a sanction program and did not include special case
management provisions. The evidence suggests MerCAP did little to improve on the pre-existing
efforts of schools to connect families to supportive community services, primarily because the demon-
stration program did not include any new resources. Key elements of the program as implemented
were 5-day and 7-day absence letters, parent conferences, Corrective Action Plans, and sanction re-
guests. Both schools and the Human Services Agency made a good faith effort to implement these
MerCAP procedures. Only two schools failed to implement the basic program elements, with most
schools adopting and adapting MerCAP to their existing attendance practices with varying levels of
commitment and success. Despite a 6% sanction rate (averaged over the course of the project), there
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were very few parent requests for “fair hearings” to challenge sanction determinations. (Only 14
hearing requests were filed for the 469 sanctions requested by schools during Year 3.)

Consistency of Implementation across Schools

The Human Services Agency developed protocols to insure that schools adhered to basic legal require-
ments concerning notification of parents and sanction procedures. At the same time, individual schools
and school districts were encouraged by the Human Services Agency to use their best judgment in
interpreting and implementing particular MerCAP program elements. Elements of the program that
exhibited the most variation across schools were:
* at what point “good cause” determinations were made to excuse absences;
* how many second chances were allowed;
» whether Corrective Action Plans were developed,;
* how diligent schools were in keeping up-to-date with attendance monitoring; and
» whether parent conferences were devoted primarily to problem-solving or to conveying the

threat of sanctions.

Yearly sanction rates among the three cohorts of MerCAP schools varied widely, ranging from a high
of 9.1% to a low of 3.2%. Schools varied considerably in their pre-MerCAP approaches to promoting
attendance, and the degree to which school staff made it their business to connect families with sup-
portive community resources. Such resources are relatively scarce, particularly in rural areas of Merced
County.

Coordination among Stakeholders

MerCAP increased the interaction between the Human Services Agency and Merced County schools.
The Human Services Agency played the lead role, in conjunction with an Oversight Committee that
included school administrators and attendance clerks. Parents and other community agencies that work
with families were not involved in developing the program. Elements of coordination that were espe-
cially difficult included:

» creating and maintaining accurate lists of the TANF students in each school;

* insuring that relevant personnel in all schools were clear about evolving program procedures;

* securing the time required for school personnel to monitor attendance and keep records; and

* educating parents about the nature and intent of the program.

Intra-school dynamics played an important role in implementation, which was enhanced when there
was early buy-in from school administrators and attendance clerks.

Costs of Implementation

The major cost of MerCAP implementation was the staff time required by schools to adapt computer
software, update TANF student rolls, monitor absences regularly, send letters, and meet with parents.
Schools absorbed these costs, since the program provided them with no new resources. Most school:
reported that the time required to implement the program was overly burdensome, even after the start-
up period had passed. MerCAP highlighted the limitations of certain school attendance software to
support an adequate attendance management information system. On average, .20 FTE (primarily the
time of the staff person with attendance responsibilities, but also the time for administrators to confer
with parents) was required in each school to implement MerCAP. Efficiency was higher where atten-

MerCAP Final Report 3 Executive Summary



dance software could be readily adapted to MerCAP requirements, where attendance clerks were well
informed and committed to the program, and where uniform attendance policies for all students were
put in place. The program was also relatively staff-intensive for the Human Services Agency, which
required 1-2 FTE to implement the program.

Attitudes toward MerCAP

The basic community norm underlying MerCAP—that parents are responsible for their children’s school
attendance—elicited support from schools, parents, and the welfare department. School personnel ap-
preciated having a program that provided real consequences for families. MerCAP parents liked the
additional leverage in encouraging their children to attend school regularly. The Human Services Agency
saw the program as an additional tool to enhance family independence and welcomed new relation-
ships with schools. Staff of schools and HSA were less positive when they were asked to compare the
burdens of implementation to the outcomes achieved. All questioned the excessive time required by
MerCAP, and a few persons interviewed expressed opposition to MerCAP, citing its low ratio of ben-
efits to costs, possible mistreatment of parents, and the superiority of other approaches to improving
school attendance and achievement. Despite these concerns, HSA and school superintendents sup-
ported continuing MerCAP after the demonstration period.

Parent-School Relations under MerCAP

As intended, MerCAP increased the amount of contact between schools and parents. Schools reiterated
the importance of good attendance via letters, phone calls or conferences, and reminded parents of the
threat of sanction. Many parents were unaware of MerCAP or were confused about the procedures
when they met with school personnel or responded to our interview questions. Most supported the
program when it was explained to them. A few families expressed anger at how they were treated by
schools, particularly when they received “warning” letters even though they had already provided
excuses for absences. School administrators viewed MerCAP sanctions as “another tool” in dealing
with problem families, and believe the tool was effective in some (but by no means all) cases.

Causes oAbsenteeism

Consistent with previous research (Fein, Lee, and Schofield, 1999), the MerCAP evidence strongly
suggests that the primary cause of most absences is not truancy but illness. In a few cases, parents
seemed not to care about or were incapable of managing their children’s attendance, but these were
confined to a relatively small number of families who were well-known to local school personnel.
Among these families, the threat of MerCAP sanctions was enough to change attendance behavior in a
few cases, while others did not respond. If improved attendance is the primary goal, it is likely that
health-related interventions would have at least as great an impact as truancy-related interventions.

Impact Study Findings

TANF vs. Non-ANF Attendance Rates

On average, TANF students had slightly lower attendance than their non-TANF peers during all three
years of MerCAP. However, the largest average difference for any year is only eight-tenths of one
percent (.008), less than 2 days absence per child. In some schools TANF student attendance is higher
than non-TANF attendance. The data are consistent with school reports that relatively few TANF stu-
dents reached the attendance triggers that prompt letters or conferences. School administrators were
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initially surprised at which students were or were not on their TANF lists. Overall, our data contradict
the assumption that TANF students as a group have excessive absences.

Impact of MerCAPon TANF StudenfAttendance

Statistical tests on both aggregate and individual attendance data offer no conclusive evidence that
MerCAP improves TANF student attendance. Even the few tests that find a statistically significant
increase in attendance show very marginal substantive gains at best. This finding contradicts the ex-
pressed view of school administrators, many of whom believe that MerCAP improved TANF student
attendance. The discrepancy may be explained by administrators focusing on the small subset of
TANF students with excessive absences, some of whom improved their attendance as a result of MerCAP
procedures. The ceiling effect caused by the good overall attendance of most TANF students means
that the MerCAP “successes” that loom large in the eyes of administrators are marginal when looked at
in the context of the entire TANF population.

Impact of MerCAPon Overall SchooAttendance

In their first year in MerCAP, overall attendance in each of the three cohorts of schools entering the
program increased significantly. From interviews with school administrators and attendance staff, this
somewhat unexpected result seems to result from increased focus on attenddirsteidentsas a

result of their devoting time and attention to MerCAP procedures. To consider the alternative explana-
tion that SB 727 (school funding based on actual rather than apportioned attendance) was responsible
for the increase, we examined the attendance patterns in Merced City Schools. Those schools, which
did not enter MerCAP until Year 3, showed no change in attendance from 1997-98 to 1998-99, despite
the implementation of SB 727 in the 1998-99 school year. The following year, their first in MerCAP,
overall school attendance rates increased significantly.

Relationship of Schodittendance to Schodlchievement

Previous research has raised doubts about the causal link between school attendance and school achiev
ment, with a small number of studies finding such a link (Lamdin, 1996) and many studies disputing it
(Kochan, 1996; National Education Commission on Time and Learning, 1994; Wise, 1994). While
exposure to subject matter is obviously a necessary condition for learning, the studies make it clear that
school attendance is not a sufficient condition for achievement. Based on the advice of school officials
and education experts, we used SAT 9 reading comprehension scores as the least objectionable of th
available measures of school achievement. We found no significant correlation between this measure
of achievement and attendance at either individual or school district levels. Keep in mind that the very
small differences in school attendance among most students are not likely to impact student achieve-
ment no matter how it might be measured.

Policy and Programmatic Considerations

The evidence we have collected paints a relatively clear overall picture of MerCAP. Like previous
welfare reform school attendance programs, MerCAP’s sanction program reflected a popular idea, but
has had a very marginal impact on TANF student attendance and achievement. Family support ser-
vices, an element that previous studies found to be effective in reaching program goals, were included
in the original program design but not in the actual implementation of MerCAP. As a result, the pro-
gram had no effective vehicle for addressing the underlying causes of absenteeism, especially health
issues. MerCAP did provide a tool that was useful in convincing a subset of the minority of TANF
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students with high absenteeism to start attending school more regularly. Whether these marginal gains
are worth the relatively high cost of implementing the program is a question that policy makers and
program developers should carefully consider.

The Need for Future Research

In the course of this project we became aware of a number of topics where further study is needed to
clarify policy and program choices. They include:
* The inter-relationship of iliness, income level and school absenteeism;

The alternative strategies California counties are using to implement the school attendance
provision of CalWORKS, and their comparative outcomes;

» Comparative evaluation of the outcomes of various school attendance programs, irrespective of
whether they target TANF students;

» Comparison of policies and practices various school districts use to deal with high absence
students;

* The impacts of sanctions on the stability and well-being of families and on the ability of social
service agencies to work with families; and

* A comparison of alternative measures of school achievement, aimed at improving on the limita-
tions of existing measures.

Each of these acknowledges the limitations of this study and the opportunity for building on its results
to inform future options and choices.

The Need for Betteissumptions

Our analysis provides one of the most thorough empirical tests to date of the assumptions underlying
the new welfare reform school attendance policies that have been adopted in California and 39 other
states. The MerCAP data suggest that these policies embody a popular idea but are likely to be, at best,
only marginally effective in improving attendance. Our evaluation calls into question five basic as-
sumptions guiding welfare policies for school attendance, and suggests alternative assumptions that
may prove more fruitful for policy and program development. The five faulty assumptions, and pos-
sible alternative assumptions, are displayed in Table 1.

Parents are often part of the reason children have school problems, but at the same time their coopera-
tion and engagement can play a critical role in improving school attendance and achievement. The role
of parents in MerCAP was limited to receiving information that many did not understand and/or take to
heart. An alternative approach would bring parents into a partnership, drawing on their experience to
identify underlying problems and potential solutions. The benefits of meaningfully involving parents
have been cited in the experience of many successful school-community partnerships (Adler and Gardner,
1993; Maeroff, 1998; Murname and Levy, 1996).

Taken as a whole, our analysis suggests that if the goal of the policy intervention is to improve atten-
dance it makes sense to emphasize factors other than TANF status; and if the goal is to improve student
achievement, it makes sense to emphasize factors other than attendance.
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Table 1. Assumptions Underlying Welfare Reform School Attendance Policies, with Alternatives

for Program Design Consideration

ORIGINAL ASSUMPTIONS ALTERNATIVE ASSUMPTIONS

. A small proportion of TANF studerlts
has excessive absenteeism. This|is
also true for non-TANF students.

1. TANF students have excessive 1
absenteeism.

—h

2. Truancy is a major cause of 2.
TANF absenteeism.

Health issues are a major cause ¢
absenteeism for all students.

Better attendance is not sufficient
to improve educational achievems

3. Better attendance leads to 3.

increased achievement. nt.

4. Sanctions are efficacious in 4.
changing behavior patterns.

Sanctions are only marginally
effective and may have adverse
consequences.

within existing role definitions
and routines.

. Achieving the intended outcomes| 5. Achieving the intended outcomes
requires coordination of school may require collaborative partner-
and welfare department stakeholders ships with parents and other com-

munity organizations in meaningf
roles, working through problems g

nd

conflicts until progress is made in
achieving desired outcomes.

Enforcing the Community Norm vs. Helping Families Meet the Norm

School attendance policies like MerCAP reinforce a popular community norm: “Parents should get
their children to attend school regularly.” What seems needed is a network of supportive and accessible
support services that help families meet the norm. The use of school attendance problems seems a goo
trigger for family support interventions, whether or not a sanction program is adopted. Health-related
intervention is an obvious starting point, and linking social workers (case managers) with the families
of low-attendance students is another. In a few Merced schools these types of programs are already
present, and they show considerable promise.
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Improving the Ratio of Program Costs to Benefits

Though based on a seemingly simple policy idea, implementing school attendance programs creates
complex problems related to defining good attendance, providing consistency of procedures across
schools, and coordinating activities across and within welfare and school bureaucracies. This creates
significant implementation costs for schools and welfare departments. Given the high attendance rates
of most TANF students, it is unlikely that welfare policies for school attendance that are separate from
regular school attendance policies will justify the average costs of implementation. By contrast, at least
one Merced school district believes that their work on MerCAP, which included making policies and
practices uniform for all students, paid for itself in increased funding due to higher overall attendance.
Uniform attendance protocols have a number of advantages. They maintain a sense of fairness and are
easier for schools to administer. They also make sense in the wake of SB 727 that funds schools on the
basis of high actual attendance. If welfare policies for school attendance are pursued, schools should
consider the design of such policies and practices in relation to school attendance protocols for all
students.

Continuous Learning

As local officials experiment with school attendance programs, they learn a great deal from regular
opportunities to reflect on experience as they consider changes. Such occasions during MerCAP led to
advantageous adjustments over the course of the project. State and local policy makers and program
directors can promote this by creating an environment that honors ongoing reflection and responsible
mid-course adjustments as much or more so than strict adherence to pre-set agendas. The California
Department of Social Services might help these efforts by providing a way to share what is being
learned as various counties try different methods of implementing CalWORKSs school attendance pro-
grams, particularly from models that incorporate successful services to support families (Sacramento
County, 2000).
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I. INTRODUCTION
The Merced County Attendance Project (Mer CAP)

Scope and Objectives

The Merced County Attendance Project (MerCAP) was designed to improve the school attendance of
students receiving Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF). A joint effort of the county’s
Human Services Agency (HSA) and schools, MerCAP used attendance monitoring, communication
with parents, Corrective Action Plans, and a financial sanction to discourage excessive unexcused
absences and support long-term educational accomplishment.

MerCAP operated as athree-year demonstration program from June 1997 to June 2000 under awaiver
from the California Department of Social Services. The MerCAPwaiver suspends Welfare and Institu-
tions Code 11450 (the Maximum Aid Payment schedule) in order to allow MerCAP sanctions, and for
the first time permitted Merced County’s Human Services Agency to share with schools lists of their
TANF students. The lists were shared only after parents signed a release of information waiver and
arrangements were made for maintaining strict confidentiality standards. The MerCAP waiver was
approved after federal welfare reform legislation (The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Act of August 1996) and immediately before the state passed its CalWORK s (CaliforniaWork Oppor-
tunity and Responsibility to Kids) legislation in August 1997.

Beginning in the 1997-98 school year, approximately one-third of the schools in the county joined
MerCAP in each of the three demonstration years, until 71 schools and all school districts wereimple-
menting MerCAPin 1999-2000 (Appendix A). At the close of the demonstration period approximately
7,100 TANF students ages 6-15 were covered by MerCAP procedures. The program excluded kinder-
garten students, for whom school attendance is not statutorily mandated, older teens (age 16-18), chil-
dren who are home schooled, and those attending private schools.

Basic Procedures and Operations

Basic features of MerCAPL included:

» Parents were notified about MerCAP policies and signed awaiver as a condition of receiving
cash aid.

» HSA provided to each participating school a monthly list of TANF students believed to attend
that school.

» Schools were responsible for monitoring attendance and making “good cause” determinations
regarding which absences would not apply toward the 10-absence limit.

» Schools played an active role with families to resolve problems underlying frequent absenteeism
through conferences, referrals, and Corrective Action Plans.

» Attendance action “triggers.” Whenever five absences were accrued over the course of the
school year, the school sent aletter to the parent. At seven absences the school sent a second
letter scheduling a parent conference to resolve problems, and at 10 absences (without good
cause) the school notified HSA to sanction the family.

» Thefinancia sanction could be imposed if the family failed to respond to the request for a parent
conference or if the child continued to miss school and 10 absences were reached.

LA detailed description of MerCAP procedures and operations can be found in the program Handbook, available from the
Merced County Human Services Agency.
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« Thefinancial sanction was for one month and represented the child's portion of the TANF grant.2

» Thefinancia sanction ended when parents cooperated (by attending a conference) or the one-
month period ended.

»  Subsequent absence(s) during the year could result in another request by schoolsto HSA for an
additional sanction.

Program History and Design

During the welfare reform debates of the 1990s there were strong arguments and anecdotal evidenceto
suggest that parents on welfare frequently fail to ensure that their children attend school regularly.
Linking welfare eligibility with school attendance was seen as away of reinforcing norms of personal
responsibility for both parents and students (the life skills argument), and of supporting school atten-
dance and completion as agoal likely to decrease future welfare dependency (the life outcomes argu-
ment).

Consonant with the national debate, the idea for MerCAP originated in community concern over the
perceived high absenteeism rates among students whose families received welfare cash assistance.
Thisconcern waslinked to abroader set of related problemsin Merced County, including ahigh rate of
teen pregnancy, large numbers of families on cash assistance, and intergenerational welfare depen-
dency.

Inspired by the Learnfare program in Wisconsin (Coles, 1997; Corbett, et. al., 1989; Ethridge and
Stephen, 1993; Quinn and Magill, 1994) and similar effortsto link welfare assistance to regular school
attendance, County Supervisor Gloria Keene championed the idea of a school attendance program. A
group of Merced County school superintendents met with officials of the Merced County Human Ser-
vices Agency to begin designing a school attendance program. Because a program including possible
sanctions for TANF families would require a waiver from provisions of the Welfare and Institutions
code, officials from the California Department of Social Servicesjoined in the deliberations over pro-
gram design.

State DSS officias, recognizing that MerCAP differed significantly from previous programs linking
welfare and school attendance, required aformal evaluation of the project, specifying program compo-
nents to be studied (see “The MerCAP Evaluation” section of this Introduction). They aso insisted
that the program include a family support component rather than being operated solely as a sanction
program.

The originally intended goals and procedures for MerCAP are articulated in two places: 1) the waiver
signed by the Department of Social Services Director on June 5, 1997, and 2) the project description
prepared by the AFDC Policy Development Bureau of DSS in June 1997. According to the waiver:

The demonstration project will test the efficacy of reducing school absenteeism among 6
through 15 year-old school children by using acombination of family case management and
sanctions. Schoolswill work closely with families of non-attending children, making refer-
rals to avariety of community services as necessary. After exhausting all other avenues to
insure the child attends school, the school will recommend to the County Welfare Depart-
ment that the family be sanctioned.

2The child’s portion of the grant was typically $100 per month. CaWORK s sanctions affect only the adult portion of the
TANF grant. At the conclusion of the 3-year demonstration period the state required Merced officials to return to the
standard practice under CalWORKSs of sanctioning only adults.
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Similarly, the project description is clear that notice to the Human Services Agency to impose afinan-
cial sanction would occur only after “all other avenues® are exhausted. Both statements suggest that the
emphasisin MerCAP would be on family support first, and then on sanctions as a last resort.

Policy Context

MerCAPissimilar to new policiesin 40 states, including California, that have added school attendance
provisions as a requirement for welfare cash assistance (Fein, Lee, and Schofield, 1999).3 Under
CaWORKSs, responsibility for determining how this provision of welfare reform will be implemented
rests with county governments. Because MerCAP predated CalWORKS, and because many counties
have yet to determine how they will implement the school attendance provision, there is significant
interest in learning from the MerCAP experience.

Support for welfare reform school attendance policies stems from the belief that children who attend
school will have a better chance of obtaining the skills they need to escape the intergenerational cycle
of poverty and welfare dependency. The policies aso reflect the new emphasis—made explicit under
welfare reform—on using government policy to encourage desired behavior. From this perspective,
welfare parents who do not meet the accepted parental responsibility of getting their children to attend
school regularly have forfeited the right to cash assistance.

Comparison with Other School Attendance Programs

The specific features of MerCAP differ significantly from other welfare reform school attendance
programsin Californiaand elsewhere. While most programs focus on high school students, including
pregnant and parenting teens, MerCAP included all TANF school children ages 6 through 15, and
excluded teens 16 and older. The aim was to establish good attendance habits early, because poor
attendance patterns in later years are considered more difficult to change. MerCAP's attendance re-
guirement—no more than 10 unexcused absences in any school year—was more rigorous than many
other programs. In addition, the program relied primarily on the threat of sanctionsand did not provide
special case management services to families whose children did not attend regularly. Finally, by the
end of the three-year demonstration period MerCAP involved all schools in this largely rural county
rather than a specially selected subset of schools or students asin other programs.

Previous evaluations of sanction-based school attendance programsin Wisconsin and Ohio have found
theimpactsto be small (State of Wisconsin, LegislativeAudit Bureau, 1997a, 1997b; Bosand Fellerath,
1997). The only existing study that has compared the attendance rates of welfare and non-welfare
children found that absenteeism is greater for welfare children, but that income differences account for
most of the difference (Fein, Lee, and Schofield, 1999). The MerCAP evaluation provides another
chance to test the efficacy of sanction-based programs focused on TANF student attendance, and the
assumptions on which these programsrest. In addition, it provides an occasion for learning about the
directions social policy istaking in the current setting, given the new emphasis on devolution, flexibil-
ity, and community collaboration.

The following section provides brief snapshots of the seven previous school attendance programs,
arranged chronologically from earliest to most recent. Conclusions from each, limited to data avail-

3 A 1999 survey by the Center for Law and Social Policy and the Center for Budget and Policy Priorities found that 30
states have added school attendance provisions for elementary and middle school children, and 38 states have added such
provisions for high school students.
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able, are noted. A second paragraph on each previous program describes similarities and differences
between it and MerCAP.

» A three-city Teenage Parent Demonstration, federally-funded in 1986, provided case manage-
ment to randomly selected teenage mothers receiving welfare assistance (Maynard, 1993). Two
years after intervention the experimental groups were not significantly better off than the control
groups.

In MerCAP no particul ar attention was given to teen mothers and no specia case management was
provided to any participants.

» Wisconsin began Learnfare in 1988 with AFDC 13 and 14-year olds (State of Wisconsin Legisla-
tive Audit Bureau, 1997), and all teen parentson AFDC. Under Learnfare, children in families
that received AFDC payments were monitored for school attendance after an initial application
for AFDC or after asix-month review. If astudent had poor attendance, defined as 10 or more
unexcused absences during the previous semester, that student’s attendance was monitored
monthly. If the student had two or more unexcused absences in a given month, the student’s
portion of the AFDC payment was eliminated for amonth. Families had the opportunity to
challenge the sanction. As of 1993 (teens only at that point), AFDC students had not shown
improved attendance, decreased dropout rates or increased graduation rates.

By contrast, MerCAP included all school-aged children from 6 to 15. It involved communications
to TANF parents when children reached 5 and 7 unexcused absences, warning families of possible
sanctions if the child reached 10 unexcused absences. Neither program provided case manage-
ment. Under MerCAP, the schools monitored attendance closely and requested sanctions only
when parents did not attend a requested conference with school officials or when students had
accumulated 10 absences not for good cause.

» Ohio’s Learning, Earning and Parenting Program (LEAP) started in 1989 to encourage pregnant
and parenting teens on welfare to attend and complete high school, using a complex set of finan-
cia incentives plus child care and transportation support (Bos and Fellerath, 1997). Schools
reported attendance to the welfare department. Grants were reduced if the teen failed to meet
program requirements and financial bonuses were given for program compliance. Teens who
were enrolled in HS or GED at the time of enrollment in LEAP completed short-term goals
better than those who had dropped out before enrolling in LEAP. Longer term impacts (greater
progress in school, more HS and GED completion, increased employment, less welfare depen-
dence) were smaller and less consistent.

In contrast, MerCAP had no specia provision for pregnant or parenting teens and did not deal with
drop-outs. Ohio counties had one year of preparation for implementing the program whereas
MerCAP involved only one county in a much hastier time frame. Ohio required case management
by its welfare departments; MerCAP did not.

* In 1990 the Kern County (CA) County Superintendent of Schools Office and the County Proba-
tion Department started a program that involved referral of students with four or more unexcused
absences to truancy officers. These officers reviewed each case, interviewed the student, and
made a home visit (Van Ry and King, 1997). This program was considered successful in reduc-
ing truancy among Kindergarten through eighth-graders, but no data were published.

MerCAP included only TANF students, and did not involve truancy officers.
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* The statewide (CA) Ca-Learn Demonstration Project, started 1993, was designed to help preg-
nant and parenting teenagers on welfare to overcome barriers to receiving a high school diploma.
It involved local coordination of effort among schools, welfare departments, GAIN offices, and
the Adolescent Family Life Program case managers (Cunniff et al., 1997). Survey data from
teens in each of four randomly assigned conditions (Full Cal-Learn, Financial Incentives Only,
Case Management Only, and No Treatment) was used to project graduation rates for students by
their 20" year of age (Mauldon et a., 2000). Of the Full Cal-Learn treatment group nearly half
(47%) graduated, as compared with one-third of the No Treatment group. The other groups
graduation rates were higher than the No Treatment group, mainly due to significant increasein
GED completion.

MerCAP did not include students 16 or older, and did not focus on pregnant and parenting teens.
MerCAP did not provide special case management and was directed toward improving school
attendance, not graduation, job skills or employment.

» The Cdlifornia Department of Socia Services funded a School Attendance Demonstration
Project (SADP) in 1996 (Jones et al., 1999). This program was undertaken in two San Diego
County school districts with 16-18 year olds receiving AFDC who had less than an 80% atten-
dance record. Participants were randomly assigned to an experimental group (in which they
received special services, with sanctionsif they did not improve attendance) or a control group
(inwhich only services were provided). Social Services case data matched with school atten-
dance data for each participant were provided to the evaluators. SADP improved attendance of
students who had few risk factors. There were no significant differences between experimental
and control groups in graduation or drop out rates.

MerCAP included no students 16 or older, and the action point for imposing cash assistance sanc-
tions was 10 unexcused absences, which was considerably fewer than under the 80% rule (36 days
out of the 180-day school year). Furthermore, no servicesthat were not ordinarily provided by the
schoolswere brought to bear on cases of excessive absencein MerCAP. Individual case datamatched
with school attendance data were not provided for the MerCAP evaluation.

» The County of Sacramento (Sacramento County Department of Human Assistance, 2000) started
Opportunity Knocksin 1999 as atest effort to increase attendance and graduation among TANF
teens. A few selected teens worked part-time after-school in a welfare office with mentoring
from Department of Human Assistance (DHA) staff. Other components included summer
employment and college scholarships as incentives for high school completion, homework
assistance and tutoring, group and individual counseling, rewards for improved attendance, and
others as opportunities and needs coincided. Thirty teens were involved in the first year, some
of which were replacements when others dropped out. Of atotal of 30 high school students who
participated, 14 finished the year. Compared to the previous year, these 14 had an average of
50% improvement in attendance, 16% reduction in tardies, and 43% reduction in suspensions.
No data were presented on the 16 who did not compl ete the school year.

» MeCAPinvolved only the schools (al districts in the county) and Merced County Human Ser-
vicesAgency, and began full-fledged without ayear of planning or trial runs. MerCAPincluded all
TANF kids in participating schools, not a select few, and did not offer any incentives or specia
program components. Most important, it did not focus on teens, and did not include teens over the
age of 16. The Sacramento County DHA partnered with many public and private entities (includ-
ing just one high school from the Sacramento City Unified School District) to develop and test this
model.
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Social Context

Merced County liesinthe heart of California’s Great Central Valley, where agricultureisthetraditional
economic base. The county is medium-sized for California, with a population of about 200,000—50%
of which is non-white and 40% of which livesin unincorporated areas. The county has alarge His-
panic population, and afairly large Southeast Asian community. Median household incomeis $25,548,
well below the state average of $35,798. Like many Central Valley counties, itsunemployment level is
routinely at or near double-digit levels. In July, 2000, unemployment stood at 13.7%. The poverty rate
is estimated at nearly 26%.

At thetime MerCAPwas initiated in 1997, Merced County served approximately 10,000 AFDC (Aid
to Families with Dependent Children, now TANF) households, with 17% (34,000) of its 200,000 resi-
dentsreceiving AFDC. Between their peak in April 1995 and April 2000, county casel oads declined by
37%, from 10,617 to 6,733 cases. On average, Merced County’s TANF househol ds have three children,
the highest number of children per case among California counties. Merced consistently ranksin the
top ten among the 58 California counties in teen pregnancy rate.

In Merced County schools, 50% of students are Hispanic, 33% are White, and 11% Asian. Onein five
children (20%) are on TANF, and three of every four are eligible for free and reduced cost lunch. One
in three studentsis classified asan English learner (formerly designated as Limited English Proficient,
or LEP), well above the state average of 24.2%. Results from the recent statewide achievement tests
show that Merced reading scores fall well below the state average for al grades. Per pupil spending
based on average daily attendance is about average for the state, while the high school dropout rate of
2.4% (in 1996-97) is below the state average of 3.3%. Like the state average, the reported Merced
dropout rate has been steadily falling since 1992-93.

Aggregate characteristics of Merced County school districts, grouped by year starting MerCAP, are
displayed in Appendix A. Among the schools participating in MerCAP, we found that about one-sixth
(16%) of 1999-2000 enrollment among students aged 6-15 was of TANF students. The TANF enroll-
ment percentage varied across the three MerCAP cohorts, from alow of 12%in Year 2 schools, to 14%
in Year 1 schools, to a high of 29% in Year 3 schools. Year 1 schools had a much higher percentage
(48%) of English-learning students than Year 2 or Year 3 schools (32% and 39% respectively), with a
higher percentage of Hispanic and lower percentage of white students. Less than 5% of students in
either Year 1 or 2 schools were Asian, compared to about one-quarter of studentsin Year 3 schoolsin
the City of Merced.

TheMer CAP Evaluation

Overview of this Report

Theterms of the MerCAP waiver provided for an evaluation to be conducted under the auspices of the
California Department of Social Services. CDSS contracted with an eval uation team in the Human and
Community Development Department at the University of California, Davis, to conduct the evalua-
tion. The evaluation team was not selected until after the CDSS waiver was in place, at about the time
Year 1 implementation was beginning. The evaluation team was not involved in any of the program
design discussions prior to Year 1 implementation.
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As prescribed by CDSS, the evaluation had four primary objectives:

1. To determine whether MerCAP improves the school attendance and performance of children on
public assistance.

2. To determine whether MerCAP has an impact on parent interaction and involvement with their
children’s school.

3. To develop a qudlitative understanding of the kinds of family problems underlying absenteeism,
and which problems are best addressed through this kind of intervention.

4. To obtain information on the costs of operating a school attendance program.

Thisisthefinal evaluation report onthe MerCAP program. In addition to presenting new findingsfrom
the third year of MerCAR, thisfinal report summarizesthe analysis of all three years of MerCAP data.
Two previous MerCAP evaluation reports were produced, one following each of the first two years of
the program.

The main sections of this report (after this Introduction) are:
* Summary of Research Activities,

* Process Study Findings,

* Impact Study Findings,

* Reflections and Discussion, and

* Appendices.

The Process Study addressesthe nature of program activities, including the congruence between MerCAP
objectives and actual activities; the consistency of implementation across schools and over time; coor-
dination among stakeholders; cost of implementation; support for MerCAP among stakeholders; par-
ent-school relations under MerCAP; and the causes of absenteeism.

The Impact Study considersfour primary issues: whether absenteeism among TANF studentsis exces-
sive compared to their non-TANF peers; whether MerCAPimproved the attendance of TANF students;
what impact MerCAP had on overall school attendance; and whether the attendance rates of TANF
students are related to their school achievement.

