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ABSTRACT ‘ | .

This d15cusszon about voucher educatlon is based
largely upon the model developed by Christopher Jencks and ‘his
associates. Its major features include: ‘equal tuition grants to all
children; compensatory grants to the disadvantaged child; tuition
maximum equal ¢ the voucher value in all eligible'schools; no
rarental suppiementation of vouchers permitted; and, seats
-apportioned 50 percent by nondiscriminatory standard, S50 percent by
lottery of their applicants. The.advantages of voucher education are
- found to include the followving: Halting the present situation in -

which only the rich and: thos2 with support from religious

.institutions can escape public schools, and in which economic class
separation is made easy. Increasing economic and political power of
irdividuals over their childrent's education. Making possible not only
geographircally decentralized schools, but school coamunities based on
many other shared values. Providing effective means for preventing
racial and econonic. discrimi.ation and for insuring the presence of
adequate resources for all schc¢ol children. Four other advantages are
given. The disadvantages of voucher education are found to include
the following: Voucher education could not prevent the emergence of
voluntarily segregated schocls. Vourther education violates‘the
constitutional separation of religion and education. Four other
disadvantages are given. (JM)
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Voucher education is a method for ﬁaneneing education by
| ~iving to parents vouchers of a pre-determined value, wh;eh
they vive to the school where they choose to send their
cnildten. " The school then redeeme the voucher for cesh..l

- &he use of vc .chars as a means of finencing education
is hardi? new, Adam Smith,jin.1778,"suggested thatlpetents
te responsible- for the ealary of the local schoolmester, if
1

they were, setistied ‘with his performence.. _Tom ?eine'worked ,

Jout a pian for tax rehates to. educate the children of parents
00 poor to pey.2 Almost a century,letet, John Stuart Mill,
worried about government“control of . currieulnm, suggested
that - the best wey for the.state to fulfill its obligation to'
educate the publio was to hold e11 parents legally reeponsible
Eor tpe education of their own children, underwriting the

expenses of those who could not afford to pey.3

: These notions of voucher educetiqg did not command great
" publie attention until the late 1960's, when discontent

L

with' the pettotmance of the schools, fear of the gtowing -
educational bureaucracy,‘the reCOgnition\of"the inequalittes |
inherent in the present method of financing educetion through
prOperty tax revenuea, end a feeling that the educetionel
syetem had ceased to be reSponsive to the needs of the children
it served,“mede thoee‘interested in educetionel reform look

for alternatives outside the nresent arrangement for providing

pubiic education,
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There are three major variatlons on the theme of voucher
education, - Whilo‘many have'recenrly bocohe interested in
vooohers,mrﬁowthree"modeio' are the -esoective'propoSETE"of
1) Milton Friedman; 2) John Coons, S;\hhen »ugarnan, and .
Jilliam Cluno- and 3) Christopher Jencks and the Cencer for tho

Study of Public Pollcy (CSPP).,

o Milton Friedman's original proposal differed very little from

that of John Stuart Mill, and 1nc1uded direct parenral spend=

ing on education, eliminarinp the povernment’s Job as tax

~ecollector and adminietracor of the funds. rarents who could
"1ot afford the costs of thexr children's eduvdrion from their

" own resources would he aided by the governmenc. Recognizing

that such a program was not politically feasible, Freidmgn

~rovisqd his proposal to include a per pupil expenditure voucher

to be granted to parents tor'every school ase child,in'rhe
family, Parents could send thelr children wherever they

chose, and .could supplement the value of the'voucher from their

. OwWn resources,

Such a sysrem, argues ~riedman, would widen che choices
ovailable to parents both within rhe present system and in
the variety of new sohools'that‘would spripg up under such
a program to compete with rho present schools, It would
allow parents to 1n£1uence school policy: through their role )
as consumer, anJPwould by enoouraging oompecition, force
sohools to reform in order . to survive in such a competitive

situation,. And, because business interests could. now enter

W




This Wouid have e redistribuﬂi&e effect, with the cost to the..
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the marhet, says Fniedman, the delivery of educacional services

s

-~

\

- Wwould become more efficient and economicel., In his September 23,

- 1973, article in thie Vew York Times, he draws. the analogy this

way:

The delivery of groceries is not the same as the

production of hi~fi. equipment, VYet both are -

hirshly efficient and technologically progressive

for the samesreason:. They are conducted mostly

hy private enterprise operating in a competitive

,market, , _ | 4

A second,yohcher education MOdel is that one:proposed hy
Coonas, sumarman, and Clune, three lawyers corcarned with the
inequal distribution of educational resource. usder the present
'property tax fuaded system of public 9ducation. Their_bropdsal
is & bit more eomplex than rxledndn s. Fach school in a dise
trict that wanted to be elxgtble for vouchers would fixlits
per pupil expenditure at one of four levels. This might mea::
that a school district ‘wold have schools with per pupil expen«

ditures of $50C, $803, 51,000, and $1, 500 ParentS'would decida
R :

to.which of those schools they wished t{ send their children,

and then'tax_themselves at a corresponding rate to‘faise educa~
tional revenues. Thus a pdreﬂt wishing to send his child to

the least expensive of the schools would tax himself at the
1owest rate, while parents wishing o send their children to tha

most. expensiva school would tax themselves at the highest rate. _ _.

