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B.2 Data Sources and Key Variables  

The study team collected data from several sources to assess the effects of Text Ed and describe its 
implementation. This section presents details about the data sources used for the study and the 
variables within these data used to measure the outcomes of interest. 

B.2.1 Data Sources 

Data came from a survey administered to clients at study enrollment, several sources of administrative 
data, interviews with EOC directors, and the texting platform. Exhibit B.4 provides detailed 
information on each of the study’s data sources and their use in the study and analysis. 

 

Exhibit B.4. Data Sources 

Type of Data Source(s) 
Uses in the Study and 
Analysis 

Demographic Study intake survey; Educational 
Opportunity Center (EOC) management 
information systems (Blumen, Student 
Access, and FileMaker Pro) 

Sample description, impact 
analysis covariates, and 
subgroup analyses 
 

College and Free 
Application for Federal 
Student Aid (FAFSA) 
application status (self-
report) 

Study intake survey 
 

Sample description, 
subgroup and 
implementation analysis, 
used in Text Ed to customize 
text messages 

College enrollment data 
 

National Student Clearinghouse records; 
administrative records from two 
technical colleges that do not report to 
the National Student Clearinghouse  

Impact analysis  

FAFSA financial aid 
application data 

Administrative data from the Federal 
Student Aid office 

Impact analysis and 
subgroup analysis 

EOC characteristics EOCs’ Annual Performance Reports Sample description 

Text message data Signal Vine texting platform Implementation analysis 

College academic calendar The Integrated Postsecondary Education 
Data System and Postsecondary 
Education Participants System 

Impact analysis 

Typical services provided 
by EOCs 

Interviews with EOC directors Implementation analysis 

 

B.2.2 Key Variables Used 

The primary data sources used to assess client outcomes were Federal Student Aid (FSA) data and the 
National Study Clearinghouse (NSC).  The study team submitted a file containing study participant data 
to FSA and NSC to match to their respective FAFSA and enrollment data using social security numbers, 
names, and dates of birth. FSA and NSC shared data on FAFSA and enrollment outcomes with the study 
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team using a secure file transfer website.  The following describes the variables from these data sources 
that were used to construct outcomes of interest.  

Variables from Federal Student Aid Databases 

The FSA data used in the study draws from two data sources: the U.S. Department of Education’s 
Central Processing System (CPS) and National Student Loan Data System (NSLDS). CPS is an automated 
system that processes all FAFSA submissions for the Department’s Office of Federal Student Aid, 
calculates eligibility, and notifies applicants and colleges of applicants’ eligibility results.13 NSLDS is the 
Department’s central database for student aid, and “provides a centralized, integrated view of federal 
student aid loans and grants that are tracked through their entire lifecycle.”14  

The primary variables used for the study from the FSA data are: 

• FAFSA submission date 

• FAFSA award year (the time period for which the award is granted) 

• FAFSA rejection reason (the absence of rejection indicates that the FAFSA was completed) 

• Verification selection flag 

• Verification selection group (reason for verification selection) 

• Verification status 

• NSLDS enrollment term start date 

Variables from the National Student Clearinghouse Database 

The NSC is a non-profit organization that collects student-level data on enrollment and degree receipt 
at post-secondary institutions. NSC is the primary data source on college enrollment.  

The primary variables used for the study in the NSC data, for each term and institution in which a 
student enrolled, are: 

• Term beginning enrollment date 

• Term ending enrollment date 

• Institution name 

• Institution type (two-year or four-year) 

Variables from Administrative Records from Two Technical Colleges 

Data obtained from the two technical colleges that do not report to NSC included records for each 
student with a variable indicating enrollment status (for example, enrolled, withdrawn, or never 
enrolled).  This variable was used to determine enrollment at these two colleges. 
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B.3 Analytic Methods 

This section describes the methods used to assess the effects of Text Ed on client outcomes, including 
the construction of key measures, methods of statistical analysis, and an assessment of the statistical 
power of the analysis.  

B.3.1 Study Measures 

College Enrollment 

The study team constructed an outcome variable for each participant in the sample to indicate whether 
they enrolled in a college or university within two semesters of intended college enrollment. The study 
outcomes for college enrollment are presented in Exhibit C.1 and include (1) enrolled within two 
semesters of intended college start date (confirmatory) and, within this time frame, (2) enrolled at a 
two-year institution and (3) enrolled at a four-year institution.  

The outcome college enrollment within two semesters of intended college start date was 
constructed using the dates of enrollment variables, in order to capture enrollment during each follow-
up semester.15 Enrollment outcomes were assigned values of 1 or 0 for each semester in the study time 
period, from spring 2018 to spring 2021. Because colleges’ academic calendars vary, the two-semester 
time frame was operationalized as a fall semester and a spring semester, where summer enrollment 
was grouped with spring for students who planned to start college in the summer (see Exhibit B.5). 
Attributing enrollment outcomes to the relevant semester facilitated comparisons across colleges with 
different academic calendars. 

 
Exhibit B.5. Two-Semester Enrollment Outcome Timeframe Definition 

 

Although college enrollment within two semesters of intended enrollment was the key outcome of 
interest, the study also examined effects on several exploratory outcomes.  The outcomes for enrolled 
at a two-year institution and enrolled at a four-year institution were constructed using the 
approach described in Exhibit B.5, with the addition of a flag for two-year institutions and a flag for 
four-year institutions. In addition, for participants who enrolled in the study before fall 2019, effects 
were assessed on enrollment within four semesters of intended enrollment. For example, a participant 
who intended to enroll in fall 2018 was considered to have enrolled within four semesters if they 
enrolled in any semester before March/May 31, 2020 (see Exhibit B.6).  

Academic 
Calendar Type 

Allowable Timeframe for 
Enrollment Within Two 
Semesters for Those 
Intending a Fall Semester 
Start 

Allowable Timeframe for 
Enrollment Within Two 
Semesters for Those 
Intending a Spring 
Semester Start 

Allowable Timeframe for 
Enrollment Within Two 
Semesters for Those 
Intending a Summer 
Semester Start 

Quarters On or after study intake 
date– March 31st of the year 
following intended 
enrollment 

On or after study intake 
date– December 31st of the 
year of intended enrollment 

On or after study intake 
date– December 31st of the 
year of intended enrollment 

Semesters On or after study intake 
date–May 31st of the year 
following intended 
enrollment 

On or after study intake 
date–December 31st of the 
year of intended enrollment 

On or after study intake 
date– December 31st of the 
year of intended enrollment 
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Exhibit B.6. Four-Semester Enrollment Outcome Timeframe Definition 

Academic 
Calendar Type 

Allowable Timeframe for 
Enrollment Within Four 
Semesters for Those 
Intending a Fall Semester 
Start 
 

Allowable Timeframe for 
Enrollment Within Four 
Semesters for Those 
Intending a Spring 
Semester Start 
 

Allowable Timeframe for 
Enrollment Within Four 
Semesters for Those 
Intending a Summer 
Semester Start 
 

Quarters On or after study intake 
date–March 31st two years 
following intended 
enrollment 

On or after study intake 
date–December 31st of the 
year following intended 
enrollment 

On or after study intake 
date–December 31st of the 
year following intended 
enrollment 

Semesters On or after study intake 
date–May 31st two years 
following intended 
enrollment 

On or after study intake 
date–December 31st of the 
year following intended 
enrollment 

On or after study intake 
date–December 31st of the 
year following intended 
enrollment 

 

FAFSA Completion 

The FAFSA outcomes presented in Exhibit C.6 are (1) submitted a FAFSA within two semesters of 
intended college enrollment, (2) completed a FAFSA within two semesters of intended college 
enrollment date (confirmatory), (3) completed a FAFSA before intended college enrollment date, (4) 
completed a FAFSA within the FAFSA application year relevant to the participant’s intended college 
enrollment date, and (5) received federal financial aid within two semesters of intended college 
enrollment.  

