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PREF'l\CE 

The circumstances which prompted this proposal reflect 

the desire to show that my present pursuit of a double major 

in elementary education and political science are of 

relative value to one another. 

reflects educational matters, but 

This issue obviously

it also contends with 

those of a political nature such as government control,

regulation, budgeting, and public policy.

This paper engages in a comprehensive normative study

which examines the origin and progression of the idea of an

educational voucher system from the mid-nineteenth century

to the present. Special emphasis focuses upon the

theoretical arguments which support educational vouchers .

Evidence obtained through extensive research has shown that

an educational voucher system may be designed and

implemented 

produced. 

in such a way that positive outcomes are

A few of these positives outcomes include: the

provision of equal funding for all pupils on a statewide

level; implementation of parental and pupil "choice " within

the educational system ; increase in the economic efficiency 

of educational operations; and an increase 

effectiveness due to competitive market effects.

in teacher 

A discussion of the forerunners who originated the idea

of a voucher system such as Adam Smith, Thomas Paine, and

John Stuart Mill will illustrate the reasons why 

i 

these men



believed tl1 is type of system would be of value. /\ look at 

twentieth century voucher schemes developed by authors such 

as Milton Friedman, Christopher Jencks, and John Coons will 

provide insight as to why the time may be ripe to 

testable voucher proposals. 

ii 

implement 
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Chapter I 

Introduction: Educational Vouchers 



Under the present structure of the educational system, 

students and parents exercise limited control over matters 

concerning the school they will attend. Officials section 

pupils into districts according to criteria such as state

and city boundaries, place of residence, desegregation laws, 

busing routes, and so on. These criteria give littl regard 

to the more specific personal needs of the students. for 

instance, the academically talented and gifted student is

forced to attend an inner-city school where much attention

is aimed at simply the basics--just trying to get students

through. A student with great potential to excel in

wrestling is "bound" to a neighborhood school which does not

sponsor a wrestling team. Another student who has a

tremendous learning deficit and has been labeled a ''low­

achiever" may not reap the benefits of Chapter One b caus

the overall student body reflects high achievement levels;

therefore, based on the statistical majority, Chapter One

services are not funded at that particular school. Another

example of less concern, but certainly worth mentioning, is

the younger student whose after-school day care service or

babysitter is located right across the street from School A,

but, due to zoning 1aws this student gets bused to School D

an hour away. 

Decisions 

pertinent to 

concerning 

students' 

what school to attend 

educations. They should

are 

be 

determined, at 1east in some part, by the recipients of the
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education. Ho,"ever, under the present structure students 

and parents may be viewed as "captive clients" with no 

direct input into school selection; thus they are rendered

mere "consumers" to the monopoly of <:=ducation. 

A move has begun to force educators to compete

"comsumer" dollars through an educ tional voucher system.

its simplest definition, an educational voucher is 

for 

In 

a

certificate issued to parents by the state which allows 

parents to "shop around" and choose which school would b-st

meet the needs of their children. Parents in turn would 

give the voucher to the selected school, and the school 

would then "redeem" the voucher with the state.

of competition thereby added to the system

The elem nt 

agitates 

educational policy, thus forcing reforms and improvements. 

The government would still retain its position as the

primary source of educational revenue, but that support 

would take the form of vouchers th reby giving parental

consumers the right of choice in a free-market economy.

Vouchers would create a marketplace within the 

educational system, offering the schools and their programs 

Parents coulc1 "shop around," compare, and
as products. 

decide upon the best product

Barbara S. Davis, in

in which to invest their 

vouchers. 
an article appearing in 

Educational forum, "Educational Vouchers: Boom or Blunder?"

felt that, 

ordinary people are the best managers of 

their own affairs. Give them good 
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information about schools; give them the 

necessary resources; give them professional 

counsel to help them choose. But do not 

force them into a school picked by 

administrators who have never met their 

child. Let them decide for themselves.l 

Given students' recent performances on standardized 

tests, the nation's school system shows serious 

downfall. Myron Lieberman, author of Beyond 

signs of 

Public 

Education, researched the status of the educational system 

and found the educational system has been continually 

declining over the past twenty years.2

In August 1981, the U.S. Secretary of Education was

charged with two responsibilities. The first was to revi w

and synthesize data on the quality of learning and teaching 

in U.S. schools, colleges,and universities, both public and

private, and the second was to examine curricula standards

and expectations of other advanced countries and to compare

those to our own system.3 The commission's report released

April 26, 1983, entitled, A Nation at Risk: the Imperative

of Educational Reform, explained 
�--������--�--=-=� 

why 

deterioration rendered the u.s. in jeopardy. 

made the following observations: 

-International comparisons showed that on 

educational

The report

nineteen

academic tests, American students never ranked first or

second, but repeatedly ranked 

industrial nations.

last seven times among



-A substantial amount of illiteracy, especially among

minority youths was ever-present.

-Achievement scores were

than in 1957.

lower on standardized tests 

-There was virtually a continuous decline on college

aptitude tests from 1963 to 1981.

-There was a devastating drop in the number and

proportion of students exercising superior achievement

on SATs.

-There was an enormous increase in remedial courses.

For example, one quarter of all math courses in public

four-year colleges were repeated.

-There were increases in the proportion of high school

students studying under programs that lacked a central

purpose.

-Lower expectations of students were revealed through

declines in amount of homework required, grade curves,

elimination/reduction of basic academic subjects as

required for graduation, an increase in elective

courses offered, increase in students' tendencies to

elect the least difficult subjects, and decrease in

college admission standards.

teacher shortage appeared 
-A in areas of physics,

chemistry, and math; therefore, teachers were recruited

from less able college students.4

If the U.S. is to maintain its status as a world power,

educational standards are going to have to improve.
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Students who continually rank lust on standardi:;,,ed 

among industrialized nations are not likely to develop into 

the citizenry required to maintain the position of a world 

power. Over the past few years, many programs aimed at 

improving education have been implemented and to date, none 

have moved mountains. Increasing the academic standards of 

the present educational sy�tem is a must if the U.S. is to 

continue to compete on an international level in the future. 

Myron Lieberman believes that "Conventional approaches 

to public education will not result in any fundamental 

educational improvements; for this purpose, changes in th 

governance structure of education are essential."5 

Efforts to reform and improve public education have exist d

as long as public schools themselves. In r cent years

massive amounts of time, effort, and r sources have b n 

devoted to educational reforms; however, as was shown in the

conclusions of A Nation at Risk, it has been only in these

more recent years that the educational system has been so

rapidly declining. Family choice proposals are presently

the only programs under consideration at this time to change

the governance structure of the educational system.

Paradoxically, they are for the most part ignored in reform

documents. 

Family choice proposals may be ignored for many 

reasons. The many family choice plans which

too difficult to sort through and digest;

structure of governance of the school

exist may be 

a change in Uie 

system would 



create much uproar among 

6 

the public, legislators, school 

administrators, teachers, and so on; upper class citizens 

may not desire losing the "choice" and benefits that they 

possess under the present system (private schools, public 

in affluent neighborhoods with a higher tax base, schools 

etc. ) ; or legislators seeking reelection simply may not 

wish to take the risk of supporting a voucher initiative. 

Vouchers are a very radical concept. Restructuring a 

system that has been in tact for almost 100 years is a step 

which does not 

among a cautious 

appear particularly enticing, especially 

nation. Nevertheless, based upon the 

findings uncovered in A Nation at Risk, we cannot ignore the 

ever-present 

d clining. 

c1nd growing danger that the school system is 



Chapter II 

Voucher History 
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The voucher 

Formerly mentioned 

idea 

in 

has 

the 

quite 

writings 

an extensive history. 

of Adam Smith, John 

Stuart Mill, Tom Pain�, and many others as a means of 

financing education, each author has developed his own 

individual, theoretical voucher plan. Following are basic 

descriptions of just a few of the more popular voucher plans 

proposed. 