- The cost to the parent would be calcule;ed on a progressive

'

schedule so that even the tax level corresponding to the highest

level school would not be Beyond the reach of a poor family.
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affluent sometimes being more than the per pupil expenditure
level of the chosen school, so that the excess could be used to
augment the payment of a poor family ‘whose contribution would
fﬁll short of the per pupil expenditure,

As with Friedman's praposal, parents woulo have e(gnoice
of which school was desirable for tneir children, Uhlike--
Friedmen's proposal, parehts wqpld not be permitted to supple-
ment their contribution with pereonel resources,

Thie system of vouchers overcomes the problem of inequal
distributlon of educational resources, without forcing perente
to accept a single 1eve1 of education._ If the quality of a-
child!s education is a product ﬂf the amount-of money spent
on»it, perents would be free to determine how 1mporten€ it
wee'to them to purchase the "pest" sarvices aveileble.s

The third voucher model is one deeigned'by Christopher
Jencks and the Ceriter for the Study of Public Policy. This
research group outlinejseven possible voucher models, end
concluded that what they called the fregulated.compensatory
model! was the most feasible and equitable.' In SUch e-model,'
all parents would receive a voucher for each school age: ‘
child s*arth the same amount, In the cases of children who '
came from poor families, or who had learning probieme, (or
who in one way br another qualified as "dfjrdventaged“), parents
would be given a compensatory supplement the value of the
basiec voucher to enhance the attractiveness of that child to

‘scnools, and to meet his or her higher educational coets.
‘) <, . : . .




The regulatory aspect: of the mo

" policies of participating schog fn the nase more studants

applied than a school had places, the school could select the
first 50% based on some pre-determined standard that was not '
discriminatory.' The remaining 50% of the ssats would be

apportioned by a lottery among those students not expressly
6 .

seleceed. ,
. This model, argues its authors, prevents the possibility
of d;scriminatory policies in accepting students, and compensates
" for children with problems who might dfnerqise be rejected by
 moat schools, In a’dd_u:ion', iike the Friedman model, new
scnon}s wnuld open to attranc-stndents, and'fofce the ai:eady
Srisflng schoolg to 1npro§e in order to sufvive. |
C Since voucher education is primarily a way of finaneing
iFucation; the finst quescion to_\e asned about  these three
models pertains to their economic advantages and disadvantages,
It may be: 1mmedfacé1y'n6ted that only the'Coona, Sugarman .
and Clune model makes any attempt to talk about the raising .
of revenues to finance voucher educattbn, and even there, the |
authors did not t;:jhfy-whether an 1ncome tax or a property /
tax would bo-the asis on which a parent would 1mpose on theme
selves the educaé{on tax. The absance in the discussjons of .
from where the revenues are to come is dus to the nature of |
the voucher plans as mechods of ;stributing educational
resourccsa‘.Prqblema must be vigwed within that framework,
icaving to the planners of a vJEzhar system thﬁ'design of the -

. method to raise the necessary revenues,
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Tha Freidman T model‘ﬁot‘only—dosa‘not‘pompensste for the

problems of the children of poor parents, even ignoring the -
affe2t of the prassst system, but his proposal may indeed

elso increase the disparities {n the per pupil expeniﬁfures
between the children of poor perents and those of affluent )
psreots. In a time when the property tex,hes been questioned
because of the disparities it creates between per pupil
expenditures in different districts Fr;edmen's model can
.’hardly be considered politically feasible, even in its revised
state,

TheWCoons, ‘Sugarman, and Clﬁne'model' while compensetingv
tor.the dif fering sbilities of parents to pay for educetion,
still allows the possibility for inequalities to arise through
the option pergnts have to determine the quelity of their
children's education based on their willingness to pay. If it
is true, as it has been argued in ‘the oest7, that parents 5:' |
lower ineome and education place a lower~value on education,
the present inequalities could be reproduced if perents were
elloved to let that lower estimation of the value of education
determine where their child went to school. -

The Jencks and CSPP model, while it does compansate for
"disadvantaged" children, and ettempts to prevant discrimina. "
tion, has been attacked because it denies the parant the freedom
to choose Eo.soend_more than the basic amount on ecducation '

in any school eligiole‘for wouchers, It is, however, probably .
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the most»equitable of the three, and will serve as the model'for

the remainder of this discussion about voucher education. To -

reiterate,  its mavnl features include: , s '
- equal tuitim\ prants to all children . _
_ - compensatory grants to the disadvantaged child -
— , —= tuition maximum equal to the voucher vanua in all
‘B ) aligible schonls
- = no parental supplementation ot vouchers permitted
'« seats apportionad 50% by non-distriminatory standard,
50% by gortery of other applicanta ‘ _

The EVA
| .The ficct stéb'in berinniog a voucher program would be
" the establishment of the central administracive unit - the
Educational Voucher Agency, The responsibilities of the
EVA would fall into six maJor catégories'h

a, eenaral adminnstzation -
b) establishine schiool elisgibility
c) collecting and disseminating information to parents
d) technical assistance .
K - e) districting and transporting
G : f) accountability

©

a) general administration -

The range of activities which can be*clasgified as general
administration mightjinclude: colleeting federal, State, and
local funds with which to bay for the vouchero; sétting the
value of the basic voucher grant disbursing funds to schools, : \
managing tranqportatlon systems; determining the standard for
the compensatory grant, and the dollar value of that grant and
any other general administrative duties not covered in any

other part of the administration.

’ ‘ | ‘ | P




 b) esgablishing school eligibility reguirements’
- It 1s khis part of the Educational Voucher Agency's

responsilities which pertain to determining what kinds of

-admiasibns procedures are acceptable in the sligible lchools;
’ and whéther or not schools meet minirum standards to allow

them co recetve voucher funds, GF is of vital 1mpartanca

thac the. admisnionl policies of lchooll be set in ugﬁh a
woy that they do not discriminac., cithqr 1ntcptionu11y or
otherwise, For best resuxxs,-tge éducational Vopéher Agency
;‘sbould»identify in advance admisaions policias which wéuld,'
because of'knawn‘factors,,have a &1scr1minacory e{féct, and
should gnhuaily ﬁeﬁieﬁ the‘admiasions policiés of.the
aeligible schools cé guard agaiqst th p&séiﬁilixy of inéidious'r
diswrimlhacioﬂ. In addition,.admiss~ons pol;cies must deal . i'

e ¢

not only with the problem of’ stude 'sélectibn,'but also with*

~
transfer and dismissal policiqs.

