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Abstract 
 
Many papers have examined open enrollment and interdistrict transfer programs, but most study 

these programs at the district level. Using a unique student level data set with transfer decisions 

and survey responses, this paper examines the school characteristics that parents are most 

attracted to when making a transfer decision. In addition, this paper uses ArcGIS software to 

examine if travel time plays a role in the decision to open enroll. Using a variety of linear 

probability and multinomial logit models, this paper concludes that parents participating in open 

enrollment programs are attracted to schools of higher academic quality, in particular those 

schools with higher reading and mathematics scores. There is no evidence to suggest parents are 

choosing to participate in open enrollment due to out of district schools being closer in proximity 

to their residence, but there is evidence to suggest that once the decision is made, parents are 

more likely to be attracted to an out of district schools that is closer in proximity. The results 

presented in this paper suggest that parents may be willing to travel further to provide their 

child(ren) with what they perceive to be a better education.  

v
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1. Introduction  

Many states have implemented school choice programs such as “open enrollment”. Open 

enrollment is an interdistrict choice program that allows parents to send their child(ren) to 

schools in a district other than the one where they reside. Papers examining open enrollment 

programs have most often used district level data to investigate their questions of interest. Thus, 

little is truly known about the parents’ decision making process in regards to utilizing open 

enrollment programs. This paper begins to fill this gap in the literature using a survey of parents 

that utilize an open enrollment program and reside in a school district with a vibrant open 

enrollment environment, one with high levels of students transferring out. 

This paper answers several broad questions within the context of open enrollment using a 

district that has a large amount of students leaving through open enrollment. First, using data on 

observed transfer decisions, I examine which school characteristics appear to be important in the 

transfer decision and how these characteristics vary across groups engaging in open enrollment 

relative to those individuals who do not (i.e. the control group). In particular, the distance to and 

the test scores of the nearest out of district school are explored as potentially important factors 

which may impact the open enrollment decision. Results of this analysis provide the revealed 

school characteristic preferences of parents. Second, I use survey responses to see which school 

characteristics parents report as being more or less important in the transfer decision, as well as 

how the importance of these characteristics vary across groups relative to the control group. 

Results of this analysis provide the stated school characteristic preferences of parents. I compare 

how closely the stated preferences match the revealed preferences. Third, I examine which 

characteristics of the resident district (“push” characteristics) or the district the parents transfer to 
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(“pull” characteristics) are most important in the transfer and application decision when the open 

enrollment program is utilized. 

Utilizing a variety of linear probability and multinomial logit models, I find there are a few 

main results that stand out. First, parents tend to transfer to schools with higher test scores, in 

particular, higher Reading and Mathematics test scores. Second, parents are not concerned about 

distances to the schools outside of their resident district. This may imply that parents are more 

concerned about providing their child(ren) with a high quality education and are willing to travel 

to do so or they are sending their child(ren) to schools that are more convenient with their work 

commute. In addition, the stated preferences of parents appear to be fairly consistent across all 

groups suggesting that parents may care about the same characteristics, but not all act on these 

preferences. Moreover, there is little evidence to suggest there are many characteristics of the 

district of interest that “push” transfer students out, but school quality is a characteristic of 

transfer districts that “pull” transfer students to their district. There is evidence to suggest that 

once a parent decides to participate and utilize the open enrollment program, they are more likely 

to be “pulled” to the transfer school if it is closer in proximity. 

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 reviews the current literature that 

examines open enrollment programs, Section 3 provides a detailed description of Wisconsin’s 

open enrollment program and the “quasi-anonymous” district of interest, Section 4 presents the 

data and survey design, Section 5 details the modeling strategies, Section 6 provides an analysis 

of the results, and Section 7 concludes. 
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2. Literature Review 

There are two main questions that papers in the open enrollment literature attempt to answer: 

(1) what district characteristics are associated with student transfers and (2) how do transfers 

affect district performance? 

Similar to this paper, Fossey (1994), Fowler (1996), Armor and Peiser (1997), and Armor 

and Peiser (1998) all examine the relationship between open enrollment programs and parent 

preferences; however, they do not employ rigorous econometric techniques, merely examining 

averages for variables of interest and generally in the programs’ infancies. Using data from 

Massachusetts, Fossey (1994) finds that parents tend to enroll their child(ren) in districts that 

have higher levels of student achievement and higher socioeconomic status. Similarly, Fowler 

(1996) uses data from Ohio and finds that people transfer to districts with higher test scores and 

higher median incomes. Armor and Peiser (1997) surveys parents and find that parents choose to 

transfer to a district due to higher academic standards. In addition, Armor and Peiser (1998) look 

at the interdistrict transfer program in Massachusetts. They find, through analyzing mean values, 

that districts with high transfers in tend to be in areas that are wealthier and have a large white 

population. Moreover, they find that the students transferring in tend to be white and come from 

wealthier and more educated families. 

Reback (2008) is the first paper to employ rigorous econometric techniques to examine open 

enrollment. He uses district level data from Minnesota’s open enrollment program for the 1999-

2000 school year, nine years after the inception of the program. Using multiple regression to 

estimate a demand model and a probit model, he finds the average test scores in the district 

students are transferring to is the main determinant in the transfer decision.  
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Holme and Richards (2009) examine districts in the Denver metropolitan area using data 

from the 2006-07 school year. Since they have so few districts in their analysis, they do not 

employ a model and analyze the aggregate characteristics of those who transfer out of and into 

districts relative to the population of the districts. Their main findings are that students that come 

from families with higher incomes are more likely to transfer to higher income districts and 

white students are more likely to transfer to districts that have a higher percentage of white 

students.  

Welsch et al. (2010) use a four year panel (2003-04 through 2006-07 school years) of 

Wisconsin districts to examine open enrollment applications and transfers. They employ a 

negative binomial model and incorporate characteristics of both the district students are 

transferring from and the district students are transferring to. To some extent, they are able to get 

at both the “push” and “pull” factors mentioned above. They find that students are “pulled” into 

districts that have higher test scores, spend more on education, and low percentages of 

minorities. In addition, they find students are “pushed” out of districts with higher property 

values, lower taxes, and fewer extracurricular activities.  

Carlson et al. (2011) examine district level data from Colorado and Minnesota in the 2003-04 

school year. They employ a zero-inflated negative binomial model. They find that students leave 

high achieving districts for even higher achieving districts. Moreover, they find structural 

characteristics, such as demographic breakdown and distance between districts, are also main 

drivers of open enrollment participation.  

Powers et al. (2012) look at districts in the Phoenix metropolitan area using data from the 

2007-08 and 2008-09 school years. Similarly to Holme and Richards (2009), they do not employ 

a statistical model due to the small number of districts. They examine the effect of a transfer 
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program on district enrollment. They find smaller districts in the center of Phoenix see higher 

percentages of transfers in and transfers out than the districts on the fringe of the metropolitan 

area; however, net transfers are similar. In addition, they find that a large number of transfers 

were from charter schools to traditional public schools.  

Welsch and Zimmer (2012) and Babington and Welsch (2014) examine the competition 

effects that an open enrollment program has on school districts. Welsch and Zimmer (2012) use a 

four year panel (2002-03 through 2005-06 school years) on districts in Wisconsin. They suggest 

that if a school has more adjacent districts, they are more likely to face open enrollment 

competition. To correct for this endogeneity, they employ information on bordering districts as 

instruments in a two-stage least squares approach. They find that districts that experience a larger 

percentage of students transferring out in one year, have higher Mathematics and Reading test 

scores in the following year; this effect is larger for districts that see a substantial portion of 

students who transfer out. In addition, they do not find a statistically significant relationship 

between transfer into the district and future test scores.  

Babington and Welsch (2016) examine a four year panel (2005-06 through 2008-09) of 

Minnesota districts. Using a fixed effects approach, they find that transfers out positively affect 

future Reading scores, supporting the results from Welsch and Zimmer (2012); however, they 

find no statistically significant effect on Mathematics scores. 

Welsch and Zimmer (2015) is, in a way, a combination of these two literatures. They utilize 

an eight year panel (2003-04 through 2010-11 school years) on Colorado school districts. Their 

“feedback” model examines the effect transfers have on test scores, while simultaneously 

accounting for the fact that test scores will affect future transfers. Their findings suggest that 

higher (net) transfers out of a district lead to lower test scores in the future and subsequently, 
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more (net) transfers out of the district. Moreover, they find that districts with more transfers out 

are left with a larger percentage of students who are eligible for free or reduced lunch. This may 

imply that some districts will be left with fewer students that are also poorer on average; which 

means these districts will have lower funding and possibly less positive peer effects. 

In addition, there are other open enrollment questions, such as racial stratification, that papers 

have attempted to answer. The University of Minnesota Law School’s Institute on Metropolitan 

Opportunity (2013), Carlson (2014), and Lavery and Carlson (2015) are examples of these types 

of papers. The University of Minnesota Law School’s Institute on Metropolitan Opportunity 

(2013) analyzes the effect of open enrollment on segregation across the Twin Cities metropolitan 

area. They use data from the metropolitan area’s sixty-nine districts from 2000 through 2010. 

They do not employ any modeling techniques in their analysis. Their main findings suggest that 

open enrollment programs are leading to an increase in racial segregation. 

Carlson (2014) uses student level data from the 2009-10 school year for Colorado public 

schools. Using Monte Carlo simulations, he finds that stratification decreases when there is a 

disproportionate number of low achieving students that participate in the transfer program or 

when low and high achieving students are just as likely to participate in a transfer program. In 

addition, he finds that if the number of transfers in are limited, the level of stratification 

decreases.  

Lavery and Carlson (2015) employ both a logit model and a hazard ratio model using five 

years of student level data from Colorado (2005-06 through 2009-10 school years) to examine 

the characteristics of students who participate in the open enrollment program in their baseline 

year, the characteristics of students who continue to participate in the open enrollment program, 

and the characteristics of students who did not participate in the open enrollment program in the 
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baseline year, but did in subsequent years. They find that students who are eligible for free or 

reduced lunch are less likely to participate in the open enrollment program and suggest that open 

enrollment may be leading to increased stratification by racial and ethnic groups, socioeconomic 

status, and/or student academic performance. In addition, they find minority students that use the 

open enrollment program in the base year, are less likely to continue to use the program in the 

following years. Moreover, they find students who are English language learners, gifted and 

talented, and learning disabled are less likely to participate in the open enrollment program. 

3. Open Enrollment & District Information 

The district this paper examines is located in Wisconsin. Below I discuss Wisconsin’s open 

enrollment program and the district of interest in more detail.  

3.1 Wisconsin’s Open Enrollment Program 

Since the beginning of the 1998-99 school year, Wisconsin has allowed for interdistrict 

transfers of its students. During the early stages of the open enrollment program, there was a 

three week period in February in which parents could apply to send their child(ren) to a school 

outside of their resident district. In the first year of the program, resident districts were allowed 

to restrict transfers out to no more than 3% of their membership. This cap was increased by one 

percentage point each year until the 2006-07 school year when it was completely removed. 

Currently, the open enrollment application period lasts three months and there is no cost for 

application.  

Parents are allowed to apply to a maximum of three districts and are not required to attend if 

accepted. In addition, parents do not need to reapply every year, but nonresident districts can 

require reapplication when the student is entering middle school, junior high school, or high 

school. Parents are responsible for providing transportation for their child(ren) to the nonresident 
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district, unless the child(ren) has a disability that requires special transportation. If the child(ren) 

is eligible for free or reduced lunch, the parents can apply to receive reimbursement for 

transportation costs. State law requires the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction to create 

and implement an outreach program to inform and educate parents about and aid them in using 

the open enrollment program; parents are able to apply for the program online. 

If a district wants to accept fewer transfers in than have applied for their district, they are 

required to give preference to current transfers in and their siblings. After this, the district must 

select students randomly. If a child is accepted and the parents choose not to attend the district, 

the district may allow the next child on the waiting list to attend.  

In the first year of the program there were 2,464 students who transferred to a school outside 

of their resident district. As of the 2013-14 school year, this number has increased to 50,075 

students and represents approximately 5.8% of all public school students in Wisconsin. In 

addition, the 2013-14 school year saw 18,112 new transfers. Wisconsin’s open enrollment 

program is highly robust since resident districts have no ability to limit transfers out of their 

district and receiving districts have little incentive to reject transfers in, especially given the 

monetary value of the state aid that follows each student to the district they attend. For the 2013-

14 school year, the average amount was equivalent to $6,485 per student and the total aid 

“transferred” was approximately $266.4 million. The exact amount varies from district to 

district. 

3.2 District of Interest 

The district studied for this paper will remain “quasi-anonymous”; however, it is located in 

Wisconsin and is somewhat far from the two major metropolitan areas of Milwaukee and 

Madison. While the district is fairly rural, it does have a “decent size” city outside of its borders, 
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but within easy driving distance. The district has one school that serves primarily four year old 

preschoolers (referred to as 4K in Wisconsin) and kindergarteners (“5K”), three schools that 

serve grades one through four (one of which is a district run charter school), one middle school 

that serves grades five through eight, and one high school that serves grades nine through twelve. 