The Reflection and Discussion section offers retrospective views on the program from parents, schools
and the Human Services Agency. It also identifies issues of interest to future researchersin this field.
Finally, and perhaps most importantly, it considersthe implications of the MerCAPevaluation findings
for future policies and programs.

The various appendices provide supportive documentation for the findings in the report, and include

complete reports on a number of component studies conducted during the course of the overall evalu-

ation. Inanumber of cases, tablesand figures presented in the main body of the report are repeated in

the Appendix so that each Appendix can function as a stand-alone report. The appendices are:

» Selected Descriptors of Merced County Schools;

» Attendance Actions Taken (including letters, parent conferences, etc. with TANF and non-TANF
students);

* Parent Survey Report;

» School Administrator Survey Report; and

* Impact Study Analyses.
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The MerCAP evaluation presented significant challenges, in particular in coordinating data collection
with Merced County schools. We appreciate the good faith effort to meet these challenges, and the
cooperation of Merced stakeholders in contributing time and effort to the evaluation.4 During the
course of the evaluation we have shared quarterly and yearly progress reports with CDSS, HSA and
school leaders on a regular basis. We hope the reflections in this final report contribute to greater
clarity about what programs such as MerCAP can and cannot achieve and the reasons why.

4 The cooperation of the schools, particularly those from which the individual student samples were drawn, has been
remarkable. They have provided room for members of the eval uation team to spend hoursto find and record applicable test
scores; they have accessed and printed out current and former year attendance and enrollment records of sample students;
they have even searched district recordsto ‘find’ students not formerly enrolled in their school.
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I1. SUMMARY OF RESEARCH ACTIVITIES
Process Study

The Process Study is based primarily on two types of data. The first is evidence from formal contacts
with over 700 individuals, including individual and group interviews, site observations, and self-ad-
ministered questionnaires. Research work was conducted in English, Hmong and Spanish, as appro-
priate. Thework included 372 contacts with parents, of which 220 wereindividual phoneinterviewsin
year 3 (see Appendix C for full report), and 152 were parents participating in focus group interviews
during Years 1 and 2.

There were over 325 contacts with school personnel. These included:

» Phoneinterviews with 58 school administrators conducted near the close of Year 3 (see Appen-
dix D for full report);

» Diaogue with 120 school administrators and attendance clerks participating in 10 area meetings
inYear 2;

* Questionnaires completed by 47 administrators and attendance clerks during Year 2;

* Interviews with more than 50 school personnel during 30 site visits conducted during Year 1,

*  Numerous comments from school personnel collected in a phone log during the course of regular
callsto check on data collection issues; and

* Numerousinformal conversations with school personnel during site visits to retrieve missing
attendance and achievement data.

Contacts with Human Services Agency representatives included

* Individua and group interviews with all 6 of the agency staff involved with the project in April
2000;

* Notesfrom Steering Committee and Oversight Committee meetings convened by HSA through-
out the project; and

* Regular phone contact with the HSA program manager and other personnel.

The second type of data collected for the process study came from school reports of their MerCAP
“attendance actionstaken” (the number of MerCAP actions taken with TANF students, and the number
and nature of attendance-related actions taken with non-TANF students), and from Human Services
Agency reports of the number of MerCAP sanctions imposed (see Appendix B). These reports were
intended to document the extent to which MerCAP was implemented as intended, the patterns of ac-
tions taken across schools and over time, and the degree of correspondence between school sanction
requests and Human Services Agency imposition of sanctions.

I mpact Study

MerCAP is based on the assumption of excessive school absenteeism among families receiving wel-
fare cash aid. The program was expected to achieve two primary outcomes—improvement in atten-
dance of children whose families receive Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF), and—asa
result of more regular attendance— improvement in their school achievement.

To test the underlying assumptions and the extent to which MerCAP has achieved its intended out-
comes, we have made comparisons based on two primary data sets, partly based on data routinely
reported by individual Merced schools. Thefirst set is made up of aggregate-level school attendance
data, coded by school and grade, and differentiating TANF and non-TANF attendance. Despite afew
glitches aong the way, we were able to construct a complete database on student attendance of all the
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71 participating schoolsfor thefour yearsfrom 1996-97 (the baseline year prior to MerCAP implemen-
tation) to 1999-2000.

The second data set is made up of individual student attendance records, collected from a sample of
1,092 TANF students enrolled in selected MerCAP schools. An attempt was made to sample from
schoolswith relatively high and relatively low attendance histories, and schoolsfrom districtsin differ-
ent parts of the county. A sample of 50-55 students was randomly selected from the roster of TANF
students at each of eight schools selected in each of thefirst two years of MerCAP, and 75 from each of
four Year 3 schools. The actual number of students varied slightly from one school to another, since
some students had never been enrolled in the school and others had been there for only a few months
before moving. The sampling frame for each of the first two years included elementary (both K-5 or 6
and K-8), junior high/middle, and high schools. There were no high schools in the Year 3 MerCAP
cohort. Two elementary, one of which had year-round education (Y RE), and two middle schools made
up the sampling frame.

We have attempted to collect for each individual in the sample the following data:

» Attendance for the 1996-97, 1997-98, 1998-99 and 1999-2000 school years;

» Grade and school attended (if any and if known) in each of those years,

* The student’s score on the Reading Comprehension section of the Stanford Achievement Test -
Version 9 (SAT 9)—the state-mandated test—in 1997-98, 1998-99, and 1999-2000 for all that
were eligible and attempted to take the test.

To broaden our understanding of MerCAP dynamics, and provide further tests of findings from the
primary data sets, we have also drawn on district level data available from the State Department of
Education (described in the Impact Study).

Evaluation Challengesand Limitations

Four important caveats should be kept in mind ininterpreting the findings of thisreport. Thefirstisthat
MerCAPisneither designed nor conducted according to an experimental design. For reasons discussed
later in this report, project leaders abandoned the original idea of having a “case management only”
comparison during the first year of MerCAP. The analytical comparisons available for the evaluation
arerich, but not of the type associated with random assignment of subjectsto experimental and control
groups in away that clearly isolates the causal impact of the program intervention. Our dilemmais
similar to what is happening in other evaluations under welfare reform, where the sweeping nature of
the changes in both programs and the expectations of clients makesit difficult to isolate the effects of
particular programmatic initiatives (Gais, 2000). It also stems from the fact that the evaluation team
was not hired until after the design phase of the MerCAP program, and began work just asthe program
was being implemented.

The second caveat concerns three major changes in state education policy that occurred during the
three years MerCAP was in progress. One was the new state policy on the relationship of school atten-
danceto funding allocations (SB 727). Beginning inthe 1998-99 school year (MerCAPYear 2), schools
were funded based on actual attendance regardless of reasons for absences rather than on attendance
adjusted for excused absences. Thus schools had anew and strong incentive to improve attendance for
all students, making it more difficult to isolate the effect of MerCAP in improving attendance for
TANF students. The second change was the adoption of the Standard Testing and Achievement Re-
porting (STAR) program in the spring of 1998, during the first year of MerCAP. The new testing
program meant that we had no reliable way to compare scores on tests given by schoolsin prior years
with scoresduring MerCAP. Thethird change wasthe state’sincentive program which rewards schools
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for improving their average SAT9 scores (SB 1X). Since we have used the SAT9 reading comprehen-
sion scores to measure student achievement in this study, the special school efforts beginning in 1999-
2000 to improve scores make it more difficult to interpret the meaning of any positive changes in
TANF student scores from prior years.

The third caveat concerns limitations in the data available for this analysis. Under the terms of the
evaluation agreement, the evaluation team relied on schools to provide the attendance, attendance
actionstaken, and achievement data used in our impact analysis. During all three years of MerCAP, the
Attendance Actions Taken reports (i.e., the number of letters mailed, conferences held, sanctions re-
guested, etc.) proved to be the most difficult to collect and interpret.: Less than two-thirds of the
schools sent these reports on aregular monthly basis, and some not at al.2 Interpreting the available
data was difficult because schools did not always define actions in the same way: and lacked compa-
rable protocols so that we could reasonably compare attendance actions taken for TANF and non-
TANF students.*

We al so experienced difficulty with our individual student data set dueto attrition and missing data. We
have four years of data for 310 of the 1,092 students in our sample. The attrition is due to families
moving to other schools, often outside Merced County; student placement in a program (e.g., Special
Day Classes, continuation schools, independent study) not included in this evaluation; and inability to
locate the student in the school s/he was believed to attend. We have been able to maintain data
collection for many of the students who have been promoted or moved from one school to another
within the county. We have not eliminated any students who may have been dropped from the TANF
rolls after they were selected into the sample. A detailed description of the individual student sample,
including the numbers for whom key data elements are available, isincluded in Appendix E.

The fourth caveat hasto do with the generalizability of the Merced County experience to other parts of
California or to other states. As previously noted, Merced County is a largely rural county, with a
school-aged population that is 2/3 non-white, 3/4 eligible for free or reduced cost lunch, and 1/3 En-
glish learners. However, only 1/5 of the student population received TANF at that time. The high
incidence of low-income families (associated with high unemployment ratesin rural areas of the Cen-
tral Valley) may make behaviorslike regular school attendance difficult to attain, regardless of whether

1 Difficultieswere compounded by the use of MacSchool softwarein five school districts— Hilmar, Livingston, LosBanos,
McSwain and Planada. This software proved to be very difficult to adapt for MerCAP purposes, despite our efforts to
contract with aMacSchooal service representative to provide aspecially designed template and hands-on workshops on how
to useit.

2 For example, of the 71 school districts participating in MerCAP Year 3, only 39 sent in reports on MerCAP attendance
actions taken for at least 6 months of the school year. Only one school in the Merced City School District (which joined
MerCAP in its third year) regularly reported these actions. We know that at least two schools did not implement the
program, one due to the resignation of the attendance clerk and one due to a deliberate choice by the school officials. In
most cases, it appears that schools were making a good faith effort to implement MerCAP procedures, but found it difficult
to set up a system for recording and aggregating at the school level actions taken with individual students.

3 During our site visits we learned that some schools counted as a parent conference a telephone conversation with one
parent, evenif it did not include discussion of aCorrectiveAction Plan. In other cases school administratorstook advantage
of an unscheduled opportunity to confer with parents whose children were not attending school regularly, but the attendance
clerks may not have been aware of the contact. In other cases conversations between attendance staff and parents were
recorded as conferences even though a school administrator was not involved.

4 The forms that we developed for the schools' use did not reflect the wide variation in school attendance practices. This
was particularly the case in actions regarding non-TANF students. Not all schools used parent conferences or attendance
supervision, and Student Attendance Review Boards or their equivalent were not available in smaller outlying districts.
Thus, the data for non-TANF actions probably under-represent actions actually taken, or the occurrence of attendance
problems among non-TANF students.

MerCAP Final Report 19 Research Activities



afamily receives TANF. While many California counties have a substantial non-white school popula-
tion including immigrants from other cultures, not al have the combination of rural, low-income and
ethnically/racially diverse attributesin their student populations. One implication isthat the relatively
small differences we found in the attendance patterns of TANF and non-TANF students in Merced
might not hold in other counties where the demographic differences between TANF and non-TANF
students are greater.

Despite these limitations, the data sets we have assembl ed are among the most compl ete and long-term

of any ever assembled to examine issues related to welfare school attendance policies. We discuss
specific data limitations where they are pertinent in the remainder of this report.
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1. PROCESS STUDY FINDINGS
Nature of Program Activities

Congruence between MerCAP Objectives and Actual Activities

The first task of our evaluation was to ascertain whether the sanction and support for families provi-
sions of MerCAP have been implemented as originally intended. We found that the sanction and atten-
dance supervision elements of MerCAP had been implemented, but they have not been accompanied
by an expansion of family support activities beyond previous levels.

Contrary to the original intent to establish supportive case management including referrals to commu-
nity resources, MerCAP was operated and widely perceived as a sanction program. By default, the
threat of sanction became a central component of the interaction between school personnel and TANF
families. Family support activities were not defined in either the original project description or subse-
guent program protocols, and MerCAP provided no new program resources to support such activities.

This left those implementing the program with no clear guidance as to what family support activities
were expected. Since MerCAPisonly one of many pressing demands on schools and welfare officials,
the program ended up reflecting what those stakeholders could accommodate within their existing
routines and established priorities. It isnot surprising that the sanction element of the program, which
builds on existing attendance functions of schools and existing eligibility protocols within the welfare
department, took priority. By contrast, the task of expanding family support services would have re-
quired more open-ended and time-consuming collaborative planning, involving new resources and/or
redeployment of existing resources.

For school personnel, it isextremely difficult to engage in more supportive servicesfor familieswith no
new resources. By contrast, the availability of the sanction asatool in dealing with problem familiesis
viewed as saving time that might otherwise be spent in fruitless exhortation. From this perspective,
many school personnel appear to believe that communicating the threat of sanctionisinitself an effec-
tive part of their efforts to work with families.

For state and local officials, the MerCAP experience suggests that the goal of promoting a more inte-
grated approach to family supportive services will require more than a simple mandate or directive.
Care must be exercised not only in defining family support expectations, but also in insuring that all
relevant community stakeholders beidentified and invol ved in devel oping acommon understanding of
these expectations. Because the work of service delivery integration is along-term process, it requires
an ongoing investment with community partners in iterative learning, and a willingness to adapt pro-
gram procedures based on ongoing experience. Working in thisway is a departure from the culture and
routines that have previously characterized welfare bureaucracies, but it is becoming increasingly im-
portant in the era of devolution and welfare reform.

Notification of Parents

All parents or caretakers of children receiving TANF were required to sign a release of information
form as a condition of receiving their Cal WORKs cash grant. The form explained the nature of the
MerCAP program and the requirement of regular school attendance. In this way all families were
informed at the outset of the MerCAPprogram. Therulesand requirementsof MerCAParereiteratedin
both the 5-day and 7-day letters sent to parents.
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Despite these procedures, at the end of three years of MerCAP only one-third of the 220 MerCAP
parents we interviewed (see Table C-5, Appendix C) knew about the program. More of the parents
whose children attend schoolsthat started MerCAPinitsfirst year were familiar with the program than
parents who first became involved in Years 2 or 3. While about one in five parents remembered that
they had received a letter about MerCAP from Human Services, in fact they all were sent a notice.
Obvioudly written notices alone are not very effective. This may reflect difficulty in reading the lan-
guage of the notice, or parents treating the notice as simply another form to sign, without concentrating
on its meaning. It may also ssimply reflect the fact that most TANF students have regular attendance
and their families have no reason to pay particular attention to MerCAP.

Patterns in Attendance Actions Taken

As indicated earlier, the available data on attendance actions taken provide an incomplete picture of
school activities. A report on these datais provided in Appendix B. The most significant trends observ-
able in the data we received are the following:

» On average, middle schools reported more attendance actions with TANF students per school
month (~70) than any of the other school types. High schools that reported on average took ~60
attendance actions per month; K-6 elementary schools reported ~44, and K-8 elementary schools
took ~30.

* The number of corrective action plans (CAPs) reported was substantially less than the total
number of parent conferences. The number of corrective action plans reported was 68% and
71%, respectively, of the number of parent conferences reported in K-6 and K-8 elementary
schools, but only 20% and 33%, respectively, in middle and high schools. It may be that ab-
sences were determined to be for good cause and that a CAP was inappropriate. We have a'so
heard school personnel say that in some cases they do not use a CAP because they believe it will
not help.

» Theratio of 10-absence sanction requests to 7-absence letters ranged from 13% (K-6 schools) to
38% (K-8 and high schools).

» Conferences with parents were used less frequently for non-TANF than for TANF students.
Conferences with parents of non-TANF students appear to be reserved for cases in which ab-
sences exceed the 7 absences that trigger the MerCAP parent conference invitation.

Patterns of Sanctions

Overall Frequency. Table 2 summarizesthe total number of MerCAP sanctionsissued over the course
of the three-year demonstration period, by type, as reported by the Human Services Agency. The total
number of sanctions does not include those issued to Merced County students who are enrolled in
schools such as Valley High School that were not included in the Merced County Attendance Program
evaluation.
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Table 2. Total Sanctions Issued by the Human Services Agency Since the Beginning of MerCAP in
Fall, 1997, by MerCAP Year

Source: Merced Human Services Agency

Type of Sanction
P Total of

Failureto Non-Coopera- 10-Absence All
Respond? tion Sanction® Sanction® Sanctions

MerCAP Year
1-1997-98 13 57 77 147
2-1998-99 1 83 108 192
3-1999-00 — 248 220 468
TOTAL 14 388 405 807

@ This sanction is applied by the Human Services Agency when a client does not complete and submit a
waiver of privacy in order to participate in the MerCAP program and evaluation.

b Non-cooperation sanctions refer to those issued when a parent does not keep an appointment for a school
conference and does not arrange an alternate date or time for such aconference. Thissanctionis*curable;’
that is, it ends when the parent appears for a duly scheduled conference.

¢ 10-absence sanctions are requested when students have accumulated 10 or more unacceptable absences.
An additional 30-day sanction can be imposed subsequently if the student has additional unacceptable
absence(s).

These data indicate:

» Of the nearly 13,000 TANF students enrolled under MerCAP over the three years, 807 sanctions
wereissued. That means that approximately 6% of TANF students were sanctioned.*

» Sanctions were divided almost evenly between those issued for 10-absences and those issued for
failure of parents to keep an appointment for the required school conference after seven ab-
sences.

* The number of sanctions was higher during the third year of the project (1999-2000) due to the
large number of TANF students enrolled in the Merced City School District, which entered
MerCAP that year.

Comparison of Sanction Rates by Mer CAP Cohorts. The number of TANF students in each MerCAP
cohort varied, with the largest number in Year 3 schools. The table below compares the sanction rates
in the three MerCAP cohorts during MerCAP Year 3, the only year in which al three MerCAP cohorts
participated.

1 Determining an exact sanction rate is not possible due to the constant fluctuation in the total number of TANF students.
In estimating sanction rates for each year of MerCAP, we have used the best estimates we could arrive at from examining
the school attendance reports.

MerCAP Final Report 23 Process Study



Table 3. Sanction Ratesin 1999-2000, by MerCAP Cohort

MerCAP Cohort No. of sanctions TANF Sanction rate
issued enrollment

Year 1 schools 110 1797 6.1%

Year 2 schools 60 1874 3.2%

Year 3 schools 298 3265 9.1%

TOTAL 468 6936 6.7%

Note: The TANF enrollment figures represent the estimated end-of-year enrollment in 24 Year 1 schools, 29
Year 2 schools, and 16 Year 3 schools. Sanction numbers are derived from the master list of students sanc-
tioned reported by the Human Services Agency.

The larger TANF student population explains why there are alarger number of sanctions imposed in
Year 3 schools. 1t does not explain the smaller number of sanctionsimposed on TANF studentsin Year
2 schools than on studentsin Year 1 schools, or the wide disparity in the sanction rates between Year 2
schools (3.2%) and Year 3 schools (9.1%). We can think of three possible explanations for the diver-
gence in sanction rates. One is that Year 2 schools simply had better TANF student attendance. The
second isthat many Year 2 schoolswere resistant to the record keeping MerCAPrequired, and perhaps
did not keep track of absencesasdiligently asYear 1 and Year 3 schools. Thethirdisthat Year 3 schools
began the program by treating each tardy as an absence (apolicy since changed), and in general took an
aggressive approach to monitoring and sanctions.

Comparison of sanction rates in the same MerCAP cohorts over time. One possible indicator of
whether sanctions were having a deterrent effect on excessive absenteeism would be a declinein sanc-
tions over time. To test for this, we compared the incidence of sanctionsin Year 1 schools over the 3
years of the project and also the incidence of sanctionsin Year 2 schools over the last two years of the
project. (Since Year 3 schools were only part of MerCAP for one year, no similar comparison was
possible for those schools.) Table 4 provides the comparisons.

Table 4. Number of Sanctionsin Year 1 & Year 2 Schools for Each MerCAP Year

MerCAP Cohort 1997-98 1998-99 1999-2000
Year 1 schools 143 104 110
Year 2 schools — 81 60

In their second year in MerCAP, both Year 1 and Year 2 schools had afairly significant declinein the
number of sanctions, suggesting that MerCAP might be having a deterrent effect on absences. How-
ever, this might also be the result of a decline in TANF student enrollment, since welfare rolls de-
creased significantly during the time MerCAP was being implemented. The number of sanctions rose
dlightly for Year 1 schools during their third year in the program.

Comparison of Sanctions Requested by Schools and Sanctions Imposed by HSA. Sanctionsreported by
schools and Human Services Agency are summarized in Table 5 below. In order to provide a valid
comparison, we separated out those sanctions reported by the Human ServicesAgency that came from
the schools from which we received reports of attendance actions taken (i.e., those we label “partial
HSA™).

MerCAP Final Report 24 Process Sudy



Table5. Comparison of Sanctions Issued in School Year 1999-2000 by Human Services Agency
and Reported Requests for Sanctions by Schools, by Type of Sanction and School Type

Type of Sanction
Non-Cooperation 10-Absence Sanction® Totdl of

Sanction® All Sanctions’
School All Partial  School | All Partial School [ HSA  School
Type HSA HSA“ HSA HSA“
K-6 149 36 36 137 42 31 286 67
Elementary
K-8 12 12 18 11 8 13 23 31
Elementary
Middle/ 58 24 19 44 9 11 102 30
Junior High
High 27 10 21 27 11 31 54 52
School
TOTAL 246 82 9 219 70 86 465 180

@ Non-cooperation sanctions refer to those issued when a parent does not keep an
appointment for a school conference and does not arrange an alternate date or
time for such a conference. Thissanctionis‘curable;’ that is, it ends when the
parent appears for a duly scheduled conference.

b 10-absence sanctions are requested when students have accumulated 10 or more
unacceptable absences. An additional 30-day sanction can be imposed subse-
quently if the student has additional unacceptable absence(s).

¢ Thetotal number of sanctions does not include those issued to Merced County
students who are enrolled in schools such as Valley High School that were not
included in the Merced County Attendance Program evaluation.

4 Sanctions reported by the Human Services Agency that were requested from
only those schools that sent in reports of attendance actions taken.

Schools generally report more sanction requests than were levied by the Human Services Agency.
Inaccurate record keeping by the schools may account for these discrepancies, but there are a number
of other possible explanations. One isthe time lag between the dates sanctions were requested and the
next month in which they could be imposed. Another possibility isthat sanctions were ‘cured’ before
they could be imposed. In afew cases, sanctions may not have been imposed because the schools did
not follow required procedures.

Consistency of |mplementation across Schools and over Time

To address the consistency of implementation, we drew on reports of attendance actions taken, site

observations, and interviews. Despite being arelatively simple concept, MerCAP implementation re-

quired reaching agreement on a complex set of operational definitions and procedures. A good deal of

time during the first year of MerCAP was spent debating and achieving consensus on these. Examples

of the kinds of gquestions that arose included:

*  Whether absences occurring while students are not on cash aid count toward sanctions,

»  Whether absences of students who come on TANF during an attendance month count from the
beginning of that attendance month or from the day the student shows up on the HSA ligt,

* How tardiness should be handled within MerCAP,

*  Whether school suspensions should count as absences, and

» Whether it islegal to send a 7-day letter without sending a 5-day letter first. (The latter comes up
if astudent has two more absences before the school sends the five-day letter.)
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Having resolved most of these questions during Year 1, project leaderstook stepsin Year 2 to regular-
ize program operations. These included developing a handbook as a guide to MerCAP's operational
policies and procedures, providing ayearly training for all participating schools, and creating an Over-
sight Committee made up of HSA and school personnel with ongoing policymaking responsibility. As
aresult, considerable unity of formal definition was achieved.

Despite this, we found considerable evidence of variation in program implementation across school
sites, and within the same school at different times during the school year. Such variation is not unex-
pected given the relative independence of schools and school districts and their desire to preserve an
appropriate element of discretion in dealing with parents and children. Throughout the project, the
Human Services Agency encouraged schools to adapt the program appropriately, while insisting that
certain basic program requirements be met. In area meetings school personnel acknowledged that judg-
ment and discretion play alarge and important role in how they implemented MerCAP (or any atten-
dance program).

Elements of the program that have exhibited the greatest variation among sites include the following:

When good cause determinations are made. Good cause criteria are based on the education code,
and are quite consistent across sites. What varies is when in the process schools make good cause
determinations. Some schools wait until the parent conference, using the occasion of the confer-
ence as ameans of impressing on parents that the school is cracking down on absenteeism. Other
schools determine good cause as they go (often involving a phone call to the parent), so that the
child may never reach the 5- or 7-day triggers. In other words, some schools send the first letter for
any 5 absences, others for 5 unexcused absences.

How parent conferences are handled. Common to all parent conferencesis reviewing the child’'s
attendance record with the parent(s), checking to seeif any absences can be waived, and explaining
what might happen if the student is absent again without a doctor’s note or other good cause.
Differencesinclude the fact that some schools do most of their conferences by phone; others prima-
rily do them face-to-face. Also, some schools hold the parent conference immediately after the 7-
day letter, and request a sanction quickly if the parent doesn’t appear after the first or second
scheduled meeting. Other schoolsusetheir discretionin how quickly they will hold the conference,
and how many times they will reschedul e before requesting a sanction for non-cooperation. In
some schools, parent conferences are devoted to problem solving while in othersthey are primarily
used to convey thethreat of sanctions. One school took abroad view of what the parent conference
might accomplish. Asaschool official stated, “1 schedul e the conference before| send theletter, so
that the letter is areminder. It softens the blow of the letter so that the focus remains on fixing the
problem rather than pulling the money.”

Corrective Action Plans (CAPs). CAPs are usually pre-printed forms the parent and school admin-
istrator sign, with room to add comments particular to the case. 1n some higher grades and high
schools the student also signs the plan/contract. The form itself is often adapted from that used in
the School Attendance Review Board (SARB) process, with parents and students agreeing that the
students will be at school on time unlessthey bring adoctor’s excuse. Not all schools use awritten
CAP. In some cases thisisthe result of sensitivity to culturesin which the parents’ word is suffi-
cient, and an oral contract seems to be effective. In other cases, school personnel have questioned
the value of any CAP. Among the comments we heard were, “How can you make a plan with a
parent who won’t carry it out? The only planis‘Get your kid to school!’” “I don’t waste time with
them. | just lay down thelaw.” In other cases school personnel view the problemsastoo ill-defined
to plan aremedy, whereas the CAPis useful when there is a clearly defined problem.
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Use of School Attendance Review Board (SARB) and the District Attorney. Some schools have a
good SARB with many concerned agenciesthat try to make examples of egregioustruancy through
the District Attorney’s office. Other schools said the District Attorney does not have time to bother
with school attendance cases.

Diversion of poor-attendance studentsto other programs. Some schools are more aggressive than
othersin deliberately moving children with attendance problems into aternative programs or inde-
pendent study.

Policies on Mexican vacations. Many Latino families schedule extended vacationsin Mexico
during the holiday season. A few school districts have adjusted their academic calendars to accom-
modate this practice. Others provide independent study options. Still others cancel enrollment of
students until they return.

Difficulties experienced by high schools. High schools experienced greater difficultiesin imple-
menting the program. Possible reasons suggested by school personnel are that high school istoo
late to change attendance patterns; that high schools are unable to give the needed personal atten-
tion due to the large numbers of students; and that the dollar amount of the sanction means less to
high school children and their families. Asmany parentswill attest, schools and parents have much
less control over teen-agers than over younger students.

Development of uniform attendance policies and practices for all students. A few school districts
adopted MerCAP-like attendance policies for al their students. These included the Merced City
schools, which entered the program in Year 3, and the Hilmar Unified School District. Of the
school personnel surveyedin Year 2, 1 in 4 said that their attendance practices for MerCAP and
non-MerCAP students are “ substantially the same.” A more comprehensive survey in Year 3 found
that almost 3 of 4 schools had made changesin their attendance practices dueto MerCAP, although
not all districts had adopted uniform policies.

Attendance monitoring and reporting. As part of MerCAP, schools agreed to monitor attendance
and attendance-rel ated actions for MerCAP students, and to provide the data needed to evaluate the
effectiveness of the project. As noted elsewhere in this report, attendance monitoring was difficult
and time consuming. There was considerable variation in how frequently schools monitor atten-
dance, how completely and promptly reports were sent to the evaluators, aswell asin how report-
ing instructions were interpreted. In afew cases where reports were not sent regularly, it isdifficult
to ascertain if the school monitored attendance sufficiently to implement the program.

Coordination among Stakeholders

Leadership. MerCAP required increased interaction and coordination between the Human Services
Agency and Merced County schools. Within these entities, it required communication between admin-
istrators and front-line staff. Securing effective coordination between these stakeholders has proven to
be one of the most challenging aspects of the new program. Problems range from the seemingly ssimple
matter of who should be copied on which memos, to the complex business of determining operational
procedures and responsibilities. Of note is that neither MerCAP parents, nor representatives of other
family support agenciesin the community, were defined as stakeholdersin developing MerCAP plans
and procedures.

While key program agencies—state DSS, the Merced County Human Services Agency, and local
schools—support the program, MerCAP is just one of a great many projects and programs they are
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currently managing. Aside from the one Human Services Agency staff person assigned to manage the
project (among her many other duties), MerCAP isfar down on thelist of prioritiesfor most stakehold-
ers, al of whom are extremely busy with avariety of immediate and pressing demands. Thus, project
activitiestend to reflect what stakeholders can accommodate within their existing routines, rather than
new departures and relationships.

At the same time, project leaders realize that collaboration requires taking steps that move beyond
existing routines. As one Human Services Agency representative stated, “ | had alot better interactions
with schools when my staff person or | were extending ourselves. Just simple things like visits to the
schools can do awhole lot to facilitate coordination.”

MerCAPrequired clear departuresfrom past practicesfor the Human ServicesAgency. Theseincluded
sanctioning children rather than adults; designating afront-lineeligibility worker to speciaizeon MerCAP
(such specidlization is rare); building new relationships with schools; and increasing communication
and cooperation between eligibility and social services unitsin order to facilitate integration of family
services. Thelatter function was particularly important, given the role that TANF and Child Protective
Servicesplay inthelivesof MerCAPfamilies. All the new tasks stretched agency staff and challenged
organizational culture.

MerCAP program documents were somewhat ambiguous about where responsibility for the program
rests. The state waiver suggests that MerCAP is a Human Services Agency project, with school and
community support, while the project description refersto MerCAP as being jointly conducted by the
Human ServicesAgency and the schools. In practice, project |eadership rested primarily in the hands of
the Human Services Agency, even though much of the work required for implementation fell on the
schools. Both parties have made good faith efforts to make this arrangement work—HSA by consulting
closely with school representatives and providing schools significant discretion in implementing the
program, and the schools by accepting the increased time demands on personnel and working with
HSA to correct glitchesin the program.

TANF Lists. A good example of the coordination needed under MerCAPwasthe evolution of thelist of
MerCAP students provided to schoolsby HSA. Early on, schoolsidentified anumber of problemswith
the lists, including inaccuracies (e.g., students on the list that were not in their school, students listed
under different names) and difficulty in updating information from previouslists. When these were not
immediately corrected, frustration grew. On meeting with HSA representatives, schools learned that
staff shortages had prevented a quick resolution, but that a person had been reassigned and changes
could be expected shortly. Soon after this, most of the original problems were resolved, and over the
course of the year a number of modifications were made to the lists making them much easier for
school personnel to use. Particularly helpful was providing schoolswith separatelists of students added
or dropped since the previous month, saving attendance clerks time spent combing through old and
new lists.