Because the séhools will b funded through government
funds, it is reasonable for tife Educacional Vouclier Agency
‘to insist that certain minim&g requiremeﬂts are met, such
as programs in schools which assure the. literacy of all atudents,
ang standards of school safety. How extenaive these minimum
.st:ndards are is up to the Educational Vbucher Agency, as is the
task ol ascertaining whether or not eligible schools meee the

f minimum standards,




@) ollectin and diss minac 39} formation fd arsnts
? V4 <
In order to make informed choices about where to- sond

T ehede children, parents will need two keinds of - 1nformation.,

The first kind Will tell parents - what kinda of seneral stand-
ards the Educational Voucher Agency rqcommends parents take |
into account in their choice of achqols; ' This is especially

important for parents Wio have never befors ssnt their childe

ren to schoois other than:thos brdvided in the pU _ syStem,
who might othgrwise be at a disad ntage in choosfﬁi*%isely

for their chij.’dren. o .,
The second kind of information quld deal_with the ‘
specific ﬁfogranm offer?d by the eligible dchpols. Schoéls '
~would of-course be able fé produce their own information, but
‘the Educational Voucher Agency also has a resp@ns;bilitf to

see that parents can obtain'iqtgpmation about the schools

coll bf'anfimpartial'agency. The collection of information

tion collectinn agencies, The disseminacion of this 1n£ormation '

under a voucher program, the state department of education'
role in collecting information and guiding purriculum develgp(
ment in public schools wour& no loﬁger exist, It would bg

replaged by the services of the EVA in amassing the same SOﬁg\i

S ey g
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of information that would be available to schools if they were
to need it, Tochntéal agsiscanco of this sort would also he

| hvatlahle'to indapendent groﬁps wis;inn'to estiablish neﬁ
aohools,-as weil as assistance which would instruct them ou -

how to'meot minimum standards and construct nongdisoriminatorh

admissions policies,

3°) districtiane and/transporting
"E' In order for ail children to have equol opporfunities

to attend the school thoir parents have chosen, transportation
must. ba provided. A lack of publicly funded transportation
'hight'support de ggggg segrogation by moking it more oxpensivo' N
for parents to send children outside the imnediate goographin"» f
area, How exactly the transportation is to be funded is up

"to the Rducational Vouehar Apenoy. ‘It might include in the hasic
value of the voucher a provision ta meet the tranaporcacion

cost to the chosen school. It might also run its own tranSpor-

~w

tation system, scheduling the routas after aohool selections
' have been completed, ‘ _

nvén with transportacion provided 1imits must still be
set as to how far a child may travel to the chosen sohool.
The drawing of "district" lines which enclose the area in which
a family may select a school must be drawn in suoh a way that
chey do not discriminate against any particular group's abitity

-

.to attend the schools ii chooses,

o .




g R,

f) accountability

| Ihe'Edacattbnal Voucher Agency mu{t be responsible for:
two kinds of aqcnghruhillty: "consumner pbopectlon" accountae=
bllify, and "mininun standands® acGOunt;billty.
| .while part of the aecountabilify ;unctlbn is 1nheranf in
'the.EVA's ability to collect and disseminate.informacion to
parénts:about the eligible schoecls, the EVA must also be
responéihl& for 4ssuriﬁg that. the individual schoois'do not
carr§ od practices which could in any way-be 1nterpr9ted‘as
detrau&iqg the consumer. This includes strict sup@rviéion.
of all school advertising practices té dssure the accuracy
6f all informatidh given to the pzoapeétlvo customexs, In
" addition, the EVA mus € aécertain whether or not schools ;fe spende
ing more than the determined allawancé'on advertisfhg, which
'mighc give one school an unfﬁxr advantage over anaother,
Accountability to parents also"iﬁsAudes assuring that
mtnimum'edﬁcqtibnal anduphfsical standards are met by thé
' eligible schools, It is not cndugh(for the EVA to set those -
m;himum'standards_;nd to assume ehét they will Bq met; schools
must So 1nspected-4ﬁd dvaluated regularly F° aasuﬁe compliance,
) Under the voucher program,”cazh of the eligible schools
is risponsible for eﬁo determination of its own program over
. the minimum standarﬁé. That'program,mayiﬁe an‘dmphasihvon
oeio;ca;~or the arts, or foreigh languages, It may also
includg different kinds of teaching techniques == individualizad

14
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instruction, the opod classroom, or team coaehtng. How that
program izkdieormtnoé is the affair o!'oach school, and ¢in

range from administiative fiat eo a Jotnely determined program

witﬁ‘parcntl, teachers, . admintltracorl, and outside aonlulcanes.
In some cases, parent parcictpaciﬁn in prognam dovolopmcnt
may be part of the school's appeal, _
'whi:déor the prosfam developed, cach'lchool is rblyonltbxc
for providing the EVA with a dbmﬁlote descr£pt£on of the blah
enriy enough in ehe'Sprlng'ao that it may review the plan
and be certain that 1t meets minimum standands. late in the
Sprtng, parents will be informed of tho avatlablo opttona
‘“ for the following year., Parents will choose schoo.s for |
thdtr.chtldrenand_schoqls will make their selections in the early
part of the summor.‘S | | |
| Thhso are the mdst basic mintmum roqutrcmonta for the opera- .
~ tion of a voucher educacion system. Only the state. or eommuntcy .

which decidos to enacc voucher education can decide the excenc

‘and the specifics of the final version, -
' ' Sk s ek

There are three major objections raised against voucher
"cducation' | |
a) - It would lead to. scgre;atiano

b) It violates the constitutional separation of religion
and public education,

" ¢) The consumer analogy s 1nappropriato to education,

e L 4

' Botore 4iscussing these objoccions, the reader should take

>

“note of the following caveat: 1t is difficule, if not 1mpoac£b1¢,

o "'15 o
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: co'eompnrn\un ideal modof !or'n new system to an existing
system about which one nlrondy knowa ehc rnnga of human problems

| posniblo. Vouchcr education is lcill n model, with its full

-rnngc of problnmn.and ponsibtliciol yct unknown,

a) Vbuehgr education would lead to segresa ;;gn. | : RN
Voucher education was indeed used in Southern states as |

a method of cireumvoheihg chi'i954 lchool_doncgrosnfton

- decision by setting up a system qf."privace"‘leirognrid

séhoois supported by state funds in the form ofs tuition

grants, The cpurtl, however, consistently fopnd~thcsc
programs to be in violation 6(_the-Equai Protection Clause