In addition, there is a second district run charter school that serves kindergarten through fourth 

grade.  

During the 2013-14 school year, the year I am examining in the paper, the total membership 

in the district of public school students was 4,429, but only 3,953 of these students enrolled in 

the district. Moreover, 641 residents transferred out of the district and 93 nonresidents 

transferred into the district. This results in a net loss of 548 students for the district and a net loss 

of approximately $2.9 million in state funding for the school year. This is equivalent to 

approximately 14% of state of funding received by the district of interest. In addition, 394 

residents applied to transfer out of the district for the 2014-15 school year and only 66 

nonresidents applied to transfer into the district.  

Table 1 displays these statistics as well as the transfer characteristics of the district of interest 

and its adjacent districts. The district of interest has seven bordering districts, tied for the highest 

number of bordering districts of all the districts in the area; this may suggest it faces strong 

“competition” because of its residents’ exposure to many alternatives. Compared to the adjacent 

districts, the district of interest has the fourth highest total expenditures, but the percentage of aid 

lost in terms of their expenditures is also the largest at nearly 6%. In addition to having the 

largest net loss in students due to open enrollment, the district of interest also has the largest loss 

in students as a percentage of total enrollment. Table 1 suggests that the district of interest is 

being affected most by the open enrollment program relative to adjacent districts.  
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Table 1: Summary of District Transfers 

  
Number of 
Bordering 
Districts 

 Transfers In Transfers Out Net Transfers  

Aid 
Transferred 

In 

Aid 
Transferred 

Out 

Net Aid 
Transferred 

Total 
Expenditures 

% 
Transferred 

Aid of 
Expenditures 

 Total 
% of 

Enrollment 
Total 

% of 
Enrollment 

Total 
% of 

Enrollment 
 

                     
  

District of Interest  7  93 2.353% 641 16.216% -548 -13.863%  $503,169 $3,428,073 -$2,924,904 $49,169,443 -5.949% 

                 

Bordering Districts                

District A  6  117 7.187% 136 8.354% -19 -1.167%  $640,647 $789,521 -$148,874 $18,227,886 0.817% 

District B  6  67 4.894% 35 2.557% 32 2.337%  $396,126 $181,364 $214,762 $14,316,532 1.500% 

District C  6  88 9.195% 23 2.403% 65 6.792%  $520,097 $131,358 $388,739 $10,181,521 3.818% 

District D  4  47 10.780% 69 15.826% 22 5.046%  $265,742 $370,222 -$104,480 $5,622,822 -1.858% 

District E  3  493 10.035% 191 3.888% 302 6.147%  $2,533,341 $1,041,206 $1,492,135 $50,594,621 2.949% 

District F  3  182 12.174% 110 7.358% 72 12.174%  $978,806 $582,790 $396,016 16,714,080 2.369% 

District G  7  1,550 9.554% 436 2.687% 1,114 6.866%  $8,418,232 $2,031,166 $6,387,066 $167,018,211 3.824% 

                 

Non-Bordering Districts                

District H  2  193 5.272% 362 9.888% -169 -4.616%  $927,050 $1,863,285 -$936,235 $45,385,560 -2.063% 

District I  6  89 7.607% 44 3.761% 45 3.846%  $464,110 $218,510 $245,600 $14,225,382 1.727% 

District J  6  369 8.896% 166 4.002% 203 4.894%  $2,064,451 $892,414 $1,172,037 $46,216,220 2.536% 

District K  6  195 3.132% 313 5.027% -118 -1.895%  $1,055,723 $1,696,737 -$641,014 $70,887,435 -0.904% 

                 

Statewide   -  50,075  $266,401,427 $10,749,721,108 2.478% 
Transfer data is from the 2013-14 school year. Statewide results represent total transfers and total state aid transferred. 
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Table 2: Summary of District Characteristics 

        Bordering Districts   Non-Bordering Districts     

    
District of 

Interest 
  District A District B District C District D District E District F District G   District H District I District J District K   Statewide 

                                

% Prof/Adv: Reading  36.193%  41.236% 49.137% 37.939% 42.328% 47.617% 36.503% 38.148%  27.648% 41.476% 53.028% 42.852%  36.177% 

% Prof/Adv: English  73.572%  80.663% 80.364% 72.727% 82.716% 82.376% 75.000% 73.676%  59.605% 77.903% 87.515% 80.158%  70.215% 

% Prof/Adv: Mathematics  51.648%  51.829% 64.207% 56.206% 65.079% 66.849% 48.313% 50.859%  39.778% 49.033% 66.877% 55.976%  48.283% 

% Prof/Adv: Science  81.408%  87.293% 86.909% 78.075% 85.185% 89.307% 79.452% 79.543%  68.079% 88.764% 89.965% 85.138%  76.528% 

% Prof/Adv: Social Studies  86.321%  91.160% 89.455% 81.283% 91.358% 92.475% 84.247% 87.123%  78.390% 91.760% 93.816% 89.881%  83.157% 

Total Enrollment  3,953  1,628 1,369 957 436 4,913 1,495 16,224  3,661 1,170 4,148 6,226  873,531 

% Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible  27.701%  19.288% 21.841% 31.035% 24.771% 15.734% 36.187% 37.284%  57.853% 30.769% 18.153% 31.433%  41.933% 

% African-American  0.607%  0.246% 1.753% 1.149% 0.317% 1.120% 2.207% 0.030%  3.087% 1.282% 1.615% 2.249%  9.690% 

% Hispanic  4.958%  2.273% 6.574% 5.225% 12.844% 2.341% 6.622% 8.364%  19.039% 9.231% 3.930% 6.216%  10.504% 

% Other, Non-White Race  5.161%  6.327% 2.484% 2.299% 1.376% 3.664% 3.278% 11.995%  10.789% 1.709% 4.798% 5.156%  7.378% 

% White  89.274%  91.155% 89.189% 91.327% 84.404% 92.876% 87.893% 74.760%  67.086% 87.778% 89.658% 86.380%  72.428% 

% Female  48.571%  48.034% 50.037% 49.007% 49.312% 48.585% 46.355% 48.311%  47.446% 52.393% 48.361% 48.876%  48.530% 

Student to Teacher Ratio  15.209  14.212 14.156 12.917 12.044 14.161 13.216 14.070  12.602 12.424 13.689 14.558  13.207 

% Teachers with Master’s degree or higher  35.032%  51.662% 43.139% 41.048% 49.254% 58.126% 57.843% 56.822%  52.704% 43.345% 59.206% 68.392%  52.820% 

% Teachers with 5+ Years of Experience  79.660%  92.783% 80.900% 75.546% 88.060% 83.437% 84.510% 83.353%  85.235% 88.282% 87.211% 87.950%  79.972% 

Total Number of Charter Schools  2  0 0 0 0 1 1 15  0 0 0 1  271 

Instructional Expenditures per Pupil  $6,171.03  $6,181.43 $5,567.69 $5,611.53 $6,629.84 $6,355.76 $6,445.01 $6,528.23  $7,007.59 $6,043.60 $6,021.37 $6,292.69  $6,869.70 

Total Expenditures per Pupil   $11,101.70  $11,067.33 $10,780.52 $11,774.90 $12,223.53 $11,260.77 $11,795.40 $11,129.35  $11,837.84 $12,667.30 $11,889.95 $10,988.60  $12,546.48 

All data is from the 2013-14 school year.  
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Similarly, Table 2 presents the characteristics of the district of interest and the characteristics 

of its bordering districts and non-bordering districts that are home to a school that is the transfer 

school or relative transfer school for at least one student in the sample. Relative to the other 

districts, on average, the district of interest tends to have lower test scores; however, they are 

close to the statewide test scores. Nearly all districts lack diversity and have high a percentage of 

white students. The district of interest has the fifth highest total enrollment; however, it has the 

highest student to teacher ratio. Moreover, the district of interest has the lowest percentage of 

teachers with a Master’s degree or higher and the second lowest percentage of teachers with at 

least five years of experience.  

Relative to the statewide characteristics, the district of interest has slightly higher test scores 

across all subjects. In addition, the district of interest has fewer free or reduced lunch eligible 

students and is less diverse. Approximately 27.7% of students in the district of interest are 

eligible for free or reduced lunch compared to 41.9% of students statewide and 10.7% of 

students in the district are a non-white race compared to 27.6% of students statewide. Moreover, 

the district of interest has a higher student to teacher ratio, lower percentages of teachers with a 

Master’s degree or higher, and lower instructional expenditures per pupil. Table 2 suggests that 

while the district of interest is similar to adjacent districts demographically, it has lower 

educational inputs and outputs; however, compared to the state, the district of interest is different 

in terms of demographics and educational inputs, but similar in educational outputs. 

I present five maps to provide the geography of the district as well as the geography of the 

transfer students in the district for the 2013-14 school year. All maps show the district of interest 

and the bordering districts. Map 1 shows where transfers out of the district of interest are coming 

from, transfers into the district of interest are coming from, and new applications out of and into 
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the district of interest are coming from. Map 1 helps identify three major clusters of transfers out 

and new applications out: the northwestern part of the district, the central western part of the 

district, and the southwestern part of the district. Map 2 shows where all of the resident students 

in the district of interest live and all of the nonresident students who have transferred into or 

applied to transfer into the district of interest live. This map helps us identify where students are 

transferring from and where residential students live. “Transfer out” and “apply out” students 

appear to live in the same areas as the control group. Map 2 also identifies that “transfer in” and 

“apply in” students are primarily coming from Districts E and F.  

Map 3 shows where transfers out of the district of interest are coming from and where 

transfers into the district of interest are coming from. This map also highlights the district that 

the students are transferring to. Map 3 confirms that a large number of students are transferring 

out of the district of interest and into Districts E and F. In addition, it highlights the clusters that 

Map 1 helped identify. Similarly, Maps 4a and 4b highlight the clusters of activity and show the 

travel times (in minutes) from the cluster centroid to similar schools. Map 4a does this for 

elementary schools and Map 4b does this for middle and high schools (in the way the district of 

interest divides grades among schools). These maps show that there are schools in other districts 

that are closer in distance than the schools in the district of interest. For example, there is a 

school in District E that is closer in distance to the clusters in the central western and 

southwestern clusters than a similar school in the district of interest. Maps, like descriptive 

statistics and graphs, need to be interpreted with caution since they involve “the eyeball test” and 

no statistical analysis. 
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4. Data & Survey Design 

4.1 Data 

I examine a unique data set of all students that reside within the district of interest and all 

students that have or have applied to transfer into the district of interest. The enrollment decision 

for each student is as of the 2013-14 school year. That is, if a child has transferred in or out, they 

are attending their nonresident district during the 2013-14 school year. If a child has applied in or 

out, they are attending a school in their resident district during the 2013-14 school year, but have 

applied to transfer to a nonresident district for the 2014-15 school year. The control group resides 

in and attends the district of interest. For these students, their grade and gender are known; 

however, their race is not known for the “applied in” group.  

Table 3: Summary of Sample Transfers 

    
Transfer 

Out 
Apply 
Out 

  
Transfer 

In 
Apply 

In 
  Control 

               

Bordering Districts              

District A  15 (8) 3 (2)  3 (0) 0 (0)  21 (2) 

District B  17 (1) 9 (2)  2 (0) 0 (0)  218 (64) 

District C  14 (3) 1 (0)  5 (0) 0 (0)  40 (14) 

District D  23 (1) 14 (5)  8 (2) 0 (0)  128 (33) 

District E  327 (58) 128 (41)  26 (12) 5 (3)  1,997 (386) 

District F  143 (25) 75 (30)  13 (4) 3 (1)  969 (151) 

District G  55 (22) 24 (12)  27 (4) 7 (4)  333 (54) 

          

Non-Bordering Districts         

District H  16 (3) 12 (3)  8 (2) 0 (0)  123 (30) 

District I  2 (2) 0 (0)  0 (0) 0 (0)  0 (0) 

District J  1 (1) 0 (0)  0 (0) 0 (0)  0 (0) 

District K  3 (3) 0 (0)  0 (0) 0 (0)  0 (0) 

          

Total   616 (127) 266 (95)  92 (24) 15 (8)  3,829 (734) 
Numbers in parenthesis are for the number of completed surveys. Transfer data is from the 2013-14 school year for the 
district of interest. The base district is the district of interest. 
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Table 3 reports the total number of students in the sample that fall under each survey group 

and their relevant transfer district. For the “transfer out” and “apply out” groups, the district is 

where they transferred to or their relevant transfer district, respectively. For the “transfer in” and 

“apply in” groups, the district is their resident district. The control group districts are their 

relevant transfer districts. In parenthesis, the total number of returned surveys are displayed. 

Table 3 shows that there are primarily two districts that students are transferring to, District E 

and District F. In addition, these two districts border the district of interest and in some cases, 

have a relevant school that is closer than the closest relevant school within the district of interest. 