For participants who submitted a FAFSA application, the analysis also examined FAFSA rejection and 
verification requests, overall, as well as rejection and verification request reasons (for example, missing 
data and missing parent signature, for rejection reasons; income verification and identity verification, 
for verification request reasons).  

A participant was considered to have completed the FAFSA if the participant filed the FAFSA and the 
FAFSA was not rejected. A FAFSA is considered complete within two semesters of intended college 
enrollment if it is completed between study entry and the first fall or spring semester following the 
semester of intended college enrollment.16   

To track FAFSA completion, the study team obtained individual-level FAFSA completion data from 
FSA. Using these data, the study team constructed an outcome variable for each participant in the 
study sample to indicate whether they completed their FAFSA within two semesters of their intended 
college enrollment.17 The binary outcome measure coded any participant who does not appear in the 
FSA data as not having completed the FAFSA within this designated timeframe.  

Completed FAFSA within two semesters of intended college enrollment date is the confirmatory 
outcome for FAFSA measures. In constructing this outcome, any FAFSA application completed after a 
participant enrolled in the Text Ed study and before the “two semesters after intended college 
enrollment” timeframe ends was included in the impact analysis (see Exhibit B.7). 
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Exhibit B.7. Two-Semester Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA) 
Completion Outcome Timeframe Definition 

Academic 
Calendar Type 

Allowable Timeframe for 
FAFSA Completion 
Within Two Semesters 
for Those Intending a  
Fall Semester Start 

Allowable Timeframe 
for FAFSA Completion 
Within Two Semesters 
for Those Intending a 
Spring Semester Start 

Allowable Timeframe for 
FAFSA Completion 
Within Two Semesters 
for Those Intending a 
Summer Semester Start 

Semester 
calendar 
assumed 

Begin with whichever 
comes first: October 1st (the 
beginning of the FAFSA 
application year) for the 
FAFSA year of intended 
enrollment, or random 
assignment.  
End with May 31st of the 
year following intended 
enrollment. 

Begin with whichever 
comes first: October 1st (the 
beginning of the FAFSA 
application year) for the 
FAFSA year of intended 
enrollment, or random 
assignment. 
End with December 31st of 
the year of intended 
enrollment. 

Begin with whichever 
comes first: October 1st (the 
beginning of the FAFSA 
application year) for the 
FAFSA year of intended 
enrollment, or random 
assignment.  
End with December 31st of 
the year of intended 
enrollment. 

 

After limiting the FAFSA application record data in this way, records of FAFSA completion were 
assigned values of 1 or 0 for each semester in the study time period, from spring 2018 to spring 2021, in 
the same way college enrollment records were, as described above.  

The FAFSA submission outcome is similar to the FAFSA completion outcome and used the date of the 
FAFSA submission to assign the outcome to the relevant semester. 

The FAFSA verification and FAFSA verification reason outcomes are similar to the FAFSA 
completion outcome and used the date of the FAFSA application record that was flagged for 
verification to assign the outcome to the relevant semester. The FAFSA verification reason values are 
presented as they are found in the data; income verification, identity verification, household resources 
verification, income and identity verification combined, and all verification reasons combined (this last 
group is a constructed variable).  

Notably, the verification completion status variable is only used “as is” from the data for Pell-eligible 
students. Verification completion status is not available for applicants who are not Pell-eligible. For 
applicants who are not Pell-eligible but were selected for verification, it is assumed that verification was 
completed if they received any aid, and this variable will be imputed as completed. 

The study team constructed a simplified FAFSA rejection reason outcome. The FAFSA rejection 
reason data reflect the many various types of errors (and combinations of errors) that may arise in a 
FAFSA application. These include missing signatures, mismatches between names and social security 
numbers, missing data, and issues with parents’ tax returns, among others. The FAFSA rejection 
reasons were grouped into the following four categories: missing parent signature, 
missing/mismatched/incomplete data, missing signature and missing/mismatched/incomplete data 
combined, and other. 

The FAFSA aid received outcome was constructed using the date of the relevant FAFSA application to 
assign the outcome to the relevant semester. FAFSA applications for which the value of the FAFSA aid 
amount disbursed was not missing or equal to $0 were assigned a value of 1 to create a binary 1/0 
outcome.  
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B.3.2 Estimating Impacts 

Basic Estimation Model 

The goal of the impact analysis was to estimate the effect of being assigned to receive the Text Ed 
messages on college enrollment and FAFSA completion, on average, across all of the participating 
EOCs. To estimate this effect from data for the multisite trial, the study team used a regression model of 
the following general form:  

Yik = αk +  βTik  +  Xikγ +  εik 

where:  

Yik represents the outcome for study participant i in site k. 

αk represents site, or EOC, fixed effects. αk is the mean outcome for clients in the non-message 
group in site k. 

Ti k is the indicator for assignment to the program condition and is equal to one if study 
participant i in site k is randomized to the Text Ed group and zero otherwise. 

X represents a vector of baseline characteristics for individual i in site k, including the variables 
listed in Exhibit B.3 (i.e., race/ethnicity, age, gender, low income, first generation, childcare 
need, working, college application status at study intake, and FAFSA status at study intake). 

Ε ik is a random error that is independently and identically distributed across sample members 
within sites, with a mean of 0 and a variance of σ2.  

Based on this model specification, the key parameter of interest is β, which represents the effect of 
assignment to receive the Text Ed messages on the outcome of interest. An estimate of β with a p-value 
of less than 0.05 is considered statistically significant.  

Estimating Impacts for Subgroups 

In addition to the primary impact analyses, the study team conducted exploratory analyses with the 
aim of generating evidence about groups for whom Text Ed might be most effective. The following 
questions guided the subgroup analyses:  

(1) To what extent does the impact of Text Ed vary according to messaging version as defined by 
the amount of time before students’ intended college enrollment date? 

Participants could vary in the amount of time between enrollment in the study and their intended 
college enrollment date. For Text Ed group members this also meant that participants could vary in the 
duration over which they were able to participate in Text Ed and the frequency with which they 
received messages. The content of the messages also varied depending on the amount of time between 
study enrollment and intended college enrollment date. Specifically, participants who received the 
long Text Ed version received the full suite of messages whereas those in the medium, short, and very 
short versions received more abridged versions of the full suite of messages. It was possible that Text 
Ed could be more effective for participants who received the full suite of messages and had a longer 
time period over which to receive them and act on the direction and guidance that they provided. In 
contrast, for those who received the outreach over a compressed timeframe, other constraints in their 
lives may have hindered their ability to act on the messages. 
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To examine whether there was variation in impacts across the versions, the four Text Ed versions were 
simplified into two groups; long vs. medium, short, or very short, because of the distribution of the 
study sample. The newly created groups represented participants with more than 35 days until their 
intended college enrollment date (long) and participants with 35 days or less until their intended 
college enrollment date (short). Non-message group participants were likewise assigned into these 
categories. 

(1) To what extent does the impact of the Text Ed messaging strategy vary according to 
participants’ progress on key college-going tasks at the time of study intake? 

At the participant level, Text Ed may have been differentially effective depending on where 
participants were in the college application and enrollment process at the time of random assignment. 
Specifically, participants who submitted the FAFSA and participants who completed a college 
application may need less support later in the process, so the intervention may have been more 
effective for those participants who had made less progress toward accessing financial aid or applying 
to college.  

(1) To what extent does the impact of Text Ed vary according to participant gender and 
race/ethnicity? 