- of the Fourteenth Amcnqunﬁ. The most lmporcaﬁc decision

:tn this series of casés wasmPoindexqcr v. Louisiana Financial
Anslocance-Commtsslgng; The case conecrd;d arﬂouilinnn.law
(Aéc 147) which called for educational tuition grants to be
madéhdiroécly to the par‘npl.  To ;ecricc entrepreneurs, the

.,aét waived the requirement thhc;uchool; eligible for the
grants be non=profit schoolu' and sanctioned the beginning

of "-ducationnl ca-operacivcs" .a oOF parene initiated schools, .

To eircumvent an earlinr decision chae such schools were

| unconstitutional because scace.mohey was che'predomtnanc
éuppqre for eha'school,'Ace 147 proviéed that less then onee
half the dehool'ﬁ support could come from the grants »~- the rast

had to come from parents, The judges found that:

P il
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Decisions on the consﬁituttonnllty of state
involvement in private discrimination do not’

" turn on whether the state aid adds up to 51
per cent or adds up only to 49 per cent of

. the support of the sagregated instituvion,
The criterion ls whether the state.is uo

,;intficanglz invoulved . {in the private dise« -
crlminatlon as to rendar the state action 10

violative of the equal protection clause, |
Thus voucher schodls'set up for ehd ﬁurpoae of avoiding the
publie schools whtch were under court orders to doaasregato ,
were deemed unconstitutional hy Lhe courts,

No matter how the Southqrn staco legtslaturos tried to
gisguise theig purpose, the voucher sc@ools in the South were
rclihfly intended to maintain segrégacion{ _As such, the cases
rofer'only'to tha'posstbility undef voucher education. that .
schools might'bo set up with segrag&timq as an end, .The problem
also exists, however, that the admisaioﬁ# pollcy of a voucher
echool, while not 1nrantlonally discriminatory, misht have
a discriminatory effect. Although the kinds of admilsions
policies which might have this effect are as yet unknown
- faectors, the Supreme‘Court's position on the de facto
segregation that éesulcé from the use of place of residence

as an admission requirement when resideﬂtia] pattarns are R
segregated has been to rule that such policies must be y . ,
| changed, it is therefore unlikely that any admtssions policy
- of a voucher school whiech claarly led to a saegregated studont
body would pass with Court Approval.

The third kind o? segregation that might rcsult from

voucher education would be a product of 1ndcpendene choice,

4
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Vhites might choose one set of schools, while blecke might
chbose another. This i3 the most difficult sort of segréwation
to combat because there ‘is no dtscriminarnry act taking

'pLace. A judiecial guidepost here comes trom the ttrst*ﬁf

the. desegregation decisions -« Rrown v, Board of Educattq;,"

in which the’ court found that° ' - : : Doe

[

(I)n the field of publie\edncation thc votrine
bf ''separate but equal" has no place, separate

educetionel tacilities are 1nherent1y unequelg
Further, in Gritten v, State Board of Education (Vs.) the
' cpurt found that any program which_encqu:aged whites to flee
'toﬁprivete schools with .state financial support'tehded to
"creete.seggegation.lz ' -

“Judicial precedent§7 however; only show. how the court |
might be expected to reect to voucher education schools which
were segregeted. They do not in chemselves prev:st policiee
which might lead to seqregetton. Thet would be the task and
the responsibility of ehe_Educetiqnel Voucher Asency, both in
the reviey of the edmiesione policies- of the eligible schools
and in the establishment of districf’and graesﬁorcecion DA tarns, .
whet reither the review of admissiens'policies or the careful
planning of district and trensportatton 1{ians cnuld not prevent,
hcwever, would be voluntary segregacion. To tell perents chst
they cannot send their child to'one school or that they must
send it to another.co achieve a reciel balance goes against the
fvery concept of voucher educeeioe._;Not doing so ﬁighe very

yell mean the acceptance of segregation, Given the Supreme

18
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Court's feeling thaimﬂsoparato educational facilities are
1nhereﬂlly unequal', 1& ls aven posslble that, were voucher
aducation to lead Eo\voluntary-scgregation, that the Court might

reject :ho entire systam,

bf Voucher education would violate the constitutional separation.
of religion and public e ucatIon. - ,

’ ' Despite the' amount of argumonc devated to thls posslble

disadvantage of voucher education, the concluslonl about the
~.viability of a “oucher system that would include ssctcrlan
schools varies frdm commentacor to commentator, FEliminating

seccariah schools from a voucher program would leave the present

public school "monopoly" essentially unchallenged ‘as 95% of

the non-public schools in this country are sect:arlan.13

Threc
mcjor defenses of the inclusion ot sactarlan schools ln a
voucher system.have veen advanced, ' | |
‘l) The use o: vouchers in sectarian schools does hot.
lead to toe "escsbliShment~c£-religton".
2) Boto the*G.I. Bill of Rights cnatsoclal‘sscurity
medical benefits oay be used in ssctarlan,lnscltutlons.
3) The'datiniglon of public, private, and sectarian
schools that presently exlsts would be changed under
' a voucher system, thereby rendering the question
irrelevant,
"Thexphrase n"gstablishment of religion" comes from a
1970 Supreme Court declsloo on church exemptions from taxes,