Comparing district characteristics from Table 2, District E has higher test scores across all 

subjects than the district of interest; however, District F has slightly higher Reading and English 

scores, but lower Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies scores relative to the district of 

interest. Moreover, both Districts E and F have lower student to teacher ratios, higher 

percentages of teachers with Master’s degree or higher, higher percentages of teachers with at 

least five years of experience, and higher instructional and total expenditures per pupil than the 

district of interest. These characteristics suggest that these two districts may not only be popular 

transfer districts due to proximity, but also because of academic quality. 

As stated before, I hypothesize that distance to a school may be a significant factor to a 

parent when making a decision on whether or not to participate in the open enrollment program. 

Using ArcGIS software, I calculate the travel times (in minutes) from each student’s residence to 

the closest out of district school with their grade level; this is their relevant transfer time and 

school. I will use this calculation to examine if travel time plays a role in a parent’s decision to 

participate in the open enrollment program.  
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Moreover, this dataset includes school and district characteristics from the Wisconsin 

Department of Public Instruction. I utilize data from the 2011-12 and 2012-13 school years to 

examine school quality. To measure school and student quality, I use test score data from 

Wisconsin’s state standardized test. I include the percentage of students who scored proficient or 

advanced on the Mathematics, Reading, English, Science, and Social Studies sections. In 

addition, I include school-level data on the percentage of students that are free or reduced lunch 

eligible, the percentage of African-American students, the percentage of Hispanic students, the 

percentage of students who are another non-white race, the percentage of white students, the 

percentage of students who are female, student to teacher ratio, the percentage of teachers with a 

Master’s degree or higher, the percentage of teachers with five or more years of experience, and 

whether or not the school is a charter school. At the district level, I use instructional expenditures 

per student. For each student, they receive the characteristics for the school they attend. The 

school-level and district-level data is not a measure of school quality. 

Table 4 presents a comparison of student characteristics, school characteristics, and district 

characteristics for the full sample and by group. The “transfer out” and “applied out” groups 

have higher average expenditures per pupil suggesting this may be a characteristic that parents 

care about. In addition, the average test scores for the schools the “transfer out” and “applied 

out” groups attend tend to be higher. Moreover, on average, these two groups transfer to schools 

with lower student to teacher ratios, more experienced teachers, and lower percentages of 

students eligible for free or reduced lunch. It should be noted that these results are only averages 

and should be interpreted with caution since the do not control for any other factors. 
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Table 4: Summary of Full Sample 

    Full Sample   Transfer Out   Apply Out   Transfer In   Apply In    Control 

                       
        

Student Characteristics                      
        

Transfer  0.161 (0.367)  - -  - -  - -  - -  - - 

Grade  5.337 (4.021)  5.409 (4.021)  3.898 (4.228)  6.763 (4.302)  1.412 (4.624)  5.408 (3.965) 

Female  0.483 (0.500)  0.494 (0.500)  0.471 (0.500)  0.559 (0.499)  0.353 (0.493)  0.481 (0.500) 

African-American  0.007 (0.080)  0.009 (0.096)  0.000 (0.000)  0.011 (0.104)  - -  0.006 (0.077) 

Hispanic  0.044 (0.205)  0.009 (0.096)  0.035 (0.186)  0.022 (0.146)  - -  0.050 (0.219) 

Other, Non-White Race  0.054 (0.226)  0.067 (0.251)  0.053 (0.225)  0.086 (0.282)  - -  0.051 (0.221) 

White  0.895 (0.306)  0.914 (0.280)  0.912 (0.285)  0.882 (0.325)  - -  0.892 (0.310) 

                               

School Characteristics                              

Travel Time (in minutes)  8.030 (7.281)  8.080 (6.404)  7.681 (8.952)  13.775 (8.781)  10.578 (5.028)  7.895 (7.202) 

% Prof/Adv: Reading  43.061 (20.043)  87.706 (4.606)  42.471 (8.982)  80.978 (4.381)  35.868 (3.516)  33.804 (3.740) 

% Prof/Adv: English  74.086 (11.470)  79.430 (8.918)  82.639 (9.632)  68.967 (7.778)  78.319 (3.442)  72.600 (11.499) 

% Prof/Adv: Mathematics  50.813 (15.735)  84.965 (7.304)  53.095 (11.303)  76.997 (2.698)  42.353 (6.075)  43.585 (3.391) 

% Prof/Adv: Science  81.415 (5.364)  84.762 (6.490)  85.060 (6.662)  81.300 (3.571)  81.858 (3.210)  80.548 (4.683) 

% Prof/Adv: Social Studies  89.864 (6.546)  91.191 (7.069)  92.765 (5.492)  82.592 (6.432)  94.481 (4.879)  89.568 (6.353) 

% Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible  28.357 (7.789)  21.375 (11.547)  23.908 (13.477)  26.455 (4.523)  29.693 (5.698)  29.824 (5.515) 

% African-American  1.122 (0.752)  1.959 (1.386)  2.231 (1.444)  0.957 (0.367)  0.915 (0.109)  0.916 (0.124) 

% Hispanic  4.701 (2.135)  4.810 (3.389)  5.115 (3.983)  3.934 (1.731)  5.409 (1.605)  4.670 (1.639) 

% Other, Non-White Race  4.890 (2.119)  4.171 (3.782)  4.312 (3.582)  4.559 (1.025)  6.102 (2.363)  5.047 (1.513) 

% White  89.288 (3.792)  89.059 (6.689)  88.342 (6.950)  90.550 (2.448)  87.574 (3.695)  89.367 (2.697) 

% Female  48.813 (2.659)  48.541 (4.062)  48.177 (3.948)  49.322 (1.731)  47.894 (3.606)  48.893 (2.236) 

Student to Teacher Ratio  16.010 (2.465)  14.161 (2.229)  13.651 (1.579)  17.332 (2.619)  18.711 (2.629)  16.426 (2.303) 

% Teachers with Master’s degree or higher  36.163 (11.970)  58.613 (10.038)  55.935 (10.739)  32.585 (5.089)  30.010 (5.782)  31.311 (4.856) 

% Teachers with 5+ Years of Experience  83.471 (6.179)  82.594 (8.717)  80.628 (9.149)  92.683 (3.373)  81.211 (6.672)  83.596 (5.182) 

Charter School  0.100 (0.300)  0.073 (0.261)  0.060 (0.238)  0.086 (0.282)  0.235 (0.437)  0.107 (0.309) 

Virtual School  2.06E-04 (0.014)  0.002 (0.039)  - -  - -  - -  - - 

                               

District Characteristics                              

Expenditures per Pupil   5,857.90 (220.45)   6,173.79 (352.82)   6,283.32 (297.33)   5,863.12 (0.00)   5,777.77 (0.00)   5,777.77 (0.00) 

Means are displayed with standard deviations in parentheses. The “transfer out” and “transfer in” groups receive data from the 2011-12 school year, while the “apply out”, “apply in”, and control group receive data 
from the 2012-13 school year. 
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4.2 Survey Design 

The survey was administered to all families that used the open enrollment program to transfer 

their child(ren) into or out of the district of interest during the 2013-14 school year, used the 

open enrollment program to apply to transfer their child(ren) into or out of the district of interest 

for the 2014-15 school year, and all current residents in the district of interest who have neither 

used the open enrollment program nor have applied to use the program. The goal of the survey 

was to assess whether the educational preferences and attitudes differed in any significant way 

between these groups. The survey for each group followed the same general format, but changes 

were made to make the survey consistent with the different groups. The following are the five 

surveys and groups used in the analysis: 

(1) Transfers out of the district (in the 2013-14 school year) [Application completed 
during or before the 2012-13 school year] 

(2) Applications out of the district (for the 2014-15 school year) [Application completed 
during the 2013-14 school year] 

(3) Transfers into the district (in the 2013-14 school year) [Application completed during 
or before the 2012-13 school year] 

(4) Applications into the district (for the 2014-15 school year) [Application completed 
during the 2013-14 school year] 

(5) All resident families that attend the district in the 2013-14 school year and have not 
applied to transfer out of the district for the 2014-15 school year (“control group”) 

 
To increase coverage of the population of interest and the response rate, the survey was 

administered twice via the internet and mail for group’s one through four. For group five, the 

control group, the survey was only administered once via the internet and was only sent to those 

with email addresses. The response rate for groups one through four was approximately 30%. 

The control group had a slightly lower response rate due to only being distributed via the 

internet. In the appendix, examples of three of the surveys are provided: transfers out, 

applications in, and control. These surveys provide a “snapshot” of the questions that were 

asked. Each survey asked questions about how the characteristics of the district of interest played 
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in an open enrollment decision (if applicable) and how the characteristics of the transfer district 

(for “transfer out” and “apply out” groups) or resident district (for “transfer in” and “apply in” 

groups) played in an open enrollment decision. 

Parents that did not fall in the control group were asked to rate on a scale from 0-100 how 

much the characteristics of their resident district “pushed” them out and how much the 

characteristics of the transfer district “pulled” them. If the “push” score was greater than the 

“pull” score, then they are considered to be “pushed” and vice versa. Table 5 shows 

approximately 20% of students transferring out and 10% of students applying out were “pushed.” 

This suggests that the characteristics of the district of residence may not be playing a key role in 

the transfer decision for most parents rather relative to the characteristics of the transfer district. 

This may also suggest that parents are more influenced by things “right” with the transfer 

districts than what is “wrong” with the district of residence; however, summary statistics should 

be interpreted with caution and may be a function unique to the district of interest. 

Table 5 also presents the summary statistics for the survey responses for the full sample as 

well as by each survey group. Parents were also asked to rank the importance, on a scale from 

one to six, of the following characteristics: class size, advanced classes, remedial classes, 

elective classes, athletic facilities, and field trips. In general, each survey group views class size 

and advanced classes as one of the three most importance characteristics. In addition, they were 

asked to rank the importance, on a scale from one to eight, of the following subjects: Reading, 

English, Mathematics, Science, Social Studies, Technical Education, Computers, and Foreign 

Language. Most survey groups report Reading, English, and Mathematics as one of the three 

most important subjects. The lack of variation with these rankings suggest the stated preferences 

of parents are similar. Finally, parents were asked if participation or performance in  
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Table 5: Summary of Survey Results 

    Full Sample   Transfer Out   Apply Out   Transfer In   Apply In   Control 

                                
% Pushed  15.09% (43)  19.74% (30)  9.18% (9)  8.00% (2)  20.00% (2)  - - 

% Pulled  45.61% (130)  44.08% (67)  51.02% (50)  36.00% (9)  40.00% (4)  - - 

% Neither Pushed or Pulled  39.30% (112)  36.18% (55)  39.80% (39)  56.00% (14)  40.00% (4)  - - 

                               

Characteristic Importance                              

Class Size  94.55% (937)  97.14% (136)  95.40% (83)  100.00% (20)  100.00% (9)  93.74% (689) 

Advanced Classes  83.35% (816)  88.97% (121)  88.24% (75)  61.11% (11)  77.78% (7)  82.35% (602) 

Remedial Classes  50.05% (481)  42.06% (53)  37.50% (30)  50.00% (9)  55.56% (5)  52.75% (384) 

Elective Classes  59.05% (571)  61.54% (80)  59.26% (48)  83.33% (15)  33.33% (3)  58.30% (425) 

Athletic Facilities  20.29% (194)  15.20% (19)  18.75% (15)  38.89% (7)  22.22% (2)  20.86% (151) 

Field Trips  14.35% (137)  7.32% (9)  21.25% (17)  21.05% (4)  33.33% (3)  14.36% (104) 

                               

Subject Importance                              

Reading  81.87% (795)  86.15% (112)  63.86% (53)  80.00% (16)  100.00% (9)  82.99% (605) 

English  74.82% (731)  81.82% (108)  25.37% (67)  90.00% (18)  88.89% (8)  72.40% (530) 

Mathematics  92.85% (909)  96.97% (128)  89.41% (76)  90.00% (18)  100.00% (9)  92.50% (678) 

Science  33.64% (328)  37.12% (49)  43.37% (36)  26.32% (5)  22.22% (2)  32.24% (236) 

Social Studies  16.21% (158)  19.08% (25)  23.81% (20)  21.05% (4)  22.22% (2)  11.48% (107) 

Technical Education  12.81% (124)  8.66% (11)  13.25% (11)  11.11% (2)  11.11% (1)  13.54% (99) 

Computers  31.59% (308)  24.06% (32)  33.33% (28)  31.58% (6)  33.33% (3)  32.74% (239) 

Foreign Language  12.15% (117)  11.54% (15)  18.52% (15)  11.11% (2)  11.11% (1)  11.59% (84) 

                               

Extracurricular Participation   79.21% (785)   75.35% (107)   88.64% (78)   90.48% (19)   90.00% (9)   78.36% (572) 
For characteristic and subject importance, the percentage of parents that listed the choice in their top 3 is listed with the total number of parents in parenthesis. % Pushed and % Pulled represent the 
percentage of parents who were more influenced by characteristics of the transfer district ("pull") or their resident district ("pull"). 
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extracurricular activities was more important. The “transfer out” group has the lowest percentage 

of parents who reported that participation was more important.  