Adam Smith, author of A Wealth of Nations, may very 

well have been the first individual to suggest the idea of 

an education voucher. Smith felt that parents should be 

able to select from a competitive, free market system the 

type of education they wish their children to receive. He 

favored id -a of "consumer sovereignty"--giving parents 

th_ ch ic and authority to det rmin th - i r h:i.ld's 

du ti n . \Jnd r ,'mit1,'. pr.op s 1 I CJ V rnm nt mon _y w 11 l d 

b- J; r vid di. t]y t J ,1r<'t1Li' f O. th(_ I 11r1·11,1:;r ( f 

cduca · ionc1J sc� r v j l)i:l r 11 t d l ell j C � w Ul I inj ' ·t h ;11 t l1y 

ompetition into th ·tag�ant man roly of du ation.G 

Thomas Pain basically r iterat d Smith's con ept. 

However, Paine believed 

should be responsible for 

children, although poorer 

that parents, not the governm nt, 

the costs of educating th ir 

families would be eligibl to 

receive government subsidies.7

John Stuart Mill, author of On Liberty, cont nd d that 

it was the government's duty to require minimum st nd rds of 

education for every child. However, he felt that par nts 

should be free to obtain that education wherever and however 

they saw best.8
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fo ll o wing Mill's writinc3s in lf359, very little app ars 

o n the topic of vouchers. This is lorgely due t o the 

compulsory public education movement which gained mo mentum 

in the 1920's. The idea of compulsory publi c education 

became so stro ng that many states sought to legislate laws 

requiring all children to attend publi c s chools. H o wever, 

the supreme c o urt r u l i n g i n _P_i_e_r_c_e __ v_. --"S=---o=--=c...::i:..:e::....:::tJ..y_�o �f'---_::::S'....:i:.:s�t:.::e:.:r�s

(1925) asserted that the fo urteenth Amendment protected the

right of a family to ch o ose private educatio n. Although the

Pierce ruling allo wed 

reality was confined 

private edu cation.9

freedo m of choice, this choi ce in

to those wealthy enough to afford 

The idea of vo u chers flared again in the late 1950's.

Built upon the ideas of Smith, Paine, and Mill, Milto n

Friedman, an economist from the University of Chicago,

purported an unregulated vou cher system based upon the free

market prin ciples o f supply and demand. While favoring

go vernment financed education, friedman disliked the idea of

having the government contro l such a mono polized system.

Under Friedman's plan, the go vernment's ro le in edu cation

would be limited to that of financing the child's edu cation

and seeing that s chools were meeting minimum standards.

Friedman's pro posal 

determine standards, 

called for the allowan ce of schools to 

as long as they did no t discriminate 

against racial minorities. Parents 

supplement the basic dollar value of

wished, providing they could afford 

would be 

the voucher 

additional 

allowed to 

if they 

funds.10
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In 1969, Christopher Jencks, of Harvard University, 

headed a committee for the Center of Public Policy which 

researched the theory of educational vouchers and published 

its findings in Educational Vouchers: A Report on financing 

_E_l_e_m_e_n_t_-_a_r�y __ E_d_u_c_a_t _i_o_n __ b_y�_G_r_a _n_t_s __ t_-_o ___ P_a_r_e_n_t_s.
11 Upon

conclusion of the research, Jencks proposed a voucher model 

entitled the "Regulated Compensatory Model." This model 

allows for the inclusion of both public and private schools. 

Its two basic components call for considerable government 

regulation through a voucher regulatory agency, and the 

disallowance of voucher supplements added by parents, 

although children of low income families would be eligible 

to receive a special compensatory voucher which would make 

th se hjldr n m  re attractiv­

mark t. 

ell didate in a omr. titiv 

J .n J<:s bcU -ves thiJ t this t lan would 

result in more riJ ·iiJlly, -conornically, 

and academically mixed schools, and 

that a variety of schools would spring 

up to meet the diverse educational 

needs of urban areas.12

Along about this time, Theodor Sizer, th n de n of 

Harvard Graduate School of Education, d vis d th 

"Sizer-Whitten Model" which was actually only a partial 

voucher plan. This proposal provided vouchers only to 
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low-income fi:imilies of children 

financial aid would be based upon a 

government subsidy decreased as 

with 

sliding 

family 

speciul 

scale 

income 

needs. 

whereby 

levels 

increased. These vouchers could be used in any school with 

the intent that schools would be encouraged to provide 

adequate programs for these children, given 

monies the school would receive.13

the addjtional 

John Coons, William Clune, and tephen Sugarman, from 

the University of California at Berkeley, became active in 

the voucher debate early in the 1970's. Entitled "family 

Power Equalizing," their model was designed to allow parents 

to choose a school for their child based upon the school's 

ability to meet their child's learning style in relation to 

the school's approach to learning and the school's tuition 

level. 

levels. 

Schools would be able to charge one of four tuition 

Families would be taxed according to their 

level and the tuition level of the chosen school. 

income 

Thus, 

wealthier families would pay higher costs for the same level 

of schooling, yet all families would have a choice of levels 

and would pay more for higher levels. This system would be 

financed in part through the family tax, and the remaining 

balance would be paid by the state. The authors of this 

proposal intentionally left the details of this plan vague 

in order that the legislators could fill in the details to 

fit a given situation.14

This rather sketchy outline shows how different people 

may arrive at the same concept through different 
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perspectives. Given the number of proposals mentioned in 

this paper, along with 

proposals which exist, it 

the numerous other less popular 

seems that it would be possible to 

combine the best elements of each model and devise 

workable voucher plan. 



Chapter III 

Vouchers and Society 



John Coons and William Clune claim that the history 

of education has been 

forces; a desire by 

a continued struggle between two 

the members of society to provide 

educational opportunities for all citizens verses the desire 

of individual families to the best affordable 

education for their own 

provide 

children. Both desires lead to 

conflicting tones of resolution 

are at stake. 

when financial provisions 

[If] a family is to be able to provide 

for its children the best education it 

can afford, then it must be able to 

em�loy its economic resources to do so.15

At first glance, the present system s ems to accommodate 

this task; however, this is not the case. Another means 

has derived by which wealthier families may provide superior 

educations for their children through financial 

expenditures, without having their expenditures spill 

into the schools attended by the less wealthy classes.

over

This may be accomplished by taking up one's residence 

in a well-off neighborhood. 

telephones, computers, and 

residential 

homogeneous . 

areas have had 

Through modern 

automobiles in 

the opportunity 

. . . when this economic homogeneity 

coincides roughly with local school 

technology-­

particular, 

to become 



taxation boundaries, then the wealthy in 

one district can confine their 

expenditures to their own children and 

those of other families of similar 

wealth.16

Ilene�, schools in less wealthy districts are left to finance 

their own educational system through a reduced set of 

expenditures. 

It seems to argue that the quality of 

education is 

legitimate 

directly related to 

The 

the local tax base. 