which, whila dealing with tax exemptions rather than school -

.
[} \

19
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ald, sesmed to indicate the Court's position on Church-stacﬁl
separation, - | '_
Each value judgment undcﬁ the hnltgton clauill
R atended o estADLLLA of interfere with
::}.:géo:: g:ﬁ;t:bfﬂ practices or_havc the
_Us%ng this guidepost,. acvqral'itaeou passed "purchase of
services" laws which alldwad, through a vuriaey of mechanisps,
parents to be rcimbursiditbr pirt of their expsnses in qending
 thd1;-qh11dr¢n'c6 sectarian ochooln,‘éh the rationale that
'pa:c of the cost of educating the child_was-tor non-sectarian
skills, Voucher advocates saw the decision to m;an'eha:. as
" long as vouchers codld°not.be'loanvto."eacabliah" religion,
" they were not in violation of the Reiigibn clauses,
- 'Untortunately, the décision made in 1970 was not an
accurate guide, In June of '1973, the Supreme'Court s truck.
danFNew York and Pannsylvénia‘atate lawé that reimbursed
parents for part of the tuitlion paid to non-public schools,
 .1n the Court's opinxdn, these laws had "the impermissible

15 Given the predominance of

effect of advancing religion,"
Caeh611c‘sectitian schools over those run by Protestants or
’chs (not to spaak of other roligibus dcnominacions); the -
Qoucher syat@m*couldhincull-d for advancing that one -
religion over the others, _. -

| The second dcténic of the inclusion of'gectaétan schools
in a voucher system is also Sisod'on‘judtclal'preccdont,_ér'.

. more accurately, the lack of judicial objection to the use
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~of G,I, benefits in sectarian colleges and universities,

4

both in the ourecit ot liberal arts curricula, and in seminary
treining.16 Also mentioned is the use of Social Securtty
| medical benefits in sectertev institutions, This occur;.
. whcn the 3overnment gives the money to the individual -- who then
choosee the institution in which he wtll spend the money,
If these uses of government funds are permiestble, why not ' . °
' vouchers? » v_ 'A o
Looking back to the Court's position on the|uee of » : !
'vouchers to maintein segregeted schools in the South, one
must note that the Court concluded that, when 1ndiv1duels
were merely. the conduits for funds which contributed signifi.
cently to the maintenance of an 1nst1tut1on, theg%tete wee‘
involved in the process to the point where it could be held
reeponsible for the results, It ;s etithis point that Social
~Sechr1ty and G,I.benefits differ from voucher benefits.'
'G.I.'s'end Social Security oetiente are not the mein clientele
. of either the sectarian univereltiee or hospttele. _
Still, the only court decieions beering directly on - S
'the use of vouchers pertaine to their use in the South to
| circumvent desegregation, end 1t remegps to be seen whether
a voucher eystem;which would 1nc1ude_e11_echoo1 age'children
ﬁould be considered in the same light, ‘
fhe third defaense of the inclusion ot‘sectarien s chools
- was edvanced by Jencke ‘and the CSPP in their report to OEO |

on a propoeed eeriee of voucher experinnnts. R - \

-
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Since the nineteentlf century we have classified
~ schools as '"publie"fif they were owned and operated
. by a governmental body, We go right on calling

° colleges "publie" even when they charge tuition
that many people cannot afford, We also call
academically exclusive high schools."public"
when they have admissions requirements that only
a handful of students can meet., And we call whole
school systems 'public!" even though thay refuse
to give anyone information about what thay are
doing, how well they are doing it, and whether
children are getting what their parents want,
Conversely, we have always ctalled schools "private"
if ‘they were owned and operated by private organi=
zations, We hava: gone on calling thase uchools
"private'" even when, as sometimes happens, they Rk

‘are open to every applicant on a non-discriminatory:

basis, charge no tuitlion, and make whataver infor.
mation thaey have' about theémselves available to 17
anyona who asks, .

The:eforé, d;ncks'and his associates recommeqd thac we revise
our definitiqns, calling a school'“puhllc“ if it wer§ open to
everyohe on‘a'nOnwdidcriminaﬁqu baélg,-if it charged'no
tut%ioh, ;ﬁd if it provided ligiuformgtion'aboﬁt itself to
anyone -interest:ed.'l'8 Any scho?l nof willing to comply
would be' labeled "private": Having ‘thus rqdefined public
and'érivate'schools, vouchers could be ﬁqed\only gt‘"pnbiic"
, schools. . ‘ | ' _.' B
While this redefinition of Arierican schools may at
first sound a bit fér-fetched,.onnghduld cons tder the oriein
of tha separation between public and sectatiin schools, " The
early A@eriéans éame from sociatiaes, that, if not ruled b& |
the church, were dominated by the church, “Indeed, many came
to escape religious persecqpion in theif mother councriésf

The separation of church and state was seen as a protection
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against the re-emergence of a ohurch dominated society. In
the present situarion, suohua.feer seemsoperheps outdated,
In fact, the Cened%ans, in an ettemot toupro%ect religious
freedom, favor the oppoelre\policy --'they_feel all ecﬁoole'

19 Perhepe'vouoher

of any religion deserve state support.
education would brmng a re-eveluerion of the neoeesiry for

the separation of religion end education in modern sociaty.