Table 6 presents the stated preferences from the survey results of the “transfer out”, “apply 

out”, “transfer in”, and “apply in” groups based on whether they were “pushed” from their 

resident district or “pulled” to their transfer district. As stated earlier, parents in these groups 

were asked, on a scale from 0-100, how much the characteristics of their resident district 

“pushed” them to transfer or apply to transfer out. Parents were also asked, on a scale from 0-

100, how much the characteristics of the transfer district (or relevant transfer district for the 

“apply out” and “apply in” group) “pulled” them into that district. If they report a higher “pull” 

number than “push” number, they are considered to be “pulled”. If they report a higher “push”  

Table 6: Summary of Survey Results for Pushed vs. Pulled 

    Pushed   Pulled   Neither 

                 

Characteristic Importance               

Class Size  92.31% (36)  96.69% (117)  98.90% (90) 

Advanced Classes  84.21% (32)  88.33% (106)  88.24% (75) 

Remedial Classes  65.79% (25)  31.25% (35)  41.77% (33) 

Elective Classes  50.00% (19)  60.53% (69)  65.43% (53) 

Athletic Facilities  15.79% (6)  23.42% (26)  13.92% (11) 

Field Trips  15.79% (6)  16.51% (18)  11.25% (9) 

                

Subject Importance               

Reading  92.31% (36)  74.14% (86)  81.71% (67) 

English  87.18% (34)  81.03% (94)  81.18% (69) 

Mathematics  89.74% (35)  95.73% (112)  92.86% (78) 

Science  17.95% (7)  35.35% (41)  47.56% (39) 

Social Studies  17.95% (7)  20.51% (24)  24.10% (20) 

Technical Education  10.26% (4)  9.57% (11)  12.66% (10) 

Computers  35.90% (14)  21.37% (25)  34.52% (29) 

Foreign Language  13.16% (5)  15.52% (18)  12.50% (10) 

                

Extracurricular Participation   69.77% (30)   80.83% (97)   86.96% (80) 
For characteristic and subject importance, the percentage of parents that listed the choice in their top 3 is 
listed with the total number of parents in parenthesis 
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number than “pull” number, they are considered to be “pushed”. Finally, if they report the same 

“push” and “push” number, they are considered to be “neither pushed nor pulled”. 

Examining the stated preferences from Table 6, all three groups report class size as 

something they find importance. The “pulled” and “neither” groups both report the availability of 

advanced classes being important, while the “pushed” group values remedial classes more. In 

addition, the “pushed” and “neither” groups appear to find Science and Mathematics classes 

more important. The “pulled” group reports that Reading and English are more important 

subjects. Table 6 only reports descriptive statistics for the pushed and pulled groups. These 

results should be interpreted with caution since they do not use econometric techniques and do 

not represent a causal relationship.  

5. Modeling Strategies 

This section will present the various models and techniques used to analyze the questions 

presented in this paper. I utilize linear probability models and multinomial logit models to 

attempt to answer these questions.  

5.1 Linear Probability Model 

The first model attempts to answer the question: which observable school characteristics are 

important in the transfer decision? I examine the role that school demographics, school quality, 

and the distance to a school play in a parent’s decision when they are deciding whether or not to 

participate in the open enrollment program.  is a dummy variable for whether or 

not the student transferred out of their resident school district and to a school in another district 

for the 2013-14 school year. I estimate the following linear probability model: 

(1) = + + + + +  
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where  is the travel time (in minutes) from the student’s residence to the 

school they attend if they transferred and the closest relevant transfer school if they did not 

transfer,  is a vector of transfer or closest relevant transfer school level characteristics,  is 

a vector of transfer or relevant transfer district level characteristics,  is a vector of student level 

characteristics for each observation,  is a vector of family characteristics for each observation, 

, , , , and  are vectors of estimable coefficients, and  is a random error term. For the 

“transfer in” and “transfer out” groups,  and  take on the values of the transfer school 

from the 2011-12 school year. For the control group, they take on the values from the 2012-13 

school year. The parents that participated in the sample applied to participate in the open 

enrollment program during the 2012-13 school year; however, the characteristics for the 2012-13 

school year were not publicly available at the time of application. Therefore, the most recent, 

publicly available data (2011-12 school year) at the time of application were used to measure 

school and district characteristics. Moreover, the control group made a decision not to apply or 

transfer in 2013-14 school year. At the time of application, the control group had 2012-13 school 

year data available to guide their decision making process.  includes: the percentage of 

students who scored proficient or advanced levels in Reading on the Wisconsin Knowledge and 

Concepts Examination (WKCE), the percentage of students who scored proficient or advanced 

levels in English on the WKCE,  the percentage of students who scored proficient or advanced 

levels in Mathematics on the WKCE,  the percentage of students who scored proficient or 

advanced levels in Science on the WKCE,  the percentage of students who scored proficient or 

advanced levels in Social Studies on the WKCE, percentage of students who are eligible for free 

or reduced eligible, the percentage of students characterized as African-American, the percentage 

of students characterized as Hispanic, the percentage of students characterized as another non-
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white race, the percentage of students who are female, the student to teacher ratio, the percentage 

of teachers who have a Master’s degree or higher, and the percentage of teachers who have five 

or more years of teaching experience.  includes the total instructional expenditures per pupil. 

 includes the student’s grade, gender, and race (African-American, Hispanic, or other, non-

white race with white as the reference group).  includes the highest level of education in the 

household (some college, Bachelor’s degree, or graduate degree with high school graduate as the 

reference group), total household income ($50K to $75K, $75K to $100K, $100K to $150K, and 

over $150K with less than $50K as the reference group), and whether or not both parents live 

with the student.  is only available for the students whose parents responded to the survey. I 

estimate the model with and without . 

5.2 Multinomial Logit Model 

The second model examines the similarities and differences in preferences of all of the 

participation groups in the district of interest (“transferred out”, “applied out”, “transferred in”, 

and “applied in”) relative to the control group (resides and attends district of interest). I estimate 

the following multinomial logit model:  

(2) =
 ( )

∑  ( )
          = 1, 2, 3,4, 5 

where  is the probability that the student’s open enrollment decision is: transferred out of 

the district of interest, applied out of the district of interest, transferred into the district of 

interest, applied into the district of interest, and resides and attends the district of interest. 

, , , ,   , , , , , and  are the same as previously defined; 

however, the student’s race is omitted since this is missing for every student who falls in the 

“apply in” group. Similar to model 1, the values of  and  for each observation are 

dependent on the group in which they fall. “Transfer in” and “transfer out” receive values from 
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the 2011-12 school year and the control group receives values from the 2012-13 school year. 

Both the “applied out” and “applied in” groups receive values from the 2012-13 school year for 

similar reasoning as the control group. Moreover, model 2 is estimated with and without . 

Estimations of the first two models will provide the revealed school characteristic preferences of 

parents.  

5.3 Survey Models 

The third and fourth models utilize survey responses to see which stated school 

characteristics are the most important to parents in their participation decision. To estimate 

which characteristics increase or decrease the probability a student transfers, I estimate a linear 

probability model similar to model 1; however, school and district characteristics are replaced 

with , a vector of survey responses. Parents, who took the survey, were asked to rank 

class size, advanced classes, remedial classes, elective classes, athletic facilities, and field trips in 

order from the most important part of academics to the least. Similarly, they ranked eight 

subjects: Mathematics, English, Social Studies, Science, Technical Education, Computers, 

Reading, and Foreign Language. For both questions, a dummy variable was created for each 

choice. If a parent ranked a choice in their top three, they received a 1; and if they did not, they 

received a 0.  includes dummy variables generated from the survey responses, and 

whether or not the parents view extracurricular participation as more important than 

performance.  

Like model 3, the fourth model uses survey responses to measure which characteristics play 

the most important role in a parent’s decision to participate in the open enrollment decision; 

however, it looks at the similarities and differences between each group relative to the control 

group. Model 4 is a multinomial logit model similar to model 2; however, school and district 
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characteristics are replaced with . Model 4 does not include the race variables of the 

student since the race of all students in the “apply in” group is unknown. Estimations of models 3 

and 4 will provide the stated preferences of the parents. All five groups were surveyed, but 

survey responses primarily came from parents of students that live in the district of interest 

(“transfer out”, “apply out”, and control groups). 

5.4 Push-Pull Multinomial Logit Model 

The final model looks at whether transfer decisions are influenced more by the district of 

interest (push), the district that students transfer to (pull), or neither. I estimate the following 

multinomial logit model to answer this question: 

(5) =
 ( ∅ )

∑  ( )
          = 1, 2, 3 

where  is a categorical variable for if the parent’s reported transferring or applying because 

they were: “pulled” (j =1), “pushed” (j = 2), or neither (j = 3).   and  

are vectors of characteristics for the transfer district and resident district, respectively. These 

vectors include the variables in previously defined vectors  and  and ∅, , and  are 

estimable coefficients. I estimate this model including the “transfer out”, “apply out”, “transfer 

in”, and “apply in” groups as a collective, and also using just the “transfer out” group. Due to 

high levels of multicollinearity,  drops out of the “transfer out” estimation because 

all students are from the same resident district. 

6. Results 

6.1 Linear Probability Model Estimations 

Table 7 presents the estimation results of model 1 which examines the relationship between 

school characteristics and the whether or not a student utilizes the open enrollment program. 

When estimating the full sample, I find that if the Reading or Mathematics scores increase one 
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percentage point at the school a child attends, the probability that they transferred to the school 

increases by 1.8 percentage points and 0.3 percentage points, respectively. The sign of the 

coefficients suggests that parents that participate in the open enrollment program, are attracted to 

schools with higher Reading and Mathematics test scores. If the school’s Science or Social 

Studies scores increase by one percentage point, the probability the student transferred there 

decreases by 0.8 and 0.6 percentage points, respectively. In addition, the probability that student 

transferred decreases by 0.2 percentage points if the school they attend has a one percentage 

point decrease in the percentage of students eligible for free or reduced lunch. A one percentage 

point increase in the percentage of female students, one percentage point decrease in percentage 

of teachers with at least five years of experience, and $1,000 decrease in expenditures per pupil 

leads to an increase in the probability the student transferred to the school by 0.4 percentage 

points, 0.1 percentage points, and 0.4 percentage points, respectively; but, the probability the 

student transferred increases by 1.8 percentage points when the school they attend has a one 

student increase in student to teacher ratios and 0.7 percentage point increase in probability when 

the percentage of Hispanic students increases by one percentage point and the percentage of 

White students decreases by one percentage point. 

However, estimation 2 in Table 7 shows when I control for the characteristics of the child’s 

household, the preference for schools with lower Social Studies scores, lower levels of students 

with free or reduced lunch, lower levels of female students, lower levels teachers with at least 

five years of experience, and lower expenditures per pupil become insignificant. I can conclude 

that if the Reading or Mathematics test scores at the school the student attends is one percentage 

point larger, the probability they transferred to the school increases by 1.7 percentage points and 

0.3 percentage points, respectively. For both estimations, the travel time to the transfer school or  
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Table 7: Estimation Results for Model 1 (LPM) 
  Full Sample   Survey Sample 
  (1)   (2) 
         

School Characteristics         

Travel Time (in minutes)  -1.09E-04 (8.41E-05)  -3.55E-05 (9.30E-05) 

% Prof/Adv: Reading  0.018*** (3.87E-04)  0.017*** (0.001) 

% Prof/Adv: English  0.001 (0.001)  -0.002 (0.001) 

% Prof/Adv: Mathematics  0.003*** (0.001)  0.003** (0.002) 

% Prof/Adv: Science  -0.008*** (0.001)  -0.007*** (0.002) 

% Prof/Adv: Social Studies  -0.006*** (0.001)  -0.002 (0.002) 

% Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible  -0.002*** (4.56E-04)  -0.001 (0.001) 

% African-American1  0.007 (0.007)  0.005 (0.009) 

% Hispanic1  0.021*** (0.002)  0.015*** (0.003) 

% Other, Non-White Race1  0.001 (0.002)  -0.001 (0.004) 

% Female  -0.004** (0.002)  -0.004 (0.004) 

Student to Teacher Ratio  0.018*** (0.001)  0.022*** (0.006) 

% Teachers with Master’s degree or higher  -3.00E-04 (2.69E-04)  0.001 (0.001) 

% Teachers with 5+ Years of Experience  -0.001* (0.001)  0.001 (0.002) 

Charter School  -0.005 (0.010)  -0.058* (0.031) 

Virtual School  -0.405*** (0.042)  -0.478*** (0.114) 
       

District Characteristics       

Expenditures per Pupil  -4.00E-05*** (1.37E-04)  -3.76E-05 (2.59E-05) 

       

Student Characteristics       

Grade  -0.007*** (0.001)  -0.008*** (0.001) 

Female  -0.001 (0.001)  -0.002 (0.002) 

Black2 
 0.007 (0.008)  0.019*** (0.006) 

Hispanic2 
 0.004* (0.002)  -0.001 (0.004) 

Other, Non-White Race2 
 -0.001 (0.003)  0.021** (0.009) 

       

Household Characteristics        

Highest Education: Some College3  - -  -0.001 (0.003) 

Highest Education: Bachelor's3  - -  0.005* (0.003) 

Highest Education: Graduate3  - -  0.002 (0.003) 

Income: $50K to $75K4  - -  -0.003 (0.003) 

Income: $75K to $100K4  - -  0.001 (0.003) 

Income: $100K to $150K4  - -  0.001 (0.003) 

Income: Over $150K4  - -  0.002 (0.004) 

Two Parent Household  - -  0.001 (0.002) 

       

Constant  0.648*** (0.105)  0.093 (0.382) 

N  3,900  717 

Adjusted R-squared  0.993  0.995 
Robust standard errors are in parentheses. ***, **, and * represent significance at the 0.01, 0.05, and 0.10 respectively. 
1Reference group is % White 
2Reference group is White 
3Reference group is Highest Education: High School 
4Reference group is Income: Less than $50K 
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nearest relevant school has a small and insignificant effect on the probability of open enrollment 

participation. This suggests that parents are not concerned about distance as initially 

hypothesized, but instead are more concerned about school quality and providing their child(ren)  

with the best possible education. Household characteristics were obtained from the survey 

results, so this estimation only includes observations from the survey sample. 