Considering variation in the impact of Text Ed along dimensions such as race/ethnicity and gender has 
important implications with regard to issues of equity. Students of color are more likely to face barriers 
to college enrollment, such as higher instances of being flagged for FAFSA verification.18 It may be that 
supports such as those provided through Text Ed are especially important for helping certain 
racial/ethnic or gender subgroups overcome these barriers.  

Effects for subgroups of clients were estimated in a similar fashion (using the model shown earlier). 
With subgroup estimates, the key question of interest is whether the impact for one subgroup is 
different from the impact for another subgroup. Using the effect estimates and their variances as 
calculated from the subgroups models, the H-statistic was used to assess whether the differences in 
impacts between subgroups is statistically significant. 

HT = Σ(vj)(θj − θ)2
j

 

Where HT  is the j subgroups’ weighted sum of squares effect size estimates θj about the weighted mean 
effect, θ. The weights vj are the inverse of the variance of the estimate. HT has a chi-squared 
distribution with j-1 degrees of freedom, where j is the total number of subgroups. 

Treatment of Missing Data 

Data on college enrollment and FAFSA outcome measures were requested for all study participants. 
Consequently, the only missing outcome data would have arisen from an inability to match the student 
to their data within the NSC and FSA administrative databases. With social security numbers available 
for nearly all students (96 percent), this was not a source of bias in impact analyses.  

If a participant was not found in either the NSC or FSA data, it was assumed that they had not enrolled 
or filed a FAFSA. For students that were found in the data but did not have records for a given period 
(for example, no enrollment or FAFSA application record in a specific semester), it was assumed that 
they were not enrolled and did not file a FAFSA during that time period.   
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B.3.3 Power Analyses 

A minimum detectable effect (MDE) is the smallest true mean effect that a study design can detect at a 
specified level of statistical significance with a specified level of statistical power. The MDE was 
calculated for this project in percentage points rather than standardized effect size units (or effect 
divided by the standard deviation of the outcome) because the main outcomes of interest were easily 
interpretable in their natural units (for example, the percentage of clients enrolled in college and the 
percentage of clients who completed a FAFSA).  

Assuming a baseline college enrollment and FAFSA completion rate of 50 percent provides 
conservative estimates of the MDE for that outcome because it is the base rate with the highest possible 
variance. Similarly, assuming no difference in average outcomes by site yields conservative estimates 
from a fixed effects model. Exhibit B.8 presents MDEs for a 0/1 outcome, which could be either college 
enrollment or FAFSA completion. Using the conservative assumption of a rate of 50 percent in the 
absence of Text Ed (meaning 50 percent of clients in the non-message group complete the FAFSA and 
50 percent enroll in college) and the final study sample size of 3,535 participants, with 80 percent 
power and a 5 percent level of significance, the Text Ed MDE on college enrollment or FAFSA 
completion is 4.7 percentage points. 

 
Exhibit B.8. Minimum Detectable Effects on College Enrollment or Free 
Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA) Completion 

Characteristic Sample Size 
Minimum 

Detectable Effects 
Text Ed version   

Long (36 days to 9 months) 2,307 5.8 
Short (35 days or less) 1,228 8.0 

Gender   
Female 2,245 5.9 
Male 1,290 7.8 

Race/ethnicity   
White, non-Hispanic/Latino 1,510 7.2 
Not White or Hispanic/Latino of any race 2,025 6.2 

Initial FAFSA status   
Participants who had not completed the FAFSA at the time of 

study intake 
939 9.1 

Participants who had completed the FAFSA at the time of study 
intake 

2,596 5.5 

Initial college application status    
Completed a college application at the time of study intake 511 12.4 
Had not completed a college application at the time of study intake 3,024 5.1 

Sample size 3,535 4.7 

NOTES: The minimum detectable effect (MDE) is the smallest true impact that would generate statistically 
significant impact estimates in 80 percent of studies with a similar design using two-tailed t-tests and a 5 
percent significance level. The average value for the non-message group for outcome of interest is assumed 
to be 50 percent, providing the most conservative estimates for MDEs.  
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Assuming a college enrollment rate of 50 percent in the absence of Text Ed provides the largest MDE 
and was also consistent with expectations at the start of the study. The average college enrollment rate 
observed from the Annual Performance Report data across the study EOCs in 2015/2016 was 55 
percent.  However, it was expected that that the FAFSA completion rate would be higher given that 
annual performance data for 2015/2016 for the participating EOCs indicate that 72 percent of clients 
completed a FAFSA within one year of their initial visit.  With this assumption, the MDE would be 
lower, at 4.2 percentage points.  

Research suggests that effects of this size could be reasonable to expect from Text Ed. Interventions 
similar to Text Ed have yielded effects on college enrollment of about 3.5 percentage points.19 
However, subgroup analyses showed that participants with low incomes, such as those targeted by the 
Text Ed study, experienced larger effects, in the range of 5 percentage points to 7 percentage points. 
Considering FAFSA completion, one study reviewed found effects of about 6 percentage points.20 
Exhibit B.8 also shows that MDEs for subgroups of participants are generally within the 5 percentage 
point to 8 percentage point range, except for subgroups defined by FAFSA and college application 
status at enrollment. 
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SECTION C: SUPPLEMENTAL TABLES FOR THE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

This section presents more detail on the impact findings presented in the main report. Information is 
reported on the key outcomes of interest, exploratory outcomes, and effects for subgroups of clients. 
In addition, findings are presented from a sensitivity analysis of effects on college enrollment. 

C.1. Impacts on College Enrollment 

This section provides more detail on the impact findings related to college enrollment.  

C.1.1 Impacts for the Full Study Sample 

Exhibit C.1 presents data on the extent to which Text Ed improved college enrollment outcomes within 
two semesters of intended college enrollment.  

The table shows that Text Ed did not improve these college enrollment rates. Exploratory outcomes 
include enrollment by institution type, specifically whether the institution is a two-year or four-year 
college.  Students who visit EOCs with the goal of attending a two-year college, rather than a four-year 
college, may face more hurdles to enrollment, such as having lower incomes or less academic 
preparation. These clients may benefit relatively more from Text Ed, leading to a larger increase in 
enrollment at two-year colleges. Over 90 percent of clients who enrolled in college did so at a two-year 
college, and Text Ed had no effect on enrollment at two-year colleges or on enrollment at four-year 
colleges. 

 
Exhibit C.1. Impacts on College Enrollment 

Outcome (%) 
Text Ed 

Group  

Non-
message 

Group  Difference   
Standard 

Error P-value 
Enrolled in any college within two 

      

semesters of intended college start date 58.1 57.6 0.5 
 

1.3 0.726 
       
Enrolled in a two-year college within  

      

two semesters of intended college start date 58.1 57.4 0.6 
 

1.3 0.635 
       
Enrolled in a four-year college within two  

      

semesters of intended college start date 4.3 5.7 -1.5 
 

0.8 0.083 

Sample size (total = 3,535) 1,768 1,767 
    

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from National Student Clearinghouse and from two Educational 
Opportunity Centers (EOCs) that gathered administrative data on participants' enrollment at two technical 
colleges.  

NOTES: Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
None of the differences were statistically significant at the 5 percent level or higher.  