Whether or not e.voucher system rher included eecrerien

schools would be acceptable to the public and the courts :
remains to be seen, and the entire issue is much lees éleer
thafi that involving possible segregation resulting from the use
of vouchers, | |

.~c) 'Q_’he'consumer analogy is inappropriate °to education,

Both Milton'Friedman and the Center for the Study of

‘ Pﬁb}ic Policy view vouc?er edpcerlon.es a uathod of 1mprov1&§»;
the quality of schooling.by removing the publie education
sysremjfrom the preésent protection ir'enjoys as a monopoly
énd'by subjecting it to the competitive pressures of the
market, This would give perenre:more,choiee'ee consumers
of educationel services, The schools whose servioeo were
found to be unsatisfactory would lose their customers unless
they changed their practices, .This pressure to_eecisfy
consumere.,f according to Friedman and the .CS;PP, would bring

a degree of eccounreblliry presenq}y impossiblae in the
educational system, forecing schools to retorm in order'ro

. survive., This is certainly true to an extenc, bt rhere‘ere"
1imitations, | |

23
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Imagine a school system composed of a diverse
s Collection of schools run by public authorities,.
N private business corporations, teachers' collec- -
tives, parent groups, and community development
" corporations, The only parental power.,.would
rest on consumer choice from among whatever options
the schooling "producers" happen to be offering,
+ooThe means of production is not controlled by
the people who must make do -with what is produced, *
and so it is possible for producers to manipulate
and restrict thelr offerings for their own purposes, L
Under such conditions it is probably wishful thinke @
.ing to say that parents will have more power over L
the nature of schooling or fBat the schools will

nesd "to be more responsive,
'VWhilelthtn may be an'ovuratacomant\pg.what might qcéuf under
‘.vquehdr education, planners shouid recognize that consumer
chbico needs to be dot‘hdad. Some schools may include
. patents in the planning prdcass as part of thqir’appgdl, but
in the case of other leﬁdoll,-ehe'authoro og;. voucher iystem
may want tb include agréﬁui:omonc of a 3ovdrntng boerd with
parents included for all voucher schools, B : ( |
1f. there is to be competition with the preseﬁt'pubiic
system from other schools, especially from Lndcpéndently
initiated schools, new schools must have an equal\chanee in
tho compet;tion.' Otherwise the freedom to eatabliah-altcgpati#c .
schools may be liftle.morb than rﬁetoric. iﬁ an open mgrkée,
small new businesses are at.a‘distinct disadvantage when |
they ieak to coppetc with‘lnrss, wellacsgablishe& bugihesses
that already possess not only the labor, but also the taciligieé
and the experiential knowledge new buaineqaed o?cen lack,
New schools would probaEly suffer the same way unless given some

kind of additional starte-up aid,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




, subjecting schools to market pressﬂres? Here we must again

s

better infqrmed than others, and the poor are usually the
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what kind & educationwl retorma can be expecced from

look to experience in the market, while iépis no doubt true
that in certain cases industrial re%earch tries to find the
ideai method of solving consumers roblems, it is also trhe
that industries spend a good deal o{ their efforts trying t?
‘make products marginally different fpom those of their

compgtitors - trying to make a produdt more attractive to

the consumer at the minimum cost to the producer, How does this

process'of marginal reform, likely to be‘brought about by
voucher education, ‘compate with the present emphasis in
educational research on finding the idaeal solution to educational
problems? While.education is an aFea in which one hesitates

to be satisfied with marginal refo%ms,,the_search for ideal

reforms has been ﬁnproducti«re, for a variety of reasoné. o'

| }arginal reforms may be prgﬁerabie to the‘few or no refbrms

brought by existing methods,
If industrial research is aimed at the imprnc;ment of the
prédnét, market regenrch.is aimed at what peoplé:will buy and'l
why. Market competition'has raised advertising from the level
of crude proparanda to sophisticated psychological manipulation
of the prospective consumer, The Educational Voucher Agency i
could régulate advertising to thq.extenc that "no schonl could
spand more than a given amount on advertising or engage in

fraudulent praétices.' But somé'consumers'are shrewder and
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ones thet sutter in their lessar ebility to discriminate

el among products, It is another ot the unanswered queetions
~ about vo;cher education whether thie inequality in consumer
ability would be reflected in the choice of schools, and if
‘80, whether it ‘might be detrimentel to the dducation of the childe

ren of the poor, - P 4
| -

o S ' Another advantagé®t 1at Milton Friedman sges coﬁing from
. vodcheg/edﬁc:tzjines tﬁ//grcwing efficiency of sghooxe under

mor/’bus1nees-m1nded/ieedership.

The deli*:ry of groceries is not the ssame as the
production of hi-fi equipment, Yet both are
highly efficient and technologically progressive ,
for the samerreason: They are conducted mostly /} -
by private- enterprise operating in a competitive Q~_///) A
market. o 21 . ‘

‘This may be stretching the enelogy too fer. Just how much ,do
# 4
schools resemble businesees? While the technology necessary

‘to produce hi-fi parts or to deliver groceries are quite

'c}eer.(although improvable) edqcetion is burdened with a )
ufutzy"”technology.Z? It is'difgicult, if not 1mpceeib1e;
to know what~comb1nation cf factors adﬁ up t% learning in any
1z}Ven child._flf a child is not ‘learning, does that mean that
the '"teaching machine" is malfunctioning? Which teechin@?&'

mechine - the‘%eachers or the schonl? Which teacher? And
o

; how does one "repeir" a teacher's performance? Can one /'
/

v treat teechers 1ike’ parts of a machine? What|if any veriety

of sociel, political or economic fectors are nvolved == kow can
v

a voucher school ba held respjrsible for préblems outeide 7

the claseroomf

A \r ,‘.‘4 . Ca
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Private achools are often raisod as examples of schools -
whicn\muxt respond to market pressure in order to survtvo o and
many do survive, and many do provide students with the educa~
tion their parents desire’, This may be less a result of market
'conpetition, however, than of.othcn-aspccts of the private
- schools as thcy now %xist.‘ Many aclocc studenti usln; an
eneranco oxaminacion, assuring ehomsolvoa an elite student
body thac is almost assured to succeed, Most have classes
half the size of those in public schools, affording students
at least twice the amount of teachers' attantions,  And in some
cases, although fewer than one might expcct, paren:s who pay
directty for the education of ‘their children (1n addition: eo
Supporting public =chools through their taxes) are concerned
abou* the progress of their child anough to take an attive
role in thc process.' This parental concern exiscs, hot-sver, in
the public school population, although 1f'may be more difficult/
for a family where botn parents must work to manifest thac
concern than for a. family with more leisure time available.
While vouchers should make the parent feel more directly
1nvolvcd in the education of the child, the same limitations'
on thc parenc's ability to cct on. this concern will remain, u.