6.2 Multinomial Logit Model Estimations 

Table 8 shows the estimation results of model 2. Model 2 utilizes the survey responses and 

attempts to find the relationship between the stated preferences of parents and the decision to 

participate in the open enrollment program. The estimated coefficients for these models allow us 

to look at a difference in the probability that a student falls in the “transfer out”, “apply out”, 

“transfer in”, or “apply in” group relative to the control group. Again, I estimate the model with 

and without household controls to see if the results are robust to income. These two estimations 

yield slightly different results between the full sample and the survey sample on a number of 

characteristics. For example, if I do not control for household characteristics, relative to the 

control group, a student is more likely to fall in the “transfer out” group with an increase in travel 

times, attending a school with higher Reading, English, and Mathematics scores, attending a 

school with higher numbers of Hispanic students, attending a school with higher numbers of 

teachers with Master’s degrees, attending a charter and/or virtual schools, and attending a school 

that resides in a district with higher expenditures per pupil.  

Moreover, Table 8 shows a student is more likely to fall in the “transfer out” group if they 

attend schools with lower Science and Social Studies scores, lower levels of students eligible for 

free or reduced lunch, lower levels of African-American students, lower levels of female 

students, and lower student to teacher ratios. When controlling for household characteristics,   
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Table 8: Estimation Results for Model 2 (Multinomial Logit) 

    Full Sample   Survey Sample 
  (1)  (2) 

    Transfer Out Apply Out Transfer In Apply In   Transfer Out Apply Out Transfer In Apply In 
                 
School Characteristics              
Travel Time (in minutes)  0.019*** -0.002 -0.004 0.023***  0.020*** -0.020 -0.099*** 0.729*** 

   (0.004) (0.008) (0.019) (0.006)  (0.007) (0.013) (0.034) (0.129) 

% Prof/Adv: Reading  0.452*** -1.879*** 0.320*** 0.901***  0.319*** -0.919*** 0.286*** 0.718*** 

   (0.023) (0.077) (0.026) (0.052)  (0.071) (0.059) (0.083) (0.146) 

% Prof/Adv: English  0.054*** 1.382*** 0.159*** 0.100**  0.048 0.357** -0.159*** 0.233 

   (0.016) (0.062) (0.030) (0.050)  (0.076) (0.147) (0.054) (0.193) 

% Prof/Adv: Mathematics  -0.098*** 1.464*** 0.118*** -1.261***  0.105** 0.888*** 0.203*** -0.955*** 

   (0.026) (0.056) (0.030) (0.112)  (0.051) (0.071) (0.053) (0.269) 

% Prof/Adv: Science  -0.269*** -0.771*** -0.215*** 0.492***  -0.145*** 0.245** -0.384*** 0.900*** 

   (0.033) (0.056) (0.045) (0.115)  (0.046) (0.097) (0.055) (0.199) 

% Prof/Adv: Social Studies  -0.248*** -1.164*** -0.180*** -1.189***  -0.122 -0.679*** 0.225* -1.441** 

   (0.028) (0.057) (0.062) (0.231)  (0.217) (0.258) (0.136) (0.570) 

% Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible  -0.071*** -0.089*** -0.037 0.424***  -0.012 0.104 0.256*** 1.178*** 

   (0.021) (0.025) (0.050) (0.037)  (0.052) (0.066) (0.070) (0.278) 

% African-American2  -0.913*** 5.958*** 0.472*** -1.964***  0.630 -0.446 1.159* -12.900*** 

   (0.155) (0.299) (0.181) (0.271)  (0.958) (0.482) (0.691) (3.568) 

% Hispanic2  0.280*** -3.509*** -0.993*** 0.427  -0.158 -0.926*** -1.257*** -3.360*** 

   (0.057) (0.202) (0.089) (0.360)  (0.159) (0.138) (0.231) (0.727) 

% Other, Non-White Race2  0.020 -1.616*** 0.591*** 0.609***  -0.587** -0.637*** -1.124*** -3.083*** 

   (0.052) (0.120) (0.061) (0.163)  (0.252) (0.210) (0.275) (1.146) 

% Female  -0.291*** -0.657*** -0.144 1.046***  0.530*** 0.450*** 0.581*** 0.764 

   (0.097) (0.106) (0.162) (0.134)  (0.105) (0.082) (0.133) (0.500) 

Student to Teacher Ratio  -1.114*** -3.944*** 0.224* -0.682***  0.154 -0.944*** 1.943*** -0.462 

   (0.064) (0.092) (0.129) (0.132)  (0.557) (0.260) (0.537) (0.703) 

% Teachers with Master’s degree or higher  0.341*** 0.736*** -0.302*** 0.293***  0.285*** 0.527*** -0.070 0.540*** 

   (0.007) (0.023) (0.024) (0.031)  (0.089) (0.035) (0.084) (0.153) 

% Teachers with 5+ Years of Experience  -0.031 0.233*** 0.615*** -0.140**  0.090 -0.277*** 0.562*** 0.044 

   (0.021) (0.047) (0.037) (0.062)  (0.082) (0.047) (0.081) (0.241) 

Charter School  5.755*** 16.660*** -9.999*** 10.510***  -5.395 6.977*** -11.690*** 9.490 
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   (0.506) (0.745) (1.090) (0.978)  (3.489) (1.586) (3.545) (7.679) 

Virtual School  11.480*** 61.180*** -3.711 6.409*  -18.710 3.211 -67.340*** 2.890 

   (1.709) (2.048) (3.000) (3.287)  (16.680) (7.729) (15.970) (19.870) 
District Characteristics              

Expenditures per Pupil  0.004*** 0.022*** 0.003*** -0.013***  0.008*** 0.024*** 0.012*** 0.027*** 

   (4.93E-04) (0.001) (4.95E-04) (0.003)  (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.006) 
Student Characteristics              

Grade  -0.160*** -0.170*** -0.317*** -0.857*  -0.602 -0.096 -0.500 -1.914*** 

   (0.041) (0.043) (0.045) (0.496)  (0.601) (0.347) (0.395) (0.399) 

Female  -0.240 -0.110 0.263 0.024  0.169 -0.011 -0.180 -6.421*** 

   (0.152) (0.132) (0.162) (0.663)  (0.273) (0.166) (0.204) (1.241) 

Household Characteristics              

Highest Education: Some College2 
 - - - -  0.265 0.262 0.177 -30.100*** 

   - - - -  (0.418) (0.287) (0.328) (6.057) 

Highest Education: Bachelor's2 
 - - - -  -0.729 -0.146 1.210*** 49.430*** 

   - - - -  (0.463) (0.285) (0.319) (8.108) 

Highest Education: Graduate2 
 - - - -  -1.781*** -0.356 1.536*** 50.870*** 

   - - - -  (0.585) (0.330) (0.317) (8.354) 

Income: 50K to 75K3 
 - - - -  0.841** 0.897*** -1.035*** 1.965** 

   - - - -  (0.336) (0.205) (0.283) (0.850) 

Income: 75K to 100K3 
 - - - -  -0.551 -0.248 0.700** -8.916*** 

   - - - -  (0.441) (0.276) (0.280) (1.376) 

Income: 100K to 150K3 
 - - - -  1.866*** 0.756*** -0.497 -3.929*** 

   - - - -  (0.388) (0.261) (0.312) (0.819) 

Income: Over 150K3 
 - - - -  1.029* 0.449 0.116 -8.856*** 

   - - - -  (0.569) (0.296) (0.381) (1.195) 

Two Parent Household  - - - -  -0.384 -0.271 -0.989*** 29.380*** 

   - - - -  (0.431) (0.188) (0.243) (4.962) 

           
Constant  19.530*** -3.150 -59.370*** 100.700***  -92.090*** -139.100*** -175.200*** -233.800*** 

   (5.962) (7.184) (11.360) (20.080)  (11.150) (17.430) (27.140) (52.450) 
N  4,144   796 
Log-Likelihood   -45.770   -3.105 
Robust standard errors are in parentheses. ***, **, and * represent significance at the 0.01, 0.05, and 0.10 respectively. 
1Reference group is % White 
2Reference group is Highest Education: High School 
3Reference group is Income: Less than $50K 
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many of these differences disappear. Students are still more likely to transfer with an increase in 

travel times, higher Reading and Mathematics, higher levels of teachers with a Master’s degree 

or higher, and higher expenditures per pupil. These results complement the findings from model 

1. Parents that are transferring out of the district of interest are not concerned about distance and 

may be willing to travel the extra distance to make sure their child(ren) attends a higher quality 

school.  

Table 8 displays the results for the “apply out”, “transfer in”, and “apply in” groups relative 

to control group again yield different estimations for the full sample (without household 

characteristics) and the survey sample (with household characteristics). In addition, the 

difference in these groups show that the preferences for parents in each group vary. When 

controlling for household characteristics, I find that students are more likely to fall into the 

“transfer in” group if there is a decrease in the travel time to the school attended relative to the 

control group. The other groups are either indifferent or are willing to travel a longer distance. 

This may suggest that students that fall in the “transfer in” group choose to transfer to the district 

of interest due to proximity whereas the other groups put a greater emphasis on other 

characteristics.  

In addition, Table 8 shows that students are more likely to fall in each group relative to the 

control group, if the school they attend has an increase in Reading and Mathematics scores, 

except for the “apply out” group, who displays a willingness to tolerate lower Reading test scores 

for other characteristics they prefer. Moreover, there appears to be a theme that these survey 

groups prefer areas with higher levels of white students, more educated teachers, and districts 

that spend more per pupil on instruction. 
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Using the estimations from models 1 and 2, I am able to examine the revealed preferences of 

parents. Estimations of models 1 and 2 suggest that school quality, Reading and Mathematics 

scores in particular, are a key characteristic that parents prefer. In addition, distance to the 

transfer or relevant school is not a main driver in making an open enrollment decision. That is, in 

some cases, parents are willing to travel further to make sure their child(ren) attend their school 

of choice, but not across all specifications. 

6.3 Survey Models Estimations 

Table 9 displays the estimation results for models 3 and 4. These models implement stated 

preferences of parents using their survey responses by looking at the relationship between their 

survey responses and their participation in the open enrollment program. Model 3 estimations 

suggest that if a parent states they care more about class size and English, the probability they 

transfer their child(ren) increases by 8.7 percentage points and 7.1 percentage points 

respectively. In addition, if a parent states they care more about field trips, the probability they 

transfer their child(ren) from their resident district decreases by 8.0 percentage points. With so 

few significant variables, these results suggest the parents who transfer their child(ren) and those 

that do not, have similar stated preferences.  