The estimated differences are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for indicators of 
EOC site, student race/ethnicity, age, gender, low income, first generation, childcare need, working, college 
application status at study intake, and Free Application for Federal Student Aid status at study intake. The 
values in the column labeled Text Ed Group are the regression-adjusted averages for participants randomly 
assigned to the Text Ed group. The values in the next column are the regression-adjusted averages for 
participants randomly assigned to the non-message group. 
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C.1.2 Sensitivity Analysis 

In addition to NSC college enrollment data, the study used college enrollment data obtained from two 
technical colleges. These are colleges that clients from at least two of the study EOCs were expected to 
attend, but that do not report enrollment data to NSC. As a sensitivity analysis, college enrollment 
information available in records provided by FSA was used instead of data provided by these two 
colleges. FSA data provide information on whether a student received federal financial aid and, if so, 
the institution that they attended with the support of that federal aid. Because students may have 
enrolled in college without the support of federal aid, the FSA data does not necessarily provide a 
comprehensive picture of college enrollment. Further, given that observing college enrollment based 
on FSA data is conditional on a student also receiving federal financial aid, it is possible that these data 
may provide a biased picture of the effect of Text Ed on college enrollment, given that Text Ed also 
aims to increase FAFSA completion (and, in turn, access to federal financial aid). Nevertheless, FSA 
data do provide a second source of college enrollment data and may provide coverage of enrollment at 
institutions not included in the NSC, including the two technical colleges at which some study 
participants were expected to enroll. Given the benefits and potential drawbacks of FSA data as a 
source of information on college enrollment, the study team employed this college enrollment 
information for the purpose of sensitivity analysis only. 

For any sample member who was coded as not enrolled based on the NSC, the study team recoded the 
sample member as enrolled in the relevant time period if FSA data indicated that they are enrolled. The 
enrollment records from the two technical colleges from which enrollment data were collected by the 
EOCs and reported to MDRC were omitted, and FSA enrollment data at those two colleges, as well as at 
other colleges not reporting to NSC, was used in their place. After recoding the enrollment outcome in 
this way, the study team re-estimated full sample and subgroup impacts on college enrollment. Exhibit 
C.2 presents the outcomes of this sensitivity analysis. As shown in the exhibit, the findings are very 
similar to those presented in Exhibit C.1. Enrollment rates for both groups are slightly higher, but 
differences between the two groups are small and statistically insignificant. 

 
Exhibit C.2. Impacts on College Enrollment, Sensitivity Analysis 

Outcome (%) 
Text Ed 

Group  

Non-
Message 

Group Difference   
Standard 

Error P-Value 
Enrolled in any college within two             
semesters of intended college start date 59.8 59.5 0.3 

 
1.4 0.825 

       
Enrolled in a two-year college within two              
semesters of intended college start date  59.8 59.4 0.4 

 
1.4 0.764  

      
Enrolled in a four-year college within two             
semesters of intended college start date 5.9 7.2 -1.3 

 
0.8 0.142 

Sample size (total = 3,535) 1,768 1,767         

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the National Student Clearinghouse and Federal Student Aid.  

NOTES: Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
None of the differences were statistically significant at the 5 percent level or higher. 

The estimated differences are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for indicators of 
the Educational Opportunity Center site, student race/ethnicity, age, gender, low income, first generation, 
childcare need, working, college application status at study intake, and Free Application for Federal Student 
Aid status at study intake. The values in the column labeled Text Ed Group are the regression-adjusted 
averages for participants randomly assigned to the Text Ed group. The values in the next column are the 
regression-adjusted averages for participants randomly assigned to the non-message group.  
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C.1.3 Subgroup Analyses 

This section presents additional information about subgroup analyses related to college enrollment. 
Subgroups were defined in the following manner: 

• Text Ed version: Long (36 days to 9 months) and short (35 days or less). The short subgroup is 
constructed by merging the “medium,” “short,” and “very short” versions of the Text Ed messages  

• Race and ethnicity: participants who are White, non-Hispanic/Latino, and participants who are 
non-White or Hispanic/Latino of any race 

• Initial college application status: participants who had completed a college application at the time 
of study intake and participants who had not completed a college application at the time of study 
intake 

• Gender: female/male 

• Initial FAFSA status: participants who had completed FAFSA at the time of study intake and those 
who had not completed FAFSA at the time of study intake. FAFSA status was measured using FSA 
data (as opposed to participants’ self-report at intake) 

Exhibit C.3 and Exhibit C.4 share findings across various subgroup analyses. As shown in the exhibits, 
there were no statistically significant effects of Text Ed across the examined subgroups. 
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Exhibit C.3. Impacts on College Enrollment by Subgroup 

Participant Characteristic   
Sample 

Size 

Text Ed 
Group 

(%) 

Non-
Message 

Group 
(%) Difference   

Standard 
Error 

P-Value 
for 

Difference 
          
Text Ed version          
 Short (35 days or less)  1,208 65.7 64.4 1.3  2.7 0.637 

 Long (36 days to 9 months) 2,327 54.1 54.0 0.1  2.0 0.948            
Sample size     3,535             
          
Initial FAFSA status          
 Had not completed the FAFSA at the time of study intake 1,988 50.7 51.5 -0.8  2.1 0.721 

 Had completed the FAFSA at the time of study intake 1,547 68.0 65.0 3.0  2.4 0.214 
Sample size     3,535             
         
Initial college application status         

 
Had not completed a college application at the time of 
study intake 511 38.7 40.9 -2.2  4.1 0.590 

 
Had completed a college application at the time of  
study intake 3,024 61.3 60.5 0.7  1.7 0.664            

Sample size     3,535             
          
Race/Ethnicity          
 Non-White or Hispanic/Latino 1,973 59.2 56.9 2.3  2.4 0.331 

 White, non-Hispanic/Latino 1,509 57.7 58.2 -0.5  2.1 0.807            
Sample size     3,482             
          
Gender          
 Female  2,211 59.7 58.2 1.5     2.0 0.449 

 Male 1,260 56.4 57.4 -1.0  2.7 0.721            
Sample size    3,471             

(continued) 
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Exhibit C.3 (continued) 
 
SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the National Student Clearinghouse and from two Educational Opportunity Centers (EOCs) that gathered 
administrative data on client enrollment at two technical colleges.  
 
NOTES: None of the differences were statistically significant at the 5 percent level or higher. 
The estimated differences are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for indicators of EOC site, and student race/ethnicity, age, 
gender, low income, first generation, childcare need, working, college application status at study intake, and Free Application for Federal Student Aid 
status at study intake. The values in the column labeled “Text Ed Group (%)” are the regression-adjusted averages for participants randomly assigned 
to the Text Ed group. Each panel presents impacts for a subgroup split. For example, the top panel presents a difference of 1.3 percentage points in 
college enrollment for clients in the short Text Ed version and a difference of 0.1 percentage points for those in the long version. Neither difference is 
statistically significant, as indicated by the p-values in the final column. 
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Exhibit C.4. Impact Plot of Text Ed Impacts on College Enrollment by Subgroup 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the National Student Clearinghouse and from two Educational Opportunity Centers (EOCs) that gathered 
administrative data on client enrollment at two technical colleges. 

NOTES: Estimated differences are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for indicators of EOC site, and student race/ethnicity, 
age, gender, low income, first generation, childcare need, working, college application status at study intake, and Free Application for Federal Student 
Aid status at study intake. Each marker presents the estimated impact for a subgroup. The confidence interval represents the range of values that are 
highly likely to include the true impact.  A confidence interval that includes zero, therefore, represents a difference that is not statistically significant.

Text Ed version Initial FAFSA status Race/ethnicityInitial college application 
status

Gender
Short Long FAFSA not

completed 
at study 
intake

Completed 
FAFSA at 

study 
intake

Application
not completed 
at study intake

Completed 
application at
study intake

Not White 
or 

Hispanic/
Latino

White, 
non-

Hispanic/
Latino

Female Male

Estimated effect and 95% confidence interval
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C.1.4 Additional Exploratory Analyses 

This section presents the results of an exploratory analysis examining college enrollment outcomes for 
participants for whom four semesters of data are available. This subgroup consists of participants who 
intended to enroll in college in fall 2019 or earlier and includes over 2,850 participants. It may be that 
participants benefit from the Text Ed program over a longer period of time. Longer-run benefits may 
take the form of a delayed enrollment effect, if participants generally require a longer timeframe to 
realize the postsecondary goals that they articulated when entering into Text Ed.  