Despite these improvements, school s continued to express concern during Years 2 and 3 with the num-
ber of inaccuraciesin HSA lists, and the fact that corrections are not made promptly. In part thisindi-
cates how difficult it is to create an accurate TANF list given the mobility of the population and the
movement of families on and off the Cal WORK srolls. In part it reflectsthe different time frames under
which schools and the Human Services Agency operate. Schools must track attendance on a daily or
weekly basis, whereas the agency procedures are geared to monthly reporting requirements.

Coordination mechanisms. During the three years of MerCAP, a variety of coordination mechanisms
were employed. Initially, monthly or bi-monthly meetings, to which al Year 1 schools were invited,
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were convened by the Human ServicesAgency. Later in Year 1, an ad hoc committee provided some
problem solving, but did not servein aformal oversight role. During Year 2 aformal Oversight Com-
mittee was devel oped to facilitate coordination between schools and the Human ServicesAgency. The
committee included approximately a dozen regular members representing schools and the Human Ser-
vicesAgency, including somefront-line staff. Parentsor representatives of other community organiza-
tions were not included. Three meetings were held during the school year.

The Oversight Committee continued to meet during Year 3, though attendance was less regular. A
major order of business during the January 14 and March 17, 2000, meetings was to discuss whether,
and in what form, MerCAPwould continue after the demonstration expired in June, 2000. A March 27
memo from Katie Roeser, Merced County Human Services Agency, to the Merced County school
superintendents summarized the agreements reached.2 Shortly after that memo the superintendents
met and, with the exception of one District Superintendent (Los Banos), agreed to the stipulations
reached by the Oversight Committee. The Los Banos Superintendent talked it over after returning to
his district, and later gave his support as well.

Other issues confronted. During these Year 3 discussions a number of other issues surfaced which

reflect the types of coordination and collaboration concerns that are raised by MerCAP. These include:

» Theneed for better attendance software,

» Theneed for schools to develop a better system for sharing information when a child moves
within the county,

» Theneed for greater efforts to match MerCAP requirements with attendance procedures for all
students,

» Continued concern by schools over the accuracy of HSA lists,

»  Continued concern by HSA over the lack of understanding of basic MerCAP procedures by
many school staff,

» Difficulty in implementing HSA's desire to use the sanctions as a trigger for additional referrals
or support services for MerCAP families, and

» Concern by al parties that the MerCAP workload is putting an undue strain on staff.

Overdll, the level of coordination and cooperation between schools and the Human Services Agency
tended to improve as the project developed over time. Of those school personnel surveyed at the spring
areameetingsin 1999, 60% agreed that the collaboration and coordination between the schools and the
Human Services Agency is healthy and productive. A representative of the Human Services Agency
noted,

“MerCAP got a dialogue going in this county between schools and welfare. | came to redize
that children are what both of our programs are about, so why on earth don’t we have more
connections? Even though sometimes our relationship isantagonistic, we have devel oped some
very good relationships.”

2The agreement states that MerCAP will continue in its current formin Year 4, with two exceptions: 1) that the evaluation
and its attendant reporting will not continue, and 2) that MerCAP will no longer sanction the child’s portion of the welfare
grant. Instead sanctions will be applied only to the parent’s portion of the grant, as stipulated under CalWORKSs. The
March 27 memo further noted that other modifications to the MerCAP program might be considered after receipt of the
final evaluation report. It also noted that the Oversight Committee recommends that school districts hold discussions on
further ways to improve attendance for al children, including sharing the best practices for working with the District
Attorney on attendance problems.
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Cost of Implementation

A key distinction in the implementation of welfare school attendance programsiswhether the primary
burden of monitoring attendance falls on school s or the welfare department. In MerCAP, school s played
the primary monitoring role. The largest cost of starting and maintaining this program was the time of
administrative personnel (principals, vice-principals) and clerical staff (secretaries, attendance clerks)
to flag TANF students, monitor attendance, keep careful records and take prescribed actions promptly.
These are not tasks easily accomplished during normal school hours, given the near constant state of
interruption that characterizes school offices, and chronic understaffing.

Throughout all three years of the demonstration, most schools reported that the time required to imple-
ment the program—adapting computer software, updating TANF student rolls, keeping on top of ab-
sences, sending | etters, and meeting with parents—was overly burdensome. For example, only 1in 3 of
those surveyed at the school areameetingsin Year 2 felt that the time that isrequired for school person-
nel to implement MerCAP was reasonable. Most schools felt “aways behind” with MerCAP record
keeping, since clerks have little or no time to attend to it.

Based on the time estimates provided in both our Year 1 site visits and Year 3 survey of school admin-
istrators, MerCAP cost an average school about .20 FTE to implement, with the bulk of the work
falling on attendance clerks and/or clerical staff (see School Administrator Survey, Appendix D). Time
estimates varied significantly across school sites. Efficiency was higher where attendance software
could be readily adapted to MerCAP requirements, where attendance clerks® were well informed and
committed to the program, or where uniform attendance policiesfor all studentswere put in place. The
workload is higher at the middle school and high school levels, where the numbers of students and
student absences are higher. No discernible differences are apparent in the time estimates for schools
based on the number of years they have been in the MerCAP program.

Since details of the program and the evaluation were not known at the time schools agreed to partici-
pate in the program, and since personnel at the attendance clerk level were not included in the original
discussions and decision making, accurate estimates of the time impacts were not made in advance.
The time requirements took many school personnel by surprise, particularly the staff with attendance
responsibilities. Schools coped as best they could. In some cases this meant that school personnel
stayed late or camein on weekendsto handle MerCAP-related monitoring, letters, and reports. In other
cases schools were simply unable to monitor attendance as frequently as they would have liked, lead-
ing to delaysin sending absence letters and holding conferences. Often such schoolsfailed to provide
al the reports necessary for the evaluation. From their perspective, this was understandably a lower
priority.

Eventually, many schools began moving or considering a move to integrate MerCAP-like policies and
procedures with their attendance policy for al students, which could save the time required by dual
record keeping systems. In addition, many schoolsrealized that extratime taken to improve attendance
for all students could pay dividends given the new school funding formulas. From a school perspec-
tive, it isthis broader cost-benefit calculation that is becoming more important.

The program was also relatively staff-intensive for the Human Services Agency, which required 1-2
FTE to manage the program. The lead person for the agency devoted aimost 100% of her time to
MerCAPduring the start up period and through Year 1. After that, MerCAPtook about 25% of her time,

3 In some schools the school secretary doubles as the attendance clerk. In others the attendance duties are handled by a
separate staff person, who may also have other responsibilities. In some small schools, the school administrator takeson the
task of monitoring attendance.
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plus the time of a full-time eligibility staff worker. The load on the staff worker increased as the
program moved to full implementation during Year 3. Staff reported handling 50-75 sanctions per
month during the peak periods. As one noted, “If | have 50 sanctions | get 50 phone calls. During the
period of time | am sending out notices, | get 18-20 phone calls per day.”

Support for Mer CAP among Selected Stakeholders

The basic idea behind MerCAP—parents have a responsibility to get their children to school—is
widely supported. Because of this, MerCAP is popular among the mgjority of stakeholders, including
parents, school personnel, and representatives of the Human Services Agency. Stakeholder support
weakens when the focusis placed on the significant implementation burdens resulting from MerCAR,
and questions about its efficacy. Despite this, amajority of personsinterviewed supported continuing
MerCAP after the demonstration period.

Throughout the project, afew persons expressed varying degrees of opposition to MerCAP, citing its
low ratio of benefits to costs, potentia (or actual) mistreatment of parents during the implementation
of some procedures, and the superiority of other approaches to meeting MerCAP's goals. There was
no active effort during MerCAP to involve parents or other community organizations in considering
how the program might better achieve its intended outcomes.

The following is amore detailed description of various stakeholder opinions:

School personnel. School personnel support MerCAP, but often with ambivalence. This is not too
surprising given that schools have born the heaviest implementation costs. Despitethis, two-thirds of
school representatives surveyed in spring 2000 (see Appendix D) favored continuing the program in
something like its current form. Only afew school representatives openly questioned the value of the
program.

School personnel appreciate having a program that provides real consequences for families. In effect,
the sanction threat can replace the past pattern of relying solely on repeated exhortation to parents by
school officials. They appreciate having the Human Services Agency provide reliable backup (viathe
sanction) to their communication with parents, which is unlike their typical experiences with the
School Attendance Review Board or District Attorney.

Only 14% of the school administrators surveyed in spring 2000 believed that MerCAP undercut their
relationship with parents. Most indicated that increased communications and conferences were good
opportunities for working with the parents on problem solving. A few noted that the tone of the
origina 5-day and 7-day letters caused some defensiveness among parents, but that was fixed by re-
writing the letters. One administrator noted, “ Some parents resent any efforts to make their children
attend school. MerCAP s aconvenient excuse for parents who would complain anyway.” Only one
administrator expressed a strong opinion that MerCAP really undermined the school’ s effortsto work
with parents.

When asked in spring 2000 to comment on whether MerCAP should continue past the demonstration
period, or be altered in some fashion, school administrators offered the following comments. One
said, “If | had to choose | would continue MerCAPasis. There'stoo much invested init at this point
to just quit.” Another noted, “1 like the program, but it takes so much time I’'m not sure it can be
continued asis.” “There's got to be a better way that doesn’t require so much paper work,” according
to one principal. Another pointed out, “I wouldn’t want it to continue as is, but would be willing to
work with Human Services if a better method were developed.”
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Three or four administrators commented that they wanted to involve a successful SARB program (or
work with the DA) in conjunction with MerCAP, or to continue work with case workers and meld the
TANF list into the school’s overall attendance program. The most critical comments were offered by
one administrator who summed up that school’s experience with MerCAP and hopes for the future, “I
like the program in theory, but in practice it hasn’t been effective. Notifying Human Services has not
been effective. Too much time for too little return in our experience.”

Mer CAP parents. Most MerCAP parents support the basic idea of the program, expressing apprecia
tion for the fact that it provides them with additional leverage in encouraging their children to attend
school regularly. For example, of the 204 parents who responded to this question in our April 2000
interviews (see Appendix C), only 3 had “mostly negative” feelings about MerCAPR, and only 11 had
“mixed feelings.” Otherwise, parents were mostly positive, commenting that “anything that can help
get children to school isagoodidea.” Thisincluded two of four parentswhose welfare checks were cut
due to MerCAP. The other two had mixed feelings about the program.

These interview findings are consistent with the findings of the focus groups held with MerCAP par-
entsinYears 1 and 2. Those parents generally supported the idea of the program, viewing MerCAP as
atool to usewith parents, not children. Many parents said that they welcomed having aprogram to help
motivate them to get their children to school. They indicated that MerCAP gave them more backbone
when dealing with the excuses their children sometimes offer.

One parent noted, “1 see the children going to school now. | don’t see them running around. | see the
parents not partying like they used to—cause that’s $100 they don’'t want to lose. | see the children
cleaner and happier.” Another commented, “I tell my child ‘ You get five sick days during the year. Is
today going to be one of them?”

A few parents questioned the basic fairness of the program, noting that many non-cash aid children had
worse attendance than their own. As one stated, “It’s like punishing everyone because a few have a
problem. They should just focusthe program on those people.” Another noted, “ There are parents who
don’'t care whether their children go to school or not. For uswho do care, | don’t think we should have
to go through the hassle.”

Human Services Agency. The Human Services Agency welcomed the chance to be responsive to an
initiative coming from the County Board of Supervisors, and saw benefits from the new relationship
with schools. On the other hand, agency representatives, like schools, had ambivalent feelings about
MerCAP due to the time required and questions about the program’s efficacy.

In interviews with six HSA personnel in April 2000, we asked each, “On balance, was MerCAP worth
the effort?’ Three of the six said “definitely yes,” two were mostly positive but indicated that it was
“hard to say,” and one said “ definitely not.” Positive comments included:

“1 think it got a dialogue going in this county between schools and welfare that is appropriate.
Likeanything else, it'sdifficult becauseit’sbreaking down theterritorial barriersthat arethere...
There shouldn’t be this hush-hush about who is on welfare. It was worth it. It definitely didn’t
save money, but that was never the goal.”

“1 think the general population’s perception isthat welfare recipients do not force their children

to attend school; that welfare recipients stay home. Therefore, it'seasier just to let the children
sleepin, or do whatever they want to. And not go to school. | think overall MerCAPisgoing to
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change the perceptions of the Board of Supervisorsand say, ‘ Hey, our welfare people do attend
[school].””

“Oh, definitely worthiit. It'stimely, it went hand in hand with welfarereform, andit'sexactly in
line with the vision of where we wanted to go in the county.”

More ambivalent comments to the question “Has MerCAP been worth it?’ included:

“Ah, that'satough call...I think it's been a successin away; particularly for the folksdownin
the more technical areas. We've passed all the barriers that keep this from happening... paper
work, getting the data, getting people to independently work together, getting the toolsto make
this 3-year rollout. The second year was better than the first and the third year was even
dlicker...anecdotally we' ve gotten alot of feedback from schoolsthat thisishealthy to interdict
some of the known problem families—to get the children to school. So my feeling iswe spend
alot of time and paper work, but if it helps afew children to do better, it's worth the hassle.”

“You know, | think that’s more of aquestion that you would haveto giveto the schools, because
| don’t see the change in attendance... | notice that it's usually the same clients over and over
again, and it doesn’t change those clients, so it has no effect on them.”

One staff person was more critical when asked if MerCAP was worth it:
“No, because we haven't solved anything. | don't think it was a problem resolution issue. |
think it caused a lot of work and yielded few results. | don’t know how significant the atten-
dance increases are, but | think we had the opportunity to help alot more people than we did. |
would have liked to see asocial worker assigned in addition to the MerCAPé€ligibility worker.”

Parent-School Relations under MerCAP

Along with the primary goal of increasing the attendance of TANF students, one of the other major
outcomes sought by MerCAP was to increase the involvement of TANF parents with their children’s
schools. Increased involvement was expected to lead to better student achievement outcomes, and also
to enable schoolsto provide families with referralsto community resourcesthat addressthe underlying
causes of absenteeism. In general, MerCAP has increased the amount of contact between TANF par-
ents and schools, but in most cases the primary focus of the communication has been for schools to
reiterate the importance of regular attendance, and to remind parents of the threat of sanction. A few
schools also used the occasion of parent conferencesto makereferralsto community services. Overall,
however, MerCAP has not increased the provision of referrals or other supportive services to TANF
families. Nor did we hear any mention from schools or parents we interviewed of any effort made
under MerCAP to involve parents in helping their children improve their school achievement.

It isimportant to keep in mind that most TANF parents already feel quite involved with their children’s
schools, and are mostly positive about their experiences. Of the TANF parentsweinterviewed in spring
2000, 87% reported attending teacher conferences, 29% go to other school events, and 12% help out
with school events. Just under 90% of the parents could accurately estimate the number of absences
their child had accrued (see Appendix C). In addition, 94% of these parents reported overall positive
feelings about their interaction with the school (in general, not with reference to MerCAP). If any-
thing, these data rai se the potential that a sanction-oriented program like MerCAP might sour existing
good relationships between schools and parents, but that does not seem to have been the case in most
instances.
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Very few TANF students reach the attendance triggers that would prompt letters or conferences. While
nearly half of the parents interviewed reported that the school called them whenever their children
were absent, only 13 families—6% of the parentsinterviewed—had received an absence letter, and all
of the 13 received more than one. Of the 13, only 10 had met with school authorities. Of the 10, three
families said they were offered help or referred to a source of assistance. Most (8 of 10) of these
families said they felt good about the meeting, and all said their children attended more regularly after
that. Four of these families had had their welfare checks cut, and the three who commented about it
indicated that thiswasareal hardship for thefamily. It appearsthat the required action protocol applies
to avery small percentage of MerCAP families, and that in two out of three of these applicable cases
there is no need to request sanctions.

We received somewhat conflicting data regarding the degree to which the MerCAP procedures were
being effectively communicated to parents. On the one hand, 83% of school administrators said they
believed that parents were “getting the message” and that attendance was improving. On the other
hand, 33% of parents surveyed reported they did not know what MerCAP was, and the HSA dligibility
worker noted that most parents who called after being notified of a sanction were confused. This
apparent discrepancy may actualy reflect the reality that the attendance problems that most concern
school personnel tend to be isolated in afew “problem families.” Of the administrators we surveyed,
97% agreed that attendance problems are concentrated in a small number of families for whom “noth-
ing works.” Administrators who experienced a positive result with even one or two of these families
under MerCAP procedures were no doubt impressed, regardless of the program’s broader efficacy.

A key dynamic under MerCAP is the nature of what happens during parent conferences, and the feel-
ings these engender. We received mixed responses when probing this topic. Of the school representa-
tives surveyed at the spring 1999 area meetings, 40% believed MerCAP was improving parent school
relations and 27% believed it was not. School personnel confirm what we have heard from parents,
many of whom appreciate MerCAP because it “ backs them up” in the task of motivating their children
to attend school. A number of school personnel insist that MerCAP “just gives them another tool—
hitting them in the pocketbook” in dealing with parents, and that relationships are essentially the same
asthey have aways been.

Schoolsreported that parents are not happy to be called in to school, but most respond positively to the
schools' effortsto increase student attendance and chance for school success. They “...start out angry,
but get used to the idea once explained.” As one high school attendance counselor said, “Once the
parent realizes you’ re reaming out the kid and not them, they appreciate working with the school. They
don't like losing money because of children they can’t control.” Another high school staff member
stated that meeting with parents is helpful because “it scares the mom; she takes the kid home and
works on him.” An elementary school staff person noted that most parents care alot about their chil-
dren, and appreciate finding out what’s happening with them. Some schools make a great effort to
make parentsfeel welcome when they comefor aconference, and to deal with the child’s attendance as
amutual concern—not something for which the parent is solely accountable.

Some parents felt mistrusted or mistreated by schools. For example, we heard complaints, some quite
angry, from parents who had received 5- or 7-absence | etters despite having previously provided doc-
tors’ notesto the school explaining their children’s absences. Onesaid, “If your kid issick and you take
him to the doctor and you turnin your note, | don’t see the point in getting the notice. Your childissick,
what can you do about it—tell them not to get sick any more?’ Some complained about having to
produce a doctor’s note even for minor illnesses (e.g., flu, bad cold), and wondered why they were
treated with suspicion rather than being more trusted by the schools. “I’m his mother. | know if heis
well enough to go to school.”
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Doctors’ notesplay akey rolein the relationship between parents and schools. The notes provide away
to give the policy “teeth.” However, many families have difficulties obtaining notes for routine ill-
nesses. On the other hand, schools believe some doctors are too ready to sign notes excusing absences.
A few schools have school nurses and ask parentswho arein doubt about whether their children should
be at school to bring the child and | et the nurse make the determination. Thisisespecialy helpful when
families have limited access to doctors.

Some of theill feelings by parents toward schools stem from inadequate understanding or failed com-
munication. One parent lost aid for two months because she did not know she could get absences
removed with notes from a doctor. She was eventually reimbursed, but says the schools never called
her for aconference. Another parent received a 5-absence | etter even though she had turned in doctor’s
notes and was no longer on cash aid. In general, parents wanted more information about the program.
Most had a very limited and often inaccurate understanding of what MerCAP is, and knew even less
about the specific operational procedures. Some do not understand the meaning of terms like “sanc-
tions,” “unexcused absences,” or “good cause.”

Overdl, however, parents had mostly positive feelings about MerCAP, and the program has certainly
not created any noticeable backlash or controversy inthe community. Parents say that anything that can
help get children to school regularly is a good idea. On the other hand, the evidence suggests that
MerCAP has had aminimal impact on the level of involvement of TANF parents with their children’s
schools.

Causes of Absenteeism

One goal of the MerCAP evaluation was to learn more about the reasons for attendance problems, and
to identify effective school or community strategies for encouraging attendance. Based on our inter-
viewswith parents and school personnel, it isclear that the usual reason for absencesisillness, with the
other major reason being medical and dental appointments. This finding is consistent with previous
research (Fein, Wang, and Schofield, 1999), which has found health issues to be the mgor cause of
student absences, not truancy.

Oneregular cause of absencein Merced County ishead lice.* In cases of persistent absence dueto head
lice, parental negligence is sometimes the issue. Cases where parents simply “do not care” enough to
insure that their child is attending school regularly appear to occur infrequently, but these cases often
have a high visibility for the schools who must deal with them.

Frequent absences from school may aso be explained by the student’s experience with school. We
asked TANF parents if their children enjoyed school and how they were doing in school. Their re-
sponses, arrayed by whether their children had been absent more or less than 10 days, are shown in
Table C-7, Appendix C. The percentages of children whose parents believed they did not enjoy schooal,
did not get along well with others, and did not do well in school were higher in the “ Absent more than
10 days’ than in the “less than 10 days’ columns. The direction is reversed for those who enjoyed
school, got along with others, and did well in schoal.

4The problem is of sufficient magnitude that the County developed a“lice patrol” program featuring a mobile van and
volunteer “nit pickers.”

MerCAP Final Report 35 Process Study



Other reasons parents suggested for why children are absent include:

* Problems with homework or children doing poorly in school;

» Children feeling picked on by other children;

* Problemswith their teacher, particularly feeling embarrassed by the teacher;

* Problems “fitting in” due to dress or other social pressures,

» Independence/rebellion in older children;

» Logistical issues associated with single parent families,

» Family conflict issues (especialy lack of support from divorced spouse, or alcohol, drugs, etc.);
and

» Either the parent or the child being too lazy to get up in the morning.

In our survey of school personnel at the 1999 spring area meetings, the top three reasons given for why
families have problems with attendance were 1) routine health problems, 2) lice, and 3) parents who
either allow absences or are incapable of managing their children’s attendance. Issues related to chil-
dren liking school, getting along with peers, or being irresponsible were rated considerably lower as
factors. During the meetings, extended trips to Mexico were frequently mentioned as a cause of ab-
sences. Children being bored with the curriculum, especially at the high school level, was a'so men-
tioned.

Cases of excessive absences without good cause are particularly rare at the elementary and middle
school levels, and occur not only in families that receive cash assistance. In most schools, excessive
absence problems are limited to arelatively small number of families that are well known to school
personnel. Schools vary in how much effort they make to reach out to these families with referrals,
resources, or personal attention, but it istypical for almost al schools to reach a point where they feel
that further such effort isunlikely to change the behavior of certain problem families. It isfor thisvery
reason that school personnel welcome the sanction program, sinceit providesanew tool for motivating
parental cooperation in cash-aid families. On the other hand, the threat of MerCAP sanctionsis enough
to change attendance behavior in only a subset of cases.

Most schools now have regular routinesto support good school attendance. Common elementsinclude
rewarding good attendance, calling the homes of absent students, monitoring absences regularly, and
involving students in engaging and fun activities.

It is worth emphasizing that the MerCAP sanction alone does not provide leverage on the most fre-
quently reported reason why children are excessively absent—illness. Regular attendance monitoring
under MerCAP may help schools discover if there are persistent health problems that are causing a
child to be excessively absent, but it doesn’t guarantee that families can access the health-related ser-
vices they need. Inadequate health-related resources or limited understanding of options limit access.
By contrast, programs such as Healthy Start or the Heritage/Lodi Memoria Health Center, which
locate health services and resources on school sites, have proven effective in promoting both better
health and improved school attendance. These collaborative programs provide morning sick call screen-
ing, insure immunizations are compl ete, reduce the length of time required for head lice absences, and
make referrals for chronic illness.
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IV. IMPACT STUDY FINDINGS
I ntroduction

The following section of this report describes the major findings from our impact study. The analysis
takes into account data collected for school years 1996-97 (the pre-MerCAP baseline year) through
1999-2000 (the third and final year of the MerCAP pilot). Statistical details for the analyses in this
section are reported in Appendix E.

In analyzing the data we sought to answer four primary questions:

1. Did the attendance patterns of TANF students differ significantly from those of their non-TANF
peers?

2. Did participating in MerCAP improve the attendance of TANF students?

3. What changesin overall school attendance patternswere observed over thethree yearsof MerCAP?

4. Were the attendance rates of TANF students related to their school achievement?

Our mgjor finding, supported by avariety of statistical tests, isthat MerCAP’ soverall impact on TANF
student attendance has been marginal. Even where statistically significant gains in attendance were
discovered, the actual gainsin attendance are quite small. In addition, the data reveal that TANF stu-
dents on the whole do not have excessive absences compared to their non-TANF peers. Finally, there
IS no evidence that increases in attendance are linked to better school achievement. Taken as awhole,
these empirical findings call into question the main assumptions undergirding school welfare atten-
dance policies, and the efficacy of asanction program in meeting the goals of increased attendance and
achievement.

In considering the statistical information presented below, it is helpful to keep in mind that both overall
attendance and TANF student attendance are quite high, creating aceiling effect on improvements. For
example, in al three MerCAP cohorts, the mean percentage actual attendance for TANF studentsinthe
year prior to MerCAP was around .945, equivalent to an attendance record of 10 absencesin a180 day
school year (irrespective of whether those absences were excused). By far the largest increase in atten-
dancefound in any statistical test that we ran was 1.4%, which isequivalent to 2.5 school daysina180-
day school year. In most cases, increases or decreases in attendance amount to about 1 school day per
year, per child. Changes at this level of magnitude are not likely to be very significant in altering a
student’s school experience.

Question 1. Do the attendance patter ns of TANF students differ significantly from those of their
non-TANF peers?

The purpose of this analysis was to test the assumption that TANF student absences are excessive
compared to their non-TANF peers. To accomplish thiswe collected from each grade (and track, where
applicable) in participating MerCAP schools the number of days of actual attendance and of possible
attendance for all and TANF students. An average percentage actual attendance was calculated for all
students (PAA), TANF students (M PAA), and non-TANF students (NPAA) for each grade and track.
To rule out the effect of grade and school as causal factorsin attendance, we compared TANF students
with non-TANF students in the same schools and grades.

Overall finding: On average, TANF students had dlightly lower attendance than their non-TANF peers
during all three years of MerCAP. However, the largest difference for any year is only eight-tenths of
one percent (.008), less than 2 days absence per child. In some schools TANF student attendance is
higher than non-TANF attendance. The dataare consi stent with school reportsthat relatively few TANF
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students reached the attendance triggers that prompt letters or conferences. School administrators were
initially surprised at which students were or were not on their TANF lists. Overall, our data contradict
the assumption that TANF students as a group have excessive absences.

Test 1. We compared the mean attendance of TANF and non-TANF students, using paired t-tests for
each year of MerCAP. Each “case” represented a single grade in a school or track. For 1997-98 there
were 76 cases, in 1998-99 there were 207 cases, and in 1999-2000 there were 292 cases.

Result: During all three years, TANF students had slightly lower attendance than non-TANF students
in the same school and grade. Whilethe differences are statistically significant, thelargest differencein
mean attendance is.008 (el ght-tenths of one percent). Itispossiblethat afew TANF studentswith very
low attendance skew the figures, since the TANF population is smaller than the non-TANF and thus
more easily influenced by afew outlying cases. Table 6 shows the comparisons.

Table 6. Comparison of TANF and Non-TANF Percentage Actual Attendance
in School Years 1997-98 through 1999-2000

School Year TANF PAA Non-TANF PAA
1997-98 (N=76) 950 954
1998-99 (N=207) 951 959
1999-2000 (N=292) 955 .959

Test 2: We compared the mean TANF and non-TANF percentage actual attendance for 1999-2000 for
each MerCAP cohort to see if longer exposure to MerCAP protocols improves attendance.

Result: Non-TANF attendance was higher than TANF attendance in 1999-2000 for school s that began
MerCAP in Year 1 (Non-TANF PAA=.965 and TANF PAA=.956-=, 4.187, sig. .000) and Year 2
(Non-TANF PAA=.955 and TANF PAA=.951-t=, 1.819, n.s.). But in Year 3 schools TANF attendance
was dlightly higher than non-TANF attendance (.959 vs. .958-1=.628, n.s.). Once again, the magnitude
of the difference in mean attendance is quite small in each case, never higher than .009 (nine-tenths of
onepercent). Thesedata(Figure 1) contradict what onewould expect if continuing exposureto MerCAP
was associated with TANF students doing better in comparison to their non-TANF peers.

Figure 1. Comparison of TANF and Non-TANF Attendance for 1999-2000 by MerCAP Cohort
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Test 3: To seeif the difference in TANF and non-TANF attendance patterns are magnified as students
get older we compared TANF and non-TANF attendance by grade for each year of MerCAP.

Result: The comparisons are shown in the three graphs of Figures 2a, 2b, and 2c below. In al three
years, TANF student attendance tends to lag farther behind non-TANF attendance in higher grades.

Figure 2. Mean TANF and Non-TANF PAA by Grade and Year
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Test 4: To seeif the pattern identified in test 3 was similar in al MerCAP cohorts, we compared 1999-
2000 TANF and non-TANF attendance by MerCAP cohort and grade.

Result: These data are less conclusive about the effect of maturation on the comparative attendance
patterns of TANF and non-TANF students. (See Figures 3a, 3b, and 3c.) Year 2 schools demonstrate
most clearly the pattern found above, with the gap between TANF and non-TANF attendance widening
in upper grades. Year 1 schools seem to follow the pattern of lower TANF attendance as students
advance through the grades, but only until students reach 9" and 10" grade, when TANF students have
better attendance than their non-TANF peers. Year 3 schools include no 9" or 10" grades, making it
harder to discern the effect of age on attendance.

Figure 3. Mean TANF and Non-TANF 1999-2000 PAA by Grade and Year for Schools Starting
MerCAP

a. Schools Starting MerCAP in 1997-98
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c. Schools Starting MerCAP in 1999-2000
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Question 2. Does participating in Mer CAP improve the attendance of TANF students?

A basic objective of the evaluation was to ascertain whether MerCAP had the desired effect of improv-
ing TANF student attendance.

Overall finding. Statistical tests on both aggregate and individual attendance data offer no conclusive
evidence that MerCAP improves TANF student attendance. Even the few tests that find a statistically
significant increase in attendance show very marginal substantive gains at best. This finding contra-
dicts the expressed view of school administrators, many of whom believe that MerCAP improved
TANF student attendance. The discrepancy may be explained by administrators focusing on the small
subset of TANF students with excessive absences, some of whom improved their attendance asaresult
of MerCAP procedures. The ceiling effect caused by the good overall attendance of most TANF stu-
dents means that the MerCAP “successes’ that loom large in the eyes of administrators are marginal
when looked at in the context of the entire TANF population.

Test 1 (Individual): We compared the mean attendance for TANF students in the individua sample by
comparing each MerCAP cohort of studentsin their pre-MerCAP year and their first year in MerCAP.

Result: The mean attendance of individual TANF students in the Year 1 MerCAP cohort (N=219)
increased from .944 in 1996-97 to .952 in 1997-98 and is statistically significant. The mean attendance
of individual TANF studentsin the Year 2 MerCAP cohort (N=244) decreased from .945in 1997-98 to
.9381in 1998-99, and is not statistically significant. The mean attendance of individual TANF students
in the Year 3 MerCAP cohort (N=241) increased from .946 in 1998-99 to .960 in 1999-2000, and is
statistically significant. Keep in mind that even the somewhat larger gain in Merced City schools
during Year 3 (1.4%), represents only 2 - 3 days of student attendance during a 180 day school year.