Charles Benson, who authored Economics of Public 

Education, very descriptively outlined 

social-class isolation upon education. 

the effects 

The first thing to recognize on this topic, 

is that many poor families ar bottled up 

in central cities and the second, that 

central city educational authorities hav 

difficulty in coping with the schooling 

requirements of low-income youth.17

of 

As low-income families find it difficult to acquir • 

housing outside of the inner city, the argument to thi 

point suggests that these households are not in reality 

free to exercise choice in terms of receiving a good, 

quality education, for this would mean moving to a more 
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affluent neighborhood with a higher tax base. This pitfall 

becomes especially monotonous for those parents who do, 

indeed, desire "equal opportunity education" for their 

children, but just cannot afford it. Such families are 

compelled to enroll their children into schools which 

continually show levels of accomplishments far below those 

in suburban areas. 

Several 

enrolled 

academic 

Lower-income parents might wish to have 

their children placed in predominantly 

middle-class schools for many reasons-­

less disruption and violence, access to 

well-trained and experienced teachers, 

and so on--but they might also expect 

that their children's achi vement levels 

would be higher than if they attended 

h 1 11 18 
"ghetto sc oo s. 

extensive studies have shown that low-income youth

in integrated school settings maintain higher 

records than those of their low-income peers in 

non-integrated settings. 

Alan Wilson's report to the U.S. Commission on Civil

Rights (1967) studied 4100 students in the Richmond, 

California schools district, and found that the social class

composition of a school directly relates to the academic
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performance of both white and black students, regardless of 

whether the district is racially integrated or segregated. 

Social class segregation of students, 

through its effect upon the development 

of academic skills, has ramifying 

consequences for students' subjective 

sense of competence and belief that 

they can plan and control their 

futures.19

When the social class makeup of the student population is 

mostly that of a low-socioeconomic level, there exists a 

greater number of students who tend to consider themselves 

to b int 11 ·tually inad0.qur1tc. 'T'h cs 

b l i. 'V th y p or n < ;-1 hi l i. t y t.

Eight years 

.utur ,,.
,J • 

after lrJilso11's initial report, Do11ald l�-

Winkler carried out a major r ·tudy of the Richmond school 

situation. Employing longitudinal data, he concluded that 

... the coefficient on socio-economic 

status composition is statistically 

significant and indicates that reducing 

the proportion of low [socioeconomic 

status] peers by 10 percentage points 

would improve student achievement by 

3.22 percentile points.20



l U

In other words, by reducing the number of low-socioeconomic 

levels of students only slightly, student achievement levels 

improve considerably. 

A later study carried out in 1975 by Anita A. Summers 

and Barbara L. Wolfe found that elementary students appear 

to have the largest levels of academic achievement in 

schools which are 40-60% black. 

students in the sample benefited in 

"Al 1 elementary school 

terms of achievement 

when they were in schools where the percentage of blacks 

about equalled the percentage of non-blacks."21 While

facially this statement concerns itself with racial effects, 

and says little in the way of social class, one must 

consider that the existing correlation between social status 

and race is one of basic equival ncy. Black families more 

often than not, fall at the lower economi end of U1e 

spectrum.22

from the data found in Ben on's report in Th Economi 

of Public Education and in relu.tion to th 

mentioned above, four conclusions may be drawn: 

-There is a substantial amount of social-class

segregation in the distribution of housing

in the United States.

-The system of local finance and the system of

geographic entitlement to local public services

perpetuate social-class isolation.

findings
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- I n come homo g e n e i t y o [ n e i g h b o 1� 11 o o d s a n d the con seq u en t

concentration of low-income housing in central

cities and larger suburbs seriously impair the

possibility that residents will be able to escape

the cyclic effect.

-Social-class isolation is peculiarly significant

in depriving children from lower income families

l . l . d t. 2 3of 1191 quality e uca 10n. 

Another reason for tl1e interest in vouchers stems 

largely out of the observations made by Milton Friedman in 

the 1960's. friedman's theoretical plan was initiated out 

of the reasoning that government had grown too large. In

1960, at the end of the Eisenhower years, overall there w re 

approximately 100 federal programs. By 1976 there were more 

than 1000.2� friedman firmly believed that government was 

now too large to effectively maintain a centralized 

educational system. Decentralization through 

plan would provide a much more rational means of 

education. 

a voucher 

delivering 

There c1re times, friedman admits, that government 

intervention into education may be justified, but for the 

most part, market principles should steer 

This idea is justified in the following quote. 

the course. 

The citizen of the United States who is 

co�pelled by 1aw to devote [part] of his 

{ 
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income to the purchase of a particular 

kind of [program] administered by the 

government, is being deprived of a 

corresponding part of his personal 

freedom.25

In other words Friedman believes that parents and students

ought to have a say in th�ir education, yet due to the 

nature of the present system, the government determines the

outcome of educational decisions. 

Formal schooling is today paid for and 

almost entirely administered by 

government bodies ... This has developed 

gradually and is now taken so much for 

granted that little explicit attention 

is any longer directed to the reasons 

for the special treatment of schooling. 

The result has been an indiscriminate 

extension of government responsibility.26

The wider the range of activities covered by the market, the 

fewer the issues on which political decisions are required. 

Vouchers would minimize the government's involvement in 

education. 

Concluding that the present arrangement in distributing 

education is not meeting full potential for all households 
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involved, a voucher program could be a possible alternative.

The intent of vouchers is to 

individual households in ma lei ng 

the power

ducational choices

of 

for 

their children. While Friedman could justify public support

of elementary and secondary education through the aspect of

social benefits, he could find no compelling argument in 

defense of public administration of the funds. Given

Friedman's interpretation, there stands no reason why th 

government should not turn funding over 

households to purchase education.

to individual 



Chapter IV 

Pros and Cons 



Advocates 

l<: e en a r gum en t s 

of 

wh ic11 

voucher 

23 

proposal:; 0et forth 

portray educati0nal vouchers 

several 

as a

plausible device for raising education,11 standards, not just 

academically, but administratively and financially as well. 

For the pa s t t wen t y ye a r s , t 11 e g o v e r n m, · r r t ha s been pumping 

billions of dollars into the education01 system in effort to 

improve the quality of education. For 1.he past twenty years 

student testing scores have shown the system to be 

continually declining. Tax dollars �re too valuable a 

commodity 

educational 

to be continually wasted away on traditional 

reforms which have proven themselves 

unsuccessful. The time has come to �orrect past failures 

in educational reform efforts. Man; regard educational 

vouchers as the most productive soluti0n available. 

The Ills of Monopoly 

Supporters of voucher proposals �0ntinually agree that 

"choice" is an 

improvements. 

important prerequisit� to future school 

As has been stated bef0re, voucher advocates 

view the present system as a mo�0rolistic enterprise. 

Pupils stand as captive clients. l'/i t�, the exception of the 

few families capable of affording pri��te education, pupils 

must take what is offered them ti the public schools. 

Dissatisfactioni easily go unheeded a�� mistakes unrectified 

because teachers 

incentives to 

and 

respond. 

administra tcr:; lack sufficient 

The numer0us avenues open to 

dissatisfied parents such as the schc01 board, legislative 



elections, petitioning processes, and open hearings 

conducted by school boards, are either too sluggish or too 

remote to have any substantial effects concerning individual 

children. In addition, the school system possesses the 

power to decide "what" is to be taught "when and where" and 

"who" is qualified to teach it giving little concern to what 

parents might feel is right for their cl1ildren. "Such 

monolithic enterprises are ill-equipped to m et the great 

variety of needs among tl1e children they serve.1127

The Virtues of Competition 

Vouchers elicit a means of injecting competition into 

the public school system. Allowing parents and students to 

shop for schools results in two positive outcomes. First, 

schools have a strong incentive to provide programs wh icr1 

will attract students. Schools which fail to meet students' 

needs, as 

enrollments 

determined by 

to their 

students and parents, would lose 

competitors. Loss of pupils 

translates directly into loss of funds. In such a system, 

teachers and administrators become directly responsible for 

pupil 

loss. 

satisfaction if only to eliminate the risk of job 

A second positive outcome of a voucher system is 

design of program specialization. Considering 

variability in pupil needs and 

styles, students may select 

their learning 

the program most 

paces 

adept 

meeting his or her needs. Enabling students and parents 

its 

the 

and 

to 

to 



select the most effective cduc�tional program based upon 

individual needs of pupils will improve the education of all 

involved. 