However, when estimating model 4, relative to the control group, I find all other survey 

groups care less about Technical Education classes. In addition, relative to the control group, the 

students are more likely to fall in the “transfer out” and “apply in” groups if their parents show a 

preference for Mathematics, Social Studies, and English classes. I find that across all survey 

groups, the value of advanced classes is not statistically different than the control group. Also, 

student are more likely to fall in both the “transfer in” and “apply in” survey groups if their 

parents place a greater importance on athletic facilities relative to the control group. This may  
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Table 9: Estimation Results for Models 3 and 4 

  LPM  Multinomial Logit 

  (1)  (2) 
    Transfer    Transfer Out Apply Out Transfer In Apply In 

        
Travel Time (in minutes)   1.47E-04   -0.001 -0.001 0.024** 0.331*** 
   (0.001)   (0.012) (0.036) (0.011) (0.125) 
Extracurricular Participation   -0.015   -0.279 1.533*** 2.113 4.453** 
   (0.033)   (0.274) (0.441) (1.490) (2.265) 
Characteristic Importance          

Class Size   0.087**   0.686 0.580 17.150*** 17.160*** 
   (0.040)   (0.762) (0.872) (0.804) (2.727) 
Advanced Classes   -0.055   -0.208 0.417 0.468 1.737 
   (0.040)   (0.415) (0.481) (0.426) (1.177) 
Remedial Classes   -0.011   -0.151 -0.926** 1.989** 1.479 
   (0.035)   (0.367) (0.380) (0.853) (1.268) 
Elective Classes   0.017   0.021 0.143 2.663*** 0.132 
   (0.032)   (0.332) (0.372) (0.834) (1.470) 
Athletic Facilities   -0.024   -0.555 0.137 3.461*** 2.527* 
   (0.038)   (0.417) (0.382) (0.988) (1.440) 
Field Trips   -0.080*   -0.705 0.659* -0.815 1.168 
   (0.041)   (0.497) (0.376) (0.541) (1.260) 
Subject Importance          

Reading   0.035   0.491 -1.608*** 0.655 40.740*** 
   (0.038)   (0.420) (0.380) (1.168) (15.120) 
English   0.071**   0.752* 0.468 1.309 3.398** 
   (0.036)   (0.435) (0.489) (0.799) (1.399) 
Mathematics   0.081*   1.149* -0.660 0.550 22.840*** 
   (0.045)   (0.656) (0.460) (1.654) (4.812) 
Science   0.034   0.666* -0.148 -0.048 1.662 
   (0.036)   (0.392) (0.351) (1.087) (1.326) 
Social Studies   0.087   1.160** -0.041 -1.846 2.760*** 
   (0.054)   (0.497) (0.472) (1.268) (1.023) 
Technical Education   -0.035   -1.159** -1.281** -2.324** -9.020** 
   (0.041)   (0.492) (0.617) (1.085) (3.859) 
Computers   -0.003   0.032 -0.010 1.047 2.980** 
   (0.035)   (0.431) (0.465) (0.682) (1.213) 
Foreign Language   -0.004   -0.080 1.819*** 0.997 -3.050 
   (0.069)   (0.878) (0.642) (0.969) (2.068) 
Student Characteristics          

Grade   -0.009**   -0.086*** -0.198*** 0.050 -0.533** 
   (0.004)   (0.032) (0.044) (0.076) (0.224) 
Female   -0.051**   -0.344 -0.014 -1.279** -2.785*** 
   (0.026)   (0.225) (0.304) (0.597) (0.918) 
Black1   -0.251***   - - - - 
   (0.072)   - - - - 
Hispanic1   -0.005   - - - - 
   (0.069)   - - - - 
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Other, Non-White Race1   0.211**   - - - - 
   (0.087)   - - - - 

Household Characteristics          

Highest Education: Some College2   0.031   1.594* 1.871 13.380*** -30.890** 
   (0.034)   (0.840) (1.387) (1.826) (13.060) 
Highest Education: Bachelor's2   0.051   1.427* 1.069 16.120*** 13.550*** 
   (0.037)   (0.846) (1.403) (1.206) (1.837) 
Highest Education: Graduate2   0.108**   1.713** 0.735 16.960*** 15.300*** 
   (0.043)   (0.841) (1.409) (1.128) (1.820) 
Income: 50K to 75K3   0.033   0.632 1.525*** -1.369 -0.925 
   (0.035)   (0.586) (0.507) (0.980) (1.655) 
Income: 75K to 100K3   0.131***   1.406** 1.593*** 0.090 -2.372 
   (0.041)   (0.572) (0.547) (0.717) (1.510) 
Income: 100K to 150K3   0.128***   1.503*** 1.316** -0.170 -4.671** 
   (0.043)   (0.583) (0.570) (0.773) (2.191) 
Income: Over 150K3   0.127**   1.695*** -0.678 -1.473 -3.141 
   (0.055)   (0.640) (1.243) (1.040) (2.182) 
Two Parent Household   -0.028   -0.124 -0.421 -0.355 29.710*** 
   (0.035)   (0.447) (0.452) (0.966) (9.366) 
        
Constant   -0.091   -6.297*** -4.127** -44.090*** -137.300*** 
   (0.105)   (1.803) (1.773) (3.237) (34.790) 
N   774   853 
Log-Likelihood   -275.600   -540.000 
Robust standard errors are in parentheses. ***, **, and * represent significance at the 0.01, 0.05, and 0.10 respectively. 
1Reference group is White 
2Reference group is Highest Education: High School 
3Reference group is Income: Less than $50K 

 

suggest that the athletics of the district of interest are valued by parents outside of the district. 

Finally, estimations of model 4 suggests that parents are not deterred by distance. 

Comparing the estimation results from Table 7 and 8 to Table 9, I am able to compare the 

revealed preferences to the stated preferences of parents. In general, I find that the stated 

preferences of the parents for each group are fairly similar and parents state they value similar 

school characteristics; however, when faced with a decision to participate in open enrollment, 

these revealed preferences are more evident. For example, the stated preferences from Table 9 

show that Reading importance does not increase or decrease the probability that a student 

transferred, but the revealed preferences from Table 7 shows that an increase in Reading scores 

leads to an increase in the probability the student transferred. While there is some evidence to 
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suggest there are more characteristics parents are attracted to, I find there are two main school 

characteristics that parents prefer above all else: Reading test scores and Mathematics test scores. 

In addition, relative to the control group, all estimations suggest that parents do not care more or 

less about the distance travelled to send their child(ren) and may be willing to travel further to 

attend a school with higher academic quality. While the revealed and stated preferences yield 

different results, the difference may stem from a parents willingness to learn more about schools 

in other districts and to act on their stated preferences. 

6.4 Push-Pull Multinomial Logit Model Estimations 

Table 10 presents the estimation results of model 5. This model attempts to find which 

characteristics from the transfer district “pull” the students in and which characteristics from the 

resident district “push” the students out relative to neither “pushed” nor “pulled”. I estimate the 

model twice using all survey groups and just the “transfer out” group. In addition, I estimate the 

model twice with two different references groups to look at significance across all three 

combinations: “pushed” vs. “neither pushed nor pulled”, “pulled” vs. “neither pushed nor 

pulled”, and “pushed” vs. “pulled”. When examining the aggregate, I find that the probability 

that a student is “pushed” from their resident school decreases when their resident school has 

higher Science test scores and higher levels of students of another, non-white race and increases 

when the transfer school is a virtual school. Moreover, the aggregate shows that the probability a 

student is “pulled” from their resident school increases when their transfer school has higher 

levels of Hispanic students.  

In addition, the probability a student is “pulled” from their resident school decreases if the 

transfer school is further away, has higher Reading and English scores, higher levels of students 

that are eligible for free or reduced lunch, higher levels of teachers with at least five years of 
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experience, and if the transfer school is a virtual school. Looking at the resident school 

characteristics, the probability a student is “pulled” from their resident school increases with 

higher Reading test scores and higher levels of Hispanic students, but decrease with higher 

Science scores, higher levels of students of another, non-white race, and higher levels of teachers 

with at least five years of experience. These results may seem to contradict previous estimations 

results; however, model 5 estimates do not include the control group. These estimations suggest 

that there are few differences in the preferences associated with students who are “pushed” and 

“pulled” from a district.  

There is little evidence to suggest that higher test scores are playing a role in whether or not 

the student was “pushed” or “pulled”. For example, an increase in the resident districts Reading 

and Mathematics scores have no significant effect on the probability that the student was 

“pushed” from that district. I do find evidence to suggest that higher Reading and Mathematics 

test scores in the transfer district decrease the probability the student was “pulled” to the transfer 

district relative to being neither “pushed” nor “pulled”.  

There are few significant differences between the “push” and “pull” group; however, travel 

time is significant. These estimations from that if travel time to the transfer school increases, the 

student was less likely to be “pulled” to the transfer school. This suggests that parents are aware 

of distance when making an open enrollment decision. If they choose to participate, they are less 

likely to be attracted to a school if it is too far away. This main result suggests that while distance 

may not play a large role in the participation process, it does when choosing where to go. Model 

5 estimations tell us about the preferences that are associated with the students who are 

transferring or apply to transfer rather than how they differ from the control group. 
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Table 10: Estimation Results for Question 5 (Multinomial Logit) 
  Transfer/Apply  Transfer Out 

  (1)  (2) 

    
Push vs. 
Neither 

Pull vs. 
Neither 

Push vs. 
Pull 

 Push vs. 
Neither 

Pull vs. 
Neither 

Push vs. 
Pull 

             

Travel Time (in minutes)  0.014 -0.033* -0.047*   0.061 -0.099 -0.159* 
   (0.025) (0.019) (0.026)   (0.081) (0.063) (0.089) 

Transfer School Characteristics            
% Prof/Adv: Reading  -0.068 -0.169* -0.101   -0.115 -0.577 -0.462 
   (0.110) (0.088) (0.094)   (0.210) (0.580) (0.459) 
% Prof/Adv: English  0.008 -0.086** -0.093   0.017 0.045 0.028 
   (0.087) (0.038) (0.087)   (0.059) (0.058) (0.066) 
% Prof/Adv: Mathematics  -0.051 0.008 0.059   -0.032 0.108 0.140 
   (0.106) (0.069) (0.102)   (0.152) (0.160) (0.173) 
% Prof/Adv: Science  0.004 0.096 0.092   -0.028 0.425* 0.453* 
   (0.156) (0.088) (0.136)   (0.114) (0.245) (0.251) 
% Prof/Adv: Social Studies  0.117 0.076 -0.041   -0.048 -0.150 -0.103 
   (0.132) (0.080) (0.129)   (0.133) (0.106) (0.148) 
% Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible  -0.159 -0.230*** -0.071   -0.093 -0.097 -0.004 
   (0.099) (0.067) (0.091)   (0.100) (0.137) (0.142) 
% African-American1  -0.270 0.258 0.528   -0.165 1.471** 1.636** 
   (0.357) (0.319) (0.356)   (0.495) (0.731) (0.739) 
% Hispanic1  0.396 0.542*** 0.146   0.251 0.395 0.145 
   (0.254) (0.207) (0.218)   (0.233) (0.297) (0.293) 
% Other, Non-White Race1  -0.021 0.014 0.035   -0.029 -0.452* -0.424 
   (0.126) (0.080) (0.119)   (0.350) (0.252) (0.352) 
% Female  -0.146 -0.070 0.075   -0.261 -0.034 0.227 
   (0.142) (0.108) (0.126)   (0.318) (0.183) (0.314) 
Student to Teacher Ratio  -0.021 0.276 0.296   -0.362 0.161 0.523 
   (0.391) (0.201) (0.414)   (0.663) (0.370) (0.620) 
% Teachers with Master’s degree or higher  -0.014 0.043 0.058   0.021 0.100 0.080 
   (0.042) (0.030) (0.047)   (0.044) (0.129) (0.119) 
% Teachers with 5+ Years of Experience  0.004 -0.070* -0.074   -0.014 0.153 0.167 
   (0.080) (0.040) (0.078)   (0.131) (0.117) (0.119) 
Charter School  3.353 1.816 -1.537   -11.190 11.900 23.095** 
   (2.084) (1.753) (2.322)   (7.594) (7.265) (8.231) 
Virtual School  23.630*** -9.457** -33.092***   43.470* -21.040* -64.510** 
   (9.051) (4.769) (9.378)   (25.220) (11.760) (23.286) 

Transfer District Characteristics            
Expenditures per Pupil  0.001 0.002 0.001   -0.003 -0.002 1.10E-04 
   (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)   (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) 

Resident School Characteristics            
% Prof/Adv: Reading  0.036 0.141* 0.105   - - - 
   (0.111) (0.085) (0.095)   - - - 
% Prof/Adv: English  0.162 0.189 0.027   - - - 
   (0.202) (0.195) (0.100)   - - - 
% Prof/Adv: Mathematics  0.012 0.006 -0.006   - - - 
   (0.102) (0.078) (0.102)   - - - 
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% Prof/Adv: Science  -0.623** -0.351** 0.272   - - - 
   (0.263) (0.141) (0.236)   - - - 
% Prof/Adv: Social Studies  -0.210 -0.479 -0.268   - - - 
   (0.508) (0.378) (0.266)   - - - 
% Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible  0.030 0.052 0.022   - - - 
   (0.153) (0.152) (0.107)   - - - 
% African-American1  -4.585 -0.535 4.050   - - - 
   (4.140) (1.485) (3.083)   - - - 
% Hispanic1  -0.035 1.136** 1.172*   - - - 
   (0.696) (0.448) (0.708)   - - - 
% Other, Non-White Race1  -0.711** -0.640** 0.071   - - - 
   (0.335) (0.294) (0.236)   - - - 
% Female  0.557 1.209 0.652   - - - 
   (0.595) (0.945) (0.489)   - - - 
Student to Teacher Ratio  0.230 -0.051 -0.282   - - - 
   (0.375) (0.222) (0.372)   - - - 
% Teachers with Master’s degree or higher  -0.194 -0.026 0.169*   - - - 
   (0.182) (0.122) (0.093)   - - - 
% Teachers with 5+ Years of Experience  0.066 -0.150** -0.215   - - - 
   (0.142) (0.059) (0.145)   - - - 
Charter School  -3.600 -2.181 1.419   - - - 
   (6.703) (6.302) (2.223)   - - - 

Resident District Characteristics           
Expenditures per Pupil  0.028 0.005 -0.023*   - - - 
   (0.026) (0.014) (0.014)   - - - 
         
Constant  -136.000 -31.660 104.356   51.840 12.300 -39.534 
   (182.900) (129.200) (81.201)   (37.140) (39.790) 48.454 
N  187   116 
Log-Likelihood   -146.900   -92.980 
Robust standard errors are in parentheses. ***, **, and * represent significance at the 0.01, 0.05, and 0.10 respectively. 
For the push vs. pull column, push is the reference group. 
1Reference group is % White 

 

When estimating the model using just the “transfer out” survey group, the probability a 

student is “pushed” increases if the school they are transferring to is a virtual school. This result 

is consist with the aggregate estimation and suggests that students are being “pushed” from their 

resident district and the district of interest due to lack of a virtual school and the view that 

homeschooling is more beneficial to the students. The probability a student is “pulled” increases 

if the school they transfer to has higher Science test scores and higher levels of African-

American students. The probability the students are being “pulled” decreases with higher levels 
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of student of another, non-white race and if they attend a virtual school. Since I do not have 

parent preference responses specific to the district of interest and the transfer district, I am unable 

to estimate this model with these survey responses.  