Test 2 (Individual): The mean baseline PAA of the sample studentsin each MerCAP cohort was ~.945,
the equivalent of 10 absences per year. Thisisaconservative estimate of the number of absenceswhich
might trigger serious school attendance action, since presumably many absences would be excused for
good cause. We then looked at changes in PAA for students whose PAA in the year before or the year
after their school started MerCAPwaslessthan .945. We were looking for the net increase or decrease
in the number of these relatively low-attending students who move above or below the .945 threshold
during their first year in MerCAP. A cross-tabulation of changesin PAA appearsin Table 7.
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Table 7. Cross-tabulation of Baseline PAA status with Year 1 PAA status

Year 1 PAA status Total
Baseline PAA below .945 945 PAA
status PAA or higher
below .945 PAA 162 114 276
945 PAA 78 405 483
or higher
Total 240 519 759

Of the 276 studentswho had aPAA lessthan .945 in the year before starting MerCAP, about 41% (114)
increased their attendance to at least .945 in the first year of MerCAP. The other 59% (162) did not
reach that level of attendance. Of the 240 students whose PAA was less than .945 in the first year of
MerCAP, 32.5% (78) had higher attendance in the prior year. While the differences between observed
and expected frequencies are statistically significant (X2 = 147.044, 1 d.f., sig. .000), the net increasein
number of students who reached the .945 level isonly 36 (about 5% of the 759 studentsin this analy-
sis). Datato indicate whether positive (or negative) changes are maintained are not available. A PAA
of .945 is, of course, only an arbitrary level of acceptable attendance. These data suggest that even
among students with relatively more absences per year, the MerCAP “ success’ rate is not high.

Test 3 (Individual): We compared the average percentage actual attendance of sample studentsin 1996-
97 (the year before MerCAP started) with the mean of students' PAAs for all of the three subsequent
years for which data exist.

Result: There was amarginal but statistically significant average gain (.0068) for the 429 studentsin
thist-test. The generalizability (external validity) of results from this small select sub-sampleis ques-
tionable. When comparing means by “gradein 1996-97,” there was only one grade (4™) for which the
change (adlight drop) in attendance was statistically significant. Otherwise changes (mostly increases)
were not statistically significant, due to the smaller number of students in each comparison.

Test 4 (School-level): A univariate analysis of variance was conducted on the school-level TANF PAA
for all schools in 1999-2000 to determine the effect, if any, of the number of years schools were in
MerCAP. This was to test the hypothesis that TANF student attendance would increase as MerCAP
became more routine and established.

Result: As previously demonstrated when comparing differences between mean PAAs of TANF and
non-TANF students (Question 1, Test 2), the effect of MerCAP cohort is not statistically significant.

Question 3. What changes, if any, in overall school attendance (PAA) have been noted over the
yearsof the Mer CAP experiment?

Our Year 2 report found evidence that the overall school attendance in both Year 1 and Year 2 schools
rose by asmall but statistically significant amount during the first year they werein MerCAP. We re-
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tested that finding in Year 3 to see if the same pattern was discernible when the experience of Year 3
schools was taken into account.

Overall finding. In their first year in MerCAP, overall attendance in each of the three MerCAP cohorts
of schools entering the program increased significantly. From interviews with school administrators
and attendance staff, this somewhat unexpected result seems to result from increased focus on atten-
dance of all students as a result of schools' devoting time and attention to MerCAP procedures. To
consider the alternative explanation that SB 727 (school funding based on actual rather than appor-
tioned attendance) was responsible for the increase, we examined the attendance patterns in Merced
City Schools. Those schools, which did not enter MerCAP until Year 3, showed no change in atten-
dancefrom 1997-98 to 1998-99, despite the implementation of SB 727 in the 1998-99 school year. The
following year, their first in MerCAP, overall school attendance rates increased significantly.

Test. The general linear model using a repeated measures analysis for the schools' Percentage Actual
Attendance (PAA) for school years 1996-97, 1997-98, 1998-99, and 1999-2000 was run, with schools
grouped by the years that they started MerCAP. The results of this analysis are shown in Figure 4
below.

Figure 4. Schools Percentage Actual Attendance for School Years 1996-97 through 1999-2000, by

MerCAP Cohort
97
% .96
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.95 PAA 96-97
PAA 97-98
PAA 98-99
94 PAA 99-00
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Results: The picture after thefinal year of MerCAPisvery similar to that at the end of the second year.

Overall, there is an increase in PAA between baseline year 1996-97 and the final year of MerCAR,

1999-2000. Thisincrease, however, varies by the three MerCAP cohorts (the yearsin which different

groups of schools started).

» For schools starting in the first year of the program (1997-98), there has been an increase in
attendance each year. The differences between 1998-99 and 1999-2000 are not statistically
significant, but other contrasts are.

» For schools starting in 1998-99, there was a statistically significant increase in attendance the
first year of the program, and an increase (non-significant) in their second year.

» For schools starting in the final year of MerCAP (the Merced City Schools), there had been little
change in attendance between 1996-97 and 1998-99, the year before they started. Attendance
increased significantly in their first MerCAP year, 1999-2000.
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Question 4. Aretheattendancerates of TANF studentsrelated to their school achievement?

Part of the theory underlying MerCAP isthat school attendanceis related to school achievement, such
that improved attendance will lead to increased learning, more likelihood of graduating from high
school, and better long-term economic prospects. The MerCAP data allow us to test this assumption.
On the advice of school officials and education experts, we used percent actual attendance as our
measure of attendance and the normal curve equivalent (NCE) of the reading comprehension compo-
nent of SAT9 scores as our measure of achievement.

Overall finding. Previous research has raised doubts about the causal link between school attendance
and school achievement, with asmall number of studiesfinding such alink (Lamdin, 1996) and many
studies disputing it (Kochan, 1996; National Education Commission on Time and Learning, 1994,
Wise, 1994). While exposure to the content of what isto be learned is viewed as a necessary condition
for learning, school attendance is not seen as a sufficient condition for achievement. Other hypoth-
esized factors include teacher expectations of student performance (Phillips, 1997); obstaclesto learn-
ing (e.g., poor health, poor nutrition, poor self-image) embedded in the absenteeism of high-risk stu-
dents (New Orleans Public Schools, 1994; Lamdin, 1996); special attention to devel opment of student
talent (McPartland et al., 1996); the quality of instruction (student motivation); and students' test-
taking proficiency (including English language familiarity and assimilation of the culture to which
school tests are relevant).

Our analysis used SAT 9 reading comprehension scores as the least objectionable of available mea-
sures of school achievement (see Section V, Suggestions for Future Research). We found no signifi-
cant correlation between this measure of achievement and attendance at either individual or school
district levels. It should be noted that small differences in school attendance are not likely to impact
student achievement no matter how it might be measured.

Test 1. Using theindividual TANF student data, we calculated correlation coefficientsto test whether a
relationship exists between attendance and achievement. We compared 1997-98 attendance and the
1998 SAT9 NCE reading comprehension score (N=606), 1998-99 attendance and the 1999 SAT9 score
(N=710), and 1999-2000 attendance and the 2000 NCE reading comprehension score (N= 621).

Table 8. Coefficients of Correlation between Attendance & Achievement Measures

SAT9 NCE, SAT9 NCE, SAT9 NCE,
1998 1999 2000
PAA Pearson .025 -.066 .029
97-98 Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) .537 114 .522
N 606 583 499
PAA Pearson .055 .012 -.047
98-99 Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) .185 743 251
N 583 710 595
PAA Pearson -.004 -.012 -.051
99-00 Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) .924 .768 .206
N 531 641 621

None of the correlation coefficientsis statistically significant.
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Result. No significant correl ation was detected between individual attendance and reading comprehen-
sion scores in any of the three years of MerCAP (Table 8).

Test 2. Using theindividual TANF student data, we calculated correlation coefficients to test whether
a relationship exists between the number of yearsin MerCAP and the NCE SAT9 reading scores. If
MerCAP was working to improve achievement, we would expect years in MerCAP to be positively
correlated with those scores. We tested for significant correlation in 1998 scores (N=655), 1999 scores

(N=734), and 2000 scores (N=634).

Table 9. Correlation of Yearsin MerCAP with SAT9 Reading Comprehension NCE Scores for 1998

through 2000
SAT9 NCE, 1998 SAT9 NCE, 1999| SAT9 NCE, 2000
Years Pearson -.038 -.020 -.047
in Correlation
MerCAP| Sig. (2-tailed) 337 597 234
N 655 734 634

None of the correlation coefficientsis statistically significant.

Result. No significant correlation was detected between years in MerCAP and NCE reading compre-
hension scores for any of the three years (Table 9).

Test 3. In this comparison we ran correlations using the average national percentile ranking (NPR) of
the total reading test component of the SAT9 for each Merced County school district, and the average
PAA for each district. The reading scores used are those reported on the California Department of
Education web site in September 2000. Note that this test looks for a correlation across all students,
TANF and non-TANF combined.

Table 10. Correlation Coefficients of Relationship Between District-level Attendance and National
Percentile Ranking on Reading Component of SAT9 2000, Aggregated by Grade

GR2 [ GR3 | GR4 | GR5 | GR6 | GR7 | GRS
NPR | NPR [ NPR|[ NPR [ NPR [ NPR [ NPR

PAA9900( Pearson Corr. 230 | .184 | .111 | .183 | .069 |.077 | -.053

Sig. (2-tailed) | .374 | .496 | 662 | 481 | .799 |.769 | .845

N 17 16 18 17 16 17 16

None of the correlation coefficientsis statistically significant
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Result. The district level measures also failed to find a statistically significant correlation between
attendance and test scores at any grade level (Table 10).

Test 4. For our Year Two report we examined the relationship of student attendance and achievement
with avariety of district level variables, including proportions of studentsin TANF, in different ethnic
groups, with Limited English Proficiency (English learner), and receiving free or reduced lunch. These
datashowed avery complex set of relationships. There was a significant negative correlation between
the income variable we used (% of students receiving free or reduced lunch) with SAT9 reading scores
for grades 2 through 7. However, this measure was also highly correlated with “limited English profi-
ciency” and “% Hispanic students,” and significantly negatively correlated with “% White students.”

Table 11. Updated Attributes (2000) of Merced County SchoolsAggregated by MerCAP Cohort (Year

Started MerCAP)

Attribute MerCAP Cohort (Year Started MerCAP)

(updated for 2000)

Percentages Year 1 Year 2 Year 3

of students (1997-98) (1998-99) (1999-2000)
On TANF 22% 17% 41%
Receiving free 7% 63% 7%

or reduced lunch
Who are English 48% 32% 39%
learners (LEP)

Classified as:
Hispanic 60% 45% 42%
Asian 4% 4% 24%
White 27% 45% 26%

SAT9 NPR Reading Scores:
Grade 2 30 42 33
Grade 3 26 36 28
Grade 4 26 39 29
Grade5 25 35 30
Grade 6 25 37 37
Grade 7 29 35 34
Grade 8 30 43 41

Overall PAA 99-00 962 953 957

Source: Sate Department of Education

The 2000 update of school attributes in the Impact Study (Table 11) shows that the Year 2 MerCAP
cohort, in which SAT9 Reading NPR scores were highest, had the smallest proportions of students
eligiblefor freeand reduced cost lunches, and of English learners. That MerCAP cohort also had the
lowest overall 1999-2000 average attendance. These data suggest that school achievement is not re-
lated to attendance but perhaps to income level (the proportions of TANF students and students receiv-
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ing free or reduced cost lunch), and to English language ability. If the goal of policy intervention isto
improve student achievement, it may be more effective to emphasi ze these factors and not attendance.

Other Impact Study Results

Ethnicity and attendance. Some studies (e.g., Rumberger, 1998) have found that attendance patterns
varied by ethnicity. To test this, we compared the attendance rates of Asian, Latino, and “all other”
studentsin our sample. We used arough measure, presumed ethnicity, based on last names of students
in our individual sample. There were 310 students (73 Asians, 130 Latinos, 107 others) for whom
attendance data were available for this analysis. Figures 5a, 5b, 5¢, and 5d below show the attendance
patterns for each ethnic grouping, by year. The Asian students attended more regularly than any other
group in al four years. The relative attendance of Latino and “other” varied by year and MerCAP
cohort.

Figure 5. Presumed Ethnicity and Attendance, by School Year

a. 1996-97 (preMerCAP) - Note: We have no 1996-97 datafor Asian studentsin the Year 2 MerCAP
Cohort.
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C. 1998-99 (Year 2 of MerCAP)
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Ethnicity and achievement. We a so tested to seeiif therewas acorrel ation between ethnicity and achieve-
ment. To do this we used as the dependent variable the Normal Curve Equivaent for the reading
comprehension component of the SAT9 exam given in the spring of 1998, 1999, and 2000. This mea-
sure is adjusted for student grade level, which eliminates the increase in the standardized score ex-
pected to occur with age. The interaction of NCE score and presumed ethnicity is statistically signifi-
cant in all three years. Figures 6athrough 6¢ show the relationship between presumed ethnicity and
reading comprehension NCE scores for each year.

NCE scores of Asian TANF students were superior to those of their Latino peers on the 1998 and 1999
SAT9 exams, but not for the 2000 SAT9 exams. “Other” students fared better than either ethnic group,
possibly because they had greater familiarity with English. Except for 2000, Latinos did less well than
either of the other groups, but their scores improved somewhat over the three years the tests were
given.

Table 12. Mean SAT9 Reading Comprehension NCE Score by Presumed Ethnicity and Test Year

1998 1999 2000
Other 36.7 375 39.3
Latino 30.3 315 33.6
Asian 33.9 335 32.7

Achievement by student age. The means of normal curve equivalent scores were compared across age
differencesin the individual TANF student sample by arraying the mean NCE score for each of the 3
years that the SAT9 tests were given in California by student grade in 1999-2000. There is no clear
pattern of change in NCE for any age MerCAP cohort. In an analysis of variance, the only significant
interaction effect of grade by NCE scoreis for the 1999-2000 scores (F=4.130, sig. .000).

Onevery interesting finding isthat among all studentsin the sample, fewer took thetest in 2000 thanin
the previous year. No one with whom we spoke when we collected the test score data mentioned this
as a noteworthy phenomenon, even in the few cases when we asked why scores were missing for so
many students.
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V. REFLECTIONS AND DISCUSSION

The evidence we have collected paints a relatively clear overall picture of MerCAP. Like previous welfal
reform school attendance programs, MerCAP’s sanction program reflected a popular idea, but has he
very marginal impact on TANF student attendance and achievement. Family support services, an elerr
that previous studies found to be effective in reaching program goals, were included in the original pr
gram design but not in the actual implementation of MerCAP. As a result, the program had no effecti
vehicle for addressing the underlying causes of absenteeism, especially health issues. MerCAP sanct
did provide a tool that was useful in convincing a subset of the minority of TANF students with higt
absenteeism to start attending school more regularly. Whether these marginal gains are worth the relati
high cost of implementing the program is a question that policy makers and program developers shol
carefully consider.

In this final section of our report we consider how various stakeholders viewed the program in retrospe
suggestions for future research in this field, and the policy implications of what was learned in this dema
stration welfare school attendance program.

Stakeholder Reflections and Suggestions

We asked parents, school personnel and Human Services Agency staff to reflect on what they had leal
from the MerCAP experience, what changes they would suggest to better meet the goals of a program
MerCAP, and/or what they might do differently if they were starting over again. We share some of the
responses here in hopes that they might inform future policies and programs, particularly efforts to impl
ment the school attendance provisions under CalWORKS. In this section we merely report these refls
tions, without necessarily endorsing their suggested directions or validating the assumptions on which tf
rest.

Many of the suggestions we heard took the presence of welfare reform school attendance policies &
given, and then went on to offer ideas on how best to implement these policies. Among the most commo
mentioned suggestions and recommendations are the following:

» Get everyone at the table in early planning,

» Clarify the vision and communicate it up and down the chain of command in both schools and welfa
departments,

* Get buy-in from school attendance staff early, and make sure they are well versed in procedures,

» Unify policies for TANF and non-TANF students to simplify record keeping and monitoring,

* Provide schools with the resources they need to take on increased attendance monitoring function:

» Develop standard protocols to insure that attendance data follow students who move to a new sch
either within or beyond a given county,

» Use absences as a trigger for social service intervention with families before sanction (i.e., use att
dance monitoring as an early warning system),

* Increase resources for health-related interventions (school nurses, Healthy Start, etc.),

* Involve parents more meaningfully and communicate with them more creatively, rather than treatir
their role as just being to “get their kids to school.”

Reflections from Human ServicAgiency Staff

The retrospective views of Human Services Agency staff focused on their partnership with schools, a
their efforts to establish new ways of working with TANF families.
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Regarding the schools, one agency representative noted, “I think if | started over again | would probably go
back and look at the issue a little closer in regards to the schools and the impact on staffing for both the
schools and us.” Another said, “We’ve learned to work with the schools... When you start working with a
new group of folks you realize how little you know about their point of view, and what they do. We both
touch the same families, but we don’t know anything about what each other do.”

Regarding the agency’s work with TANF families, one agency representative noted,

“I don’t think we’ve ever gotten a real good handle on providing services to the families that
needed them. That’s one thing you guys have noted in all your reports. This still looks more like a
sanction program than it does like a services program. | hope we can find a solution. That’s
something we’re finding in a lot of the CalWORKSs programs. We’ve done a lot of sanctioning for
non-cooperation in employment training area, but we’re just now studying how you intervene with
families, saying, ‘Look, we don’t want to sanction you; we want to work with you to get you
resources to get you going.”

Another staff member noted, “I would like to see a social worker assigned along with the MerCAP eligibil-
ity worker, to find out what is really going on in the family.” Still another suggested it would be a good idea
to get social workers involved at each 7-day conference, if not actually stationing a permanent social
worker at each school site.

At the time MerCAP was concluding, the Human Services Agency was engaging in a couple of demonstra-
tion projects designed to provide a “new way of doing business” and improve family support practices. Six
MerCAP-sanctioned families were selected in the still embryonic and small-scale demonstration effort.
Agency personnel were hopeful that these efforts may grow and develop, but admitted, “it doesn’t happen
easily.” One factor influencing continued effort is the continuing interest of the original MerCAP cham-
pion, County Supervisor Gloria Keene. At the January, 2000, Oversight Committee meeting she reiterated
her view that expanded family support services would be a central component of MerCAP, citing the
experience with Wisconsin’s Learnfare program as an example of why family support is crucial.

Reflections from School Personnel

As reported elsewhere in this report, the school administrators we interviewed at the close of the MerCAP
demonstration were mostly positive about the program. At the end of each interview with school adminis-

trators we asked if they wished to say anything more. Forty-eight of the administrators did, about half (23)
reiterating positive feelings toward the experience. Eleven more were also positive, but wished that the
program applied to all students or that they had more resources (including an efficient monitoring system)
to implement it. Two were skeptical, wanting to see the evaluation results before deciding if MerCAP had

made much difference one way or another. The other 12 were negative, most with suggestions for im-
provement. Some focused on improving communications with the Human Services Agency, some on
building working relationships with community agencies, some on creating a progralinsfadents.

On a different tack, one administrator suggested, “There could be some sort of incentive for the school to
encourage the investment of time in the program. For example, if the district gains money because atten-
dance is up, that could somehow go to the schools that are showing the improvement in their attendance.”

Another administrator who started in the last year of the program made a number of suggestions which
illustrate the complexity of school attendance issues:
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“The program has increased parental awareness of attendance issues and mandates. It should hav
a 3-year trial in this district. It needs to be institutionalized so that their work has not been done for
nothing. Put student ID numbers on the list so they are easier to find. When a student transfers
within the district or county an attendance printout and record of actions should be sent to the new
school. Drop the curable sanction because it makes the school look like the bad guy. Develop
consistency with the letters for all students (drop the 5-day, use a 3-day and 7-day). Doctors who
give out excuses too freely (some really seem to give a lot of them) should be investigated.”

Reflections fronlTANF Parents

The final question on the TANF parent interview was an open-ended request for ideas on what would mé
school better for parents and their children, and for anything else they would like to say about parents ¢
schools. The responses illuminate an issue that was not previously considered in MerCAP discussic
namely the degree to which parents of different ethnic groups bring different expectations about atte
dance and about the relationship of families to schools. The major themes of these improvement sugc
tions are shown in Table C-10, Appendix C.

The Hmong parents differ markedly from the other parent groups in that they appear to hold the sch
responsible for setting standards—more homework, tougher rules, and stricter discipline—and expect
students to be responsible for meeting those standards. Their attitude is captured in responses such ¢
» “Teachers should teach better by giving students more homework to do and more rewards for doing |
» “School should be stricter so all students would do their work and not cause trouble or skip out.”

* “Schools should be tougher on kids who break the rules, and should make sure that all teachers ¢

homework to the students.”
* “Schools should give more homework and punish those who don’t do it.”

By contrast, the Spanish-speaking parents want more help from the schools—more programs (e.g., at

school tutoring), improved communication to parents, more counselors to help kids with serious problen

more Spanish language communication with parents. Their responses include,

* “Schools would be better if they offer more help with work for students at school. My son says that tf
teacher doesn’t help him at the after-school program, just talks to another teacher.”

* “My daughter needs a counselor once a week to help her see that school is very important for |
future.”

* “School and parents should get together to see what type of punishment to give kids instead of s
pending them.”

» “Schools should have more meetings with the teachers and parents in English and Spanish.”

Finally, the English-speaking parents were most likely to focus on the need for more involvement from tt
parents and more interaction between principal, teachers and parents. Some of their comments incluc
* “Teachers need more help with yard duty and kids need to be watched more,”

» “Honor kids more for their achievements,”

* “The school uniform is a problem because my child is overweight and can’t deal with the uniform,”
* “Have the bus come closer to our house,”

* “I'm tired of English being a minority—minorities need to learn English.”
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Reflections fromlhe Program Evaluatiofream

Evaluation of a program is ideally designed in concert with the design of the program, thus assuring that
keeping accurate records is viewed as a standard operating procedure. Coming in after the basic program
design was constructed, and with no opportunity to test protocols for record-keeping and data collection,
the evaluation was seen by schools as an add-on imposition. While school staff were generally very
helpful in searching for less time-consuming means of recording and reporting process and impact data, it
was always a necessary evil, not a process that they supported because they created it and wanted to learn
from the experience.

Our experience suggests that the independent nature of local schools presents a number of difficulties for
researchers trying to make sense of new welfare reform school attendance policies. One of the most diffi-
cult challenges we found was securing reliable data from schools. While schools are required to submit
monthly attendance records for all regular programs to the State Education Department, expecting schools
to send evaluators a copy each month created problems (e.g., some reports were sent to the wrong address,
revised reports were not mailed). Schools were not required to submit reports of TANF attendance to the
state. In some schools attendance software did not permit flagging students for this type of special report
and once flagged, there was no easy way of revising the designation of TANF students.

The expectation that schools could (or would) report attendance actions taken that would allow compari-
son of TANF and non-TANF actions over time was based on faulty assumptions. Not only is there no
standard for how non-TANF absenteeism is handled, few schools routinely keep records of attendance
actions taken for either TANF or non-TANF students unless a student’s absences are considered problem-
atic.

School independence involves more than just record keeping systems and practices, however. It is also the
case that leadership for getting things done does not necessarily, or even routinely, come from hierarchical
systems of authority. The best examples we saw of schools committed to improving attendance and nurtur-
ing relationships with families were typically the product of a single individual in a particular school who
made it her/his business to “go the extra mile.” More rarely, this ethic would infuse an entire school site
under the leadership of the principal, or because of a collaborative program like Healthy Start or Success
for All. Evaluations that are focused on whether a particular program is working may miss the important
point that it is ofterpeopleand nofprogramsthat make the most difference in the experience of students.

A student who is befriended by someone on the school staff will likely have good attendance outcomes
regardless of attendance policies and practices. An attendance clerk who goes out of her way to get stu-
dents to school will make more of a difference in their lives than new rules.

Suggestions for Future Research

In the course of this project we became aware of a number of topics for future study. They include the
following:

« lliness, income level, and school absenteeism - Abt Associates (Fein et al., 1999) was asked to
study absenteeism and other school outcomes of welfare children in Delaware’s “A Better Chance”
welfare reform program. They found that most absences arise from illness rather than truancy,
which is consonant with school and parent observations in the MerCAP experience. Fein et al. also
concluded that while absenteeism is greater for welfare children than for other children, income
differences account for a large share of this absenteeism gap, especially among teenagers. The
relationship of illness to income status among school children is not clear. It would be valuable to
design a study in which different family income groups (welfare, below the poverty line but not on
welfare, up to twice the poverty line, and above twice the poverty line) categorized by family size
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and composition and student age/grade are compared not only in school attendance patterns but

incidence of iliness and other reasons for school absence. Admittedly, under current privacy consi

erations it would be very difficult if not impossible to obtain family income level, family character-
istics, and reasons for school absence.

« Comparison of alternative implementations of the school attendance provision of CalWORKSs - It
may be that not all school districts in all California counties have fully implemented these provi-
sions. However, for those that have, it would be instructive to compare the following:

e School-community context (e.g. school population size and composition, local employment and
poverty rates);

* Roles of schools, welfare departments, welfare parents, and other organizations, if any, in
planning and implementation ;

* Nature and extent of services provided, if any, to high absence families;

« Interventions (e.g. preventive health care), if any, other than the threat of sanctions and the
funding sources for these;

« Definitions of acceptable absences and good attendance for welfare and non-welfare children;

* Information systems used to monitor and record attendance of students;

» Evaluation of alternative programs - If the comparison of CalWORKSs school attendance imple-
mentation identifies strategies that differ from MerCAP in, for example, the nature and extent of
services provided, it would be very useful to examine their effect on attendance for different age
groups. Comparison of other programs with MerCAP might highlight program aspects and
assumptions that affected attendance results.

« Qutcomes for high absence students - Policy and practice for dealing with high absence students |
not consistent across school districts. While school attendance in California is compulsory througt
age 18, few schools wish to devote their scarce resources to establishing an airtight case against :
family. District Attorneys’ offices seldom allocate their resources to track down and crack down on
offending families. Are high absence students diverted to alternative schools, independent study,
home study? Do they officially ‘move,’ but in reality drop out of school altogether? Does anyone
know? What difference does it make other than in easing one burden on school teachers?

* Impacts of sanctions - In evaluations of Learnfare (Ethridge & Percy, 1993) and LEAP (Bos &
Fellerath, 1997), long term effects of attendance-related sanctions on welfare recipients were negl
gible at best. No studies of which we are aware have examined impacts of attendance-related
sanctions, and of their interaction with other welfare reform sanctions, on the stability and well-
being of families, or on the ability of social service agencies to work with sanctioned families.

» Comparison of alternative measures of school achievement - We were advised by Merced County
school officials and researchers in the Division of Education at UC Davis that no one measure of
school achievement that we proposed was reliable or valid across the schools and districts. For
example, “Age in grade” was discarded because in many schools social promotion had been the
norm. “Teacher assessment of student ability” was unacceptable because it violated student priva
and was not reliable from one grade to the next. “Grade point average” was not applicable in the
younger grades and is highly dependent on English-speaking ability. “Standardized test scores,”
using the state-mandated Standardized Testing and Achievement Reporting (STAR) system appli
cable only for grades 2 through 11, are dependent on student language, cultural background, and
test-taking experience. The reading comprehension component of the SAT9 test was believed to |
less influenced by student linguistic and cultural background than any more comprehensive test
scores. There may be other measures that could feasibly be applied to studies of school achieve-
ment in a diverse school population. Perhaps an index constructed from multiple measures could
developed, or some understanding of the relationship between a single measure and a more gene
estimate of student achievement could be gained.
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Policy Considerations

The Need for Betteissumptions

Our evaluation calls into question five basic assumptions guiding welfare policies for school attendance,
and suggests alternative assumptions that may prove more fruitful for policy and program development.
The five faulty assumptions, and possible alternative assumptions, are displayed in Table 13.

Table 13. Assumptions Underlying Welfare Reform School Attendance Policies, with Alternatives
for Program Design Consideration

ORIGINAL ASSUMPTIONS ALTERNATIVE ASSUMPTIONS

1. TANF students have excessive | 1. A small proportion of TANF student
absenteeism. has excessive absenteeism. This i
also true for non-TANF students.

Uy U

2. Truancy is a major cause of 2. Health issues are a major cause of
TANF absenteeism. absenteeism for all students.
3. Better attendance leads to 3. Better attendance is not sufficient
increased achievement. to improve educational achievement.
4. Sanctions are efficacious in 4. Sanctions are only marginally
changing behavior patterns. effective and may have adverse
consequences.

5. Achieving the intended outcomeg 5. Achieving the intended outcomes

requires coordination of school may require collaborative partner-
and welfare department stake- ships with parents and other com-
holders within existing role munity organizations in meaningful
definitions and routines. roles, working through problems and

conflicts until progress is made in
achieving desired outcomes.
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Parents are often part of the reason children have school problems, but at the same time their cooper:
tion and engagement can play a critical role in improving school attendance and achievement. In
MerCAP the role of parents was limited to receiving information that many did not understand and/or
take to heart. An alternative approach would bring parents into a partnership, drawing on their experi-
ence to identify underlying problems and potential solutions. The benefits of meaningfully involving
parents have been cited in the experience of many successful school-community partnerships (Adler &
Gardner, 1993; Maeroff, 1998; Murname and Levy, 1996).

Taken as a whole, our analysis suggests that if the goal of the policy intervention is to improve attendat
it makes sense to emphasize factors other than TANF status; and if the goal is to improve student achig
ment, it makes sense to emphasize factors other than attendance.

Enforcing the Community Norm vs. Helping Families Meet the Norm

While its impact on attendance and achievement of most TANF students appears minimal, MerCAP re
forces a popular community norm, “Parents should get their children to attend school regularly.” Wh
seems needed is a way of developing accessible supportive services that help families meet the norm.
use of school attendance problems seems a good trigger for family support interventions, whether or n
sanction program is adopted and whether the program targets TANF populations or, alternatively, so
broader segment of the low-income/working poor population. Health-related interventions is an obviot
starting point, and linking social workers (case managers) with the families of low-attendance students
another. In a few Merced schools these types of programs are already present, and show consider
promise.

Improving the Ratio of Program Benefits to Costs

Though based on a seemingly simple policy idea, implementing school attendance programs creates c
plex problems related to defining good attendance, providing consistency of procedures across scho
and coordinating activities across and within welfare and school bureaucracies. This creates signific:
implementation costs for schools and welfare departments. Given the high attendance rates of most TA
students, it is unlikely that welfare policies for school attendance that are separate from regular sch
attendance policies will justify the average costs of implementation. By contrast, at least one Merc
school district believes that their work on MerCAP, which included making policies and practices uniforr
for all students, paid for itself in increased funding due to higher overall attendance. Uniform attendan
protocols have a number of advantages. They maintain a sense of fairness. They are easier for schoc
administer. They also make sense in the wake of SB 727 that funds schools on the basis of high ac
attendance. If welfare policies for school attendance are pursued, schools should consider the desig
such policies and practices in relation to school attendance protocols for all students.

Continuous Learning

As local officials experiment with school attendance programs, they learn a great deal from regular opp
tunities to reflect on experience as they consider changes. Such occasions during MerCAP led to adva
geous adjustments over the course of the project. State and local policy makers and program directors
promote this by creating an environment that honors ongoing reflection and responsible mid-course adjt
ments as much or more so than strict adherence to pre-set agendas. The California Department of Sc
Services might help these efforts by providing a way to share what is being learned as various counties
different methods of implementing CalWORKSs school attendance programs, particularly from models th
incorporate successful services to support families (Sacramento County, 2000).
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GLOSSARY OF ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THIS REPORT

A number of abbreviations have been used frequently in thisreport. Most if not all are explained in the
context of the report in which they appear. For the reader’s convenience, thisisaquick explanation of
those most frequently used.