Inherent Simplicity 

Vouchers are proposed as a much simpler way of 

education than 

funding typically 

the current 

involves a 

system. Existing 

complexity of tax 

funding 

district 

levies, 

appropriations for multiple special programs from several 

governmental levels, state legislative formulas gen rated to 

accommodate partisan interests, and so on.28 

Administering this complex web of funding requires many 

regulations and levels of bureaucracy. Vouchers propose a 

much simpler way of funding by granting support directly to 

the child. Simplicity would result from the elimination of 

the many intermediate levels of school administration in 

state and local systems. 

Reduction of Bureaucracy and Overhead 

Voucher sponsors are in agreement that there is too much 

higher level administration in the existing system. If 

students are funded directly, much of the supervision and 

control in district, state, and regional administrations 

would become unnecessary. Through decentralization schools 

would be able to determine programming needs through results 

generated by the choice plan. Control would shift from 

centralized administrative decision-making unit to 

decentralized parent-pupil decision-making unit. 

the 

the 
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Inherent Fairness 

Vouchers suggest equal funding to all students. This 

resolve the long standing issue in the school finance 

reform agenda over the debate of unequal pupil spending 

within states and even local districts. Despite efforts on 

behalf of legislators to narrow the gap of pupil 

expenditures, per pupil spending still varies by fa tors of 

two or more. 

Importance of Private Innovation and Diversity 

This argument closely relates to those dealing with th 

competitive market environment. Increasing diversity among 

schools is one way of increasing competition. Including 

private schools in a voucher program is one means of 

achieving alternative choices. Privat schools tend to vary 

considerably more than their public counterparts in methods, 

organizational formats, and philosophies. Many voucher 

proponents believe that the exclusion of private schools 

would hurt a voucher plan for the public schools alone would 

not provide enough variance within the system. 

"The preservation of diversity in schools is claimed as a 

value in itself, a value that would be enhanced if private 

schools were eligible for substantial public support."29 

Social Equity 

Parents would be allowed greater choices among schools. 
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Schools would have to be productive 

survive in the competitive environment. 

if 

The 

they wanted to 

increase in 

consumer choice along with the competitive environment would 

in all probably lead to greater educational benefits than 

those which would be received under the present monopolistic 

system. 

It may be argued that the schools 

fulfill certain social functions such 

are expected 

as acting as 

to 

the 

vehicle for equalization of opportuniti s among social and 

racial groups. However, by equalizing per-pupil 

expenditures and providing pupils with the education which 

best meets their needs, students would be socially better 

off in the long run. For example, a student experiencing 

learning difficulties would be able to enroll in a school 

possessing a program in Chapter One. By receiving a proper 

education, he will be better able to function in the adult 

world. Selecting an individualized program would also 

decrease the chance of his developing a negative attitude 

toward school due to his successive failures in the regular 

classroom. Based upon this reasoning, individualized 

programs could result in a decrease in the dropout rate. 

Accountability 

If a school did not deliver the educational 

standards it claimed, parents could switch to a school which 

better met the needs of the child. After a school had lost 

enough voucher credits, it would either improve or close. 
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Enthusiasm and Commitment 

Teachers will possess a vested interest in the success 

of their school programs since they helped to develop them. 

Parents and students also gain a feeling of involvement in 

decision-making. Parents begin to feel a sense of power 

in the educational future 

decision-making would become 

bureaucraticized. 

of 

more 

their children. Power and 

decentralized and less 
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Opposing on vouchers spring from many areas. 

Leading the opposition are public school educators. 

This is not surprising--after all, it is not only 

their institutions under fire, but tl1eir job security as 

well. Administrators and teachers are not alone in their 

skepticism. The academic community, parents, and even 

private school administrators have questioned the idea of 

educational vouchers. 

Uncertainties of a Voucher Plan 

A voucher 

"business" of 

system would 

education, and 

certainly revolutionize 

therefore many aspects 

voucher plans remain unknown and unpredictable. 

·omplctely

.rticulat d. 

dct il d : V)UCh 'r 

Th 

actual opp 

r , <- • t j n :, o · 

d t 

proposal lw s 

(' ] 11 C, 1 t () r :_; ,7 l1 l 

a re i mp o s s i b 1 e to de t c r 111 i n e \v i t h ;:.i g r , a t d , a 1 o r 

yet to 

f.1mili<':, 

the 

of 

A 

b 

to 

Numerous questions have b-en rais d: !low many _hildren

would opt for what type of schools? How often would pupils 

switch schools? Would vouchers adequately cover individual 

pupil needs? If a new scheme retains some existing public 

schools, how will 

year? How would a 

teachers? Would 

they plan their operations from y ar to 

mercurial 

uncertainty 

employment market work 

drive teachers into 

for 

oth r 

professions? 

irreversible 

Would we be 

experiment? 

subjecting our childr-n to n 

How would things be re ·tified if 
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no one 1 i k es the re s u l ts o f a vouch r s y s t em'? 

Although these questions undoubtedly merit �ttention, 

answers in determining the outcomes will not likely be 

form u 1 a t e d w i t 11 o u t f i rs t exp e r i men t i n g w i th a voucher p 1 a n . 

Administrators concern themselves with the irreversibl 

effects of implementing a voucher proposal--this being a 

leading drawback to experimentation. Yet, Alum Rock 

reported no ill-effects after their test run conclud ct: 

Answers and solutions to uncertainties of an educational 

voucher system will only be determined through the process 

of trial and error. 

Survival of the Common School 

Critics argue contemporary public schools serve som 

important public purposes which would suffer possible 

neglect in the organizational rearrangements implied by 

voucher proposals. Although voucher sponsors criticize the 

schools for their uniformity, core purposes remain evident 

in the present system. In addition to developing cognitive 

skills and social attitudes required to. function in the 

adult world, schools strive to foster democratic ideals, 

develop an appreciation of a pluralistic society, and serve 

to promote the overall bonding with our national heritage. 

What voucher critics choose to ignore here is that 

educational vouchers serve as a means by which the above 

concerns may be satisfied. The U.S. is a country founded 

upon diversity--various personages coming together seeking 
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the freedom to live life in accordance with their own set of 

values. Fostering the practice of diversity among schools 

through a voucher system as opposed to the present means of 

fostering only the "idea" of diversity to students in the 

classroom setting, would embellish within students the 

tolerance to accept diversity in society. Growing up in an 

environment that actually practices the theory of diversity 

rather than just preaching it will likely mold children into 

adults who are more accepting and tolerant of others' values 

and beliefs. 

Along this same line, voucher critics suggest that an 

extremely decentralized school system would lose its 

direction. However, a core curriculum developed 

common 

by the 

Education Voucher Agency (EVA) would keep individual schools 

on a coherent path. As long as testing results displayed 

common achievement levels, the means by which the 

educational levels are achieved should be of little cone rn. 

After all, no two children learn in quite the same way; 

therefore, they should be able to choose the school which 

offers a program best suited to their learning style. 