Exhibit C.5 presents the results. The difference in enrollment rates is less than 1 percentage point when 
comparing the four-semester outcomes with enrollment after two semesters.  In addition, Text Ed did 
not affect enrollment after four semesters. 

 
Exhibit C.5. Impacts on College Enrollment After Four Semesters 

Outcome (%) 
Text Ed 

Group 

Non-
Message 

Group Difference   
Standard 

Error P-Value 
Enrolled in any college within four             
semesters of intended college start date 61.4 62.0 -0.6 

 
1.0 0.587 

       
Enrolled in a two-year college within four             
semesters of intended college start date 61.4 61.8 -0.4 

 
1.0 0.718 

       
Enrolled in a four-year college within four             
semesters of intended college start date 6.5 8.6 -2.1 

 
1.1 0.064 

Sample size (total = 3,382) 1,692 1,690         

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from the National Student Clearinghouse and from two Educational 
Opportunity Centers (EOCs) that gathered administrative data on participants' enrollment at two technical 
colleges.  
 
NOTES: Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 

None of the differences were statistically significant at the 5 percent level or higher. 
The estimated differences are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for indicators of 
EOC site, student race/ethnicity, age, gender, low income, first generation, childcare need, working, college 
application status at study intake, and Free Application for Federal Student Aid status at study intake. The 
values in the column labeled Text Ed Group are the regression-adjusted averages for participants randomly 
assigned to the Text Ed group. The values in the next column are the regression-adjusted averages for 
participants randomly assigned to the non-message group. 
 

C.2 Impacts on FAFSA Outcomes 

This section provides more detail on the impact findings related to FAFSA completion.  

A participant is considered to have submitted the FAFSA if the participant filed the FAFSA, regardless 
of whether the FAFSA was rejected. Tracking FAFSA submission in addition to FAFSA completion 
allowed for a holistic look at the federal financial aid application process and the possible identification 
of barriers in the application process that Text Ed might have helped applicants to overcome. The 
impacts of Text Ed on the receipt of financial aid was also explored, as access to federal financial aid is 
the end goal of completing the FAFSA. Further, because receipt of aid is contingent on not only 
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completing the FAFSA but also navigating the FAFSA verification process if the student is selected, the 
receipt of aid variable may provide some insight into whether Text Ed helped applicants navigate post-
FAFSA completion steps such as verification. Given that receipt of aid is also contingent on participant 
eligibility for federal aid and participant enrollment in college, financial aid receipt encompasses all 
these steps and is also included as an exploratory outcome.  

C.2.1 Impacts for the Full Study Sample 

Exhibit C.6 shows data on FAFSA completion outcomes, as well as other exploratory outcomes related 
to the FAFSA application process.  As shown, Text Ed did not affect FAFSA completion rates within two 
semesters of intended enrollment, nor did it affect other FAFSA outcomes, such as rejection rates and 
verification requests. 

 
Exhibit C.6. Impacts on Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA) 
Outcomes 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using Federal Student Aid data and data from the study intake and Educational 
Opportunity Center (EOC) intake forms.  

NOTES: Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
     None of the differences were statistically significant at the 5 percent level or higher. 
     The estimated differences are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for indicators 
of EOC site, student race/ethnicity, age, gender, low income, first generation, childcare need, working, 
college application status at study intake, and FAFSA status at study intake. The values in the column labeled 
Text Ed Group are the regression-adjusted averages for participants randomly assigned to the Text Ed group. 
The values in the next column are the regression-adjusted averages for participants randomly assigned to the 
non-message group. 
 

  

Outcome (%) 
Text Ed 

Group 

Non-
Message 

Group Difference   
Standard 

Error P-Value 
FAFSA submitted within two semesters             
of intended college enrollment date 85.6 85.6 0.0   1.0 0.998 
              
FAFSA rejected within two semesters             
of intended college enrollment date 7.1 7.4 -0.2   0.9 0.792 
              
Completed FAFSA within two semesters             
of intended college enrollment date 84.7 85.1 -0.4   1.1 0.754 
       
Completed FAFSA before intended             
college enrollment date 82.5 83.5 -1.0   0.9 0.292 
       
Completed FAFSA within a year of             
intended college enrollment date 85.3 85.5 -0.2   1.1 0.834 
              
FAFSA verification requested 33.1 33.9 -0.8   1.8 0.664 
              
FAFSA aid received within two semesters             
of intended college enrollment date 49.9 49.5 0.3   1.3 0.804 

Sample size (total = 3,535) 1,768 1,767         
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C.2.2 Subgroup Analyses 

This section presents information about subgroup analyses related to FAFSA completion through 
Exhibit C.7 and Exhibit C.8. As Exhibit C.7 shows, no statistically significant effects were found within 
the examined subgroups. None of the p-values for the estimated impacts are less than .05. Exhibit 8 
presents the impact information graphically. The 95 percent confidence intervals each include zero, 
illustrating that the estimates are not statistically significant. 
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Exhibit C.7. Impacts on Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA) Completion by Subgroup 

Participant Characteristic   
Sample 

Size 
Text Ed 

Group (%) 

Non-
Message 

Group (%) Difference   
Standard 

Error 

P-Value 
for 

Difference 
 

            
Text Ed version           

 Short (35 days or less)  1,208 89.9 87.0 2.9  1.7 0.085  

 Long (36 days to 9 months) 2,327 82.2 83.9 -1.7  1.4 0.219  
Sample size     3,535              

            
Initial FAFSA status           

 Had not completed the FAFSA at the time of study intake 1,988 73.2 73.1 0.1  1.8 0.950  
Sample size     1,988              

            
Initial college application status          

 Had not completed a college application at the time of study intake 511 67.6 68.3 -0.7  3.5 0.836  

 Had completed a college application at the time of study intake 3,024 87.6 88.0 -0.4  1.1 0.712  
Sample size     3,535              

            
Race/Ethnicity           

 Non-White or Hispanic/Latino 1,973 83.9 85.5 -1.6  1.5 0.281  

 White, non-Hispanic/Latino 1,509 86.0 84.6 1.4  1.6 0.377  
Sample size     3,482              
           
Gender           
 Female   2,211 86.9 85.9 1.0  1.3 0.426  
 Male   1,260 81.1 83.9 -2.8  1.9 0.142  
Sample size   3,471        

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using Federal Student Aid data.  

NOTES:  None of the differences were statistically significant at the 5 percent level or higher. 
     The estimated differences are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for indicators of Educational Opportunity Center site, 
and student race/ethnicity, age, gender, low income, first generation, childcare need, working, college application status at study intake, and FAFSA 
status at study intake. The values in the column labeled “Text Ed Group (%)” are the regression-adjusted averages for participants randomly assigned 
to the Text Ed group. Each panel presents impacts for a subgroup split. For example, the top panel presents a difference of 2.9 percentage points in 
college enrollment for clients in the short Text Ed version and a difference of -1.7 percentage points for those in the long version. Neither difference is 
statistically significant, as indicated by the p-values in the final column. 
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Exhibit C.8. Impact Plot of Text Ed Impacts on Free Application for Federal Student 
Aid (FAFSA) Completion by Subgroup 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using Federal Student Aid data. 