Similar to before, an increase in the travel time to a school is less likely to lead for the 

student to be “pulled” to the transfer school relative to being “pushed” by the resident school. 

This is consistent with the previous estimation of Model 5. Both estimations suggest that there 

may not be a large difference in the school characteristics that “pushed” parents and “pulled” 

parents prefer, but there is a difference in their travel preferences. Shorter travel times are more 

likely to “pull” students, while longer travel times are more likely to lead to the student being 

“pushed” out of their resident district.  

7. Conclusions 

This paper examined several broad questions in regards to Wisconsin’s open enrollment 

program using a unique, student level data set from a “quasi-anonymous” school district with a 

large percentage of students transferring out. I examined the revealed preferences of parents by 

looking at the school characteristics parents are most attracted to and the differences across 

groups related to these characteristics, the stated preferences of parents by examining what is 

most important to parents using survey responses, and the “push” characteristics of the resident 

district and the “pull” characteristics of transfer districts. Using linear probability and 

multinomial logit models to answer these questions, I conclude that parents appear to care about 

test results of the school. This may be signaling that school quality and performance is a major 

consideration when deciding whether or not to transfer to an out of district school through an 

open enrollment program. In addition, parents are not deterred by longer travel times and further 

distances to the transfer school when making the transfer decision; however, once that decision is 
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made, they are less likely to be “pulled” by the transfer school if it is further away. If the students 

transferring are high achieving, this could lead to sorting between schools and have positive or 

negative peer effects. That is, high achieving students cluster at one school and lower achieving 

students cluster at another. This paper only examines one district’s open enrollment environment 

and the results presented may be unique to the district of interest. In addition, this paper does not 

examine the impact of open enrollment on students, but the results suggest that this may be 

something to consider. 

This paper attempts to fill the gap in the open enrollment literature by examining the stated 

and revealed preferences of parents. The results of the paper may be unique to the district of 

interest and other districts that see similar losses due to open enrollment or other school choice 

programs. Some main results such as academic quality align with previous literature. If districts 

are actively attempting to maximize their net transfers, they may want to focus on improving the 

academic quality of their schools. While the results of this paper suggest that improving the 

academic quality of their schools may not encourage or deter resident parents from participating 

in the open enrollment program, districts may see an increase in the number of transfers in. 

Moreover, if a district is able to improve the academic quality of their schools relative to is 

adjacent districts, parents may be willing to travel further to attend the schools with higher 

academic quality.   



42 
 

 
 

References 
 
Armor, D. J., & Peiser, B. M. (1997). Competition in education: A case study of interdistrict 

choice (No. 12). Pioneer Inst for Public. 
 
Armor, D. J., & Peiser, B. M. (1998). Interdistrict choice in Massachusetts. Learning from school 

choice, 157-186. 
 
Babington and Welsch (2016). How Does Minnesota’s Open Enrollment Program Affect Student 

Performance. Forthcoming in Journal of Education Finance. 
 
Carlson, D. (2014). School choice and educational stratification. Policy Studies Journal, 42(2), 

269-304. 
 
Carlson, D., Lavery, L., & Witte, J. F. (2011). The determinants of interdistrict open enrollment 

flows evidence from two states. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 33(1), 76-
94. 

 
Fossey, R. (1994). Open enrollment in Massachusetts: Why families choose. Educational 

Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 16(3), 320-334. 
 
Fowler, F. C. (1996). Participation in Ohio's Inter district Open Enrollment Option: Exploring 

the Supply-Side of Choice. Educational Policy, 10(4), 518-536. 
 
Holme, J. J., & Richards, M. P. (2009). School choice and stratification in a regional context: 

Examining the role of inter-district choice. Peabody Journal of Education, 84(2), 150-
171. 

 
Institute of Metropolitan Opportunity. (2013). Open enrollment and racial segregation in the 

Twin Cities: 2000-2010. University of Minnesota Law School: Minneapolis, MN. 
Retrieved June 12, 2016 from 
https://www1.law.umn.edu/uploads/30/c7/30c7d1fd89a6b132c81b36b37a79e9e1/Open-
Enrollment-and-Racial-Segregation-Final.pdf 

 
Lavery, L., & Carlson, D. (2015). Dynamic participation in interdistrict open 

enrollment. Educational Policy, 29(5), 746-779. 
 
Powers, J. M., Topper, A. M., & Silver, M. (2012). Public school choice and student mobility in 

metropolitan Phoenix. Journal of School Choice, 6(2), 209-234. 
 
Reback, R. (2008). Demand (and supply) in an inter-district public school choice 

program. Economics of Education Review, 27(4), 402-416. 
 
Welsch, D. M., Statz, B., & Skidmore, M. (2010). An examination of inter-district public school 

transfers in Wisconsin. Economics of Education Review, 29(1), 126-137. 
 



43 
 

 
 

Welsch, D. M., & Zimmer, D. M. (2012). Do student migrations affect school performance? 
Evidence from Wisconsin's inter-district public school program. Economics of Education 
Review, 31(1), 195-207. 

 
Welsch, D. M., & Zimmer, D. M. (2015). The Relationship Between Student Transfers and 

District Academic Performance: Accounting for Feedback Effects. Education Finance 
and Policy. 

 
Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction (2015). Open Enrollment Informational Paper 26, 

Wisconsin Legislative Fiscal Bureau. 
  



44 
 

 
 

Appendix 
 

For each map, the district of interest is darkly shaded and the adjacent districts are labeled as 
“District A” through “District H”.
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Example Survey 1: TRANSFERS OUT 
 

1. In the chart below, please mark the location where each of your children currently 
attends school (District of Interest, Other Public, or Parochial/Private), as well as 
each child’s current grade-level. (Please mark your answer with an ‘X’ in the 
appropriate box) 
  

 District of Interest 
School 

Other Public School 
District 

Parochial/Private 
School 

4K: 4 year old  
kindergarten 

   

5K: 5 year old  
kindergarten 

   

1st Grade    
2nd Grade    
3rd Grade    
4th Grade    
5th Grade    
6th Grade    
7th Grade    
8th Grade    
9th Grade    
10th Grade    
11th Grade    
12th Grade    

 
If you marked Other Public School District, please list which school(s) your child (or 
children) attends. 
  

 
If you marked Parochial/Private School, please list which school(s) your child (or 
children) attends. 
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2. Do you have any children who are no longer in elementary, middle or high school?  
(Please mark your answer with an ‘X’) 

Yes _______  No _______  
 

If yes, did they graduate from high school? 
Yes _______  No _______  

 
If yes, did they attend, or are they currently attending, post-secondary 
education (e.g. technical college, college, university, etc.)?  

Yes _______  No _______  
 
If yes, what type of institution did they attend, or are they 
currently attending, for post-secondary education? 

Public 2-year institution _______ 
Private 2-year institution _______ 
Public 4-year institution _______ 
Private 4-year institution _______ 
Other (Please Describe) ____________________________________________ 

 
3. How did you learn about Wisconsin’s Open Enrollment Program?  

(Please mark your answer with an ‘X’) 
From Your Realtor   _______ 
Word-of-Mouth (other parents etc.) _______ 
Roadside Advertisements (“signs”) _______ 
Other (Please Describe)  ___________________________________________ 

 
4. Please indicate the importance each of the following played in making your open 

enrollment decision. (Please assign a percentage value between 0 and 100 next to 
each option that reflects the importance it played in your decision-making. The sum of 
the two values should equal 100) 

Characteristics of the district of interest  _______ 
Characteristics of the district you transferred to _______ 

 
5. In the absence of an open enrollment program (i.e. if your child/children had to 

attend public school in the district where you lived) what would you most likely do? 
 (Please mark your answer with an ‘X’) 

Attend the district of interest  _______ 
Move to another school district  _______ 
Attend a private school   _______ 
Homeschool your child/children  _______ 
Other (Please describe)   ______________________________________ 
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6. Please rank the following characteristics in order of the importance they played in 
the decision to open enroll (1 being most important, 2 being second most important, 
etc.) 

a. For the district of interest: 
Academics _______ 
Location/Transportation/Childcare _______ 
Athletic extracurricular activities: “sports” _______ 
Reputation 
Nonathletic extracurricular activities: “clubs” 

_______ 
_______ 

b. For the school district you transferred to: 
Academics _______ 
Location/Transportation/Childcare _______ 
Athletic extracurricular activities: “sports” _______ 
Reputation 
Nonathletic extracurricular activities: “clubs” 

_______ 
_______ 
 

7. Did any of the following influence your decision to open enroll?  
(check all that apply) 

a. For the district of interest: 
Teachers _______ 
Administrators _______ 
Student (academic) quality _______ 
Discipline/bullying _______ 

b. For the school district you transferred to: 
Teachers _______ 
Administrators _______ 
Student (academic) quality _______ 
Discipline/bullying  _______ 

 
8. Please rank the following academic priorities in order of importance to your child’s 

education and success (with 1 being most important, 2 being second most important, 
etc.): 

Class Size  ______ 
Advanced Classes ______ 
Remedial Classes ______ 
Elective Classes (e.g.  Shop, Typing) ______ 
Athletic Facilities ______ 
Field Trips ______ 
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9. Please rank the following academic classes in order of importance to your child’s 
education and success (with 1 being most important, 2 being second most important, 
etc.): 

Math ______ 
English/Language Arts  ______ 
Social Studies  ______ 
Science ______ 
Technical Education (e.g. Shop Class) ______ 
Computer Education  ______ 
Reading ______ 
Foreign Language (e.g. Spanish) ______ 

 
10. In terms of extracurricular activities, what is more important: the ability of your 

child to participate or the performance of the school? (Please mark your answer with 
an ‘X’) 

Ability to participate in the school’s 
extracurricular programs   _______ 

Performance of the school’s  
extracurricular programs   _______ 

 
11. Is there any action the district of interest could take that would make you consider 

returning to the district? 
Yes _______  No _______  

 
If yes, please briefly list the potential remedy or action(s) that could be taken. 
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
12. Could the district of interest have done anything to prevent you making the decision 

to open enroll your child/children to another public school? 
Yes _______  No _______     

 
If yes and the answer is the same as number 11, please check here _______ 
If yes and the answer is different than number 11 please briefly list the 
potential action(s) that could have been taken. 
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
13. What is your current household structure? (Please mark your answer with an ‘X’) 

Single parent/guardian      _______ 
Two parent/guardian household    _______ 
Other        _______ 

If it is a two parent/guardian household, what is the employment status? 
Both parents/guardians work (at least part-time) _______ 
One parent/guardian stays at home   _______ 
Both parents/guardians stay at home   _______ 
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14. What is the highest level of education completed by the parent(s)/guardian(s) of the 
child (or children)? (Please mark your answer with an ‘X’) 

           Parent/guardian 1     Parent/guardian 2 
Less than high school degree   _______   _______ 
High school degree or equivalent (GED)   _______   _______ 
Some college (no degree)     _______   _______ 
Associates degree (or other 2-year degree) _______   _______ 
Bachelor’s degree (or other 4-year degree) _______   _______ 
Graduate or professional degree   _______   _______ 
Unknown      _______   _______ 

 
15. What is the age range of the parent(s)/guardian(s) in the primary household? 
    Parent/guardian 1 Parent/guardian 2 

Not in household   _______   _______ 
20 to 24 years   _______   _______ 
25 to 29 years   _______   _______ 
30 to 34 years   _______   _______ 
35 to 39 years   _______   _______ 
40 to 44 years   _______   _______ 
45 to 49 years   _______   _______ 
50 to 54 years   _______   _______ 
55 to 59 years   _______   _______ 
60 years and over   _______   _______ 
Unknown    _______   _______ 

 
16. What was the approximate household income in 2013?  

Less than $15,000  _______   
$15,000 to $24,999 _______   
$25,000 to $34,999 _______   
$35,000 to $49,999 _______   
$50,000 to $74,999 _______   
$75,000 to $99,999 _______   
$100,000 to $149,999 _______   
$150,000 to $199,999 _______   
$200,000 or more  _______ 
   

17. Do you have any comments regarding open enrollment or the district of interest you 
think it is important to share, but that have not previously been addressed in this 
survey? 