AFDC

CaWORKs

CDSS
GLM

MerCAP

MPAA

NPAA

PAA

TANF

Non-TANF
NCE

SAT9

YRE
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Aid to Families of Dependent Children - The term used prior to 1996 federal welfare
reform to designate cash assistance to welfare families

CaliforniaWork Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids- Thetitle of California’s wel-
fare reform legidation passed in August, 1997

California Department of Social Services - The state welfare agency

General Linear Model - A statistical approach to analysis of the variance from the means
of variables believed to be interrelated

Merced County Attendance Program - The three-year (School years 1997-98 through
1999-2000) demonstration program on which this evaluation report is focused

Percentage Actual Attendance of TANF students - Calculated astheratio of actual days
of school attendance to the possible days of attendance of TANF studentsin agiven
grade in a given school participating in MerCAP

Percentage Actual Attendance of non-TANF students - Calculated as the ratio of actual
days of school attendance to the possible days of attendance of non-TANF studentsin a
given grade in a given school participating in MerCAP

Percentage Actual Attendance - Calculated as the ratio of actual days of school attend-
ance to the possible days of attendance of individualsin our sample of 1029 TANF
students, or of al studentsin agiven gradein agiven school, whether or not the school
was participating in MerCAP

Temporary Assistance to Needy Families - The federal designation of the cash assist-
ance made available to eligible families under federal welfare reform; in California,
eligible families would be enrolled in Cal WORKS, the state welfare reform program

Students whose families were not receiving TANF payments

Normal Curve Equivalent - Oneway of expressing students' achievement on astandard
test (e.g., the Stanford Achievement Test); NCE locates each student’s score on the
wholetest or any of its components, standardized by age and grade, in relation to the
distribution of scores nation-wide

Stanford Achievement Test, Version 9 - The statewide school achievement test adminis-
tered annually to students in second through 11*" grades under California’s Statewide
Testing and Reporting (STAR) program, initiated in 1997-98

Year-round education - The organization of school to usefacilities for teaching through
out the full calendar year. The enrolled school population isdivided into tracks, each of
which distributes its 180 days of attendance differently, with vacation periods sched-
uled at different times.

Glossary
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Appendix A. SELECTED DESCRIPTORS OF MERCED COUNTY SCHOOLS

Figure A-1. Merced County School Districts, by MerCAP Cohort
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DOS PALOS
ORA LOMA
UNIFIED * Le Grand High School District
includes Plainsburg, Planada,
and Le Grand Elementary School
Districts. It started MerCAP in

1997-98.

» Merced Union High School Dis-
trict includes Atwater, Livingston,
AN Merced City, McSwain, El Nido,
COUNTY LINE Weaver, Merced River, Snelling-
Merced Falls, Ballico-Cressey, and
Winton School Districts. Atwater
and Livingston High Schools
started MerCAP in 1997-98;
Golden Valley and Merced High
Schools started in 1998-99.

AN

* Dos Palos Ora Loma USD
extends into Fresno County.
Schools serving mostly Fresno
County residents were not
included in MerCAP.
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Figure A-2. Merced County School DistriGts
Showing Proportiohof School Population on TANF in 1999-2000.
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MerCAP Final Report 66

Appendix A - School Descriptions



Merced County Schools in the MerCAP Evaluation

Table A-1 shows the schools that began MerCAP each year of the demonstration. Program status (as
school year 1999-2000) indicates the grades included in each school and whether it is organized as ye
round education with tracks (YRE) or a traditional (10-11 month) program.

1997-98
* 21 schools began MerCAP. None were year-round schools; none had more than one track.
* Livingston and Planada Schools used MacSchool software for attendance monitoring and reporting

1998-99

» 34 schools (64 if counting each track as a school) started MerCAP. Two of these schools were bra
new (Delhi Middle School and Delhi High School). Several are year-round schools, with multiple
tracks.

* The Hilmar, Los Banos, and McSwain Schools used MacSchool software.

1999-2000

» Westside Union Integrated School, which accommodate¥ glia@les in the Los Banos Unified School
District, began.

» 16 schools (37 if counting each track as a school) in the Merced City School District started MerCAl
They all use the same software and accumulate attendance data at the district office.
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Table A-1. Merced County Schools, by MerCAP Cohort, with Program Status in 1999-2000

District/School Cohort Status District/School Cohort Status
Atwater ESD 1 Los Banos, cont.
Aileen Colburn Trad K-6 Los Banos ES YRE K-5
Bellevue Trad K-6 R. Miano ES YRE K-5
Elmer Wood Trad K-6 Volta ES Trad K-5
Mitchell ES Trad K-6 Los Banos JH YRE 7-8
Mitchell SE Trad 7-8 Los Banos HS Trad 9-12
Shaffer Trad K-6 Westside UIS Trad 6
Thomas Olaeta Trad K-6 | McSwain ES 2 Trad K-8
Peggy Heller rad K-6 | Merced City USD 3
Ballico-Cressey SD 2 Burbank YRE K-5
Ballico Trad 4-8 Chenoweth YRE K-5
Cressey Trad K-3 Franklin YRE K-5
Delhi USD 2 Fremont Trad K-5
El Capitan Trad K-6 Givens Trad K-5
Schendel YRE K-6 Gracey YRE K-5
Delhi MS YRE 7-8 Hoover MS Trad 6-8
Delhi HS Trad 9-12 Muir YRE K-5
Dos Palos USD 1 Peterson YRE K-5
Bryant MS Trad 6-8 Reyes YRE K-5
Dos Palos ES Trad K-2 Rivera MS Trad. 6-8
Marks ES Trad 3-5 Sheehy Trad K-5
Dos Palos HS Trad 9-12 Tenaya MS Trad 6-8
El Nido ES 2 Trad K-8 Wright Trad K-5
Gustine USD 2 Cruickshank MS Trad 6-8
Gustine ES Trad K-5 Stowell Trad K-5
Gustine MS Trad 6-8 | Merced River SD 2
Gustine HS Trad 9-12 Hopeton Trad K-3
Romero ES Trad K-5 Washington Trad 4-8
Hilmar USD 2 Merced UHSD
Elim ES YRE K-6 Atwater HS 1 Trad 9-12
Hilmar MS Trad 7-8 Livingston HS 1 Trad 9-12
Hilmar HS Trad 9-12 Golden Valley HS 2 Trad 9-12
Merquin ES Trad K-6 Merced HS 2 Trad 9-12
Le Grand ES 1 Trad K-8 | Plainsburg ES 1 Trad K-8
LeGrand HS 1 Trad 9-12 | Planada ES 1 Trad K-8
Livingston ESD Snell-Merc. Falls 2 Trad K-8
Campus Park Trad K-4 | Weaver SD 2
Yamato Colony Trad K-5 Pioneer YRE K-3
Livingston MS Trad 6-8 Weaver YRE 4-8
Los Banos USD 2 Winton SD 2
Charleston ES Trad K-5 Winton MS Trad 6-8
Henry Miller YRE K-5 Frank Sparks ES Trad K-5
Crookham ES Trad K-5
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Table A-2. Selected Descriptive Data on Schools, by MerCAP Cohort

School Characteristic Cohort 1 (started Cohort 2 (started Cohort 3 (started in
MerCAP in 1997-98) | MerCAP in 1998-99) 1999-2000)

1. Percentage of |

students on TANF 22% 17% 41%

2. Percentage of '

students receiving free 77% 63% 77%

or reduced lunch

3. Percentage of

students who are 48% 32% 39%

- English learners

(LEP)

4. Percentage of

students classified as
Hispanic . \ 60% 45% 42%
Asian 4% 4% 24%
White 27% 45% 26%

5. SAT9 Reading

Scores - National

Percentile Ranking

(2000)
Grade 2 30 42 33
Grade 3 26 36 28
Grade 4 26 39 29
Grade 5 25 35 30
Grade 6 25 37 37
Grade 7 29 35 34
Grade 8 30 43 41

6. Overall

Percentage Actual 962 953 957

Attendance

Source: State Department of Education (for items 1-5); item 6 was based on evaluation data
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APPENDIX B. Attendance Actions Taken (AAT)

Schools were asked to report to the evaluation team every month the number of each type of MerCAP

attendance actions taken (see report form at the end of this Appendix). The forms also requested infor-

mation regarding the number of typical attendance actions taken with non-TANF students, using cat-

egories that schools had identified in the first and second years of this study. The reports were intended

to:

* Indicate the extent to which schools have implemented the program as it was intended, and

* Permit an examination of patterns of MerCAP attendance actions taken that can be compared
with overall TANF attendance, with reports from the Human Services Agency of requests for
sanctions, and with actions taken with non-TANF students.

Table B-1. Frequency of Attendance Actions Taken, as Reported by Merced County Schools for
1999-2000 School Year (by School Attendance Month)

Action 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 Total
Taken
TANF
5-Absence 16 92 87 43 104 107 115 74 | 62 59 4 8 0 771

letter

7-Absence 4 31 47 38 57 52 68 47 | 43 28 | 18 3 0 436
letter

Parent 4 14 23 39 42 36 46 551 37| 23 4 2 0 325

Conference

Non- 0 3 4 13 15 14 17 10 15 3 0 0 0 94

Coop'n

Sanction

Corrective 0 12 18 24 11 24 20 16 14 17 5 2 0 163

Action Plan

10-Absence 1 3 5 4 13 10 12 13 13 12 1 0 0 87

Sanction .
Sub-total | 25 | 155 | 184 161 242 | 243 | 278 | 215|184 | 142 | 32 15 0 1876

Non-TANF

Parent 25 1116 | 119 96 80 90 62 44 51 23 6 0 1 713

Conference

Attendance | 25 | 52 | 165+ | 210+ | 210+| 200+| 215+| 220+] 105 | 47 | 40 0 0 1489+

Supervision

SARB 5 6 12 21 8 43 24 12 16 | 20 | 12 0 0 179
Referral

Sub-total | 55 | 174 | 296+ | 327+ | 298+| 333+| 301+| 276+| 172 | 90 | 58 0 1 2381+

Comments 6 9 7 10 7 7 3 3 1 3 2 0 0

# Schools 37 | 38 38 39 37 36 36 34 | 33 | 30 | 17 3 2
Reporting

Number of schools reporting:Of the 71 school districts, only 39 sent in reports on the MerCAP
attendance actions taken for at least 6 months of the school year. Only one school in the Merced
City School District (which joined MerCAP in its third year) regularly reported these actions. We
know that at least two schools did not implement the program, one due to the resignation of the
attendance clerk and one due to a deliberate choice by the school officials. In other cases, it appears
that schools were making a good faith effort to implement MerCAP procedures, but large schools
found it especially difficult to set up a system for aggregating individual student records at the
school level. Records of attendance actions are probably kept in the individual students’ files.
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Drop-off after Month 10: The decline in total number of schools reporting after tHeridnth is

due to the short month for traditional schools (many took no attendance actions in the final
week) and the relatively small number of year-round schools (the only schools for which the 12
and 13 school attendance months are applicable).

Definition of actions taken: Not all schools that sent records every month defined each action in

the same way. For example, some schools may have counted a telephone conversation with one
parent as a parent conference, which may or may not have included discussion of a corrective
action plan. Itis likely that many schools took advantage of any opportunity to confer with par-
ents whose children were not attending school regularly, and the attendance clerks may not have
been aware of some of these opportune contacts. Itis also likely that some conversations between
attendance staff and parents were recorded as conferences even though a school administrator was
not involved.

Comparison of TANF and non-TANF actions:The forms that we developed for the schools’ use

did not reflect the wide variation in school attendance practices. This was particularly the case in
actions regarding non-TANF students. Not all schools used parent conferences or attendance
supervision, and Student Attendance Review Boards or their equivalent were not available in
smaller outlying districts. The figures for non-TANF actions under-represent actions actually
taken, and do not indicate the occurrence of attendance problems among non-TANF students.

Significance of comments*Comments” in most cases referred to attendance-related practices of
the particular schools. For example, in one school system school attendance officials noted that
TANF students were referred to SARB and letters were sent to parents of non-TANF students.

Patterns in TANF actions taken: The 30+ schools reporting for the first 10 school attendance
months reveal a pattern of absences of TANF students and of school responses to those absences.
The number of total actions taken increases in each of the first three months, then drops slightly in
the fourth month. Itincreases substantially in months 5 through 7, then declines significantly over
the final three months.

The same general pattern appears in the number of 5-absence and 7-absence letters written. The
highest number of parent conferences occurs, understandably, a month after the highest numbers
of letters sent. It also lags behind the number of non-cooperation sanctions requested, suggesting
that some parents come to a conference only after the threat of sanction gets their attention. The
number of Corrective Action Plans reported is more evenly distributed across the 10 months.
Schools did not report requests for a significant number of 10-absence sanctions uhtiahés

of school.

The number of corrective action plans reported is substantially less than the total number of parent
conferences. It may be that absences were determined to be for good cause and that a CAP was
inappropriate. We have also heard school personnel say that in some cases they do not use a CAP
because they believe it will not help.

Looking at the year long total for each type of TANF action taken, it is clear that the number of

actions declines as the severity of the attendance problems and relevant actions increases. This
appears to be evidence that the actions impact attendance in the desired direction.
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Non-TANF parent conferences:Conferences with parents were used less frequently for non-
TANF than for TANF students. Conferences appear to be reserved for cases in which absences
exceed the 7 absences that trigger the MerCAP parent conference invitation.

Non-TANF attendance supervision:One high school in the Merced Union High School District

used attendance supervision a great deal for its non-TANF students—far more than any other report-
ing school. In all of the cells in which a “+” appears, at least one hundred of these actions are
attributable to that one school.

SARB referral: The reported number of non-TANF students referred to SARB peaked ifi the 6
month of school. From then on it declined; this was quite different from the smaller but steadier
number of 10-absence sanctions requested for TANF students.

Patterns in non-TANF actions taken:The actions about which we requested information on our
forms were obviously not considered to be in ascending order of severity in dealing with absentee-
ism problem, and did not appear to have a deterrent effect. While one might be tempted to suggest
that schools could adopt more preventive and corrective measures for dealing with attendance
problems for all of their students, the data reported may hide the actual practices that schools use,
and any effects of those practices. It may also be the case that the time required for monitoring
individual attendance and processing multiple action options is considered more than it’s worth.
More than one school administrator told us that the school’s job is to teach the kids, and the parents’
job is to get the kids to school. If schools do intervene, we were told, they take on others’ respon-
sibilities and weaken the role of student and family.

Judging from the variety of ways in which schools deal with non-TANF attendance problems,
however, most schools seem to see working with families to encourage regular attendance as a
legitimate and important role for the school to perform. Although the AAT report forms did not
allow an adequate job of identifying new practices that apply similarly to all students, it is clear that
MerCAP has had an impact on the overall attendance function of many schools.

Table B-2 compares attendance actions taken by type of school (elementary, middle, or high school).
On average, middle schools reported more attendance actions per school (~70) than any of the othel
school types. High schools that reported on average took ~60 attendance actions; K-6 elementary
schools reported ~44, and K-8 elementary schools took ~30. The ratio of 7-absence to 5-absence
letters ranged from 35% at K-8 schools to 59% at K-6 schools. The ratio of parent conferences to 7-
absence letters ranged from 64% (K-6 schools) to 125% (middle schools). These schools either did not
iIssue 7-absence letters as an invitation to a school-parent conference, or they did not report them. The

Table B-2. Total Number of Reported MerCAP Attendance Actions Taken for the First Ten Months
of School Year 1999-2000, by School Type (N=39 Schools Reporting)

Non- Corrective
S-absence | 7-absence Parent cooperation| Action 10-absence

School Type letters letters conferences| sanctions Plans sanctions Total
K-6 Elementary
(n=21) 410 242 155 36 102 31 976
K-8 Elementary
(n=8) 96 34 28 18 20 13 209
Middle/Junior
High School 109 57 i 71 19 14 11 281
(n=4)
High School
(n=6) 148 82 61 21 20 31 363

TOTAL 763 415 315 94 156 86 1829
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ratio of non-cooperation sanctions requested to 7-absence letters ranged from 15% for K-6 schools to
53% for K-8 schools. The number of corrective action plans reported was more than 2/3 of the parent
conferences reported in K-6 and K-8 elementary schools (68% and 71%, respectively). There is a
significantly lower ratio of corrective action plans to parent conferences in middle and high schools
(20% and 33%, respectively). The ratio of 10-absence sanction requests to 7-absence letters ranged
from 13% (K-6 schools) to 38% (K-8 and high schools). Of all actions taken reported by each school
type, the proportion of 5-absence letters does not vary greatly, ranging from 39% to 46%.

Sanctions Reported by Schools and Human Services Agendgable B-3)

It is not expected that the number of non-cooperation and 10-absence sanction requests reported by
schools would jibe with Human Services Agency records, since only 55% of the schools sent monthly
AAT reports. The relatively small number of reported sanction requests include data from only one
Merced City School; the Merced City district has almost half of all TANF students in the county. Atthe
end of the second year of MerCAP, discrepancies between school-reported sanction requests and HSA-
reported sanctions imposed were explained as:
» Lags between the dates sanctions were requested and the next month in which they could be
imposed,
» Sanctions that were ‘cured’ before they were imposed, and
e Sanctions, in a few cases, which could not be imposed because schools had not followed
required procedures.

Table B-3. Comparison of Sanctions Issued by Human Services Agency and Reported Requests for
Sanctions by Schools in School Year 1999-2000, by Type of Sanction and School Type

Type of Sanction
Total of
Non-Cooperation Sanction’ 10-Absence Sanction All Sanctions’
School Type All Partial All | Partial
HSA | HSA® | School | HSA | HSA* | School | HSA | School
K-6 149 36 - 36 137 42 31 286 67
Elementary
K-8 12 12 18 11 8 13 23 31
Elementary
Middle/Junior 58 24 19 44 9 11 102 30
High
High School 27 10 21 27 11 31 54 52
TOTAL 246 82 94 219 70 86 465 180

Non-cooperation sanction refer to those issued when a parent does not keep an appointment for a school
conference and does not arrange an alternate date or time for such a conference. This sanction is ‘cur-
able;’ that is, it ends when the parent appears for a duly scheduled conference.

2 10-absence sanctions are requested when students have accumulated 10 or more unacceptable absences.
An additional 30-day sanction can be imposed subsequently if the student has additional unacceptable
absence(s).

3 The total number of sanctions does not include those issued to Merced County students who are enrolled
in schools such as Valley High School that were not included in the Merced County Attendance Program
evaluation.

4 Sanctions reported by the Human Services Agency that were requested from only those schools that sent

in reports of attendance actions taken.
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When examining HSA data on sanction requests only from schools that reported attendance actions
taken to the evaluation team, schools generally reported more sanction requests than were levied by the
Human Services Agency. Inaccurate record-keeping by the schools and the reasons cited by the Agency
last year (above) may account for these discrepancies.

Examination of number of sanctions over timgTable B-4)

Table B-4 summarizes the total number of MerCAP sanctions issued over the course of the three-year
demonstration period, by type, as reported by the Human Services Agency. The total number of sanc-
tions does not include those issued to Merced County students who are enrolled in schools such as
Valley High School that were not included in the evaluation of the Merced County Attendance Pro-
gram.

Table B-4. Total Sanctions by the Human Servicces Agency since the Beginning of MerCAP in Fall,
1997, by MerCAP Year

Source: Merced Human Services Agency

Type of Sanction
Failure to Non-Cooperation 10-Absence Total of
MerCAP Year Respond' Sanction® Sanction® All Sanctions
1-1997-98 13 57 77 147
2 -1998-99 1 83 108 192
3 -1999-00 - T 248 220 468
TOTAL 14 388 405 807

1 This sanction is applied by the Human Services Agency when a client does not complete and submit a
waiver of privacy in order to participate in the MerCAP program and evaluation.

2 Non-cooperation sanctions refer to those issued when a parent does not keep an appointment for a
school conference and does not arrange an alternate date or time for such a conference. This sanction is
‘curable;’ that is, it ends when the parent appears for a duly scheduled conference.

3 10-absence sanctions are requested when students have accumulated 10 or more unacceptable absences.
An additional 30-day sanction can be imposed subsequently if the student has additional unacceptable

absence(s).

With the exception of the “Failure to Respond” sanctions, all of which occurred during the first two
years of MerCAP, the number of sanctions issued by the Human Services Agency increased each year
as more schools entered the program. The distribution of sanctions issued (excluding schools not in the
evaluation study) during MerCAP years 2 and 3 among Year 1, Year 2 and Year 3 schools is shown in
Table B-5:

Table B-5. Number and Type of Sanctions Issued in Years 2 and 3 by MerCAP Cohort.

Type of Sanction
Non-Cooperation 10-Absence Total
School Cohort 98-99 99-00 98-99 99-00 98-99 99-00
Year 1 schools 58 61 46 49 104 110
Year 2 schools 25 34 56 26 81 60
Year 3 schools -- 153 -- 145 -- 298
TOTAL 83 248 102 220 185 468
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For Year 2 schools these figures suggest that in their first year of MerCAP they did not have problems
in getting parents to attend 7-absence conferences, or that parent conferences were not helpful in reduc-
ing the number of 10-absence sanctions imposed. In their second year of MerCAP, there were more
non-cooperation sanctions than 10-absence sanctions, suggesting that parents recognized at this point
that sanctions were a real threat. The figures do not give information as to the effect of parent confer-
ences in Year 3 schools.

The number of TANF students in each MerCAP cohort varied, with the largest number in Year 3
schools. Table B-6 compares the sanction rates in the three MerCAP cohorts during MerCAP Year 3,
the only year in which all three MerCAP cohorts participated.

Table B-6. Sanction Rates in 1999-2000, by MerCAP Cohort

School Cohort No. of sanctions TANF enrollment Sanction rate
issued

Year 1 schools 110 1797 6.1%
(N=24)
Year 2 schools 60 1874 3.2%
(N=29)
Year 3 schools 298 3265 9.1%
(N=16)

TOTAL 468 6936 6.7%

Note: The TANF enroliment figures represent the estimated end-of-year enrollment. Sanction numbers are de-
rived from the master list of students sanctioned reported by the Human Services Agency.

The larger TANF student population explains why there are a larger number of sanctions imposed in
Year 3 schools. It does not explain the smaller number of sanctions imposed on TANF students in Year
2 schools than on students in Year 1 schools, or the wide disparity in the sanction rates between Year 2
schools (3.2%) and Year 3 schools (9.1%). We can think of three possible explanations for the diver-
gence in sanction rates. One is that Year 2 schools simply had better TANF student attendance, al-
though that explanation is not supported by the average district attendance rate for Year 2 schools (see
Table A-2). The second is that many Year 2 schools were resistant to the record keeping MerCAP
required, and perhaps did not keep track of absences as diligently as Year 1 and Year 3 schools. The
other is that Year 3 schools began the program by treating each tardy as an absence (a policy since
changed), and in general took an aggressive approach to monitoring and sanctions.

Number and severity of sanctions issued in the 1999-2000 school y€Bable B-7)

The total number of 1999-2000 sanctions is displayed in Table B-7. A relatively small number of
families (7 of 224) were sanctioned for more than one month for non-attendance. More families (137
of 287) were sanctioned for more than one month for not attending parent conferences (hon-coopera-
tion). This implies that many parents either did not understand or did not take seriously their responsi-
bility for communicating with the school when they received the 7-absence letter. It is also possible
some families found it impossible to do so. The number of Year 3 families that received sanctions for
more than one month may be greater than for other MerCAP cohorts (although we do not have that
information) because of their relative unfamiliarity with the program.
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Table B-7. Number of Sanctions Issued in 1999-2000, with Total Number of Months of Reduced
TANF Cash Aid

10 Day non-attendance sanctions (Total=255 sanction months; up from 108 in Year 2)
217 sanctioned for 1 month

1 sanctioned for 2 consecutive months
6 sanctioned for 6 consecutive months

Parent non-cooperation (Total=592 sanction months; up from 98 sanction months in Year 2)
30 cured prior to effective date
64 cured in 1-15 days .
34 cured in 16 days to 1 month
32 cured in 2 months
S cured in 3 months
5 cured in 4 months
23 cured in 5 months
21 cured in 6 months

73 still in sanction at the end of school year of which:
22 @ 1 month
10 @ 2 months
9 @ 3 months
9 @ 4 months
1 @ 5 months
15 @ 6 months
5 @ 7 months
1 @ 8 months
1 @ 9 months
Source: Merced Human Services Agency

Sanction counts by month are reported in Figures B-1 (Non-Cooperation Sanctions) and B-2 (10-
Absence Sanctions) for each MerCAP cohort. The distributions of these two types of sanctions vary
over the course of the year, and differ somewhat by MerCAP cohort.

Figure B-1. Distribution of 1999-2000 Non-Cooperation Sanctions Issued by Human Services Agency,
by MerCAP Cohort

| —@— Year {
sl YoQI 2

L Year 3
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Figure B-2. Distribution of 1999-2000 10-Absence Sanctions Issued by Human Services Agency, by
MerCAP Cohort

—— Year 1
i Year 2
s Year 3

OCT. NOV. DEC. JAN. FEB. MAR. APR. MAY JUNE JULY

The profiles are similar for all three years, but are exaggerated in Year 3 by the increased number of
sanctions. This is particularly true of the January and June spikes of Non-Cooperation Sanctions (Fig.
B-1) and the April spike of 10-Absence Sanctions (Fig. B-2).

It is not surprising to have the fall-off of Non-Cooperation Sanctions at the end of the year, given that
schools were not sure what the requirement for parent conferences would be in the post-MerCAP 2000-
2001 school year.

We don’t know if spikes are a function of a pile-up of unprocessed sanctions at Human Services Agency,
or the natural accumulation of non-cooperative parents and unacceptable absences as months progress.
Especially puzzling is the large number of January Non-Cooperation Sanctions. This may be primarily

a function of the Merced City Schools joining the program. Since 54 of the 67 sanctions were from
Year 3 schools, the answer is probably yes. In June, 42 of the 75 sanctions were from Merced City
Schools—that’s a more reasonable distribution between the MerCAP cohorts.

The April spike of 10-absence sanctions is composed of 49 sanctions for TANF students in Merced
City schools and the other 19 from Year 1 & 2 schools. It is not clear why it is so much more pro-
nounced than in previous years. Again, the drop-off at the end of the year may be due to school
reluctance to request sanctions so near the end of the 3-year MerCAP experiment, or so near the end of
the school year in general.

The time distributions shown in Figures B-1 and B-2 display an expected lag from the school reports of

attendance actions taken (Table B-1). Two caveats:

* The school attendance months are not the same as calendar months, particularly noticeable with
year-round education schools that start in July, and

» Less than half of the participating schools reported these data.

This is especially significant in that only one Merced City School reported, yet that district has the bulk

of the overall Merced County school TANF population and was responsible for a larger share of the
sanctions issued in 1999-2000 than both other MerCAP cohorts.
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MERCAP ATTENDANCE ACTIONS TAKEN
School: Attendance Month: Contact Person:

MerCAP Students

Number of 5-absence letters sent this month
Number of 7-absence letters sent this month
Number of parent conferences held this month
Number of non-cooperation sanctions requested
Number of Corrective Action Plans written
Number of 10-absence sanctions requested
Comments:

Non-MerCAP Students
Number of attendance-related parent conferences held this month
Number of students placed on attendance supervision this month
Number of students referred to SARB (if applicable) this month
Comments:

Please complete this form monthly and send with the monthly non-MerCAP and MerCAP attendance
reports to:

Joan Wright, MerCAP Evaluation Telephone:  530-752-3955
Human & Community Development FAX: 530-752-5855
University of California E-mail: jxwright@ucdavis.edu

1 Shields Avenue
Davis, CA 95616-8523
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Appendix C. PARENT SURVEY REPORT
April - June, 2000

Background

One of the assumptions on which the MerCAP experiment is based was that communication from
schools to parents of absent students would result in more and more cooperative interaction between
schools and families working together to improve student attendance and help students do well in
school. The protocol of phone calls, letters, parent conferences and corrective action plans offers
multiple opportunities for parents to offer suggestions on how schools might help their children, as
well for schools to offer suggestions for ways parents can help.

Near the ends of the first and second years of MerCAPR, focus group interviews were conducted in
English, Spanish, and Hmong with parents of a sample of students whose schools had joined the pro-
gram that year. Especially in the second year, this turned out to be alabor-intensive effort with disap-
pointingly few parents. While the group structure may have been helpful in getting parents to talk
more freely about their experience with MerCARP, it did not attract many parents and there was little
way of knowing whether those who participated represented the population of MerCAP parents.

In order to capture the responses of a broader group of parents representing MerCAP families who
were first involved in each of the three years of the program, it was decided to conduct individual
interviews with parents. The purpose of this survey wasto tap parents’ experiences with the program
and their perspectives on its contribution to their children’s education over the last 1, 2, or 3 years.
More specifically, the objectives were to find out

* How parents were involved with their children’s schools,

* What had been their experience with MerCAP, and

* What was the family’s general experience with schools.

Research M ethods

Sample Selection: Personsinterviewed were parents of our student sample. In each of the three years of
MerCAP, asample of individual students had been selected from a sampling frame of schools entering
the program that year. The schoolswere selected to represent major sources of potential variance (size,
grades included, and attendance in the year prior to starting MerCAP). The individual students were
randomly selected from a list generated midyear by the Merced County Human Services Agency of
students at the selected schoolswho were receiving Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF).
It was recognized that there would be greater attrition from the sample of students selected in Year 1 of
MerCAPthaninthoseselected in Years2 and 3. To the extent possible we followed each year’s sample
asthey moved to different schools and/or residences, seeking help from the schools each year in track-
ing the sample. The schools in which the sample TANF students were currently enrolled were very
helpful in updating our information on parent names, addresses, and phone numbers, and identifying
the major language spoken at each student’s home.

Instrument: A telephone interview questionnaire was developed by the evaluation team and tested
with anumber of English-speaking parents of TANF students not enrolled in the sample schools. Con-
siderations included length of time required for parents to respond to interview guestions, parent un-
derstanding of theinterview items, and interpretability of parent responses. After several revisions, an
acceptable version was produced that took about 10 minutes to conduct on the phone. Thiswastrans-
lated into Spanish by a Spani sh-speaking UC Cooperative Extension program representativein Merced
County, and into Hmong by a staff member of the Lao Family Council in Merced.
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These interview drafts were then tested as part of their training by persons recruited to conduct the
parent interviews. A few adaptationswere made in the Spanish and Hmong versionsfor cultural appro-
priateness. (A copy of the English language interview form is appended.)

Interviewer Selection and Training: Two interviewers were selected for each language group, with
Hmong and Spanish interviewers who were also fluent in English. These persons were known to staff
of the Merced County Office of UC Cooperative Extension and had previously worked with UCCE-
sponsored programs, in one case hel ping to conduct the MerCAPYear 2 Spanish language parent focus
groups. They participated in a four-hour training session, then conducted 5 practice interviews with
parents whose children are not enrolled in the sample schools, and not necessarily receiving TANF.
When the practice interviews were reviewed and found to be in satisfactory shape, interviewers were
givenalist of parents. Interviewerswereinstructed to bring in their completed interview formsweekly
and get new parent lists when needed. Most interviews were completed in 10 minutes; afew persons
wanted to talk longer and had to be steered back to the questions posed.