NOTES: Estimated differences are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for indicators of Educational Opportunity Center 
site, and student race/ethnicity, age, gender, low income, first generation, childcare need, working, college application status at study intake, and 
FAFSA status at study intake. Each marker presents the estimated impact for a subgroup. The confidence interval represents the range of values 
that are highly likely to include the true impact.  A confidence interval that includes zero, therefore, represents a difference that is not statistically 
significant.

Text Ed version Initial FAFSA status Race/ethnicityInitial college application 
status

Gender
Short Long FAFSA not

completed at study 
intake

Application not 
completed at
study intake

Application
completed at
study intake

Non-
White or 
Hispanic/

Latino

White, 
non-

Hispanic/
Latino

Female Male

Estimated effect and 95% confidence interval
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C.2.3 Additional Exploratory Analyses 

This section presents the results of several exploratory analyses related to the FAFSA and federal 
financial aid. The first analysis examined FAFSA completion outcomes for participants for whom four 
semesters of data are available. These participants are those who intended to enroll in college in fall 
2019 or earlier. Exhibit C.9 presents the results, showing no effect of Text Ed on this longer-term 
outcome. 

 
Exhibit C.9. Impacts on Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA) 
Completion Within Four Semesters of Intended Enrollment 

Outcome (%) 
Text Ed 

Group 

Non-
Message 

Group Difference   
Standard 

Error P-Value 
Completed FAFSA within four semesters             
of intended college enrollment date 86.2 86.4 -0.2   1.1 0.849 

Sample size (total = 3,382) 1,692 1,690         
 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using Federal Student Aid data and data from the study intake and Educational 
Opportunity Center (EOC) intake forms.  

NOTES: Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
     None of the differences were statistically significant at the 5 percent level or higher. 
     The estimated differences are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for indicators 
of EOC site, student race/ethnicity, age, gender, low income, first generation, childcare need, working, 
college application status at study intake, and FAFSA status at study intake. The values in the column labeled 
Text Ed Group are the regression-adjusted averages for participants randomly assigned to the Text Ed group. 
The values in the next column are the regression-adjusted averages for participants randomly assigned to the 
non-message group. 

 

The second set of analyses examined FAFSA rejection and FAFSA verification among participants who 
submitted the FAFSA. Examining the rates and common causes of FAFSA rejection and verification 
allowed the study team to better understand the barriers participants faced to successfully completing 
the FAFSA and ultimately receiving federal financial aid. Exhibit C.10 presents the findings, which are 
non-experimental given that they are estimated only for participants who submitted the FAFSA. The 
exhibit shows that most rejections are due to missing parent signatures, and most verification requests 
center around income verification.  There is only one statistically significant difference in these 
outcomes between the Text Ed and non-message groups. The Text Ed group was less likely than the 
non-message group to have FAFSA verification requested for both income and identify verification, 
although the difference of 1.2 percentage points is small and overall rates for both groups are less than 
3 percent.  The second panel of the exhibit presents verification completion rates. This analysis is 
conducted for Pell-eligible clients only, given that verification completion information is not available 
for individuals who are not Pell-eligible. The exhibit shows no differences between the two groups on 
verification completion. 
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Exhibit C.10. Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA) Outcomes 
Among FAFSA Filers 

Outcome (%) 
Text Ed 

Group 

Non-
Message 

Group Difference 
Standard 

Error P-Value 

FAFSA rejected 8.3 8.6 -0.3 1.1 0.766 
Missing parent signature 5.2 5.3 0.0 0.8 0.986 
Mismatched, and/or incomplete data 1.1 1.1 0.0 0.6 0.999 
Both missing parent signature and       

mismatched and/or incomplete data 2.7 3.5 -0.8 0.6 0.210 
FAFSA verification requested 38.6 39.5 -0.9 1.9 0.662 

Income verification 32.4 32.1 0.3 2.0 0.875 
Identity verification 6.3 6.2 0.1 0.8 0.890 
Both income and identity verification 1.3 2.5 -1.2 0.3 0.001 

Sample size (total = 3,027) 1,508 1,519    

FAFSA verification completed, among Pell-
eligible participants 25.2 26.6 -1.4 1.8 0.447 

Sample size (total = 2,671) 1,305 1,366    

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using Federal Student Aid data and data from the study intake and Educational 
Opportunity Center (EOC) intake forms. 

NOTES: Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences. 
The estimated differences are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for indicators of 
EOC site, student race/ethnicity, age, gender, low income, first generation, childcare need, working, college 
application status at study intake, and FAFSA status at study intake. The values in the column labeled Text 
Ed Group are the regression-adjusted averages for participants randomly assigned to the Text Ed group. The 
values in the next column are the regression-adjusted averages for participants randomly assigned to the 
non-message group. 
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SECTION D: DETAILED IMPLEMENTATION ANALYSIS 

To place the study findings in context, this section examines the services that study EOCs reported 
typically providing before the implementation of Text Ed. It then explores the implementation of Text 
Ed, using text message data from the Signal Vine platform. 

D.1 Levels of Support and Client Follow-Up Typically Provided by Study EOCs 

Prior to the implementation of Text Ed, the study team conducted structured interviews with the 
director of each participating EOC to gather site-level information about typical practices and services 
provided to clients. This section presents additional analyses of data collected via these interviews 
beyond those described in the main body of the report. These data help to assess the extent to which 
the text-based outreach and communication via Text Ed represents a meaningful departure from the 
standard practices of the participating EOCs. Because these data on typical practices were collected at 
the site level, they do not provide information on the specific supports received by individual study-
eligible clients. 

D.1.1 Cross-Site Variation in Individualized Support and Completion of Key College-Going 
Tasks During Clients’ First Interactions with the EOCs 

Most of the EOCs’ work with clients, such as assistance completing FAFSA and applying to college, 
takes place during the first visit. The first panel of Exhibit D.1 presents site-level information on the 
reported share of clients who receive individualized support as part of their first EOC interaction. 
Individual EOCs are presented in ascending order. The exhibit shows that all but two EOCs report 
providing individualized support to at least half of their clients in the first interaction, and about half of 
EOCs provide this support to the large majority of their clients. Thus, across all the EOCs, most clients 
received some type of individualized support. 

The second and third panels of Exhibit D.1 show the share of clients, as reported by EOCs, who 
complete and file a FAFSA (panel 2) and complete and submit a college application (panel 3) during 
their first interaction with the EOC. These data show a similar story, in that most EOCs report that the 
majority of their clients complete these two tasks at the first visit.   

Finally, the fourth panel presents the share of clients to whom each EOC reports providing proactive 
outreach following the first EOC-client interaction. Here there is more variation across EOCs. Seven of 
the EOCs report conducting follow-up outreach for all their clients, and five EOCs report doing so for 
fewer than half of their clients. 

D.1.2 Frequency with Which EOCs use Various Modes of Communication for Client Follow-Up 

Sites that conduct follow-up with their clients after the initial interaction may do so in a variety of ways. 
Examining these modes is important to compare these efforts with the follow-up provided by Text Ed. 
Exhibit D.2 shows the extent to which EOCs reported using various modes of communication to 
conduct proactive follow-up with clients beyond their first interaction prior to the implementation of 
Text Ed. Each cell indicates the share of EOCs that report using a given mode of communication at a 
given frequency. 

The data from the EOCs indicate that outreach is typically not frequent, and it is rarely via text 
messaging.  The majority of EOCs (72 percent) never follow-up via text messaging, and the majority of 
those that do use this mode do not use it regularly.  More common modes of follow-up include email 
and paper letters.  In terms of frequency, most follow-up reported by EOCs is quarterly or at strategic 
points. For example, 28 percent of EOCs reported making phone calls weekly and 67 percent made 
them quarterly or at strategic points.
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Exhibit D.1. Share of Text Ed Eligible Participants Receiving Specific Support, by Site, as Reported by 
Educational Opportunity Centers (EOCs) 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data collected via interviews with EOC directors.  