Yes _______  No _______     
 

If yes, please briefly explain._______________________________________________________  
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Example Survey 2: APPLIED IN 
1. In the chart below, please mark the location where each of your children currently 

attends school (Resident, District of Interest, or Parochial/Private), as well as each 
child’s current grade-level. (Please mark your answer with an ‘X’ in the appropriate 
box) 
  

 Resident School 
District 

District of Interest Parochial/Private 
School 

4K: 4 year old  
kindergarten 

   

5K: 5 year old  
kindergarten 

   

1st Grade    
2nd Grade    
3rd Grade    
4th Grade    
5th Grade    
6th Grade    
7th Grade    
8th Grade    
9th Grade    
10th Grade    
11th Grade    
12th Grade    

 
If you marked Other Public School District, please list which school(s) your child (or 
children) attends. 
 Other School 1: ______________________________________________________________________ 

  Other School 2: ______________________________________________________________________ 
  Other School 3: ______________________________________________________________________ 
  Other School 4: ______________________________________________________________________ 
  Other School 5: ______________________________________________________________________ 
 

If you marked Parochial/Private School, please list which school(s) your child (or 
children) attends. 
 Private School 1: ____________________________________________________________________ 

  Private School 2: ____________________________________________________________________ 
  Private School 3: ____________________________________________________________________ 
  Private School 4: ____________________________________________________________________ 
  Private School 5: ____________________________________________________________________ 
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2. Do you have any children who are no longer in elementary, middle or high school?  
(Please mark your answer with an ‘X’) 

Yes _______  No _______  
 

If yes, did they graduate from high school? 
Yes _______  No _______  

 

If yes, did they attend, or are they currently attending, post-secondary 
education (e.g. technical college, college, university, etc.)?  

Yes _______  No _______  
 

If yes, what type of institution did they attend, or are they 
currently attending, for post-secondary education? 

Public 2-year institution _______ 
Private 2-year institution _______ 
Public 4-year institution _______ 
Private 4-year institution _______ 
Other (Please Describe) ___________________________________________ 

3. How did you learn about Wisconsin’s Open Enrollment Program?  
(Please mark your answer with an ‘X’) 

From Your Realtor   _______ 
Word-of-Mouth (other parents etc.) _______ 
Roadside Advertisements (“signs”) _______ 
Other (Please Describe)  ______________________________________________ 

 
4. Please indicate the importance each of the following played in making your decision 

to consider open enrolling your child/children. (Please assign a percentage value 
between 0 and 100 next to each option that reflects the importance it played in your 
decision-making. The sum of the two values should equal 100) 

Characteristics of your “resident” district _______ 
Characteristics of the district of interest _______ 

 
5. In the absence of an open enrollment program (i.e. if your child/children had to 

attend public school in the district where you lived) what would you most likely do? 
 (Please mark your answer with an ‘X’)  

Attend your local public area school _______ 
Move to district of interest   _______ 
Move to another school district  _______ 
Attend a private school   _______ 
Homeschool your child/children  _______ 
Other (Please describe)   ______________________________________ 
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6. Please rank the following characteristics in order of the importance they played in 
your decision to consider open enrolling your child/children? (1 being most 
important, 2 being second most important, etc.) 

a. For your “resident” district: 
Academics _______ 
Location/Transportation/Childcare _______ 
Athletic extracurricular activities: “sports” _______ 
Reputation 
Nonathletic extracurricular activities: “clubs” 

_______ 
_______ 

b. For the district of interest: 
Academics _______ 
Location/Transportation/Childcare _______ 
Athletic extracurricular activities: “sports” _______ 
Reputation 
Nonathletic extracurricular activities: “clubs” 

_______ 
_______ 

 
7. Did any of the following influence your decision to consider open enrollment?  

(check all that apply) 
a.  For your “resident” district: 

Teachers _______ 
Administrators _______ 
Student (academic) quality _______ 
Discipline/bullying _______ 

b. For the district of interest: 
Teachers _______ 
Administrators _______ 
Student (academic) quality _______ 
Discipline/bullying  _______ 

 
8. Please rank the following academic priorities in order of importance to your child’s 

education and success (with 1 being most important, 2 being second most important, 
etc.): 

Class Size  ______ 
Advanced Classes ______ 
Remedial Classes ______ 
Elective Classes (e.g.  Shop, Typing) ______ 
Athletic facilities ______ 
Field Trips ______ 
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9. Please rank the following academic classes in order of importance to your child’s 
education and success (with 1 being most important, 2 being second most important, 
etc.): 

Math ______ 
English/Language Arts  ______ 
Social Studies  ______ 
Science ______ 
Technical Education (e.g. Shop Class) ______ 
Computer Education  ______ 
Reading ______ 
Foreign Language (e.g. Spanish) ______ 

 
10. In terms of extracurricular activities, what is more important: the ability of your 

child to participate or the performance of the school? (Please mark your answer with 
an ‘X’) 

Ability to participate in the school’s 
extracurricular programs   _______ 

Performance of the school’s  
extracurricular programs   _______ 

 
11. What is your current household structure? (Please mark your answer with an ‘X’) 

Single parent/guardian      _______ 
Two parent/guardian household    _______ 
Other        _______ 

  
If it is a two parent/guardian household, what is the employment status? 

Both parents/guardians work (at least part-time) _______ 
One parent/guardian stays at home   _______ 
Both parents/guardians stay at home   _______ 

 
12. What is the highest level of education completed by the parent(s)/guardian(s) of the 

child (or children)? (Please mark your answer with an ‘X’) 
       Parent/guardian 1 Parent/guardian 2 

 Less than high school degree   _______   _______ 
 High school degree or equivalent (GED)  _______   _______ 
 Some college (no degree)    _______   _______ 
 Associates degree (or other 2-year degree) _______   _______ 
 Bachelor’s degree (or other 4-year degree) _______   _______ 
 Graduate or professional degree   _______   _______ 
 Unknown      _______   _______ 
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13. What is the age range of the parent(s)/guardian(s) in the primary household? 
    Parent/guardian 1 Parent/guardian 2 

Not in household   _______   _______ 
20 to 24 years   _______   _______ 
25 to 29 years   _______   _______ 
30 to 34 years   _______   _______ 
35 to 39 years   _______   _______ 
40 to 44 years   _______   _______ 
45 to 49 years   _______   _______ 
50 to 54 years   _______   _______ 
55 to 59 years   _______   _______ 
60 years and over   _______   _______ 
Unknown    _______   _______ 

 
14. What was the approximate household income in 2013?  

Less than $15,000  _______   
$15,000 to $24,999 _______   
$25,000 to $34,999 _______   
$35,000 to $49,999 _______   
$50,000 to $74,999 _______   
$75,000 to $99,999 _______   
$100,000 to $149,999 _______   
$150,000 to $199,999 _______   
$200,000 or more  _______  

 
15. Do you have any comments regarding open enrollment or the district of interest you 

think it is important to share, but that have not previously been addressed in this 
survey? 

Yes _______  No _______     
 

If yes, please briefly explain: 
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Example Survey 3: CONTROL 
 

1. In the chart below, please mark the location where each of your children currently 
attends school (District of Interest, Other Public, or Parochial/Private), as well as 
each child’s current grade-level. (Please mark your answer with an ‘X’ in the 
appropriate box) 
  

 District of Interest 
School 

Other Public School 
District 

Parochial/Private 
School 

4K: 4 year old  
kindergarten 

   

5K: 5 year old  
kindergarten 

   

1st Grade    
2nd Grade    
3rd Grade    
4th Grade    
5th Grade    
6th Grade    
7th Grade    
8th Grade    
9th Grade    
10th Grade    
11th Grade    
12th Grade    

 
 

If you marked Other Public School District, please list which school(s) your child (or 
children) attends. 
 Other School 1: ______________________________________________________________________ 

  Other School 2: ______________________________________________________________________ 
  Other School 3: ______________________________________________________________________ 
  Other School 4: ______________________________________________________________________ 
  Other School 5: ______________________________________________________________________ 
 

If you marked Parochial/Private School, please list which school(s) your child (or 
children) attends. 
 Private School 1: ____________________________________________________________________ 

  Private School 2: ____________________________________________________________________ 
  Private School 3: ____________________________________________________________________ 
  Private School 4: ____________________________________________________________________ 

Private School 5: ____________________________________________________________________ 
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2. Do you have any children who are no longer in elementary, middle or high school?  
(Please mark your answer with an ‘X’) 

Yes _______  No _______  
 

If yes, did they graduate from high school? 
Yes _______  No _______  

 

If yes, did they attend, or are they currently attending, post-secondary 
education (e.g. technical college, college, university, etc.)?  

Yes _______  No _______  
 

If yes, what type of institution did they attend, or are they 
currently attending, for post-secondary education? 

Public 2-year institution _______ 
Private 2-year institution _______ 
Public 4-year institution _______ 
Private 4-year institution _______ 
Other (Please Describe) ___________________________________________ 

 
3. Please rank the following characteristics in order of their importance as district 

initiatives? (1 being most important, 2 being second most important, etc.) 
Academic Quality _______ 
Location/Transportation/Childcare _______ 
Athletic extracurricular activities: “sports” _______ 
Reputation 
Nonathletic extracurricular activities: “clubs” 

_______ 
_______ 

 
4. Which of the following do you consider when making educational decisions for your 

child/children? (check all that apply) 
Teachers _______ 
Administrators _______ 
Student (academic) quality _______ 
Discipline/bullying _______ 

 
5. Please rank the following academic priorities in order of importance to your child’s 

education and success (with 1 being most important, 2 being second most important, 
etc.): 

Class Size  ______ 
Advanced Classes ______ 
Remedial Classes ______ 
Elective Classes (e.g.  Shop, Typing) ______ 
Athletic facilities ______ 
Field Trips ______ 
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6. Please rank the following academic classes in order of importance to your child’s 
education and success (with 1 being most important, 2 being second most important, 
etc.): 

Math ______ 
English/Language Arts  ______ 
Social Studies  ______ 
Science ______ 
Technical Education (e.g. Shop Class) ______ 
Computer Education  ______ 
Reading ______ 
Foreign Language (e.g. Spanish) ______ 

 
7. In terms of extracurricular activities, what is more important: the ability of your 

child to participate or the performance of the school? (Please mark your answer with 
an ‘X’) 

Ability to participate in the school’s 
extracurricular programs   _______ 

Performance of the school’s  
extracurricular programs   _______ 

 
8. What is your current household structure? (Please mark your answer with an ‘X’) 

Single parent/guardian      _______ 
Two parent/guardian household    _______ 
Other        _______ 

  
If it is a two parent/guardian household, what is the employment status? 

Both parents/guardians work (at least part-time) _______ 
One parent/guardian stays at home   _______ 
Both parents/guardians stay at home   _______ 

 
9. What is the highest level of education completed by the parent(s)/guardian(s) of the 

child (or children)? (Please mark your answer with an ‘X’) 
       Parent/guardian 1 Parent/guardian 2 

Less than high school degree   _______   _______ 
High school degree or equivalent (GED)   _______   _______ 
Some college (no degree)     _______   _______ 
Associates degree (or other 2-year degree) _______   _______ 
Bachelor’s degree (or other 4-year degree) _______   _______ 
Graduate or professional degree   _______   _______ 
Unknown      _______   _______ 
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10. What is the age range of the parent(s)/guardian(s) in the primary household? 
    Parent/guardian 1 Parent/guardian 2 

Not in household   _______   _______ 
20 to 24 years   _______   _______ 
25 to 29 years   _______   _______ 
30 to 34 years   _______   _______ 
35 to 39 years   _______   _______ 
40 to 44 years   _______   _______ 
45 to 49 years   _______   _______ 
50 to 54 years   _______   _______ 
55 to 59 years   _______   _______ 
60 years and over   _______   _______ 
Unknown    _______   _______ 

 
11. What was the approximate household income in 2013?  

Less than $15,000  _______   
$15,000 to $24,999 _______   
$25,000 to $34,999 _______   
$35,000 to $49,999 _______   
$50,000 to $74,999 _______   
$75,000 to $99,999 _______   
$100,000 to $149,999 _______   
$150,000 to $199,999 _______   
$200,000 or more  _______  

 
12. Do you have any comments regarding the district of interest you think it is 

important to share, but that have not previously been addressed in this survey? 
Yes _______  No _______     

 
If yes, please briefly explain: 
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 