Response Rate: Our goa was to interview 320 parents, stratified by school (years in MerCAP) and

language spoken in the home. Two problems prevented our reaching this goal:

» Thenumber of familiesin Years 1 and 2 with current contact information was smaller than
expected; and

*  Our English language interviewers were discouraged by the low number of parents they could
reach and did not request more lists when they had completed the first two lists assigned.

At the same time, one Hmong interviewer was so enthusiastic about this project that she exceeded the
proportion of Hmong families we had originally envisioned.

The distribution of outcomes for potential interviewees is shown in Table C-1. While the overall
response rate was a satisfying 60%, it is clear that English-speaking parents had the lowest response
rate, mostly because the phone numbers given to the schools were inaccurate or outdated. They also
had the highest refusal rate (13%). Hmong-speaking parents, on the other hand, were more likely than
English or Spanish language families to have reachabl e telephones.

Table C-1. Distribution of Potential Interviews, by Outcome and Language Spoken at Home

Potential English- Spanish-Speaking | Hmong-Speaking Total

Interviewees Speaking N % N % N %
N %

Completed 24 30% 78 57% 118  78% 220  60%

interviews

Could not be 17 21% 18 13% 20 13% 55 15%

reached in 3 tries

Wrong or no 29 36% 39 28% 12 8% 80 22%

number

Refused 10 13% 3 2% 1 1% 14 4%

Column Totals 80 100% 138 100% 151  100% 369 100%

Note: Column totals may add up to more than 100% due to rounding.
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The distribution of completed interviews by year started MerCAP and family language is shown in
Table C-2. The distribution of Hmong and Spanish surnames in the sample of 868 students still in-
cluded in our study of individual TANF students is 49% Spanish, and 17% Hmong. While the propor-
tionsof interviewsfor each year of MerCAP are not badly skewed, there are more Hmong familiesand
fewer English- and Spanish-speaking families in the completed interviews than the proportions of
surnames in our TANF individual student sample suggest.

Table C-2. Distribution of Completed Interviews by Year Started MerCAP and Family Language

Completed English- Hmong-Speaking | Spanish-Speaking Total

Interviews Speaking N % N % N %
N %

Started Year 1 10 42% 7 6% 42 54% 59 27%

Started Year 2 7 29% 57 48% 20 26% 84 38%

Started Year 3 7 29% 54 46% 16 21% 77 35%

Row Totals 24 11% 118 54% 78 35% 220  100%

It is probably not appropriate to draw inferences for the English-speaking TANF parent population
from the survey data. The findings are useful, however, in understanding the perspectives of Hmong
and Spanish-speaking families, and may suggest comparisons that can be pursued in further investiga-
tion.

Findings

Parents’ Involvement with Their Children’s Schools: Of the 220 parents interviewed, 192 (87%) said
they attended parent-teacher conferences, 63 (29%) go to school events, 26 (12%) help with school
events, and 14 (6%) help the teacher and the same number areinvolved in other ways (Table C-3). The
pattern of involvement varies with primary language, with English- and Spanish-speaking parentsin-
volved in language-dependent situations in which Hmong parents do not attempt to participate.

Table C-3. Number of Parents Involved in School Activities, by Language Spoken at Home

Nature of parent Total English Spanish Hmong
involvement N % N % N % N %
Go to teacher 192 87% 19 79% 59 76% 114 97%
conferences

Go to school 63 29% 5 21% 16 21% 42 36%
events ,

Help with school 26 12% 7 29% 19 24% - -
events

Help the teacher 14 6% 5 21% 9 12% - -
Other 14 6% 3 13% 11 14% ——- -
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Parents were asked if they thought their involvement with the school made a difference in how their
children did at school, and whether they had been asked to get involved. They were also asked if
overall they felt mostly positive or mostly negative about their involvement in their child(ren)’s schooal,
and why they said that. Their responses are arrayed in Table C-4. Most parents (92%) said that
involvement makes some or alot of difference, with variability between language groups in extent of
that difference. Most parents (78%) said they had been asked to get involved, again with differences
between language groups.

In al language groups, most parents were mostly positive about their interaction with their children’s
schools, with fewer Spanish-speaking and all Hmong parents responding positively. Parents com-
ments help to explain these differences. Hmong parents reported that teachers (or most of the teachers,
or those they had met) were helpful, kind and friendly when the parents had attended a teacher confer-
ence or had questions about their children’s progress. One parent said [translated by the interviewer],
“1 cannot speak English much so | did not talk with the teacher but the teacher seems very helpful.”
Severa said they had no complaints about the way they were treated. It appears that the basis for
Hmong judgment of interaction with the school is the extent to which the parent is treated with cour-
tesy and respect, and the assumption that teachers share parental concerns about the students.

Spanish-speaking parents who felt mostly negative about school-parent interaction based their judg-
ment on the fact that they were not involved with the schools due to working long hours or having to
carefor other children at home. Thosewho felt positive liked the way teachersteach their children, and
the extra efforts (e.g., homework club) to help their children learn. One parent reported that she liked
to go to school to help and at the same time learn. In general, Spanish-speaking parents seem to feel
negative if they are not included, and positive if they see the schools doing good things for their chil-
dren.

English-speaking parents generally had no comments on the reason for their feelings about interaction
with their children’s schools.
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Table C-4. Parental Involvement in Schools, by Language Spoken at Home

Parent Response to Total English Spanish Hmong
Item N % N % N % N %
Involvement
makes a difference
Not at all
Some 11 5% 1 4% 10 13% --- ---
A lot 156  72% 6 25% 37 48% 113 97%
Not sure 4  20% 17 71% 25 33% 2 2%
7 3% --- --- 5 7% 2 2%
Have you been
asked to get
involved?
Not at all 47  21% 7 29% 39 50% 1 1%
Some 159 72% 10 42% 33 42% 116 98%
Alot 12 6% 6 25% 5 6% 1 1%

Overall feeling
about interaction

Mostly positive 205 94% 22 92% 65 84% 118  100%
Mostly negative 8 4% 1 4% 7 9%
Not sure 6 3% 1 4% 5 7%

Parents Experienceswith Mer CAP

Familiarity with MerCAP: Parents were asked if they know about the program of the Merced County
schools and the Human ServicesAgency (HSA) to improve school attendance (MerCAP). If they said
yes, we asked how they found out about it (Table C-5). Perhapsthe most startling finding isthat at the
end of three years of MerCAP only one-third of the parentsin our sample knew about it. More of the
parents whose children’s schools started MerCAP in itsfirst year were familiar with the program than
parents first involved in Years 2 or 3. While about 1 in 4 or 5 parents remembered that they had
received aletter about MerCAP from Human Services, in fact they all were sent anctice. Obvioudly,
written notices are not very effective, perhaps due to difficulty in reading the language of the notice.
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Table C-5. Parents Source(s) of Information about MerCAP, by Year Started MerCAP

YEAR STARTED MERCAP

SOURCE Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Total

N % N % N % N %
Letter from HSA 14 24% 12 14% 16 21% 47 19%
Letter or call ,
from school 6 10% 5 6% 6 8% 17 8%
Other 8 14% 4 5% 1 1% 13 6%
Total number
who knew about
MerCAP 28 47% 21 25% 23 30% 72 33%

Attendance Actions Taken: The protocol for schools' interaction with parents of students who are fre-
quently absent includes a letter to parents after five absences for unacceptable reasons, and another
letter after seven absences with an appointment for a parent conference. At the conference with parents
aCorrectiveAction Plan is expected if the absences were for unacceptabl e reasons, with possibility of
suggesting resources or making referrals to address problems identified in the conversation. If
unexcusabl e absences continue, the school requests the Human ServicesAgency to sanction the family
at 10 absences, eliminating the child’s portion of the family’s cash assistance for one month.

Parents were asked a series of questions to determine what attendance actions, if any, the school had
taken with the family. They werefirst asked if they had ever received a letter from the school saying
that the family’s cash assistance would be cut if their child did not attend school regularly. They were
also asked if the school had ever called about their children’s absences, given that in many schools it
has become a standard practice to call every absentee’s family as soon as possible on the day of an
absence. Thisline of questioning was continued to cover each next applicable action; otherwise the
interview went on to the next topic.

The chain of actions reported by the parents is shown in Table C-6. While nearly half of the parents
interviewed reported that the school called them whenever their children were absent, only 13 fami-
lies—6% of the parents interviewed—had received an absence letter, and all of them received more
than one. Of the 13, only 10 (7% of those responding) had met with school authorities. Of the 10, 3
families (30% of those who had conferences but only 2% overall) said they were offered help or
referred to asource of assistance. Most (8) of these families said they felt good about the meeting, and
all said their children attended more regularly after that. Four of these families had their welfare
checks reduced, and the three who commented about it indicated that this was areal hardship for the
family. It appears that the required action protocol applies to a very small percentage of MerCAP
families, and that in two out of three of these applicable cases there is no need to request sanctions.
None of the Hmong parents reported any attendance actions taken; most indicated that their children
(of whom there were 3 to 10 in the respondent families) were rarely, if ever, absent from school.
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Table C-6. Parents’ Reports of Attendance Actions Taken

Action Total

N %
Absence call from school 99 45%
Absence letter from school 13 6%
More than 1 letter 13 6%
Meeting with school 10 5%
Welfare check cut 4 2%

Overall feelings about MerCAP: Of the 204 parents who responded to this item, only 3 had mostly
negative feelings about MerCAP, and only 11 had mixed feelings. Otherwise, parents were mostly
positive, commenting that anything that can help get children to school isagood idea. Thisincludes
two of the parents whose welfare checks were reduced. (The other two had mixed feelings about the
program.)

Families Experienceswith Schools

Number of schools attended in the last three years: Parents were asked how many schools their chil-
dren had attended in the last three years. Most (53%) of the parents who responded said that the child
we asked about had been in the same school all that time; 38% indicated that the child had attended two
schools. In most cases this was due to promotion to middle school or high school. Twenty families
(9%) said their children had attended 3 to 6 schools in that time period; several commented they had a
hard time finding housing.

Table C-7. Parents’ Perceptions of Their Children’s School Experiences and Absences

Absent more than | Absent less than
» 10 days 10 days Total

School Experience N % N % N %
Enjoy school?

No 3 27% 9 5% 12 6%

Yes 8 73% 158 83% 166 82%

Mixed - -—- 24 13% 24 12%
Get along with others?

No 2 20% 19 10% 21 11%

Yes 6 60% 155 82% 161 81%

Mixed - - 6 3% 6 3%

Not mentioned 2 20% 9 5% 11 6%
Does well in school? '

No 4 40% 41 22% 45 23%

Yes 2 20% 51 26% 51 26%

Not mentioned 4 40% 103 52% 103  52%

Note: Errors due to rounding.
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Absences from school: We requested parents to estimate whether the child we asked about had been
absent more than or less than 10 days in this school year. A few (3%) did not know, but most (92%)
believed it was less than 10 days. When we compared these estimates with the records of actua atten-
dance for their children, most parents (nearly 90%) were accurate in estimating their children’s atten-
dance at school. The usual reason for absence was illness, with the other major reason being doctors
and dental appointments. Some Hmong parents said their children were never absent, and therefore
gave no reasons.

Frequent absences from school may also be explained by the student’s experience with school. We
asked parents if their children enjoyed school and how they were doing in school. Their responses,
arrayed by whether their children had been absent more or less than 10 days, are shown in Table C-7.
The percentages of children whose parents believed they did not enjoy school, did not get along well
with others, and did not do well in school were higher in the “Absent more than 10 days’ than in the
“lessthan 10 days’ columns. Thedirection is reversed for those who enjoyed school, got along with
others, and did well in school. The small number of students absent more than 10 days makes statisti-
cal inferences inappropriate.

Table C-8. Parents Perceptions of Their Children’s School Experience, by Language Spoken at

Home
Total English Spanish Hmong

School Experience N % N % N % N %
Enjoy school?

No 12 6% -—- - 10 15% 2 2%

Yes 171 82% 20 91% 57 83% 94  80%

Mixed 26 12% 2 9% 2 3% 22 19%
Get along with others?

No 21 10% 1 5% 14 21% 6 5%

Yes 167 81% 17 77% 44 67% 106  90%

Mixed 7 3% - - 1 2% 6 5%

Not mentioned 11 5% 4 18% 7 11% --- -
Does well in school? :

No 46 22% 6 27% 21 32% 19 16%

Yes 53 26% 12 55% 27 41% 14 12%

Not mentioned 107 52% 4 18% 18 27% 8 72%

Note: Errors due to rounding.

Recognizing that there may be cultural differences in parents perceptions of their children’s school
experiences, we also arrayed these responses by language spoken by the parent (Table C-8). While
large proportions of children in each language group enjoyed school, Hmong parents were more likely
to report that their children liked some of the subjects but not others, hence the higher percentage of
mixed feelings. When asked how their children were doing in school, Hmong parents always an-
swered in terms of how well their children got along with teachers and other children; this was not
alwaysincluded in the English and Spanish answers. On the other hand, English and Spanish-speaking
parents were much more likely to interpret the question as to whether their children were doing well
academically. Hmong parents frequently reported whether their children did all their homework every
night (not coded). Few (12%) mentioned their children getting good grades.
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Influences of changing schools on parents’ perceptions of their children’s school experiences: Previous
studies have suggested that children who move from one school to another are more likely to have a
poor school experiencethan thosewho remain in oneschool for al of the grades|ocated there (Rumberger
et a., 1998). We examined the relationship of the number of schools attended in the last three yearsto
the parents' reports of their children’s absences from school, enjoyment of school, relationship with
others, and school achievement. The findings are arrayed in Table C-9.

Table C-9. Parents’ Perceptions of Their Children’s School Experience by Number of Schools
Attended in Last Three Years

School Experience 1 school 2 schools 3 or more schools Total
N % N % N % N %o
Absent
More than 10days | . 5 5% 2 3% 4 20% 11 5%
Less than 10 days 107 95% | 77 97% 16 80% 200 95%
Enjoy school?
No 4 4% 6 8% 2 10% 12 6%
Yes 89 85% | 60 78% 16 84% 165 82%
Mixed 12 11% | 11 14% 1 5% 24 12%
Get along with others?
No 10 10% 8 11% 3 17% 21 11%
Yes 86 83% | 61 80% 13 81% 160  80%
Mixed 3 3% 3 4% - - 6 3%
Not mentioned 5 5% 4 5% 2 11% 11 6%
Does well in school?
No 25 24% | 16 21% 4 22% 45 23%
Yes 27 26% | 18 24% 7 39% 52 26%
Not mentioned 52 50% | 42 55% 7 39% 101 51%

The results suggest that increasing mobility is related to increased absences, decreased enjoyment of
school, and not getting along with others, but that it does not affect school performance negatively.
Given the small number of students who had attended 3 or more schools, the data are only suggestive.

Suggestions to make school better: The final questions on the interview were open-ended requests for
ideas on what would make school better for the parents and their children, and for anything else they
would liketo say about parents and schools. Of the Spanish-speaking parents, 54% had suggestionsfor
improvement; 63% of the English-speaking parents offered suggestions, and 70% of the Hmong par-
ents identified ways to improve. The major themes of these improvement suggestions are shown in
Table C-10. Thirty-one parents, all Hmong, said the schools were doing fine (or the best they could),
and that they had no ideas on how to improve the schools.
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Table C-10. Suggestions for Making Schools Better, by Language Spoken by Parent

Suggestion Total number of | English Spanish | Hmong
times mentioned

Schools should be stricter 37 --- 1 36

More homework ’ 35 --- - 35

More/better home-school 34 11 12 11

interaction

More programs to help kids 21 1 13 7

learn

More counselors for kids 10 e 10 -

and parents

More interpreters/bilingual 9 --- 6 3

communication with \

parents

Better teaching 9 --- 2 7

Improved student safety 5 2 3 -—-

Better school lunches 3 1 2 ———

No school uniforms 2 2 --- ---

Closer buses 1 1 -—- ---

The Hmong parents differ markedly from the other parent groupsin that they appear to hold the school
responsible for setting standards—more homework, tougher rules, stricter discipline—and expect the
students to be responsible for meeting those standards. Their attitude is captured in the following

trandated quotes:
« Teachers should teach better by giving students more homework to do and more rewards for
doingit.

»  School should be stricter so all students would do their work and not cause trouble or skip out.

» Schools should be tougher on kids who break the rules, and should make sure that all teachers
give homework to the students.

e Schools should give more homework and punish those who don’t do it.

» Teachersareteaching very well; it's my son’s fault that he can’t learn.

The Spanish-speaking parents want more help from the schools—more programs (e.g., after school

tutoring), improved communication to parents, more counselors to help kids with serious problems,

more Spanish language communication with parents. Their responses include:

» Schoolswould be better if they offer more help with work for students at school; my son says
that the teacher doesn’t help him at the after school program, just talks to another teacher.

* My daughter needs a counselor once aweek to help her see that school is very important for her
future.

« School and parents should get together to see what type of punishment to give kids instead of
suspending them. [Note: Daughter had problem with another girl who ‘terrorized’ her.]

* Theprincipal should listen instead of talking all the time.

»  Schools should have more meetings with the teachers and parents in English and Spanish.

The English-speaking parents were most likely to focus on the need for more involvement from the

parents, and more interaction among principal, teachers and parents. Some of their other quoted con-
cernsinclude:
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» Teachers need more help with yard duty and kids need to be watched more.

e Honor kids more for their achievements.

» The school uniform is a problem because my child is overweight and can’'t deal with the uniform.
* Have buses closer.

* I’'mtired of English being a minority—minorities need to learn English.

Summary

In comparing the results of this study with the responses of parents in focus groups conducted near the

ends of Years 1 and 2 of MerCAP, there are several consistencies, notably:

* Most parents are not familiar with MerCAP, even though the Merced County Human Services
Agency sent al parents/guardians of TANF school children aletter notifying them that the
child’s cash assistance could be forfeited if the child did not attend school regularly.

* Only asmall percentage of parents said they had received absence letters about their children;
even fewer had had their cash assistance sanctioned. Thisis also consistent with school records
of attendance actions taken with TANF students.

* Most parents had mostly positive feelings about MerCAP, including two out of four whose
welfare checks had been cut. Asin past years, parents say that anything that can help get chil -
dren to school regularly isagood idea.

» Themain reasons children were absent from school were for illness and doctors' or dental ap-
pointments.

Individual interviews provided an opportunity to record individual points of view and experiences, and
to examine differences among the various cross-sections (by year started MerCAP, language spoken,
number of schools attended) of the parent respondents. Main findings include:

* Those parents whose children were in schools starting MerCAP in 1997-98 were more likely to
be aware of MerCAP than those in schools starting in 1998-99 or 1999-2000.

* Most parents attend teacher conferences and many are involved with schools in other ways.
Spanish- and English-speaking parents were less likely to go to teacher conferences and school
events than Hmong parents; the most frequent reason offered for not going was because of parent
employment. Hmong parents generally do not participate except when they are asked to attend a
conference or event.

* Most parents had mostly positive feelings about their interaction with their children’s schools;
Spanish-speaking parents were less likely to be positive than Hmong parents, all of whom were
pleased that school personnel treated them well (even when the parent spoke no English).

* Frequent moving from one school to another contributes to more absences and fewer ties to
school, but (in our limited data set) moving does not seem to be related to academic perfor-
mance.

* Thetypesof suggestions to make schools better for parents and their children varied greatly by
parent ethnicity. Hmong parents expect schools to set demanding standards and homework
assignments, which their children are then expected to meet/accomplish. Spanish-speaking
parents want more help for their children, both with learning and counseling.
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PARENT INTERVIEW FORM
MERCAP, Spring 2000

Student Name Parent Name

School 1999-2000 Phone

Year started MerCAP School started MerCAP

Date 1 Time 1l Date 2 Time 2

Date 3 Time 3 Interviewer

Language Relationship to Student

Thisis from the University of California Cooperative Extension. Is thisthe home of

[student’s name]? May | speak with [hissher] parent or guardian, please? [If not home, ask when
would be agood timeto call back. If asked what thisis about, say we' re doing a study of parent
involvement with schools, and it’s to get the parent’s perspective on a school program.]

[Mr./Mrs. ], we're doing a study of parent involvement with schools that have been
enrolled in the Merced County Attendance Program, called MerCAP. We'd like to ask you about
your experience with ‘sschool. It should take about 10 minutes. Isthisagood
time? [If no, When can we call you back? If yes, Thank you. We'll try to make this quick.]

A. Parent involvement with School

1. Inwhat ways are you involved with ‘s school ? [Pause for their answers]

[probeif no answers] Do you [check all that apply]:
____goto teacher conferences?
help the teacher?
____ participate in school events?
____ help with school events?
____ anything else?

[If any involvement] Do you think your involvement with the school makes a difference in how
your [student’s name] does at school?

____Noneat dl

____ Some

____Alot

____[not sure/no response]
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3. Doesthe school ask you and other parentsto get involved?
___ Notatall
____ Some

___Alot
___ [Not sure, no response]

4. Overadl, do you feel positive or negative about your interaction with 's school ?
____ Mostly positive
____ Mostly negative

Why do you say that?:

o

Experience with MerCAP

1. Your [son/daughter] was a part of the Merced County Attendance Program when it
started [ School Year] at the school. Do you have other children who werein
school at that time?

2. Do you know about MerCAP—the Merced County Attendance Program? [describe it if they say
noj

[If they say yes, ask] How did you find out about it? [check all that apply]
___ letter from HSA
____letter or call from school
____ other:

3. Haveyou ever received aletter from the school saying that had been absent many
days and that your family’s cash assistance from the Human Services Agency would be cut if
[he/she] did not attend school regularly?

NO » Has the school ever called you about your child's absences? [allow time for more
info]

Y ES » Have you received more than one letter? [allow time for parent to elaborate]
Did you meet with the school about this?
___Yes

___No

What happened? [probes = who talked, suggestions, tone of meeting, etc.]
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Were you offered any help or referred to any assistance?
~__No
___ Yes- what help?

Did you fedl good about the meeting?
Yes

____ No Why not?

Did your child attend school more regularly after that?
__Yes
___No

Was your welfare check ever cut because your child missed alot of school?
Yes

___No

[if yes] Did that make a difference? [probes = positive effects? Negative effects?|

4. Overdl, do you feel positive or negative about MerCAP? [alow time for probes on why they
say that]
____Mostly positive
____mostly negative
____mixed
____[not sure/did not respond]

C. Family Experience with Schools

1. How many schools has attended in the last 3 years?
____[if reason for high mobility offered, note it]

2. During this school year would you say has been absent more than 10 days or less?
__ More
_ Less
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3. What are the usual reasons is absent from school? [Probe: are there other reasons?|

4. Do your children (Does your child) enjoy school ?

5. How are your children doing in school? [probes = relationships w teachers & kids, academic

performance, etc.]

6. What would make school better for your children and you?

7. Anything else you' d like to say about parents and schools?

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP. WE REALLY APPRECIATE YOUR TIME. GOOD-BYE.

Interviewer comments:
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Appendix D. MerCAP SCHOOL ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY
March & April, 2000

Purpose

We have talked with most of the administrators of the 71 Merced County schools in the Merced County
Attendance Program at one time or another, and have met with some districts to reflect on the findings
to date. However, these contacts were not systematic across all participating schools. Before the enc
of the final school year we wanted to gain a clear understanding of school administrators’ experience
with the program and their views for the future.

Method

We chose a “Phone and Fax” survey method in which we called each school and requested a phone
interview with the appropriate administrator. On the day before the appointed phone call, our team
member faxed a copy of the survey instrument to the administrator in preparation for the interview.
The interview questions were keyed to the items on the faxed instrument. (Copies of the survey instru-
ment and interview protocol are attached.) On completion of the interview, which generally took less
than 20 minutes, the Merced interviewer filled in all responses on the survey data sheet and sent it to
the UC Davis campus via electronic mail. Coded quantitative data were then entered into an SPSS
(Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) file for analysis; comments were separately recorded for
each item and subjected to content analysis.

Fifty-eight administrators were interviewed, two of whom served in two schools. Eleven administra-
tors did not return phone calls or did not have time for an interview. The response rate was 84.5%, with
no discernible pattern in the non-responding schools. The option to fax comments was elected by one
administrator. Comments from the other administrators were recorded by the interviewer.

Results

Part A School administrators were asked first whether observations and opinions that we have heard
about MerCAP apply to their schools. If the observations did not apply, they were asked how their
experiences differ. The following tables indicate administrators’ responses to each of the shared obser-
vations. Comments regarding how their experiences differed are shown after each table. The stimulus
observations are presented in bold type.
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1. Since we started MerCAP, parents have learned that the school is really serious about
cracking down on absenteeism. Many of the students who started out the school year with
many absences have been coming to school regularly since we sent letters to their parents.

Percentage of Administrators
Response K-6 K-8 Middle High All
Schools Schools Schools Schools Schools
(N=31) (N=8) (N=10) (N=9) (N=58)
Applies 87% 62% 90% 78% 83%
Not 13% 38% 10% 22% 17%
applicable

Comments: Six administrators said they had few TANF students, so it was hard to tell whether
MerCAP letters made a difference. Four indicated that it wasn't the first [5-absence] letter, but the
conference or action plan or second [7-absence] letter or SARB action that made a difference. Two
said they had more problems with non-TANF than with TANF students. Only five administrators
said MerCAP made little or no difference to attendance of TANF students.

. There is a small number of “problem families” in which kids do not attend school regu-
larly no matter what you do.

Percentage of Administrators

Response K-6 K-8 Middle High All
Schools Schools Schoolg Schools Schodls
(N=31) (N=8) (N310) (N=9 (N=b8)
Applies 100% 87% 100% 89% 97%
Not 13% 11% 3%
applicable

Comments: Seven administrators indicated that the problem families were not TANF. Three indi-
cated that MerCAP had reduced the incidence of chronic absenteeism.

MerCAP Final Report

98

Appendix D - MerCAP School Administrator Survey



3. Parents of students who don’t want to go to school feel helpless@dking their kids attend.
The parents get the kids up in the morning, but can’t jeopardize their jobs by staying home to

supervise their children actually getting to school.

Percentage of Administrators
Response K-6 K-8 Middle High All
Schools Schools Schools Schools Schqols
(N=31) (N=8) (N=10Q) (N=9) (Nf58)
Applies 29% 50% 90% 89% 529
Not 71% 50% 10% 11% 48%
applicable

Comments: Several elementary school administrators indicated this is not a problem with younger
children. Very few had heard that excuse; most believed that parents whose children don’t get to
school might feel helpless, but not because of a job. As one said, “I think they just don’t care.”

4. The loss of cash assistance means little in some families, especially those that have older kids

who consider themselves independent and don’t want to cooperate with the family.

Percentage of Administrators
Response K-6 K-8 Middle High All
Schools Schools Schools Schoolg Schogpls
(N=31) (N=8) (N=10) (N=9) (N=58)
Applies 19% 25% 30% 56% 28%
Not 81% 75% 70% 44% 72%
applicable

Comments: Administrators in 12 schools believed that the cash assistance means a lot to their
families. More felt the observation was not applicable because they deal with younger students
who do feel dependent on their families, and do cooperate. Afew indicated that the parents may not

care about the cash assistance, but the children do.
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5. The threat of losing income represents a useful tool for parents to get their children to attend
school whether the kids want to go or not.

Percentage of Administrators
Response K-6 K-8 Middle High All
Schools Schools Schools Schoolg Sc
(N=31) (N=8) (N=1p) (N=9 (N
Applies 94% 87% 100% 89% 93
Not 6% 13% 11% 79
applicable

nools

=58)

Comments: One administrator noted that families move before they can be sanctioned; another
was very concerned about the refusal of the Human Services Agency to sanction some of the older
students who would soon be 16 years old. One administrator remarked, “Your [sic] caseworkers
create additional problems by condoning the behavior and refusing to assist us in our efforts. Tell-
ing us not to refer students, that nothing will happen anyway.”

Southeast Asian immigrant families receiving cash assistance are generally very conscien-

tious in assuring that their children attend school every day and work hard at getting good

grades.
Percentage of Administrators

Response K-6 K-8 Middle High All

Schools Schools Schools Schools Schq

(N=31) (N=8) (N=10Q) (N=9 (N=+

Applies 58% 25% 50% 22% 479
Not 42% 75% 50% 73% 53%
applicable

ols
58)

Comments: Administrators in 23 schools indicated they had no Southeast Asian students; five
others had very few. Two administrators objected to labeling or tracking students by ethnicity. One
pointed out that many Southeast Asian families [coincidentally] left the area at the time MerCAP

started.
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7. A better deterrent to truancy than losing $100 for a month is having the District Attorney
bring charges against parents of kids who cut school regularly.

Percentage of Administrators
Response K-6 K-8 Middle High All
Schools Schools Schools Schools Schqols
(N=31) (N=8) (N=10) (N=9) (N358)
Applies 23% 50% 40% 56% 359
Not 7% 50% 60% 44% 65%
applicable

Comments: Nine administrators felt both should be used. Twelve felt that the loss of money was
at least as effective as calling in the District Attorney. Ten indicated that the DA does not follow
up, at least in a timely fashion. A few noted that the DA is the only “stick” available for non-
TANF truants.

MerCAP undercuts schools’ attempts to build positive relationships with parents.

MerCAP Final Report

Percentage of Administrators
Response K-6 K-8 Middle High All
Schools Schools Schools School$ Schqols
(N=31) (N=8) (N=10) (N=P) (N358)
Applies 13% 25% 20% 149%
Not 87% 75% 80% 100% 86%
applicable

Comments: Most believed that increased communications and conferences were good opportuni-
ties for working with the parents on problem solving. Afew noted that the tone of the letters caused
some defensiveness, but that was fixed by re-writing the letters. Among the minority who agreed
with the statement, several administrators noted that the relationship might not be positive, but
MerCAP was not the reason. Some parents resent any efforts to make their children attend school.
As one said, “It's a convenient excuse for parents who would complain anyway.” Only one admin-
istrator believed that MerCAP really undermined the school’s efforts to work with parents.
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9. When we implement MerCAP we have to crack down on poor attendance of all students, not
just those on cash assistance.

Percentage of Administrators
Response K-6 K-8 Middle High All
Schools Schools Schools Schools Schools
(N=31) (N=8) (N=10) (N=9) (N¥58)
Applies 94% 100% 100% 100% 97%
Not 6% 3%
applicable

Comments: One administrator pointed out that they had done this long before MerCAP; another
noted that the non-TANF students have more attendance problems than TANF students, so they
have to crack down on all.

10. Schools do not have the staff or the mandate to work with other agencies to help families
resolve attendance problems.

Percentage of Administrators
Response K-6 K-8 Middle High All
Schools Schools Schools Schoolg Schools
(N=31) (N=8) (N=10) (N=9) (N¥58)
Applies 61% 75% 70% 56% 64%
Not 39% 25% 30% 44% 36%
applicable

Comments: Fourteen administrators responded that they didn't have the staff, but they did it any-
way. Others noted several agencies that they did work with, including Family Resource Center,
SOS (Supportive On-going Services), Healthy Start, SARB (School Attendance Review Board),
probation and police, but not always effectively. One pointed out that staff training is needed.
Most would do more if they had more staff and greater collaboration with community resources.
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Part B. One of our observations in previous conversations with Merced County school staff was that
some schools had adapted their attendance policies and practices to make them “fit” better with MerCAP
procedures. In order to find out how widespread such adaptations might be, we asked administrators
what changes related to attendance they had made or intend to make based on their experience witl
MerCAP. The results are shown below.