NOTES: Panel A presents site-level estimates of the share of Text Ed-eligible clients who receive individualized support in their first interaction with an 
EOC. Panels B and C present the share who fill out and file the FAFSA and fill out and submit a college application, respectively, in their first 
interaction with an EOC. Panel D presents the share who receive follow up after their first interaction with an EOC.  
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Exhibit D.2. Percentage of Study Educational Opportunity Centers (EOCs) 
Reporting Various Modes of Communication Prior to Text Ed for Client 
Follow-Up, by Frequency 

 Frequency 

Mode of Communication (%) Never 
Every 
Week 

Every 
Two 

Weeks Monthly 
At Strategic 

Times/Quarterly 
      
Email 11.1 11.1 0.0 5.6 72.2 
Texta 72.2 5.6 5.6 0.0 16.7 
Phone call 5.6 27.8 0.0 0.0 66.7 
Paper letter 33.3 11.1 0.0 5.6 50.0 
Social mediab 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
         
Sample size (total = 18 EOCs)           

SOURCE: MDRC analysis of EOC director interview responses. 

NOTES: aThe EOC director of the one EOC that sends weekly text messages explained that this was not part 
of their standard practices, saying that “it depends on the person.” 
     bEOCs reported using social media to post general information, but not to conduct individualized follow-up. 
 

D.2 Analytic Approach to the Implementation Analysis 

To evaluate whether Text Ed was implemented with fidelity, the study team analyzed text message data 
from the Signal Vine platform. These analyses investigated the extent to which the automated, 
preprogrammed text messages were sent as planned, whether participants responded via text to the 
outreach, and whether EOC staff members engaged by responding via text to participant 
communication or engaging with the Signal Vine platform to facilitate the proper delivery of 
preprogrammed messages.  

Analysis of the text message data were used to answer four questions:  

1. How many preprogrammed text messages were sent to clients in the Text Ed group, on 
average, and do these average values fall within the expected range of messages? 

2. What share of participants in the Text Ed group opted out of receiving text messages? 

3. What share of participants in the Text Ed group responded to the Text Ed messages at least 
once? What share responded two to three times, and what share responded more than four 
times? How many messages did participants send, on average? 

4. What share of participants in the Text Ed group were sent personalized, non-automated text 
communication from an EOC staff member? How many staff messages were sent to 
participants, on average? 

D.2.1 Preprogrammed Messages Sent 

In the absence of any technical errors or a participant’s request to stop receiving messages, participants 
in each Text Ed version were scheduled to receive a specific number of preprogrammed messages. As 
described in Section A, participants within each version could be sent a different number of messages 
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based on factors such as their status on key college-going steps at the time of intake. The extent to 
which participants within each Text Ed version were sent a number of messages that falls within the 
expected range is an indicator that Text Ed was implemented as planned. Exhibits D.3 and D.4 
compare the minimum, maximum, and average number of messages sent to participants in each 
version with the expected range of messages for that version. 

Because of character limits on text messages, some Text Ed messages were distributed across more 
than one distinct text. These sets of texts can be considered a single message for the purposes of this 
analysis, and Exhibit D.3 reports on the number of preprogrammed messages expected and actually 
sent to participants in this fashion. Exhibit D.4 reports on the total number of distinct preprogrammed 
text messages expected and actually sent to participants, counting each distinct text message as one 
message even when it was sent as part of a set of simultaneous texts. 

 
Exhibit D.3. Number of Preprogrammed Messages Sent to Participants in the 
Text Ed Group, by Text Ed Version 

   Number of Messages 

Text Ed Version 

Number of 
Text Ed 

Group 
Participants 

Percentage 
of Text Ed 

Group 
Participants Minimum  Maximum Mean 

Expected 
(Range) 

  . . . . . . 
Long 1,170 66.2 0 34 20.2 15—23 
Medium 150 8.5 1 30 17.2 13—18 
Short 123 7.0 2 32 16.8 13—15 
Very short 325 18.4 1 22 12.1 9—11 
Sample size (total = 1,768)             

SOURCE: MDRC analysis of Signal Vine text message data. 

 

Exhibit D.4. Number of Distinct Preprogrammed Messages Sent to Participants 
in the Text Ed Group, by Text Ed Version 

   Number of Messages 

Text Ed Version 

Number of 
Text Ed 

Group 
Participants 

Percentage 
of Text Ed 

Group 
Participants Minimum  Maximum Mean  

Expected  
(Range) 

Long 1,170 66.2 0 57 39.4 33—56 

Medium 150 8.5 4 51 34.3 29—49 

Short 123 7.0 5 68 32.6 26—42 

Very short 325 18.4 1 37 23.9 19—31 

Sample size (total = 1,768)             

SOURCE: MDRC analysis of Signal Vine text message data. 
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The exhibits show that the majority of study participants were placed into the long version of Text Ed, 
meaning that they had intended to enroll in college between 36 days and 9 months after study entry. 
The next largest group was in the very short version, planning to enroll within 19 days or less after 
study entry.21 Data on the number of messages sent indicate that Text Ed was implemented as planned. 
Participants in the long version, for example, were sent on average 20.2 preprogrammed text 
messages, within the expected range of 15 to 23 messages (Exhibit D.3). This group was sent an average 
of 39.4 distinct text messages, also within the expected range of 33 to 56 messages (Exhibit D.4). The 
number of messages sent were also within the expected range for participants in each of the other 
versions. 

D.2.2 Participant Opt-Out and Other Barriers to Messaging 

The study team calculated the proportion of participants assigned to the Text Ed group who 
subsequently opted out of receiving messages. These are participants who replied “STOP” after the 
messaging began. Opt-out behavior in the form of “stop requests” provides an indication of the extent 
to which participants were willing to receive the messages in Text Ed.   

Data from Signal Vine (presented in Exhibit 8 of the main report) show that 9 percent of participants 
opted out of receiving Text Ed messages immediately after receiving their first message. This rate 
indicates that the large majority of study participants were neutral to positive about the messages and 
generally willing to receive them when the messaging began.  

Participants in the Text Ed group could also request to stop receiving messages at later time points, 
after they had more experience with the messages. This might occur if participants judged that the 
outreach was not (or was no longer) useful to them, either because they did not like or did not benefit 
from the outreach. Exhibit D.5 presents data on stop requests received from participants after their 
second message or any point following that. The exhibit shows that fewer than 11 percent of 
participants in each version requested to stop receiving text messages after this point. 

 

Exhibit D.5. Text Stop Requests, Wrong Numbers, and Programming Errors  

Issue Description 
Number of Participants 

Impacted by Issue 
Percentage of Text Ed 

Group Participants  
  . . 
Requested to stop receiving messages at some 
point after receiving the first set of messages 

. . 

Long 111 9.5 
Medium  16 10.7 
Short 9 7.3 
Very short 24 7.4 

      
Wrong numbers 75 4.2 
      
Any programming or implementation errors 
resulting in unsent text messages 

61 3.5 

  . . 
Sample size (total = 1,768) 

  

SOURCE: MDRC analysis of Signal Vine text message data. 
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Exhibit D.5 also presents information on wrong numbers and other technical errors that may have 
prevented the sending of text messages. A number could be non-viable, for example, because it was 
not the correct cell phone number for the participant, the number had gone inactive, or the number 
was for a landline rather than a cell phone. Very few participants had wrong phone numbers (4.2 
percent) or experienced other technical difficulties (3.5 percent).  