Added Expense and Bureaucracy 

Critics argue that the costs of running a voucher 

system would be exceedingly more than the costs of running 

the present system. Features and services enacted within 

the voucher plan would determine the costs of such a program 

An issuing/redemption agency would be required. Mechanisms 
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for the evaluution of individual pupil's voucl1er valu. would 

need to be established. A bureau would be n eded to 

evaluate the eligibility of a scl1ool to be incorporated into 

the voucher system. Costs of pupil transportation could 

result in astronomical figures in the event that students 

select schools ull the way il ross town. Information 

disseminating sy terns are lik Jy to vary in succes rates 

directly related to the amount of funding allott d th 

information ilgency. The more dollars pumped into the 

agency, the more efficient and effective that agency will be 

in distributing information to vouch r participants and vice 

versa. 

A counter-argument sugg sts that in reality a voucher 

system could actually be a mor efficient and ff ctiv 

means of delivering education. As supported by evidence 

previously stated within this text, vouchers would help to 

alleviate social class stratificution, thus influencing 

students of lower-socioeconomic backgrounds in a positive 

manner. This would increase their learning potential, 

and therefore less money would be required to support 

remedial programs. Also, acildemic, discipline, and drug 

related problems were greatly reduced when schools were 

. . �o socially integrated.-

Transportation costs would probilbly not jump to 

ilstronomical figures since some students who ride the bus 

under the present system would elect to at·tend neighborhood 

schools, while others presently uttending neighborhood 
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schools would require transportation to sci,ools located 

farther away. 

under 

However, local districts pay astronomical 

costs the present system for cross-town busing which 

more often than not, fails to achieve its established goal 

of racial integration. It should be noted that problems 

related to transportation did not arise in Alum Rock in its 

five years of existence. 

Voucher programs require a lesser need for central 

administration. 

administrative 

The money required to maintain a large 

bureaucracy could then be pumped into an 

information disseminating agency. 

Social Stratification 

Social cohesiveness might suffer if school selection is 

influenced by racial, religious, or economic factors . 

However, vouchers can be weighted to alleviate this problem. 

For example, disadvantaged 

lower economic status or the 

voucher 

Voucher 

of higher 

proponents 

dollar 

assert 

students, such as those of a 

handicapped, may receive a 

value than the average child. 

that vouchers will foster 

segregation; however, under the present system, there exists 

no way for low-economic families to better their children's 

educations. They 

them 

cannot afford private schools and 

enrolling in a better public school would mean moving 

to more affluent neighhorhoods. This needless to say is not 

likely or affordable. Vouchers could break this connection 

between residence and schoo 1. for example, Nathan Alazer 



11as pointed out, "The availability of private scl1ools hc1s 

been a critical factor in maintaining residential 

would have integrc:.tion in Manhattan."31

moved out of the city chose to 

families that 

stay because of private 

school 

to be 

choice. The schools are racially integrated but tend 

less subject to academic, drug, and discipline 

problems that often charc1cterize inner city public schools. 

"A great deal of white flight might have 

acceptable private schools had been 

this reason, vouchers may contribute 

integration. 

Public Support for Religious Instruction 

been obviated 

available." 32

if 

For 

to residential 

Vo u,c her prop o s a 1 s ca 11 for the i n c 1 u s i on o f pr i v a t e 

schools. Critics purport that supporting religious 

instruction with public dollars would be in violation of the 

First Amendment. Here again, the argument of the opposition 

consistently overlool<:s two factors of utmost importanc 

First, the majority of existing private schools 

are largely nondenominational. Second, Supreme Court 

rulings have consistently held in cases such as 

_E_v_e_r _s_o;;_n __ \_'_· __ N_e_,._,_�J_e_r_s_e_y..__B_o_a_r_d __ o _f_E_·d_u _c_a_t_i_o_n_ 330 U.S. 1, 67 

S.Ct. 504 (1947), Mueller v. Allen, 463 U.S. 388, 103 s.ct.

3062 (1983), Tilton v. Richardson, 403 U.S. 672.,91 s.ct. 

2091 (1971)� Witters v. Washington 474 U.S. �81. 106 s.ct. 

748 (1986), and others that direct aid to .the pupil does not 
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result in di n�ct <1id to p.11�ochi <11. schools, and thc1·,,ror.c is 

not in violation 

Clause. 

of the Fir t Amendment Establ isl1m nt 

More Control or Private Schools 

Another objection 

to be in support of a 

is raised by those so often thought 

voucher proposal--administr.aLors or 

private schools. As participants within the vouch r sy�tem, 

private schools would stand to gain substantial support in 

the form of public dollars, thus causing substantial saving. 

to its client le. But participation also inclurl s 

possibility that significant controls would accompany public 

funding. Private 

independence and 

schools place a high valu n 

self-determination. They beli -v,l 

their 

that 

under a voucher proposal they risk losing th ir autonomy. 

Contrary to this argument, self-determination anrl 

autonomy characterize the basic features Of a 

local 

voucher 

system. Certainly, minimal educational standards \•J<JUld be 

required of participating schools; however, these minimal 

standards, combined with the fact that parents and :;t uden ts 

select the school they wish to attend, work to promote the 

independence of schools to design 

employ their own methods. 

Advantage to Elites 

their O\rn programs and 

It is argued that vouchers will favor wcll-orr par nts 

since low-income parents will not be able to afford 



private 

\✓ell-off 

schools because 

JG 

tl1cy 

parents are likely 

shoppers of the choice system. 

\,Ji 11 raise tuj tio11. l\lso, 

to be more s o pl, j s t i ca t e d 

The regulated compensatory 

model proposed by Jencks solves both of these problems. Not 

only were higher income families not able to add dollar 

supplements to vouchers, lower income families were provided 

with a voucher of higher dollar value to make them more 

attractive applicants to school admission officers. 1-vithin 

the Alum Rock demonstration, counselors were also provid d 

to guide parents and l1elp them select the proper school for 

their children. 

The Difficult-to-Educate Student 

A final objection argues that private schools will 

avoid admission of low-achievers, thus bolstering their 

reputation. Predicting that schools with high reputations 

will compete for the best students does not follow that 

there will be no competition among schools for low-achieving 

students. Gourmet resturants do not compete with McDonalds, 

and Leggetts does not compete with Lerners, but there is 

competition at both ends of the spectrum. 

1\ further argument along these lines is that disabled 

students with special needs \/ i 11 be rejected by voucher 

schools. 

legislation 

children. 

Here again this argument is countered by 

prohibiting discrimination against 

federal 

disabled 

" .large numbers are [presently] enrolled in 

proprietary schools ... [who] ... compete to enroll them ... Thus, 
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while voucher opponents charge that private schools will 

avoid the difficult-to-educate students, private schools are 

already educating large numbers of them.1133

The st rue tu re of Jenclc' s "regulated compensatory model" 

works to ensure that harder-to-educate students are not left 

out in the cold. Low-achievers and disabled students are 

allotted 

student. 

a voucher of higher dollar value than the average 

This added provision would have schools competing 

for these students to earn the extra expenditures. 