‘ ‘While many questions remaln about the appropriateness of
_fhe consumer analogy in voucher;education; it is true that |
parents would have more choice about where and how to educate’
tneif children; thaf new schools wouldkgpring up to answer unmet

¥

d
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needs,'and that, for better or wofsé, any scﬁool.not succeading
in'"educating" the child (hqwevdr that is defined and measured)
would losa its customers to the schools that were doing a
better _jc)h.. | )
R Wl Hed AR %

At pre;enﬁ, thefoppoaicipn to vo&chér education aée.

more outspoken than ars the supporters, Even these |upportera

differ among éhémselveaéluawﬁat exactly a voucher program
should be, dnd what is aecéptablé to one. i3 not accgptable to
':he other, The final supporting coa}ttion cquld no doubt depand |
’ on the specific.pl%n being advocated, Whatever the plan, and
tH; gupporting coalition, it would have fo.fade st;l} (and
ﬁo;sy) opbosition.w

The whole publie school establishment (the

. National Education Association, the American .

' Faderation of Teachers, the American Association.
of School Administrators, the National School
Boards Association, and the National Congress
of Parents and Teachers), as well as religious
groups (the Baptist Joint Committee and the -
Amaerican Jewish Congress) and secular organiza-,
tions (the.Ameriean Civil Liberties Union), are
now formally opposed to vouchers, 23

Vo;cher aducation is unaccéptable to;Qome torfeconomic
“reasons, BRoth the Coons, Sugarman and Ciugé plan and the
Jencks and thae CSPP blan are unnistakeable redistributive
.policies, and as economist Eli Ginzberg points.out:.,z4
redistributive policies have not been ﬁopular in the recent
pol%cies of this country, What redistributive efforts were'
~able to overcame -this poiitical barrier were cut so as to

" make any. real redistribugivé effect minimal, On the other

<8

y
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hand, any voucher pxogramthich.allabid parqncs.chddd to
 the original value of the VOuchér would lead to differences in
the purchasing power of individual parents and thus to in- |

' aqualities in the distribution of oduc@cional resources,

To add to this,.a voucher system is likely to be more

expensive than the présgnt-systom.zs

It would inelude the
addiéional cost of ch}ldfen now attending pr}vace'qnd
sectarian.schbol whqs;_parents now pdy that expenselfrom
- -xheiénbwn:pockecs. 71: would include the cost of transporta-
tion sufficient to assure that mo child will be unable to attend
the school of his parents' cholce because of lack of trans-
fportition. 1t would alio include the cost of the massive
| | regulatory and adminiséracive apparatus of the E&ucatton
. | qucher Ageﬁcf, without which the'e:tire system is ﬁnegnthe
to one set of its authors, Says the report of the Center
for the Study of Public Policy, an unregulated voucher
system "could be the.most serious setback for the‘educaeion
of disadvantaged children in the history of the United
Statas."26 wich'schooL taxes already an area in which the
taxpayer has demonstrqtedvléss than'enthusiaém aboqt'hisher'
rates, one would have to build a very strong case for vouchar
educétion to convinfe taxpayers to shoulder an even greager
' burden, ; _ | | ”
While the question of inctuding sectarian achoois in a ?
f voucher system gemains unsettled by the courts,‘the coalition
opposed to vouchers is the vofy same coalition that hgs bean

v L]
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vigorously opposed to ahy.to:m of aid to sectarian ochooii;27
These people would have to be convinced that religion would

not be advanced or established in violation of the Constlfgtion,

or that any such effect is outweighed by the possible benefits
of a voﬁchor system. 
The possitility of segregation under a voucher sysfem'
is anotheragrea which brings the opposition to its feet,
 ‘ While a vigilant fegulatory»Educational Vbuche:_System cauld
possibly proveht diserimination in admissions or trdnspdntacton
policies that would lead to segrcgatioh, there is no way to
- prevent voluntary segregation, Ironiéalt&, if this voluntary
segregation did not occur, vouéﬁgr'oduéation might lead to .
greater integration of the schools  than under the present
geogéaphieally districtéﬁ systém, |
By virtue of more 1n66mc, more politicAI power,
.and housing discrimination, middle-class whites
have succeeded in removing themselvas from close
contact with disadvantaged blacks, It is fatuous
to believe that the white community will permit
& vaucher system to operate so as to remove the
barriers that they have so laboriously erected
‘to protect themselves and their children friom
what they consider to bs the undesirable behav%or
. patterns of the disadvantaged, 8
While these wérds from Eli Ginzberg seem’strong, opposi:ton '
to desegregation plans is the rule rather than the exception
in recent years, and if voucher education were seen as a
way to desegregate the schools, it is unlikely these same
, pepple'yould allow it to pass, .
| Last, but not least, voucher education is unacceptable

" to the entire public school establishment, While it is true
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that this g;oup has a vested intereaﬁ'in maintaining the ﬁublic
syétem as it now exigts, thiﬁ is not the only basis for their oppo-
sition.'.Much more impo:}ant is the total lack of job security for
‘school personnel under a voucher system. There'are many quéstiéns'
whichprofessional edﬁcators'wbuld wanﬁ énSvared.V WOui& al; educa=- - v
tors now.in unions, coéﬁinue tolbe'in unions? Wouid there be onel' |
blanket contract for the samé’greas now covered or a separate contract
for'egch,individual educétional enterprise or school building?_ (0} 4
shoui&\thereube a blanket contract for a state ;s a whole? How would
job security be dealt with? .Wduld'a eeacher obtaih'tenure only withe'
in a narrow bargaining qnit? How for example does ﬂblland; whicﬁ hal _
‘a form of voucher qéuéation, deai?with the question of teacher tenure?
If a'school'"w;nt out of busineqa“, would'the feachqrfsimply bq out