Percentage of Administrators Reporting Changes Based on Experience with MerCAP

K-6 K-8 Middle High All
Schools Schools Schools Schools Schools

(N=31) (N=8) (N=10) (N=9) (N+58)

71% 100% 60% 56% 71%

Seventeen administrators commented that they are giving or intend to give more attention to the atten-
dance function, doing it more efficiently, and giving it more up-front emphasis with students and par-
ents. Thirteen stressed efforts to make their attendance procedures consistent for all students. One jus
complained that MerCAP means extra work for staff because the systems don't jibe. From the ten
administrators who commented about making no changes, several said they had run a tight ship before
MerCAP, and that MerCAP was a help. One said that the school had requested help with their com-
puter system, but had not received it; the inference being that they didn’t have resources to implement
MerCAP. Four said they were making more and earlier phone calls about absences than they had
before; three said they were intervening with problem cases earlier, and two noted that conferences
with families were very effective. Two said they had added incentives for good attendance. One hoped
that a program could be designed for handling tardiness.

Six administrators indicated they had added or had applied for grants to add more resources to work
with families having attendance problems. One administrator wished for greater resources in the com-
munity; “[MerCAP] could be a great program, but personnel and cooperation between agencies restrict
this.”

Part C. The oversight committee for MerCAP recommended early in 2000 that county schools con-

tinue with MerCAP. We understand that this recommendation was approved by the Superintendents at

a monthly meeting in the spring of 2000. It was not clear to us (or to school staff with whom we have

talked while collecting year-end data) exactly how the program will be continued. We included a

guestion in our survey of school administrators ascertaining their preferences for School Year 2000-

2001, when MerCAP is over but the CalWORKSs attendance provisions apply. We asked which options

they hoped their districts would adopt:

* To continue MerCAP as is,

* To fulfill only the minimum CalWORKSs requirements by notifying the Merced County Human
Services Agency when a TANF student has not attended school regularly, or

» To follow another alternative (which they were asked to describe).
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Their preferences are shown below.

Percentages of Administrators Expressing Preferences for Next School Year

Preference K-6 School$ K-8 Schogls Middle Schqgols  High Sghools All Sghools
(N=31) (N=8) (N=10) (N=9) (N=58)

A. Continue 71% 75% 50% 67% 67%

MerCAP as is

B. Minimum 16% 12.5% 10% 11% 14%

CalWORKs

C. Other 10% 12.5% 30% 11% 14%

Don’t Know 3% 10% 11% 5%

A few administrators felt they didn’'t know enough about the CalWORKSs requirements to make an
informed decision. As one said, “If | had to choose | would select A [continue MerCAP as is]. There’s
too much invested in it at this point to just quit.” Another noted, “I like the program, but it takes so
much time I'm not sure it can be continued as is and | don’t know enough about the CalWORKs
provisions to make that choice.”

At least five administrators commented that they would continue MerCAP as is if there were more
resources to make it possible. “There’s got to be a better way that doesn’t require so much paper
work,” according to one principal. Another pointed out, “l wouldn’t want it to continue as is, but would

be willing to work with Human Services if a better method were developed.”

Three or four said they wanted to involve a successful SARB program (or work with the DA) in
conjunction with MerCAP, or to continue work with case workers and meld the TANF list into the
school’s overall attendance program.

One administrator summed up that school’s experience with MerCAP and hopes for the future.

“I like the program in theory, but in practice it hasn't been effective. Notifying Human Services
has not been effective. Too much time for too little return in our experience. Also, no positive
response from Human Services. Sanction all grades would be effective. Implement 13202.7
CVC. Assist us by sharing information and working with us, not against us. Seems like some
Human Services employees are concerned about the time they are spending on this. May | ask,
what is their job all about? Better communication between agencies. Feedback on clients
referred. Development of a program to assure compliance rather than a skeleton like we pres-
ently have.”

Parts D and EOne of the policy questions of interest to public officials is the cost of implementing a
new program. We were told in the first two years of MerCAP that the largest cost of starting and
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maintaining this program was the time of administrative personnel (principals and vice-principals) and
clerical staff (secretaries and attendance clerks) to flag TANF students, monitor attendance, keep care-
ful records, and take prescribed actions promptly.

In this final survey we asked them to estimate the full-time equivalent (FTE) of administrators and
clerical staff allocated to attendance. They were then asked to estimate what proportion of those FTE
were specific to MerCAP. The estimated FTE’s for attendance functions, the percentages of those
FTE’s particular to MerCAP, and the resulting FTE particular to MerCAP are shown below for admin-

istrators and clerical staff, averaged by school type.

Estimates of K-6 K-8 Middle High All
Time required Schools Schools Schools Schools Schools
(N=31) (N=8) (N=10) (N=9) (N=58)
Administrative A4 FTE 01 FTE 26 FTE 54 FTE 21 FTE
FTE - Attendance (0-.6) (.01-.2) (.05 - .55) (.20 - 1.5D) (0-1.5)
% of Attendance 36% 38% 27% .8% 30%
FTE for MerCAP (0 - 100%) (3 - 90%) (5 - 67%) (0 - 33%) (0 - 100%)
Admin. FTE for .005 FTE .001 FTE .007 FTE .007 FTE .005 FTE
MerCAP only (0-.22) (0-.04) (0-.3) (0-.5) (0-.5)
Clerical FTE - 54 FTE A0 FTE .87 FTE 1.61FTE TAFTE
Attendance (1-1) (.06 - 1) (.08 - 1.75 (.45 - 4.00) (.06 - 4.0)
% of Attendance 31% 13% 33% 16% 26%
FTE for MerCAP (0 - 90%) (5 - 30%) (5 - 75%) (0 - 50%) (0 - 90%)
Clerical FTE for A8 FTE .006 FTE 31FTE 24 FTE A9 FTE
MerCAP only (0-.77) (.01-.3) (.03 - .88) (0-.6) (0-.88)

Based on these estimates, implementing MerCAP appears to require about .20 FTE, with the bulk of
the work falling on attendance clerks and/or clerical staff. The workload is higher at the middle school
and high school levels, where the number of students and student absences are higher. These estimats
are consistent with those reported in our Year 1 report, which found that most schools required about
.20 to .25 FTE to implement the program. No discernible differences are apparent in the time estimates
for schools based on the number of years they have been in the MerCAP program.

Part F. At the end of each interview administrators were asked if they wished to say anything more.
Forty-eight of the administrators did, about half (23) reiterating positive feelings toward the experi-
ence. Eleven more were positive, but wished that the program applied to all students or that they had
more resources, including an efficient monitoring system, to implement it. Two were skeptical, want-
ing to see the evaluation results before deciding if MerCAP were a good thing or believing it hadn’t
made much difference one way or another. The other 12 were negative, most with suggestions for
improvement. Some focused on improving communications with the Human Services Agency, some
on building working relationships with community agencies, and some on creating a program for all
students.
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On a different tack, one administrator suggested, “There could be some sort of incentive for the school
to encourage the investment of time in the program. For example, if the district gains money because
attendance is up, that could somehow go to the schools that are showing the improvement in their
attendance.”

Another administrator who started in the last year of the program made a number of suggestions.
“The program has increased parental awareness of attendance issues and mandates. It should
have a 3-year trial in this district. It needs to be institutionalized so that their work has not been
done for nothing. Put student ID numbers on the list so they are easier to find. When a student
transfers within the district or county an attendance printout and record of actions should be
sent to the new school. Drop the curable sanction because it makes the school look like the bad
guy. Develop consistency with the letters for all students (drop the 5 day, use a 3 day and 7
day). Doctors who give out excuses too freely (some really seem to give a lot of them) should
be investigated.”
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MerCAP School Administrator Survey
March & April, 2000

Plan ofWork

I.  An updated list of Merced County school administrators will be compiled. There are 21 schools
in Year 1, 34 in Year 2, and 16 in year 3.

ll. Starting as soon as we have an instrument we like, call each school and tell the selected adminis-
trator we would like to do a final interview. Explain that we will fax some questions and call the
next day to get answers. Should not take more than 20 minutes. When would be a good day and
time of day?

lll. FAX the attached sheet on the morning of the day before the appointment.

IV. Call at the appointed time. It's OK to use a tape recorder IF they have no objection AND the
data sheets are completely filled out before being sent here.

V. Finish the interview. Thank the person, ask if they would like to fax back fuller answers (in
addition to, not instead of interview). Write up the interview completely. Send completed
interviews to UCD for analysis.

FIRST PHONE CONTACT:
This is from the MerCAP Evaluation Team. We are setting up appointments

now for our final round of interviews with school administrators. May | speak with
or the person who keeps his/her calendar?

This time we are planning 20-minute telephone interviews based on questions we will FAX a day in
advance. What day in the next month looks possible for you? OK, I'll FAX the questions on the
morning of the and call on the . What time of day is best? Great,
I'll FAX the questions with a reminder the day before.

SECOND PHONE CONTACT:
This is from the MerCAP Evaluation Team. | have an appointment for a phone interview

with now. Did he/she get my FAX yesterday? Is he/she ready? [If not ask whether you
should call back a little later. If hesitant, ask if you should reschedule for the next day/week.]

Have you had a chance to look over the questions | sent you yesterday? Any comments before we
get started? Would you have any objections to my using a tape recorder so it doesn’t take so long to
take notes? We will not attribute anything you say to you; the notes are just for our analysis.
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School Administrator Survey Data Sheet

A. Item A on the fax includes 10 comments we have heard from school administrators in the last 2+
years. [Read each one and ask the questions.]
1. Does this apply to your school? Comments
YES
NO
T How does your experience differ?

2. Does this apply to your school?
YES
NO
T How does your experience differ?

3. Does this apply to your school?
YES
NO
T How does your experience differ?

4. Does this apply to your school?
YES
NO
T How does your experience differ?

5. Does this apply to your school?
YES
NO
T How does your experience differ?

6. Does this apply to your school?
YES
NO
¥ How does your experience differ?
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7. Does this apply to your school?
YES
NO
¥ How does your experience differ?

8. Does this apply to your school?
YES
NO
T How does your experience differ?

9. Does this apply to your school?
YES
NO
T How does your experience differ?

10. Does this apply to your school?
YES
NO
¥ How does your experience differ?

B. Based on your MerCAP experience, what changes at your school have you made or will you
make related to attendance?

C. Which of the following options do you hope your district will adopt next year when MerCAP is
over and the CalWORKSs attendance provisions apply to Merced County schools?

a. Continue MerCAP as is.

b. Fulfill only the minimum CalWORKSs requirements by notifying the Merced County
Human Services Agency when a TANF student has not attended school regularly.

c. Other: what?
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D. What would you estimate is the full-time equivalgoi and other administratorsin your
school devote to attendance-related responsibilities? FTE
- Of that time, how much is specific to MerCAP? %

Comment:

E. What would you estimate is the full-time equivalent ysmaretaries/attendance clerkslevote

to attendance-related responsibilities at your school FTE
- Of that time, how much is specific to MerCAP? %
Comment:

F. Any thing else you would like to say about your experience with MerCAP?

Thank you very much. This is invaluable to the study of MerCAP. If you wish to say more about
MerCAP, you may write it on the FAX you received and send it to Joan Wright at 530-752-5855.
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Department of Human & Community Development (HCD) Cooperative Extension,
University of California, Davis

Fax #530-752-5855 Office phone 530-752-3007
Merced County Office of University of California Cooperative Extension
Fax #209-722-8856 Office phone 209-385-7418

Telefacsimile (Fax) Message
Date 3/ /00 Number of pages (including this page) 3

TO: (name; city; state/county) Fax # Voice Phone #

FROM: (name) Sender’s FAX # Sender’s phone #

Enclosed are the questions which | shall be asking you in our 20-minute interview scheduled for:

If for any reason you are unable to keep this appointment as scheduled, please call the phone numbel
above and suggest some alternative times.

THANK YOU IN ADVANCE FOR YOUR WILLINGNESS TO BE INTERVIEWED. YOU ARE

PROVIDING INFORMATION THAT IS ESSENTIAL TO THE FINAL EVALUATION OF
MERCAP.

MerCAP Final Report 111 Appendix D - MerCAP School Administrator Survey



MerCAP Final Report 112 Appendix D - MerCAP School Administrator Survey



A.

MerCAP School Administrator Survey

Over the last two and a half years of the Merced County Attendance Program, school personnel

have shared many observations and opinions from their experience with the program. Below are a
few of them.

When we call you at the appointed time, we will ask you:

1.
2.

10.

B.

Does this apply to your school?
In what ways does your experience differ?

Since we started MerCAP, parents have learned that the school is really serious about cracking
down on absenteeism. Many of the students who started out the school year with many absences
have been coming to school regularly since we sent letters to their parents.

There is a small number of “problem families” in which kids do not attend school regularly no
matter what you do.

Parents of students who don’t want to go to school feel helplesskatg their kids attend. The
parents get the kids up in the morning, but can’t jeopardize their jobs by staying home to super-
vise their children actually getting to school.

The loss of cash assistance means little in some families, especially those that have older kids
who consider themselves independent and don’t want to cooperate with the family.

The threat of losing income represents a useful tool for parents to get their children to attend
school whether the kids want to go or not.

Southeast Asian immigrant families receiving cash assistance are generally very conscientious in
assuring that their children attend school every day and work hard at getting good grades.

A better deterrent to truancy than losing $100 for a month is having the District Attorney bring
charges against parents of kids who cut school regularly.

MerCAP undercuts schools’ attempts to build positive relationships with parents.

When we implement MerCAP we have to crack down on poor attendance of all students, not just
those on cash assistance.

Schools do not have the staff or the mandate to work with other agencies to help families resolve
attendance problems.

Based on your MerCAP experience, what changes at your school have you made or will you

make related to attendance?
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C. Which of the following options do you hope your district will adopt next year when MerCAP is
over and the CalWORKSs attendance provisions apply to Merced County schools?

a. Continue MerCAP as is.

b. Fulfill only the minimum CalWORKSs requirements by notifying the Merced County
Human Services Agency when a TANF student has not attended school regularly.

c. Other: what?

D. What would you estimate is the full-time equivalgoi and other administratorsin your
school devote to attendance-related responsibilities?  FTE

- Of that time, how much is specific to MerCAP? %

Comment:

E. What would you estimate is the full-time equivalent ysmaretaries/attendance clerkslevote

to attendance-related responsibilities at your school FTE
- Of that time, how much is specific to MerCAP? %
Comment:

F. Any thing else you would like to say about your experience with MerCAP?

IF YOU WISH TO SEND ADDITIONAL INFORMATION YOU MAY FAX THESE PAGES TO
JOAN WRIGHT, MERCAP EVALUATION, UC-DAVIS, 530-752-5855.
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Appendix E - MerCAP IMPACT ANALYSES

School-level DataThe school-level data set included the following variables, collected for each school

grade for the school years 1996-97 (pre-MerCAP) through 1999-2000 (the final year of the MerCAP

experiment).

» Percentage Actual Attendance (PAA) - The ratio of days of actual attendance to days enrolled for
all students

* TANF Percentage Actual Attendance (MPAA) - The ratio of days of actual attendance to days
enrolled for TANF students, grades 1 through 10 only

* Non-TANF Percentage Actual Attendance (NPAA) - The ratio of days of actual attendance to
days enrolled for non-TANF students, grades 1 through 10 only

* MerCAP cohort - Schools starting MerCAP in the same year; Year 1 = 1997-98, Year 2 = 1998-
99, and Year 3 = 1999-2000

* Years in MerCAP - The number of years a school has been a part of MerCAP (1 to 3 years)

In year-round schools (Years 2 and 3) grades were aggregated across tracks to provide one set o
attendance figures for each grade.

Schools are required to submit monthly attendance reports on their regular programs. MerCAP was
not a regular program, and was not accommodated in the computer software of some schools. TANF
attendance figures were not reported monthly in those schools. An estimate of MPAA for those schools
was constructed by analyzing the yearly attendance records by grade of all students who had been
identified as being on TANF by the Merced County Human Services Agency at the end of the year.
NPAA was calculated by subtracting days of actual attendance and enroliment for TANF students from
the figures for all students, and computing the ratio of the remainders.

For new schools started during the MerCAP years (e.g., Delhi Middle School, Westside Union Inter-
mediate School), grade attendance figures from schools (e.g., Schendel Elementary School, all the Los
Banos 8 grades) that became part of that school were used for previous year comparisons. This was
not possible for all new schools (e.g., Delhi High School, Stowell Elementary School).

Individual Data: In the first two years of MerCAP a sample of TANF students was randomly selected
from a sampling frame of all TANF students in eight schools selected as having relatively high and low
attendance for the categories of K-6 elementary schools, K-8 elementary schools, middle schools, and
high schools. The lists provided by the Human Services Agency contained some names unknown in
the school (not an unusual situation, according to the schools) so we oversampled such that at least 5(
students from each school, a total of at least 400 students, were selected in each of the first two years
In the third year MerCAP cohort (all Merced City Schools) there were no high schools, so we selected
75 students from each of two elementary and two middle schools. The total sample for the three years
before eliminating some unknowns and some students in Special Day Classes was 1162. The final
sample size was 1092.

Variables collected to the extent possible for each student include:

* Percentage actual attendance for school years 1996-97 (baseline) through 1999-2000. Some
students (e.g., first-graders) entering MerCAP in the second and third years would not have been in
school in 1996-97; others attended another school from which their attendance records were not
available.

» Scores (Standardized Scores, National Percentiles, and Normal Curve Equivalents) on the read-
ing comprehension component of the SAT9 tests for 1998, 1999, and 2000. This test is given
only to students in second through'ttades. Not all students attempt the tests; some are
absent when the tests are given.
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The number of students in each sample MerCAP cohort for whom the specified data are available is
shown below:

Table E-1. Distribution of Individual Students in Sample

School Year(s) Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Total Sample
Sample Sample Sample

9798 only

PAA only 12 6 - 18

PAA & some SAT9 13 3 -- 16
9798 & 9697

PAA only 15 -- - 15

PAA & some SAT9 25 -- -- 25
9899 only |

PAA only 8 9 2 19

PAA & some SAT9 6 18 5 29
9899 & 9798

PAA only 4 10 -- 14

PAA & some SAT9 25 21 2 48
9899 & 9798 & 9697 ‘

PAA only 5 -- -- 5

PAA & some SAT9 24 1 19 44
9900 only

PAA only ' 1 1 7 9

PAA & some SAT9 -- 8 5 13
9900 & 9899

PAA only 9 99 225 38

PAA & some SAT9 3 4 3 133
9900 & 9899 & 9798 '

PAA only 3 4 3 10

PAA & some SAT9 83 178 36 297
9900 & 9899 & 9798 & 9697

PAA only 3 -- -- 3

PAA & some SAT9 131 34 149 314
Other combinations

PAA only -- 2 1 3

PAA & some SAT9 24 7 8 39
Unknown 53 8 9 70

TOTAL 448 420 294 1162

The presumed ethnicity (based on judgment of a panel of three researchers who reviewed students’ last
names) of the sample is shown in Figure 1 on the following page. There are more Latinos in the first
MerCAP cohort (3 years in MerCAP) than in the other two sample MerCAP cohorts, and fewer Asians,
but each MerCAP cohort contains a mix of ethnicity that fairly represents the population in that MerCAP
cohort.
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Figure E-1. Distribution of Presumed Ethinicity by Years in MerCAP
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Detailed Analyses of Impact Study Questions

The remainder of this appendix is organized by the test identified for each major research question in
the impact section of the final report.

Question 1. Do the attendance patterns of TANF students differ significantly from those of
their non-TANF peers?

Table E-2. Test 1: Paired t-tests, MPAA v NPAA, for 1997-98, 1998-99, and 1999-2000

Paired Samples Statistics

Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair 1 MPAA 97-98 | .950324 76 1.64606E-02 1.88816E-03
NPAA, 97-98 | .953900 76 1.25757E-02 1.44254E-03
Pair 2 MPAA 98-99 | 950911 207 2.86017E-02 1.98795E-03
NPAA 98-99 | .958775 207 1.13003E-02 7.85427E-04
Pair 3 MPAA 99-00 | .954710 292 2.34991E-02 1.37518E-03
NPAA 99-00 | .959309 292 1.32067E-02 7.72863E-04
Paired Samples Correlations
N Correlation Sig.
Pair 1 TANF PAA - 1997-98 & 76 584 .000
Non-TANF PAA, 1997-98
Pair 2 TANF PAA 1998-99 & 207 415 .000
Non-TANF PAA - 1998-99
Pair 3 TANF PAA 1999-00 & 292 413 .000
Non-TANF PAA 99-00
Paired Samples Test
Paired Differences t df | Sig.
2-
tailed
Mean Std. Deviation| Std. Error | 95% Confidence Interval of the
Mean Difference
Lower Upper
Pair | M PAA 97- |-3.575837E-03 | 1.36818E-02 |1.56941E-03| -6.702255E-03 | -4.494194E-04 |-2.278| 75 | .026
1 | 98 -NPAA,
97-98
Pair [M PAA 98-99|-7.863845E-03 | 2.60308E-02 {1.80926E-03| -1.143089E-02 | -4.296796E-03 |-4.346| 206 | .000
2 | -NPAA 98-
99
Pair |M PAA 99-00| -4.598539E-03 | 2.16870E-02 |1.26914E-03| -7.096389E-03 | -2.100689E-03 {-3.623 | 291 | .000
3 | -NPAA99-
00
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Table E-3. Test 2: Paired t-tests, MPAA99-00 v NPAA99-00, by MerCAP Cohort

Paired Samples Statistics

Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Year 1 TANF PAA 99-00 956000 97 2.40623E-02 2.44316E-03
Schools Non-TANF PAA 99-00 965642 97 1.18660E-02 1.20481E-03
Year 2 TANF PAA 99-00 951059 123 2.76410E-02 2.49230E-03
Schools Non-TANF PAA 99-00 954966 123 1.39882E-02 1.26128E-03
Year 3 TANF PAA 99-00 959211 72 1.10304E-02 1.29994E-03
Schools Non-TANF PAA 99-00 958194 72 9.97630E-03 1.17572E-03
All TANF PAA 99-00 954710 292 2.34991E-02 1.37518E-03
Schools Non-TANF PAA 99-00 .959309 292 1.32067E-02 7.72863E-04
Paired Samples Test
Paired Differences t df | Sig. (2-
tailed)
Mean Std. Std. Error | 95% Confidence Interval
Deviation |  Mean of the Difference
Lower Upper
Year 1 MPAA -9.642552 |2.26839E-{2.30320E-| -1.421436 | -5.070739 | -4.187 | 96 .000
9900 - E-03 02 03 E-02 E-03 .
NPAA
9900
Year 2 MPAA -3.907828 |2.38264E-|2.14835E-| -8.160702 3.45047 -1.819 | 122 071
9900 - E-03 02 03 E-03 E-04
NPAA
9900
Year 3 MPAA 1.01690 | 1.37439E-|1.61974E-| -2.212768 424657 .628 71 532
9900 - E-03 02 03 E-03 E-03
NPAA
9900
All MPAA -4.598539 {2.16870E-| 1.26914E-| -7.096389 | -2.100689 | -3.623 | 291 .000
Schools 9900 - E-03 02 03 E-03 E-03
NPAA
9900

Table E-4. Tests 3 & 4: Means of MPAA and NPAA for 97-98, 98-99, and 99-00 by Grade and
Years in MerCAP

Case Processing Summary

Cases
Included Excluded Total

N Percent N Percent N Percent

TANF PAA - 1997-98 * GRADE 76 24.3% 237 75.7% 313 100.0%

Non-TANF PAA, 1997-98 * GRADE 76 24.3% 237 75.7% 313 100.0%

TANF PAA 1998-99 * GRADE 207 66.1% 106 33.9% 313 100.0%

Non-TANF PAA -1998-99 * GRADE 207 66.1% 106 33.9% 313 100.0%

TANF PAA 99-00 * GRADE 292 93.3% 21 6.7% 313 100.0%

Non-TANF PAA 99-00 * GRADE 292 93.3% 21 6.7% 313 100.0%

TANF PAA - 1997-98 * Years in MERCAP 76 24.3% 237 75.7% 313 100.0%

Non-TANF PAA, 1997-98 * Years in = 76 24.3% 237 75.7% 313 100.0%
MERCAP

TANF PAA 1998-99 * Years in MERCAP 207 66.1% 106 33.9% 313 100.0%

Non-TANF PAA - 1998-99 * Years in 207 66.1% 106 33.9% 313 100.0%
MERCAP

TANF PAA 99-00 * Years in MERCAP 292 93.3% 21 6.7% 313 100.0%

Non-TANF PAA 99-00 * Years in 292 93.3% 21 6.7% 313 100.0%
MERCAP
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MEANS OF MPAA & NPAA BY GRADE, 97-98 THROUGH 99-00

Report
GRADE TANF PAA - Non-TANF TANF PAA Non-TANF TANF PAA 99- Non-TANF
1997-98 PAA, 1997-98 1998-99 PAA -1998-99 00 PAA 99-00
1ST Mean 947260 948313 948963 955790 951653 954171
GRADE N 10 10 28 28 41 41
Std. Dev. 1.44147E-02 1.08343E-02  2.11351E-02  1.05892E-02  1.85628E-02  1.31334E-02
Minimum 9209 9243 .8940 9358 .8994 9182
Maximum 9636 9619 9944 9772 9876 9826
Range .0427 .0376 .1004 0414 .0882 .0644
2ND Mean 958963 954988 953672 961916 956294 962056
GRADE N 10 10 26 26 42 42
Std. Dev.  9.87484E-03 9.53012E-03  2.21667E-02  1.00116E-02  2.79088E-02  1.11615E-02
Minimum 9387 .9326 .8841 9430 .8285 9330
Maximum 9738 9631 9854 9778 9951 9820
Range .0351 0305 1013 .0348 .1666 .0489
3RD Mean 959094 959694 957117 962410 959772 964507
GRADE N 10 10 28 28 39 39
Std. Dev. 1.04929E-02 1.16118E-02  2.27603E-02  7.85090E-03  1.18044E-02  1.33483E-02
Minimum 9461 9327 8925 9429 9369 9371
Maximum 9758 9757 1.0000 9741 9806 9899
Range .0296 .0430 .1075 .0312 .0437 .0529
4TH Mean 957052 960589 961718 961092 961701 962932
GRADE N 10 10 27 27 40 40
Std. Dev. 1.06733E-02  7.61845E-03  1.84297E-02  1.00567E-02  1.38320E-02  1.00501E-02
Minimum 9399 9510 9148 9380 9356 9404
Maximum 9717 9725 9948 9782 9941 .9804
Range .0318 0214 .0800 .0401 .0585 .0400
STH Mean 956227 962951 951151 962720 961849 962365
GRADE N 10 10 28 28 41 41
Std. Dev. 1.27694E-02  7.71758E-03  2.91230E-02 1.01484E-02  1.73133E-02  1.00290E-02
Minimum 9369 9533 8627 9426 9046 9415
Maximum 9733 9754 9905 9775 1.0000 9781
Range .0364 .0221 1278 0349 .0954 .0366
6TH Mean 952121 957717 956286 958185 952002 962786
GRADE N 9 9 24 24 28 28
Std. Dev. 1.42168E-02  9.72688E-03  1.84639E-02 1.26816E-02  2.39143E-02  1.07398E-02
Minimum 9322 9465 9093 9259 .8889 9358
Maximum 9682 9748 9833 9747 9926 9821
Range 0360 .0283 .0740 .0488 .1037 .0463
7TH Mean 939135 947252 934450 953695 950708 957688
GRADE N 5 5 16 16 22 22
Std. Dev. 1.87205E-02 1.50169E-02  5.72216E-02  1.07329E-02  2.15268E-02  1.14785E-02
Minimum 9111 9303 7500 9362 9053 9323
Maximum 9587 9629 1.0000 9710 9909 9838
Range .0475 .0326 2500 .0348 .0857 0514
8TH Mean 937775 949273 944718 957780 947755 957276
GRADE N 4 4 16 16 19 19
Std. Dev. 1.72685E-02 1.23685E-02  3.09758E-02  1.36885E-02  2.82148E-02  9.75061E-03
Minimum 9124 9377 8779 9310 .8934 9314
Maximum 9487 9630 .9944 9744 1.0000 9763
Range .0363 .0254 1165 .0434 .1066 .0449
9TH Mean 930195 937541 933482 947490 .937578 941742
GRADE N 4 4 7 7 10 10
Std. Dev. 1.33959E-02  6.29691E-03  3.39441E-02  1.06533E-02 4.41682E-02  1.32372E-02
Minimum 9199 9293 .8889 9373 8231 9210
Maximum 9482 9446 9878 9651 9730 9698
Range .0283 .0153 .0989 .0278 .1500 .0488
10TH Mean 925510 932025 931768 946992 930348 936796
GRADE N 4 4 7 7 10 10
Std. Dev.  2.48956E-02  6.58490E-03  2.97856E-02  1.30528E-02  4.38290E-02 1.78112E-02
Minimum .8967 9268 .8677 9363 8174 9084
Maximum 9487 9416 9526 9674 9639 9705
Range .0521 .0147 .0849 0311 .1465 .0621
Total Mean 950324 953900 950911 958775 954710 .959309
N 76 76 207 207 292 292
Std. Dev. 1.64606E-02 1.25757E-02  2.86017E-02  1.13003E-02  2.34991E-02  1.32067E-02
Minimum 8967 9243 7500 9259 8174 9084
Maximum 9758 9757 1.0000 9782 1.0000 9899
Range .0791 0514 2500 .0522 1826 0815

MerCAP Final Report 119 Appendix E - MerCAP Impact Analyses



ANOVA Table

Sum of df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square
TANF PAA —| Between (Combined) .008 9 .001 4.548 .000
1997-98 * Groups
GRADE
Within 013 66 .000
Groups
Total .020 75
Non-TANF Between (Combined) .005 9 .001 6.022 .000
PAA, 1997-98 Groups
* GRADE ‘
Within .007 66 .000
Groups
Total .012 75
TANF PAA Between (Combined) | * .015 9 .002 2.119 .030
1998-99 * Groups
GRADE
Within 154 197 .001
Groups
Total .169 206
Non-TANF Between (Combined) .004 9 .000 3.647 .000
PAA - 1998- Groups
99 * GRADE
Within .023 197 .000
Groups
Total ‘ .026 206
TANF PAA Between (Combined) .016 9 .002 3.436 .000
99-00 * Groups
GRADE
Within .145 282 .001
Groups
Total 161 291
Non-TANF Between (Combined) 012 9 .001 9.692 .000
PAA 99-00 * Groups
GRADE
Within .039 282 .000
Groups
Total .051 291

Measures of Association

Eta Eta Squared
TANF PAA - 619 .383
1997-98 *
GRADE
Non-TANF 672 451
PAA, 1997-98 *
GRADE
TANF PAA 297 .088
1998-99 *
GRADE
Non-TANF PAA 378 143
- 1998-99 *
GRADE
TANF PAA 99- 314 .099
00 * GRADE
Non-TANF PAA 486 236
99-00 * GRADE
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MEANS OF MPAA & NPAA BY YEARS IN MERCAP, 97-98 THROUGH 99-00

Report
Years in TANF PAA - | Non-TANF [TANF PAA 98-| Non-TANF [TANF PAA 99-| Non-TANF
MERCAP 97-98 PAA, 97-98 99 PAA -98-99 00 PAA 99-00
Started in Mean 959211 958194
1999-2000
N 72 72
Std. 1.10304E-02 | 9.97630E-03
Deviation
Minimum .9345 9182
Maximum .9820 9767
Range .0476 .0585
Started in Mean 943841 956377 951059 954966
1998-99
N 111 111 123 123
Std. 3.39138E-02 | 1.05001E-02 | 2.76410E-02 | 1.39882E-02
Deviation
Minimum 7500 9310 8174 9141
Maximum 1.0000 9774 ~ 1.0000 .9893
Range .2500 .0464 .1826 0752
Started in Mean 950324 953900 959086 961548 956000 965642
1997-98
N 76 76 96 96 97 97
Std. 1.64606E-02 | 1.25757E-02 | 1.77822E-02 | 1.16081E-02 | 2.40623E-02 | 1.18660E-02
Deviation
Minimum .8967 .9243 .8949 9259 .8285 .9084
Maximum 9758 9757 9948 .9782 1.0000 .9899
Range .0791 .0514 .0999 .0522 1715 .0815
Total Mean 950324 .953900 950911 958775 954710 .959309
N 76 76 207 207 292 292
Std. 1.64606E-02 | 1.25757E-02 | 2.86017E-02 | 1.13003E-02 | 2.34991E-02 | 1.32067E-02
Deviation
Minimum .8967 .9243 7500 9259 8174 .9084
Maximum 9758 9757 1.0000 9782 1.0000 .9899
Range .0791 .0514 2500 .0522 .1826 .0815
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ANOVA Table

Sum of df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square
TANF PAA — | Between | (Combined) .000 2 .000 .000 1.000
1997-98 * Groups
Years in
MERCAP
Within .020 73 .000
Groups
Total .020 75
Non-TANF | Between | (Combined) .000 2 .000 .000 1.000
PAA, 1997-98 | Groups
* Years in
MERCAP
Within 012 73 .000
Groups
Total 012 75
TANF PAA | Between | (Combined) .012 2 .006 7.794 .001
1998-99 * Groups
Years in
MERCAP
Within 157 204 .001
Groups
Total .169 206
Non-TANF Between | (Combined) .001 2 .001 5.633 .004
PAA -1998-99| Groups
* Years in
MERCAP
Within 025 204 .000
Groups
Total .026 206
TANF PAA 99-| Between | (Combined) .003 2 .002 2.992 052
00 * Yearsin | Groups
MERCAP
Within 157 289 .001
Groups
Total .161 291
Non-TANF | Between | (Combined) .006 2 .003 20.478 .000
PAA 99-00 * | Groups
Years in
MERCAP
Within .044 289 .000
Groups
Total .051 291
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Measures of Association

Eta Eta Squared
TANF PAA - 1997-98 * .000 .000
Years in MERCAP
Non-TANF PAA, 1997-98 .000 .000
* Years in MERCAP
TANF PAA 1998-99 * 266 071
Years in MERCAP
Non-TANF PAA - 1998-99 229 .052
* Years in MERCAP
TANF PAA 99-00 * Years 142 .020
in MERCAP
Non-TANF PAA 99-00 * 352 124
Years in MERCAP

B

Question 2. Does participating in MerCAP improve the attendance of TANF students?