D.2.3 Participant Response to Messages 

The text message transcript data allow for the analysis of clients’ text-based participation. Text 
messages from participants are the clearest observable indication that they received, reacted to, and 
potentially acted upon the preprogrammed messages. It is important to note that the absence of text 
messages from a participant does not mean that the participant was not engaged with the Text Ed 
messages they received or that they did not benefit from them. The messages participants were sent 
may have been sufficient to encourage them to take next steps on their own or to follow up with their 
EOC via another means of communication, such as over the phone or in person. Yet for participants 
who did use text messages to stay connected with their EOC, their text message responses serve as one 
indication of their active participation with Text Ed.  

Exhibit D.6 presents the percentage of participants who responded at different frequencies to the Text 
Ed messages. Overall, about 80 percent responded at least once to the messages. Just under 50 percent 
responded four or more times during follow-up. The measure of participant response to texts that 
prompt “preprogrammed messages in a way that requires EOC staff intervention” gives a window into 
how much staff intervention was needed to ensure that Text Ed was implemented as designed. About 
10 percent of participants responded to “Yes/No” questions in a way that required intervention, 
suggesting that the responses did not typically require additional effort from staff members. 
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Exhibit D.6. Participant Response to Messages, Overall and by Text Ed Version 

Frequency of Response Percentage of Text Ed Group Participants 
  . 
Responded once . 

Overall 13.1 
Long 11.1 
Medium 12.7 
Short 10.6 
Very short 21.5 

  . 
Responded on 2 –� 3 occasions . 

Overall 18.6 
Long 16.9 
Medium 19.3 
Short 22.8 
Very short 22.8 

  . 
Responded on 4 occasions or more . 

Overall 48.4 
Long 51.6 
Medium 53.3 
Short 52.0 
Very short 33.2 

  
Ever responded to a scheduled message that prompted preprogrammed follow-up in a. 
way that required Educational Opportunity Center staff member intervention. 

Overall 10.4 
Long 9.5 
Medium 20.0 
Short 13.8 
Very short 8.0 

Sample size (total = 1,768) 
 

SOURCE: MDRC analysis of Signal Vine text message data. 
 

D.2.4 Staff Member Follow-Up 

This section discusses how participants experienced staff member engagement with the Signal Vine 
platform. As with the participant messages, staff members’ text messages provide partial information 
regarding the extent to which Text Ed prompted more robust communication between EOC staff 
members and participants. EOC staff members could have resolved participants’ questions over the 
phone or in person, so staff member engagement with the Signal Vine platform may only provide a 
partial look at staff members’ follow-up with participants and their engagement as a whole. 
Nevertheless, characterizing the extent of staff members’ follow-up via text gives some indication of 
whether Text Ed represents a robust strategy for EOC-client two-way communication. 

Exhibit D.7 presents the share of participants who interacted directly with EOC staff members via the 
Signal Vine text messaging platform, as well as the share who received automated text messages that 
would have failed to send without staff member intervention. The top rows present information on the 
number of “manual” text messages sent by staff members, referring to messages sent by a staff member 
to an individual participant, rather than preprogrammed Text Ed messages. For participation in the 
long version, for example, about 56 percent of participants received at least one manual message from 
a staff member, and the average number of messages sent was roughly three over the follow-up period.  
The level of manual texting suggests a fair amount of interaction between staff members and clients. 
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Exhibit D.7. Staff Member Follow-Up, Overall and by Text Ed Version 

Staff Member Follow-Up 
Percentage of Text Ed 

Group Participants 
  . 
Participants received at least one “manual” text message from a staff member . 
at their Educational Opportunity Center (EOC) . 

Overall 54.4 
Long 55.9 
Medium 63.3 
Short 53.7 
Very short 44.9 

  . 
Average number of “manual” text messages participants received . 

Overall 2.7 
Long 2.9 
Medium 3.7 
Short 2.2 
Very short 1.6 

  . 
Participants ever received a customized scheduled message that would have 
failed without EOC staff member intervention 

. 

Overall 3.5 
Long 2.1 
Medium 10.7 
Short 7.3 
Very short 4.0 

  . 
Sample size (total = 1,768)   

SOURCE: MDRC analysis of Signal Vine text message data. 

 

The final set of rows presents the measure “Participants ever received a scheduled message that would 
have failed without EOC staff member intervention,” which speaks to the extent to which staff 
members needed and were able to provide individual follow-up. While the Signal Vine system could 
interpret a variety of variations on affirmative or negative answers, if a participant sent a reply that the 
system could not interpret, the system was unable to send an appropriate reply until an EOC staff 
member manually interpreted the valance of the participant message for the system. EOC staff member 
engagement with Text Ed in this way is important for the successful customization of the messaging. 
The extent to which staff members were required to and actually did engage in this way provides 
insight into the level of effort required from staff members to customize the messages in response to 
clients’ incoming texts and the feasibility of providing that level of effort. The findings suggest that staff 
members did not consistently engage with the Signal Vine platform in a way that facilitated real-time 
customizations to the text messages. This kind of engagement requires substantial effort from staff 
members and is not always necessary for a coherent text message exchange.  

 

  



 

49 

ENDNOTES 

 
1 Castleman and Page (2015, 2016); Page, Castleman, and Meyer (2020); Page and Gehlbach (2017). 
2 Choy (2002); Ross-Gordon (2011); Johnson, Rochkind, Ott, and DuPont (2009). 
3 Harackiewicz, Tibbetts, Canning, and Hyde (2014). 
4 Mayer, Calmeyer, Cullinan, and Patterson (2015). 
5 Farrell, Smith, Reardon, and Obara (2016). 
6 Baird, Cullinan, Landers, and Reardon (2016). 
7 Dechausay, Anzelone, and Reardon (2015). 
8 Bhargava and Manoli (2015). 
9 Hastings and Weinstein (2008). 
10 Mayer, Kalil, Oreopoulos, and Gallegos (2019). 
11 In rare instances a participant could have received their first text message on or after their target enrollment date 
if the participant entered an EOC just a few days prior to their intended enrollment date and successfully enrolled. 
These participants would have been assigned to the very short Text Ed version. 
12 Staff members did not directly learn the group to which clients were assigned in order to minimize the chances 
that they provided additional follow-up to clients who did not get assigned to the Text Ed group.  Although follow-
up data on individual outreach were not available, it is unlikely that such outreach occurred. Staff members would 
need to go into the Signal Vine platform in order to find out who was receiving Text Ed messages, cross check 
these data with their own caseload, and infer which of their clients were not receiving these messages. 
13 United States Department of Education (2020). 
14 Federal Student Aid (2020). 
15 Except for the enrollment data collected from the two technical colleges, which are already organized by 
semester. 

16 If the outcome is completed within the application year for the semester of intended enrollment, it will count 
even if it was completed before randomization. If the outcome is completed in a winter or summer term that falls 
between the intended enrollment semester and the following semester, it will count as completed as well. More 
details about outcome variable creation can be found in Appendix B. 
17 Participants self-reported their intended college enrollment date at study intake. 
18 Holzman and Hanson (2020) found that, net other factors, FAFSA verification rates for Black, Hispanic and 
Asian/Pacific Islander students as well as students from other racial/ethnic backgrounds were higher than FAFSA 
verification rates for White students. 
19 Page, Castleman, and Meyer (2020); for similar studies, see Castleman and Meyer (2020); Castleman and Page 
(2017); Castleman, Page, and Schooley (2014); Page and Gehlbach (2017). 
20 Page, Castleman, and Meyer (2020). 
21 Fewer than 1 percent of study participants planned to enroll after 9 months. Text messages were sent to this 
group once their intended enrollment date was 9 months away. 
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