\of ; job or guaranteed another job by the state or d;utriét? If a

school had a teacher whom school management considered ineffective,

could the teacber‘%é,terminated? If not, how cquld the school control
i:s own destiny? fet industrial £irms with ﬁnioncontracts.a:e-faéed'
.wiﬁh simiiar problems, at least in lower level positions. Would all
teachers‘reéeive the sameralary for similai education and. experience
‘or would each bargaining unit négotiate its own yage‘gaﬁd benefits?
Could that result in a concentration of the best talent in a few schools?
Who would share in the profits of a school, stockholders, geacheri, |
administrators, parents? And how, indeed, are schools to make decisions
about who or what is té blame if the Behaéi‘does not‘qﬁeeeed in the

market? - 31
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A situatioa coulouarise where one school would lose'etgdaits»not bef,'
cauee any of its teachers were less than competent.'bat'becauee anothet'
echooi might'have more cleverly advertised itself, While,teachere are
now perhaps overprotected, and tﬁie makes the process of change monu=-
.mentally difficult, it is not harc'to underetand why teachere and ade
. ministrators are so firmly opposed to voucher edﬁcation. TheY'aré a

powerful force of opposition that voucher advocates must overcome if

L)

voucher education is to be adopted.

Those supporting vouchers are of varied backgrounde and political

: leaningl, and the differencee among them may be as great as the differ=

ennes between eupportere and oppoeere of voucher education, The battle' |

) :
for political acceptance of voucher education would ‘be, at the very

b

. 1least, a.difficult struggle..

32
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" Voucher education is not without advantages, despite the
number of possible complications, Stephen Arons lists the

following:

~=ljalting the present situation 1n which only the
rich- and those with support from religious institue
tions can escape public schools, and in which
‘economic and class separation is made eesy.

~=Shifting the source of initiative for school
reform to families by making. it possible for them
to. exercise more choice.

--Increasing economic and political power of 1ndi-
viduals over ‘their children's education,

_ --thing possible not. only geographically decentrale.
ized schools, but school communities baeed on many
'other shared velues. .

==Providing  effective means for ‘preventing racial
and economic diserimination and for insuring the
presence of adsquate resources for all school ‘
children.

~eIncreasing the diversity of American education

and its ability to experiment by encouraging alterna-
tive schools and breaking down the present public
school monopoly. )

_ ==Reducing the size of decision-maklng units and
encouraging a less bureaucratic reletionshlp batween
school and family.

~=Removing the’ ‘state from decermlneeion of educa~
tional policy except as regards absolute minimums
(preventing diserimination, insuring equal resources,
providing basic information, eecuring mininum educa=
tional standards),

«=Supporting the srowing movement ot community and
free schools, _ 29

Thus the possible complicaciens or diaadveﬁfeges ot voucher
education must be carefully weighed against the pocsible
'beni{i:s which m;ght'accrue from the new system, To reiterate,

33
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these diyadvantages are: Voucher qdu;ation'could nochﬁrevene
the omergence.qg-voluntarily segregated schbol{.' |
Voucﬁer'aduéatlon violates the cqng:itutionil separation
of religion and aducation, | ' .
V&ucho: education is based on a consumer analogy that ;s
- now wholly'appropriace to education, |

Voucher education faces strong opposicion‘trom a number

of groupa.'makins 1€s.politicaljfcaaibility_qunstionablc}

' Voucher edﬁcacion is not a panacea, Whether .the affects

of a vouqher system woﬁld dlgimatcly be bénﬁficldl of not-isl.
, unknown. One thing is certain -- voucher education would have

drastic effects on a critical area of American life,




Alum Roeck
Alum Rock (San Jose), 0a11forn1a, is the sice of the

only official voucher education experiment in the. United

States, Funded by the Office of Economic Opportunity, the

model used 19 the regulated - compensa:ory model developod

- by Jancks and the Center for the Studyrof Public Policy,

Actually, the Alum Roek program is "a sort of voucher

' experiment" 30 only public schools are included, and

of the twenty=four public schools in :he district, only six

were involved in 1972.73 (the initial ysar’ of the experimonc),

and only thirteen in 1973-74. Under the experimental

_design, sach school must submit or offer at least three separate

programs or '"minischools", As it éurnod out, one of the thres

programs in each qchodl concentrated on basic skills,

In the first year, only 5% of the parents used the option

to leave their neighborhood schools, That group grew to

10% in tha second year, and may continue to grow as the .

gXperiment,continues.al

: 7 ' Of the $7,000,000'grant, almost hai{ that amount was

spant on administration énQ cvaluation.32 While two years

is tob little to yeild reliable'resulgs in -educational

experimehts (CSPP suggested five to eight years), one

intéresting result unofficially noted is that parents who

wafe found to be less knowle&gabla abdut'thcir e&ucactonal

| options'gt the baginning of the aexperimerit have now learned
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more about their options =« enough to eﬁansc the diacfibution
of knowledge pattern that existed at the beginning, ‘with
middle-class whites kndwing more than lower-class wﬁiﬁca;
who knew more than blacks, who knew more than qhicaqos who
. spoke Eng“ish, who knew more than Chicanos.who spokc.only'
‘Spanilh. Aftey two ydgro of vou&hcra,'chn'boctem of Ehig
pattern has begun to rise faster than the tep., This could
.oftnce.chc expected problem with Qouchcrl that the uncquﬁl
distribution of knowledge would lead to the inequal distribu-
tion of educational resources, s | |
"The Alum Rbck program;haa only begun, and ndthard
conclusions c;n yat be drawn, Even ﬁhgn the final concldsiénqi
are in, one must be carefﬁi nbc-to confuse the limited |
. eXxperimental program in‘ilum Rdck_wtfh a state-wide program:
~ with different limits end probably difterehc Problems;, The
conclusions will-pﬁovide us with moré knawiadge than we now

have about how a real voucher system works e« evon|1n a

modified form, o
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