Table E-5. Test 1, t-tests - Sample Student PAAs for Baseline and First Year in MerCAP, by
MerCAP Cohort

Paired Samples Statistics

Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair 1 Percent actual attendance, 96-97 944258 219 5.66244E-02 3.82632E-03
Percent actual attendance, 97-98 951844 219 5.28715E-02 3.57273E-03
Pair 2 Percent actual attendance, 97-98 945016 244 6.42266E-02 4,11169E-03
Percent actual attendance, 98-99 938047 244 9.47871E-02 6.06812E-03
Pair 3 Percent actual attendance, 98-99 946549 | 241 7.92813E-02 5.10696E-03
Percent actual attendance, 99-00 960724 241 4.88015E-02 3.14358E-03

Paired Samples Test

Paired Differences t df | Sig. (2-
tailed)
Mean Std. Std. Error | 95% Confidence Interval
Deviation | Mean of the Difference
Lower Upper
Pair 1 | PAA 96-97 - | -7.585563 4.50173 |3.04199E-| -1.358103 | -1.590091 | -2.494 218 .013
PAA 97-98 E-03 E-02 03 E-02 E-03
Pair 2| PAA97-98 - 6.96962 9.66728 |6.18884E-{ -5.221002 1.91602 1.126 243 261
PAA 98-99 E-03 E-02 03 E-03 E-02
Pair 3| PAA 98-99- | -1.417447 6.40987 [4.12896E-| -2.230811 | -6.040839 | -3.433 240 .001
PAA 99-00 E-02 E-02 03 E-02 E-03
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Table E-6. Test 2: (Individual), Cross-tabulation, Baseline PAA Status vs. Year 1 PAA Status

Count
Year 1 PAA status Total
below .945 PAA| .945 or higher
Baseline PAA | below .945 PAA 162 114 276
status
.945 PAA or higher 78 405 483
Total 240 519 759

Cross-tabulation: Baseline PAA status by Year 1 PAA status

Year 1 PAA status Total
below .945 PAA| .945 PAA or
more
Baseline PAA below .945 PAA = Count 162 114 276
status
Expected Count 87.3 188.7 276.0
% within Baseline 58.7% 41.3% 100.0%
PAA status
% within Year 1 67.5% 22.0% 36.4%
PAA status
% of Total 21.3% 15.0% 36.4%
945 PAA or more Count 78 405 483
Expected Count 152.7 330.3 483.0
% within Baseline 16.1% 83.9% 100.0%
PAA status
% within Year 1 32.5% 78.0% 63.6%
PAA status
% of Total 10.3% 53.4% 63.6%
Total Count 240 519 759
Expected Count 240.0 519.0 759.0
% within Baseline 31.6% 68.4% 100.0%
PAA status
% within Year 1 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
PAA status
% of Total 31.6% 68.4% 100.0%

Chi-Square Tests

Value df Asymp. Sig. | Exact Sig. | Exact Sig.
(2-sided) (2-sided) | (1-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square | 147.044 1 .000
Continuity Correction| 145.083 1 .000
Likelihood Ratio 145.868 1 .000
Fisher's Exact Test .000 .000
Linear-by-Linear 146.851 1 .000
Association
N of Valid Cases 759

a Computed only for a 2x2 table
b 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 87.27.
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Table E-7. Test 3, t-test of Sample Students’ PAA in 1996-97 (pre-MerCAP) v. Mean PAA for
1997-98, 1998-99, and 1999-2000

Paired Samples Statistics

Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair 1 PAA 96-97 .945600 429 5.63303E-02 2.71965E-03
Mean PAA for 97-98, | .952403 429 5.47974E-02 2.64565E-03
98-99 & 99-00

Paired Samples Correlations

N Correlation Sig.
Pair 1 PAA 96-97 & 429 601 .000
Mean PAA for 97-98,
98-99 & 99-00

Paired Samples Test

Paired Differences t df |Sig. (2-
tailed)
Mean Std. Std. Error |95% Confidence Interval of
Deviation Mean the Difference
Lower Upper
PAA 96-97 - Mean| -6.802430 4.96353 2.39642 -1.151264 | -2.092222 | -2.839 | 428 .005
PAA for 97-98, 98- E-03 E-02 E-03 E-02 E-03
99 & 99-00

Table E-8. Test 4, Univariate ANOVA (MPAA99) by Years in MerCAP (grades 1 through 10)

Between-Subjects Factors

Value Label N
Years in MERCAP 1 Started in 1999-2000 72
2 Started in 1998-99 123
3 Started in 1997-98 97
Descriptive Statistics
Dependent Variable: TANF PAA 99-00
Years in MERCAP Mean Std. Deviation N
Started in 1999-2000 959211 1.10304E-02 72
Started in 1998-99 .951059 2.76410E-02 123
Started in 1997-98 .956000 2.40623E-02 97
Total 954710 2.34991E-02 292
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: TANF PAA 99-00
Source Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
Corrected 3.260E-03 2 1.630E-03 2.992 .052
Model
Intercept 254.128 1 254.128 466502.402 .000
YRSTANF 3.260E-03 2 1.630E-03 2.992 .052
Error 157 289 5.448E-04
Total 266.310 292
Corrected 161 291
Total

a R Squared =.020 (Adjusted R Squared = .014)
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ESTIMATED MARGINAL MEANS

Years in MERCAP

Dependent Variable: TANF PAA 99-00

Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval
Years in Lower Bound | Upper Bound
MERCAP
Started in 1999- 959 .003 954 965
2000

Started in 1998- 951 .002 947 955

99
Started in 1997- 956 .002 951 961

98

Question 3. What changes, if any, in overall school attendance (PAA) have been noted over the
years of the MerCAP experiment?

Table E-9. Test, General Linear Model : Repeated Measures PAA4 by Years in MerCAP
(Grades 1 through 10 Only)

Within-Subjects Factors
Measure: MEASURE 1

PAA Dependent Variable
1 PAA9697
2 PAA97
3 PAA9S
4 PAA99
Between-Subjects Factors
Value Label N
Years in MERCAP 1 Started in 1999-2000 67
2 Started in 1998-99 134
3 Started in 1997-98 99
Descriptive Statistics
Years in MERCAP Mean Std. Deviation N
PAA 9697 Started in 1999-2000 .953126 7.91875E-03 67
Started in 1998-99 .945969 2.17931E-02 134
Started in 1997-98 .951740 1.21880E-02 99
Total .949472 1.68519E-02 300
PAA9798 Started in 1999-2000 953607 7.93664E-03 67
Started in 1998-99 948282 1.71170E-02 134
Started in 1997-98 957170 1.20124E-02 99
Total .952404 1.43871E-02 300
PAA9899 Started in 1999-2000 953663 7.79282E-03 67
Started in 1998-99 952456 1.26702E-02 134
Started in 1997-98 961646 1.14960E-02 99
Total 955759 1.20615E-02 300
PAA9900 Started in 1999-2000 958701 8.03090E-03 67
Started in 1998-99 954466 1.35017E-02 134
Started in 1997-98 964587 1.20528E-02 99
Total 958752 1.27453E-02 300
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Multivariate Tests

Effect Value F Hypothesis df|  Error df Sig.

PAA Pillai's Trace 253 33.247 3.000 295.000 .000

Wilks' Lambda 747 33.247 3.000 295.000 .000

Hotelling's Trace 338 33.247 3.000 295.000 .000

Roy's Largest Root .338 33.247 3.000 295.000 .000

PAA * Pillai's Trace 062 3.163 6.000 592.000 .005
YRSTANF

Wilks' Lambda 938 3.177 6.000 590.000 .004

Hotelling's Trace 065 3.191 6.000 588.000 .004

Roy's Largest Root .055 5.466 3.000 296.000 .001

a Exact statistic
b The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level.
¢ Design: Intercept+YRSTANF Within Subjects Design: PAA

Mauchly's Test of Sphericity
Measure: MEASURE 1

Mauchly's W |Approx. Chi-Square| df Sig. Epsilon
Within Greenhouse- |Huynh-Feldt{Lower-bound|
Subjects Geisser
Effect
PAA 720 97.255 5 .000 812 .825 333

Tests the null hypothesis that the error covariance matrix of the orthonormalized transformed dependent variables is
proportional to an identity matrix.

a May be used to adjust the degrees of freedom for the averaged tests of significance. Corrected tests are displayed
in the Tests of Within-Subjects Effects table.

b Design: Intercept+YRSTANF Within Subjects Design: PAA

Tests of Within-Subjects Effects
Measure: MEASURE 1

Source Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
PAA Sphericity 1.234E-02 3 4,114E-03 47.873 .000
Assumed
Greenhouse- 1.234E-02 2.436 5.067E-03 47.873 .000
Geisser
Huynh-Feldt 1.234E-02 2474 4.989E-03 47.873 .000
Lower-bound 1.234E-02 1.000 1.234E-02 47.873 .000
PAA * Sphericity 2.106E-03 6 3.511E-04 4.085 .000
YRSTANF Assumed
Greenhouse- 2.106E-03 4.871 4.324E-04 4.085 .001
Geisser
Huynh-Feldt 2.106E-03 4.948 4.258E-04 4.085 .001
Lower-bound 2.106E-03 2.000 1.053E-03 4.085 .018
Error(PAA) Sphericity 7.657E-02 891 8.594E-05
Assumed
Greenhouse- 7.657E-02 723.398 1.058E-04
Geisser
Huynh-Feldt 7.657E-02 734.730 1.042E-04
Lower-bound 7.657E-02 297.000 2.578E-04
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Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts
Measure: MEASURE 1

Source PAA Type I Sum | - df Mean Square F Sig.
of Squares
PAA Linear 1.232E-02 1 1.232E-02 89.648 .000
Quadratic 2.398E-05 1 2.398E-05 418 519
Cubic 9.812E-07 1 9.812E-07 .016 901
PAA * Linear 1.403E-03 2 7.017E-04 5.107 .007
YRSTANF
Quadratic 5.040E-04 2 2.520E-04 4.388 013
Cubic 1.991E-04 2 9.956E-05 1.581 208
Error(PAA) Linear 4.081E-02 297 1.374E-04
Quadratic 1.706E-02 297 5.743E-05
Cubic 1.871E-02 297 6.298E-05

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Measure: MEASURE _1

Transformed Variable: Average

Source Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares ‘
Intercept 1009.774 1 . 1009.774 2088359.543 .000
YRSTANF 1.658E-02 2 8.292E-03 17.150 .000
Error 144 297 4.835E-04

ESTIMATED MARGINAL MEANS

Years in MERCAP * PAA
Measure: MEASURE 1
Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval
Years in MERCAP PAA Lower Bound Upper Bound
Started in 1999-2000 1 953 .002 .949 957
2 954 .002 950 957
3 954 .001 951 956
4 .959 .001 .956 962
Started in 1998-99 1 946 .001 943 .949
2 948 .001 .946 951
3 952 .001 951 954
4 .954 .001 952 .957
Started in 1997-98 1 952 .002 948 955
2 957 .001 954 .960
3 .962 .001 959 964
4 965 .001 .962 967
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Question 4. Are the attendance rates of TANF students related to their school achievement?

Table E-10. Test 1, Correlation Matrix, Attendance & Achievement

Correlation
PAA SAT9 nce, PAA SAT9 nce, PAA SAT9 nce,
97-98 1998 98-99 1999 99-00 2000
PAA Pearson 1.000 025 449 -.066 349 .029
97-98 Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) 537 .000 114 .000 522
N 834 606 726 583 646 499
SAT9 nce, Pearson 025 1.000 055 12 -.004 599
1998 Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) 537 185 .000 .924 .000
N 606 655 583 519 531 402
PAA Pearson 449 .055 1.000 .012 505 -.047
98-99 Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 185 .743 .000 251
N 726 583 960 710 799 595
SAT9 nce, Pearson -.066 712 .012 1.000 -.012 .623
1999 Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)] .14 000 743 768 .000
N 583 519 710 734 641 502
PAA Pearson 349 -.004 505 -.012 1.000 -.051
99-00 Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed), .000 924 .000 768 206
N 646 531 799 641 856 621
SAT9 nce, Pearson .029 599 -.047 .623 -.051 1.000
2000 Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) 522 .000 251 .000 206
N 499 402 595 502 621 634

Table E-11. Test 2, Correlations - Years in MerCAP by SAT9 Reading Comprehension NCE Scores
for 1998 through 2000.

Correlation
SAT9 NCE, 1998 | SAT9 NCE, 1999 | SAT9 NCE, 2000
years in MerCAP Pearson -.038 -.020 -.047
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) 337 597 234
N 655 734 634

None of the correlations are statistically significant
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Other Impact Study Results

Table E-12. Ethnicity and Attendance: GLM - PAA4 by Presumed Ethnicity and Years in MerCAP

Within-Subjects Factors
Measure: MEASURE 1

PAA Dependent Variable
1 PAA9697
2 PAA9798
3 PAA9899
4 PAA9900

Between-Subjects Factors

Value Label N
Presumed ethnicity 1 Other 107
2 Latino 130
3 Asian 73
Years in MerCAP 1 149
2 30
3 131
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Descriptive Statistics

Presumed | years in Mean Std. Deviation N
ethnicity | MerCAP
Percent actual Other 1 934894 5.97165E-02 46
attendance, 96-97
2 934524 3.39808E-02 14
3 936425 4.83826E-02 47
Total 935518 5.16916E-02 107
Latino 1 916090 6.59760E-02 42
2 917068 5.01068E-02 16
3 953167 4.22699E-02 72
Total 936745 5.47380E-02 130
Asian 1 987517 1.77472E-02 61
3 984722 2.05323E-02 12
Total . 987057 1.81098E-02 73
Total 1 951137 5.82570E-02 149
2 925214 4.35282E-02 30
3 950051 4.49810E-02 131
Total 948169 5.20720E-02 310
Percent actual Other 1 938250 5.53973E-02 46
attendance, 97-98
2 944841 3.35792E-02 14
3 942343 4.75706E-02 47
Total 940911 4.92866E-02 107
Latino 1 941416 4.39687E-02 42
2 932639 4.42065E-02 16
3 | 959353 4.09087E-02 72
Total .950270 4.32769E-02 130
Asian 1 992676 1.17168E-02 61
3 985185 1.48568E-02 12
Total .991445 1.24876E-02 73
Total 1 961424 4.69829E-02 149
2 938333 3.94284E-02 30
3 955617 4.34229E-02 131
Total 956736 4.51713E-02 310
Percent actual Other 1 938627 5.22779E-02 46
attendance, 98-99
2 960714 2.91103E-02 14
3 947508 5.33311E-02 47
Total 945418 5.05102E-02 107
Latino 1 943547 3.93877E-02 42
2 929773 5.47028E-02 16
3 955248 5.05129E-02 72
Total 948332 4.81897E-02 130
Asian 1 990189 1.76009E-02 61
3 984707 2.27340E-02 12
Total .989287 1.84745E-02 73
Total 1 961123 4.44916E-02 149
2 944212 4.66279E-02 30
3 955170 5.04524E-02 131
Total 956971 4.74188E-02 310
Percent actual attend., Other 1 955628 3.83435E-02 46
99-00
2 957124 4.54019E-02 14
3 933597 6.69204E-02 47
Total 946147 5.42692E-02 107
Latino 1 955809 3.32996E-02 42
2 951528 3.04070E-02 16
3 .953270 8.38427E-02 72
Total 953876 6.58107E-02 130
Aslan 1 984277 4.00439E-02 61
3 971206 0.18487E-02 12
Total 082128 4.40961E-02 73
Total 1 967408 4.00359E-02 149
2 954140 3.75546E-02 30
3 947855 7.67309E-02 131
Total 957861 5.88627E-02 310
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Multivariate Tests

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig.

PAA Pillai's Trace .026 2.711 3.000 300.000 .045

Wilks' Lambda 974 2.711 3.000 300.000 .045

Hotelling's Trace 027 2.711 3.000 300.000 .045

Roy's Largest Root .027 2.711 3.000 300.000 .045

PAA * Pillai's Trace 033 1.686 6.000 602.000 122

ETHNIC

Wilks' Lambda 967 1.686 6.000 600.000 122

Hotelling's Trace .034 1.685 6.000 598.000 122

Roy's Largest Root .027 2.685 3.000 301.000 .047

PAA * Pillai's Trace .036 1.862 6.000 602.000 .085
YRSTANF

Wilks' Lambda 964 1.870 6.000 600.000 .084

Hotelling's Trace 038 1.877 6.000 598.000 .083

Roy's Largest Root .035 3.561 3.000 301.000 .015

PAA * Pillai's Trace .032 1.084 9.000 906.000 372
ETHNIC *
YRSTANF

Wilks' Lambda 968 1.085 9.000 730.272 372

Hotelling's Trace 033 1.085 9.000 896.000 | .371

Roy's Largest Root .027 2.708 3.000 302.000 .045

a Exact statistic
b The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level.
¢ Design: Intercept+ETHNIC+YRSTANF+ETHNIC * YRSTANF Within Subjects Design: PAA

Mauchly's Test of Sphericity
Measure: MEASURE 1

Mauchly's W | Approx. Chi- df Sig. Epsilon
Square
Within Greenhouse- | Huynh- Lower-
Subjects Geisser Feldt bound
Effect
PAA .653 128.051 5 .000 792 817 333

Tests the null hypothesis that the error covariance matrix of the orthonormalized transformed dependent variables is
proportional to an identity matrix.

a May be used to adjust the degrees of freedom for the averaged tests of significance. Corrected tests are displayed
in the Tests of Within-Subjects Effects table.

b Design: Intercept+tETHNIC+YRSTANF+ETHNIC * YRSTANF Within Subjects Design: PAA
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Tests of Within-Subjects Effects
Measure: MEASURE 1

Source Type 111 Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
PAA Sphericity Assumed 1.422E-02 3 4.739E-03 3.920 .009
Greenhouse-Geisser 1.422E-02 2.375 5.987E-03 3.920 .015
Huynh-Feldt 1.422E-02 2450 5.803E-03 3.920 014
Lower-bound 1.422E-02 1.000 1.422E-02 3.920 .049
PAA * ETHNIC | Sphericity Assumed 1.349E-02 6 2.248E-03 1.859 .085
Greenhouse-Geisser 1.349E-02 4.749 2.839E-03 1.859 103
Huynh-Feldt 1.349E-02 4.901 2.752E-03 1.859 101
Lower-bound 1.349E-02 2.000 6.743E-03 1.859 158
PAA * YRSTANF| Sphericity Assumed 1.979E-02 6 3.299E-03 2.728 012
Greenhouse-Geisser 1.979E-02 4.749 4.167E-03 2.728 021
Huynh-Feldt 1.979E-02 4.901 4.039E-03 2.728 .020
Lower-bound 1.979E-02 2.000 9.896E-03 2.728 067
PAA * ETHNIC | Sphericity Assumed 1.088E-02 9 1.209E-03 1.000 439
* YRSTANF
Greenhouse-Geisser 1.088E-02 7.124 1.527E-03 1.000 431
Huynh-Feldt 1.088E-02 7.351 1.480E-03 1.000 432
Lower-bound 1.088E-02 3.000 3.626E-03  1.000 393
Error(PAA) Sphericity Assumed 1.095 906 1.209E-03
Greenhouse-Geisser 1.095 717.165 1.527E-03
Huynh-Feldt 1.095 739.982 1.480E-03
Lower-bound 1.095 302.000 3.627E-03
Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts
Measure: MEASURE 1
Source PAA  |Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
PAA Linear 1.148E-02 1 1.148E-02 5.716 017
PAA * ETHNIC Linear 9.787E-03 2 4.894E-03 2.436 .089
PAA * YRSTANF Linear 1.677E-02 2 8.387E-03 4.175 016
PAA * ETHNIC * Linear 4.151E-03 3 1.384E-03 .689 .559
YRSTANF
Error(PAA) Linear .607 302 2.009E-03

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Measure: MEASURE 1
Transformed Variable: Average

Source Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Intercept 602.135 1 602.135 111993.902 .000
ETHNIC 225 2 112 20.903 .000
YRSTANF 2.101E-03 2 1.050E-03 195 823
ETHNIC * YRSTANF 3.874E-02 3 1.291E-02 2.402 .068
Error 1.624 302 5.376E-03
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Estimated Marginal Means

Presumed ethnicity * years in MerCAP * PAA

Measure: MEASURE 1

Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval
Presumed | years in PAA Lower Bound Upper Bound
ethnicity | MerCAP
Other 1 1 935 .007 921 .948
2 .938 .006 927 950
3 .939 006 926 951
4 .956 .008 939 972
2 1 935 012 910 959
2 945 011 924 966
3 961 012 .938 984
4 .957 015 .927 .987
3 1 936 .007 .923 .950
2 942 .006 931 954
3 948 .006 935 .960
4 .934 .008 917 .950
Latino 1 1 916 007 902 930
2 941 .006 929 ' 954
3 .944 .007 930 .957
4 956 .009 938 973
2 1 917 012 .894 .940
2 933 .010 913 .953
3 930 .011 .908 951
4 952 .014 923 .980
3 1 953 .005 .942 .964
2 959 .005 .950 .969
3 955 .005 .945 965
4 953 .007 .940 967
Asian 1 1 .988 .006 976 .999
2 .993 .005 .982 1.003
3 .990 .006 .979 1.001
4 .984 .007 .970 .999
2 1
2
3
4 . . . .
3 1 985 013 958 1.011
2 985 012 962 1.008
3 .985 013 960 1.010
4 971 .017 939 1.004

a This level combination of factors is not observed, thus the corresponding population marginal mean is not

estimable.

b Based on modified population marginal mean.
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Table E-13. Ethnicity and Achievement: Means of Individual Student NCE Scores by Presumed
Ethnicity and Years in MerCAP

Case Processing Summary

Cases
Included Excluded Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
SAT9 nce score, 2000 * 634 58.1% 458 41.9% 1092 100.0%
Presumed ethnicity
SAT9 nce score, 1999 * 734 67.2% 358 32.8% 1092 100.0%
Presumed ethnicity
SAT9 nce score, 1998 * 655 60.0% 437 40.0% 1092 100.0%
Presumed ethnicity
SAT9 nce score, 2000 * 634 58.1% 458 41.9% 1092 100.0%
years in MerCAP
SAT9 nce score, 1999 * 734 67.2% 358 32.8% 1092 100.0%
years in MerCAP
SAT9 nce score, 1998 * 655 60.0% 437 40.0% 1092 100.0%
years in MerCAP
Report
Presumed SAT9 nce score, | SAT9 nce score, | SAT9 nce score, 1998
ethnicity 2000 1999
Other Mean 39.3004 37.5384 36.7008
N 228 263 240
Std. Deviation | 18.0137 17.9243 17.7226
Latino Mean 33.5549 31.5402 30.3154
N 246 296 260
Std. Deviation 19.4493 15.8642 15.9669
Asian Mean 32,7127 33.5200 33.8606
N 160 175 155
Std. Deviation 15.0527 14.7061 15.7471
Total Mean 35.4086 34.1614 33.4940
N 634 734 655
Std. Deviation 18.1195 16.5658 16.7916
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ANOVA Table

Sum of Squares | df Mean F Sig.
Square
SAT9 nce score, 2000 * | Between Groups | (Combined) 5461.578 2 2730.789 | 8.515 .000
Presumed ethnicity
Within Groups 202363.732 631 | 320.703
Total 207825.310 633
SAT9 nce score, 1999 * | Between Groups | (Combined) 5105.005 2 2552.503 | 9.517 .000
Presumed ethnicity
Within Groups 196049.994 731 | 268.194
Total 201154.999 733
SAT9 nce score, 1998 * | Between Groups | (Combined) 5115.879 2 2557.939 } 9.302 .000
Presumed ethnicity
Within Groups 179285.248 652 | 274.977
Total 184401.127 654
Measures of Association
Eta |Eta Squared
SAT9 nce score, 2000 * 162 .026
Presumed ethnicity
SAT9 nce score, 1999 * .159 025
Presumed ethnicity
SAT9 nce score, 1998 * 167 .028
Presumed ethnicity
Report
years in SAT9 nce score, 2000 | SAT9 nce score, 1999 | SAT9 nce score, 1998
MerCAP
1 Mean 36.5426 34.4966 34.4822
N 179 206 157
Std. Deviation 17.1627 16.1004 16.6156
2 Mean 35.4155 34.3000 33.5715
N 277 308 221
Std. Deviation 16.5071 17.3310 17.5062
3 Mean 342573 33.6536 32.8722
N 178 220 277
Std. Deviation 21.2228 15.9504 16.3353
Total Mean 35.4086 34.1614 33.4940
N 634 734 655
Std. Deviation 18.1195 16.5658 16.7916
ANOVA Table
Sum of Squares | df Mean F Sig.
Square
SAT9 nce score, 2000 * | Between Groups | (Combined) 466.146 2 233.073 709 492
years in MerCAP
Within Groups 207359.164 631 | 328.620
Total 207825.310 633 '
SAT9 nce score, 1999 * | Between Groups | (Combined) 85.784 2 42.892 156 856
years in MerCAP
Within Groups 201069.215 731 | 275.060
Total 201154.999 733
SAT9 nce score, 1998 * | Between Groups | (Combined) 261.730 2 130.865 463 629
years in MerCAP
Within Groups 184139.396 652 | 282422
Total 184401.127 654
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Measures of Association

Eta Eta Squared
SAT9 nce score, 2000 * 047 .002
years in MerCAP
SAT9 nce score, 1999 * 021 .000
years in MerCAP
SAT9 nce score, 1998 * .038 .001
years in MerCAP

Table E-14. Achievement by Student Age: Means of NCE Scores for Reading Comprehension
Component of SAT9 Tests in 2000, 1999, and 1998 by Grade of Student in 1999-2000

Case Processing Summary

Cases
Included Excluded Total

N Percent N Percent N Percent
SAT9 nce score, 2000 * 633 54.5% 529 45.5% 1162 100.0%
Grade of student, 99-00
SAT9 nce score, 1999 * 713 61.4% 449 38.6% 1162 | 100.0%
Grade of student, 99-00
SAT9 nce score, 1998 * 635 54.6% 527 45.4% 1162 100.0%
Grade of student, 99-00
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Report

Grade of student, 99-00 SAT9 nce score, 2000 | SAT9 nce score, 1999 | SAT9 nce score, 1998
Second grade Mean 36.3885
N 61
Std. Deviation 17.9883
Third grade Mean 32.9484 35.4791 48.1500
N 62 67 2
Std. Deviation 13.7356 12.7419 1.9092
Fourth Grade Mean 36.5138 34.8441 33.5086
N 58 68 58
Std. Deviation 16.3130 17.6999 15.2541
Fifth grade Mean 32.6200 35.3891 33.5471
N 55 55 51
Std. Deviation 18.1568 15.6866 16.5023
Sixth grade Mean 41.3607 35.9975 36.8707
N 61 79 75
Std. Deviation 26.4833 17.4746 18.8088
Seventh grade Mean 41.5193 35.0729 30.5808
N 69 85 78
Std. Deviation 16.0989 16.3196 15.9601
Eighth grade Mean 39.5193 34.6809 33.9500
N 88 115 92
Std. Deviation 17.4245 20.1628 17.4652
Ninth grade Mean 32.5016 33.6306 30.8069
N 63 98 87
Std. Deviation 14.8400 16.0141 17.7753
Tenth grade Mean 27.7792 32.0000 354126
N 72 75 95
Std. Deviation 17.4195 15.5822 17.5189
Eleventh grade Mean 30.5477 29.0382 33.2720
N 44 55 75
Std. Deviation 14.7581 13.8228 13.8085
Twelfth grade Mean 32.1813 31.4455
N 16 22
Std. Deviation 154811 16.3747
Total Mean 35.4372 34.1010 33.4745
N 633 713 635
Std. Deviation 18.1195 16.6240 16.8139
ANOVA Table
Sum of Squares df Mean F Sig.
Square
SAT9 nce score, | Between | (Combined) 3039.676 10 303.968 1.076 378

1998 * Grade of | Groups
student, 99-00

Within 176197.071 624 282.367
Groups
Total 179236.747 634
SAT9 nce score, | Between | (Combined) 2480.630 10 248.063 .896 .536

1999 * Grade of | Groups
student, 99-00

Within 194284.839 702 276.759
Groups
Total 196765.469 712
SAT9 nce score, | Between | (Combined) [ 12919.442 10 1291.944 4.130 .000

2000 * Grade of | Groups
student, 99-00

Within 194577.430 622 312.825
Groups
Total 207496.872 632
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