Chapter V 

Alum Rock Demonstration 



'l'he 

debate in 1969. 

government 

Concerned 

38 

became involved in the voucher 

with educational reform for 

disadvantaged 

Opportunity 

children, the U.S. Office of Economic 

(OEO) provided Christopher J·encks, of the 

Center for the Study of Public Policy (CSPP), with a grant 

to research and experiment with a voucher model. Since 

Jencks', interest in educational vouchers emphasized a deep 

commitment to the 

among the wealthy 

equality of educational 

families of society and 

opportunity 

those less 

fortunate, it is of little surprise that the OEO turned to 

Jencks. The OEO staff members, distressed at the poor 

results of large infusions 

minority education 

r forms wer 

r 

sp 

ponsiv 

ializ cl 

of 

n c ssar.y t

an 

t-stabl 

of federal funds 

groups, concluded 

ubli.c 

to 

that 

improve 

radical 

mor 

V<' l.o ,, l ,1 l1i ql1l y 

,lr' ti Oil I, 1H 

"regulated compensatory vou her morJ,1. 11 • 11

Under 

regarded as 

tl1 is 

full 

private schools. 

1 la n t 11

payment 

Parents 

of 

gov rnm nt vou h r  w uld b , 

tuition at 

would not 

all 

be 

public or 

allowed to 

supplement the state voucher with private funrls. Lo\ver 

income families would receive a voucher of greater dollar 

value. All schools would 

standards of suspension 

to parents an august 

be required to adopt uniform 

and expulsion and mak ' av i lal l ,

variety of informati n 

instructional programs, school facilities, faculty 

c:ibout 

and 

staff, and students. A system of open enrollment would b 
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that a facility sl1oul.d filJ to 

capacity before applications wEre exhausted, they \vOU l d 

required to f i 11 fifty percent of the spaces at random, 

and fifty percent of the spaces in such a way that would 

not discriminate against minorities. Schools would be 

required 

students 

to accept 

as had 

as high a 

applied. 

proportion of 

If a school 

underapplication, all applicants would be admitted. 

Voucher schools would not be allowed to 

minority 

faced 

charge 

tuition beyond the worth of the voucher. This safeguard 

deters affluent schools from segregating its clientele by 

charging tuition add-ons that might preclude lower clas 

applicants. 

If large numbers of affluent families 

chose to spend more, argues Jencks, an 

unregulated market would lead to 

increasing segregation along economic 

lines. 35

Critics of the model accuse it as being "pure Friedman." 

Yet, Jencks holds that his plan has elaborate safeguards 

built in to discourage segregation from setting in--a 

problem which would 

market theory. 

surely hinder Friedman's unregulated 

An administrative organ, the EVA--Education Voucher 

Agency--would ensure that only schools complying with the 
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model HOUld receive vouchers. The EVA would serve as a 

dispensing/redeeming unit. They \vOU 1 d also have the 

responsibility of disemminating r liable information 

concerning each school. 

Between 1969 and 1973, Jencks and the OEO 

rejected by many middle sized city school districts. 

school districts were selected to receive grants from 

were 

Six 

the 

OEO. These districts included: T\ l U Ill I{ 0 Ck , i n Sa 11 JO Se , 

California; Gary, Indiana; 

San Francisco, California; 

New Rochelle, New 

Rochester, New York; 

York; 

and 

Seattle, Washington. Of these selected districts, only 

one district decided to take the chance--Alum Rock.36 

Superintendent William Jefferds of the Alum Ro k 

Union Elementary School District, vigorously campaiging 

for massive school reforms, saw vouchers as a transition 

mechanism to bring about desired educational improvements 

through additional federal funding. During the 1960s, 

Alum Rock had been plagued 

district was 

with upheaval, vandalism, and 

arson. The 

problems. 

further beset with 

The outcome of negotiations for hosting 

financial 

a pilot 

voucher program Has a healthy seven million dollar grant 

from the National 

believed 

Institute of Education. Jefferds 

authority strongly that decentralization 

through a voucher program would 

responsive to students' needs.37 

make 

O[ 

schools more 

rive demonstration programs were launched, four of 

which took place in heterogeneous communities. Due to the 
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o r�o · s and the CSPP's cone rn for the underprivileged, 

these communiti s possessed 1 rge numbers of stud nts from 

low income families and minority groups. The Alum Rock 

district served an estimated 15,000 students in a low 

income section of eastern San Jose, California. Most w re 

from lower-middle class or lower class families. '!'he 

population breakdown was as follows: Mexican-Ameri an, 

55%; black, 10%; 3c% Anglo and other ethni group 

Tl e voucher demonstration began in Sept mber 

first 1972. 

flight 

Probably 

of a 

because Alum Rock was the 

vou her program, school officials 

39

of 

t st 

were 

permitted to make some critical compromises in th voucher 

program. In essence, Alum Rock was a test of gr ater 

diversity among schools and of greater parent choic It 

was not, however, a test of a true voucher system, but it is 

the closest application thus far. 

The system was a modified version of Jenclc's 

"regulated compensatory model." Below is a description 

of the plan along with its modifications, as was 

implemented in the test run of educational vouchers. 

l)Establishment of a local administrative

unit, the Education Voucher Agency (EVA),

whose responsibilities included:

a)general administration

b)establishing school eligibility



Tal.JJ.c '.i.'J 

PERCENTAGE OF PARENTS \./HO \./ERE "SATISFIED" OR 
"VERY SATISFIED" \./ITII ALUM ROCK SCHOOLS 

(QJO) 

Chl Square \.llthln 
Croup■ Aero"• 

Pa rent Survey Years 
Croup Year l Year 2 Year ) Year 5 d f - ) 

Old voucher 86.8% 90 .o:i: 87. 2% 81.47% 
2 

- 9.52)X 

parent■ 520 289 136 219 p < .02

80. ll 87.2% 86.6% 78.67% 2 
14.545 Nev voucher X 

-

parent• 19 J 512 181 228 p < .00) 

85.8:t 80. ):t 79 .1% 76.5:t 
2 

• 5.659 Nonvoucher X 

parents 145 57 205 p < .1) ns
(controls) 

2 2 2 
Chi equare X 

-

X 
-

X 
-

X 
-

bet\leen groups 6.207 5.))7 4.577 1.960 
"'ithin a survey < .05 < .07 < .10 ns p p p year 
(df ·• ·2) 

Table JO 

PERCENTAGE OF PARENTS WHO THOUGHT .THEIR CHILD WAS 
GETTING A "GOOD" OR "VERY GOOD" E DUCATION 

(QB) 

Chi Square \.lith!n 
Croups Acro9s 

Parent Surv"y Year■ 
Croup Year 1 Year 2 Year ) Year 5 (df - J) 

Old voucher 76.8:t 82.9:t 8) .0:t 75.7:t 
2 

7.767 X 
pa r"nt s "4) 262 127 199 p < .05 

N,:-., vouchc r 70.6% 81. )% 83. 7I 64. 7:t 
2 
- )9. 5 )0

parents 168 L.62 174 J g5 p < .001

Nonvoucher 80. 7I 78. 9I 78.0:t 72.)% 2 
4. 70)X 

-

parents 1 )8 56 10) 19 J ns 
(co:1t rols) 

Chi 2 2 2 2 eq uare X X 
-

X
-

X 
-

be t-.,e., n groups 6 .077 0. 7)8 1.894 8.450 
"'ithin a survey 

.05 p < no ns p < .02 year 

(d f • 2) 
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c ) c o l l e c t i n g u n cl d i s s e m i n a t i n q i n f o nn a t i o 11 

to parents 

d)technical assistance

e)districting and transporting

f)accountability

2)Vouchers for disadvantaged children were

of greuter dollar value than the average

voucher amount.

3)No school was allowed to discriminate against

pupils or teachers on the basis of race or

economic status, and all schools were required

to demonstrate that the proportion of minority

pupils was at least as large as the proportion

of minority applicants.

4)Schools were open to all applicants. Where

more students applied than could be accepted,

the school was required to admit applicants

on a fair and impartial basis, preferably by

lottery.

S)Schools were required to accept the voucher

as full payment for all educational services.

No participating school could require purcnts

to make additional payments out their own

pockets.

6)All schools were required to make available to

parents information concerning the school's

philosophy on education, teacher qualifications,
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facilities, financial position, teacher/pupil 

ratio, and pupil progress. In short, the schools 

were required to provide sufficient information 

to enable parents to make wi�e decisions when 

they selected a school. 

7)Parents were successful in obtaining sguatt r- c• I 
,O 

rights which guaranteed students a plac in th

school he/she was presently attending, as w_ll

their siblings not yet of school age.

B)Teachers' job tenure and seniority rights were

guaranteed.

9)Transportation was provid d for all children

attending non-neighborhood schools.39

ORGANIZATION 

Eac11 of the six voucher schools which participated 

the first year, 1972-73, were required to off r at 

least two different educational programs or "mini-schools" 

( a school within a school) resulting in twenty-two 

programs from whicl1 to choose. 

within the mini-schools, one was 

Of the programs offered 

required to remain that 

of the traditional school setting. Seven more schools 

joined in the program in the second year, and at its peal< 

in 1974-75, there existed 

with fifty-one programs.40

Each school submitted 

philosophy and programs to 

fourteen participating schools 

a description of their 

the EVA. Descriptions were 
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compiled 

application 

within pampl1lets describing the school and 

procedures. Parents listed their top three 

choices respectively and returned the application back 

into the EV/\. By design, every parent had to select a

school, so there was 100% participation. 

Enrollment assignments were made on a first come 

first serve basis. Transportation was provided for a 1 J. 

children attending non-neighborhood schools. funds were 

allocated in accordance to the number of students enrolled 

within each school. 

school to the state. 

The voucher was redeemed by the 

The value of the standard voucher 

was equal to the district's average per child expenditur-, 

however, an estimated 69% of the students received a

compensatory voucher worth more 

standard voucher. 

than the value of the 

Each mini-school was an autonomous unit with its own 

budget. The programs were 

from 

designed 

parents. 

by teachers, and 

principals, with input Some were focused 

toward subject-matter while others placed special emphasis 

upon individual learning styles. Mini - schools varied in 

size from one to twenty-one classrooms, with the average 

mini-school containing six classrooms. 

SELECTED fINDINGS 

The majority of the information available about the 

Alum Rock experiment results from a questionnaire/interview 
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survey of 600 parents whose children participated in 

program. The study compared three groups; those having 

choice beginning in year one of the demonstration; those 

having choi<::e beginning in year two; and those who were 

into the choice program until year five. not included 

Families involved in the Alum Rock voucher program 

had a tendency to select neighborhood schools. l\n

overwhelming 70% of the parents interviewed selected a 

school based on its location. In the first year, only 11.2% 

of the voucher students attended non-neighborhood schools. 

As families became more familiar with the system and gained 

experience in its rationale and operations, children became 

more mobile with 10.4% attending non-neighborhood schools in 

y ar two and 2 1 . 0% jn y ar thr e. In year two, 24.2% or 

student rec-iving , vou 1 er f 1- tlw t·,i me 

hool buiJding more di. tant 

older t 11 child, th- l •ss important g, graplii ·.1J 

location became. While approximately 14% of hildr 0 11 ag - ..

six and seven attended non-nieghborhood schools, this 

percentage almost doubled when considering children over th 

age of ten. Also, the more highly differentiated the 

voucher schools, the less important location was in parental 

selection. "Over time voucher parents cl1anged th ir 

attitudes, and were less likely to say that school lo ati.on 

was the single most impoLtant factor in choosing a 

'12 In support of this statement, the percentag 

students attending non-neighborhood schools increas d 

year during the voucher demonstration. 

ho l." 

of 

very 
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/\nothec factoc c1ctecmining parental ch;:inges in school 

selection was infocmation level. Parents in an educational 

voucher system vary widely in their awareness levels O[ 

schooling options and the accucacy of the information they 

ceceive. Generally, infonnation levels are higher among 

;:ind economically advantaged families. Parental 

educational background also plays a large part in the 

awareness level. Over time, the differences in informati n 

leveJs between voucher parents in Alum Rock were reduced as 

parents gained experience and knowledge with the system. 

"I\ wa reness of the choice sys tern ... increased among voucher 

parents, so that between-group differences in information 

levels were erased by the second year of the demonstration." 

Willingness of parents to select non-neighborhood 

schools varied conversely with the rise in information 

levels achieved by parents. 44 

Table 13 

This suggests that as parents learn 

more about their alternatives--as the 

choices became more differentiated in 

their minds--they became more willing 

to go outside their neighborhoods to 

get what they wanted for their children. 

45 

traces parents' changing attitudes toward 

school location. Showing the percentage of voucher 
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students who attended non-neighborhood schools during the 

demonstration, the tuble 

mentioned above. Comparing 

reinforces the 

year one and 

conclusions 

year five, i.t 

appears that school location was less important at the end 

of the demonstration, this is especially true of the "new 

voucher parents" who had a percentage of 31.3% of their 

children attending non-neighborhool 

roughly 

Jencl<:s 

approximates 

that school 

the patterns 

location seems 

schools. The evidence 

predicted by Coons and 

most important with 

inexperienced parents or when they cannot distinguish 

between avc1ilable alternati.ves. LJE Interschool movement 

within the school building was also a popular practice. 

]) t cl coll ct d from l\lum Rock and Minncc1poli. 

(c1notl1er modified vou h r pr gram but l ext nsiv_ th ,111 

/\lum k) indicat-d tint r n t.' f hjgh in<'Om< ,111cl 

l1igh r occupational op n 

(cJ-1aracterized by a less structured, mor- ind e pe 11 d '11 t , 

environment) more than M xican-/\mcrican:3 and self-poced 

minorities who favored traditional classroom settings. For 

example, of those who selected the open classroom settin<J, 

6Ll% were families of income over $15,000, wherea. 36% were 

from families with income level below $15,000. 

/\ s it turns out, the lower income/lcs ed\l ated 

parent was more likely to emphasize the child's ob dicn 

to authority, but the higher income/better educated par nt 

was more likely to emphc1size independence and 

intellectualism.47 



'l'llis t Ilea i:y has been 

experiences of the parents. 

L] 8

shown to relate to the woi:k 

The lesser educated pare11ts 

tend to possess and perform blue collar jobs whereby they 

are basically told what to do by the managcm nt. On th , 

other hand, the more highly educated parents tend to hold 

white collar jobs in which they delegate tasks to be carried 

out to others 

th - Ill the 

in the work place, thus i n s p i r i n g ,,, i t 11 i n 

quality of independence, while obedience 1. l' ,::, 

inspired in the blue collar worker. This is not to say 

that choices made by lower classes are any less competent 

than those of upper classes, but simply of a different 

nature. 

Schools participating in the program show d fairly 

the minority population stable racial ratios. In 1975-76 

in fifteen of twenty-five schools was within a remarkabl 

ten percentage 

In fact, between 

points of 

1970 and 

the district-wide total. 

1976, the degree of racial 

imbalance (determined by the number of students who would 

be required to transfer to another school in order to 

achieve equivalent racial ratios cistrict-wide) declined 

from 13.3% to 11%.LJS Al thougl1 some mini-school 

experienced racial imbalance, this \las caused prir.iarily by 

the effects of bilingual programs offered within those 

schools. 

Imbalance related 

exceeding 

science 

15% of the 

oriented, and 

to sex was moderate. Programs 

district norm tended to be math and 

some enrichment type programs as 
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well. The percentage o[ programs cxcecdjnq th 

district norm was 5% in year on , 2% in year two, and 8%

in year three. The percentage of students requiring 

district transfers to achieve district norms was t] . 1 % '

3.3%, and 4% in years one, two and three respectively. 

David Cohen and Eleanor rarrar evaluated teachers' 

attitudes toward the Alum Rock experiment and found that 

teachers felt they had gained considerable power within 

the schools due to the program. Gary Bridge noted that 

school faculty and administration felt they had greater 

control in areas such as curriculum, budget, and staffing. 

Teachers consistently an increase of six working 

hours per week with the implementation of the n w program. 

Teachers identified strongly with their assigned mini-school 

and detested transferring. 1'eacl crs also f lt the new 

program to be more advantageous to parents and students than 

t11e old 

schools 

system. Teachers viewed the competition among 

as helpful rather than harmful. Overall teachers 

felt strongly toward the program and did not seem to mind 

putting in the extra hours to help make it successful. 

drawback to the Alum Rock experiment was the 

salary modification of EV/\. More successful schools 

were not allowed to provide teachers higher salaries. 

l\lso, job security and a guaranteed salary were provided to 

teachers regardless of whether or not there were enough 

students to fill a school or not. Since the. incentives were 

not available, teachers made the schools attractive enough 



50 

to capture students, but they did not compete to their 

fullest potentia1.49

Gary Bridge, in his research compiled in A Study of 

_A_l_t_e _r_n_ a_t _i_v_ e_s __ 1_·n_ American Education, sought 

satisfaction parents obtained 

to find 

through 

the 

the degree of 

voucher program. The analysis produced the following 

conclusions concerning parents' 

the schools� 

general satisfaction with 

1. Across time, voucher parents--old (those

who took part in the demonstration in year

one) and new (those who took part in years

two through five) experienced significant

changes in their satisfaction with the

schools. As expected the satisfaction

of voucher parents rose in year two and

hit the bottom in year five when the

voucher choice system was replaced by a

limited open enrollment plan.

2. The satisfaction of nonvoucher parents-­

the comparison group--fell slightly but

consistently across time.

3. Even in periods of least satisfaction, no

less than 65% of any group expressed
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s a t i s f a c t i on ,., i t h t h e i r c h i 1 d r e n ' s ,; ch o o l , 

however, no less than 76% expressed 

satisfaction with the quality of education 

available in Alum Rock.SO

"All things considered, the majority of parents in 

every group and every survey year were satisfied with the 

for Alum Rock schools." Table 29 presents t l1e data 

Question 30 the of Alum Roel<: parent survey which asked, "In 

general, how satisfied are you with the kind of education 

your child/children can get in Al urn Rocle?" Across 

board, those parents with children enrolled in the voucher 

program were consistently pleased 

rate than nonvoucher parents.SI

at a higher perc ntage 

Table 30 presents the data 

parental survey which asked, "In 

that the education (child's name) 

name) is very good, good, fair, or 

for Question 8 of the 

general, do you think 

is getting at (school 

poor?" With the 

exception of year one, the percentage of parents with 

students eniolled in the voucher program were continually 

more satisfied with the education their children were 

receiving than nonvoucher parents. 

New voucher parents exhibited the biggest swings in 

satisfaction. Their overall 

increase at the 

plummeted when 

enrollment plan. 

time they 

the district 

satisfaction showed a large 

joined 

shifted 

the program, but 

to a limited open 



Although botl1 

after year two 

recognized that these 

52 

voucher 

satjsfaction 

parents, it 

dropping 

must be 

parents were still more satisfied 

with the voucher program than those parents of nonvoucher 

schools. It has been suggested that the drop in parental 

satisfaction stems from 

.Placed in the voucher 

the extreme high hopes parents 

system to correct all of th ill 

which over time had developed in the Alum Rock School 

i::-,., 

District. 



Chapter VI 

Conclusion 



Few subjects ill cduc<1tio11 have received more 

theoretical and less pr<1ctical attention than educational 

vouchers. Vouchers suggest a new and somewhat different way 

of structuring the school system. However, having had a 

in tact for over JOO years, the idea of basic system 

restructuring does not fall lightly upon the hands of 

educators. Yet, authoriti0s have concluded time and again 

that effective changes must occur to improve the educational 

system. The Joint Statement of the President's Education 

Summit with the Governors which took place at the University 

of Virginia in September of 1989 reiterated 

the educational system must improve. 

th fact that 

The President and the nation's Governors 

agree that a better educated citizenry is 

the key to the continued growth and 

prosperity of the United States. 

As a Nation we must have an educated 

workforce, second to none, in order to 

succeed in an increasingly competitive 

world economy.53

The President and the Governors agreed at this meeting that 

something must be done to return student achievement levels 

to a paramount place among 

cannot conti.nue to rank last 

world competitors. 

among achievement 

continue its status as a world power. 

The U.S. 

tests and 
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Four pr.imar.y goals were established as steps toward 

elevating the educational 

greater. flexibility in 

system. 

federal 

These goals included: 

expenditures, gr.eater. 

parental involvement, decentralization of authority and 

dee is ion-mald ng responsibility to the school site, as well 

as increasirig student academic performance. The P1�esident 

and the Governors further agreed that significant steps 

needed to be set into action in aim of "restructuring" the 

. . 
11 t t 54educational system 1n a s a·es. 

We share the view that simply more of 

the same will not achieve the results 

we need. W must find ways to deploy 

th resources we commit to �ucati n 

r: r: 

more effectiv ly. 

Of these objectives aimed at promoting educational 

improvements, vouchers appear to be a reasonable solution to 

achieving desired goals. l-Ji th the exception of improving 

academic achievement levels, this paper. l1a s pr.oven 

educational 

objectives 

vouchers to be a

listed above. DelO\v 

York City's School District No. 4 

which upholds the contention 

means of attaining the 

appears evidence from New 

located in East llarlem 

that vouchers may b an 

effective device for raising students' academic achi v ment 

levels. 



The inner city school district, known as Spanish Harlem, 

adopted a modified voucher program for elementary and mid dle 

schools. In its 12 years of experience with choice, the 

district was able to increase reading scores 16'}{, and math 

scores 17%. Due to the gains in testing scores, Spanish 

Harlem moved from being the 32nd of thirty-three districts 

in both reading and math to the 10 th in reading and the 

22 nd in math.56 Another remarkable increase showed 

only 15% of the district's students reading at or abov 

grade level before the program began. After just four years 

under the choice plan the percentage of students reading at 

or above grade level skyrocketed to 63%. Perhaps even more 

astonishing, despite the area's high levels of d rug 

addiction and unemployment, District No. 4 now attracts 

students from several districts throughout New York City.57

The Central Park East District also located in the 

East Harlem was enabled to join the District No. 4 choice 

program in 1982, and in just five years the graduation rate 

had surged from a disreputable 7% to a magnificent 90%.50

To date academic outcomes based upon the Alum Rock 

have yet to be measured; however, these experiment 

remarl :able improvements accomplished t l1rough a voucher 

program in the East Harlem District of New York speak loud ly 

for the achievements which may be accomplished through the 

use of ed ucational vouchers. Experiments with vouchers have 

by no means suggested that vouchers should be swept under 

the carpet and forgotten. If vouchers experiments have 



proven anything at all, they huve rrovcn theii: potential to 

improve the educational system. Given the succes rates or 

educational vouchers thus fur, it seems worU1whi le for 

educators and legislc.1tors to continue c.1t an even faster poc 

experimenting with vouchers as a possible alternative to the 

future of education in the U.S. 
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