==
D .
v

. -

DOCUMENT RESUHE

ED 140 393 ‘ ‘95 ' . EA 009 533
AUTHOR Wéher, William M. ) : ‘
TITLE History of Educaticn Vouchers in‘:East Hartford

Coniecticut. The Parents' Choice Project: February
1975 - January 1976. ) : .

INSTITUTION  Leinwand (C.M.) Associates, Inc., Newton, Mass.
\SPONS AGENCY National Inst. of Education (DHEW), Washington, s
. -\\\.. ‘ - D . C . v N " . ,
.~ EUB DAIE - ¥ar 77 . :
"' CONTEFACT E2C-5331 o .
_NOT§\f ' 133p. R s .
N é\() o 0
EDRS PRICE MF-30 .83 HC-$7.35 Plus Postage. L o
DESCEIPTORS\ Eoards of Educaticn; *Case Studigés; *EduCa;ional-

Finance; *Education Vouchers; Elementary Secondary'
. : Fducation; *Experimental Programs; Federal Programs;
' Finance Reform; Parochial School Aid; *Program

. Descriptions :
- ITENTIFIERS *Connecticut (East Hartford); National Institute of"
: . Education : ' r~

3
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report is based on the observations of ‘an independent site, historian,

-who attempted to be &s unobtrusive in his observing amnd as ’

nonjudgmental in his reporting as possible. A total .of 41 site visits

were made during the study. Chapter 1 introduces the report}é7main 2

issues and events by examining the January 1976 vote by the'East

Hartford Board of Education to not pursue a five-year experimental

voucher program. Chapter 2 discusses NIE's involverent in the

Farents' Choice Prcject, and chapter 3 describes the participation of

East Hartford's twc parochial schools in. the projéct. Chapter &

examines in chronological order a series of-major topics that

affected the overall course of the Parents' Choice Project. .
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This historv chronicles the. ‘evolution of the East Hartford Parents'
Choice educ ition voucher” pro;ect from February 1975 through January
- B 1976. Thi8 report, as well as, the voucher project itself, was [unded
! by the Na.gylal Inst1tute of Educatmn (NIE). *
Guidelines spec1f1ed by NIE led to the development of a partlcular pur-
pose and tone of which the reader must be aware while reading this
‘docun.ent.  First, NIE requlred the site h1stor1an neither to'be from
. East i{artford nor‘to have any operational respons1b1l1ty for the project.
The guidelines reflected NIE's intent-to remove the historian from hav- 3*
ing a stake, in the outcome of events which might bias reporting. 'Thus,
the 'histoz\ian was to be’as objective as bos‘.sible.“
. R :
Furthermore, the historian's prose was to be nonjudgmental Accord-
. - ingly, an emphasis was placed upon direct quotations fron: a wide range
. é . -, . of part1c1pants._ Based upon this information, the reader could then”
‘draw his or her own conclusions. In'this regard, it was believed that
describing thd ideas and actions of the East Hartford and NIE partici- -
pants was more important than detailing the "Jeas and actions of the

»

historian. ' . .

ehs of meeti where-he would not say a word. But questions could be
raised before ahd after the meetings. All requests for confidentiality
L were honored. At no {ime were any of the historian's notes, reports,
S ' or verbal mterpretatmns communlcated to any voucher participant at
» ‘the-local or national level until after the end point of "the history -- Jan-
' . _ . uary.1976. It was hoped that this unobtrusiveness would reduce the
self-consciousness of local participants about speaking or acting fregely

in, the historian's presence. ¢
%

In addition, lt)}Zsfhistorian was tovbe unobtrusive . He would attend dpz-
s

The site historian gu1delmes held strategic importance for NIE Resist-"
ance to federal "evaluation'' had strained project communication atspre-
vious voucher plannmg sites. The notion of a harmless h*stoy\lan merely
‘ © ""“'recording events'' was thought to be much less threatening to local
participants than one of the Judgmental outside evaluator. However, -
NIE had fo play by the same rules. That is, the federal agency was
subject to the same scrutiny, and it would also have the same lack of
_access to the historian's material as other participanis, certainly an
* unusual ‘situation for the payer of the (historian's) bills.

N

4
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NIE officials admitted that a totg.lfy objective, ‘unobtrusive, nonjudg-
mental historian was more, of a goal than an attainable reality. How-
ever, they believed the low-keyed chronicle was worth trying, partic-
ularly as the controversial East Hartford voucher site would no doubt
Pproduce a number of conflicting partisan points of view.

. -
As the history indicates, the East Hartford voucher project did not
, lack controversy. All the participants in the voucher Lssue, whether
a ) pro or con, believed "history was on their side."

- < SN

. . ‘ )
- Many residents adhd staff viewed the history as an absurd game which
' could amount to nothing regardless of who won. Others saw the voucher

experience as a humorous bungling job committed by everyone who
somehow had stumbled into view. For those uncommitted to any posi-
tion,-a sense of iroay preeailed. Closely related to the comic and '
‘absurd points of view, these 'historians' became skeptical \ipon real-
'izing that supporters apd detractors often said one thing, but just as
often’ meant or did another. " .

Lad 3 »
Interpreting the history of East Hartford vouchers was, indeed, a pop-
ular and varied activity. . It was the pel@ceptmn of events as s;bn;flcant
)/Puch made East Hartford parents, school staff, and citizens in a
sense\a&éheu own historians., However, because of this myriad of
. ‘cén-flicting interpretations, NIE was concerned that there be someone
- with no vested intérest to recérd East Hartford's consideration of the
voucher idea. Hence, the support for the idea of a site hi%torian.:

-
£y

‘ However, the resources allocated for the historian's role were l1m1ted
. The position was designed as a half-time assignment. This time in-
cluded four hours of commuting for every trip, the compilation of notes,
and reports, as well as-on-site intéfview.s and observations. . {Ij‘or the
‘most part, East Hartford residents, project consultants and school
personnel, as well as the NIE staff, generally extended to the historian
: - full access to their meetings and“documents. IA all, forty-one site
V1s1ts were made in the course of this study Appendix A lists these
visits as well as other fcrms.of communication with the vgucher project.
R Unless otherwise noted, all quotations and evidence are based upon these
~ -site visits and analysis of project documents.
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Chaptn.r I 1ntroéluces the reader to the narrative's main issues and -
events by examining the January 26, 1976, East Hartford Bdard of
.Educatior voucher vote. 'I‘he organ1zat1on of the remaining hlthl‘y
reflects the three pr1mary areas of observed voucher related act1v1ty

4

‘ Chapter II - National Institute of Educatlon
Chapter III - Parochial §chools Tar o a
' ‘ . Chapter 1V - Parents' “Choice Project
Appendices B; C, and D provide guides to major participaflts, chron-
Jdlogy afdd acronyms used in the four chaptersa, #
Two footnote systems are used. An " refers to a clarification or com-
/ﬁ . ~ ment made by the author. Numbered footnotes document t:he source.
. One farghet note is-in order. It was the author s goal to prov1de a
* detailed accodnt of major events and ideas. In turn, it ps the reader's |
responsibility to sglect what id of specific interest to Mim orf her.
. R H . X v
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INTRODUCTION -,

B 4 " . On January 26, 1976, the East Hartford Board of Education voted on a

o1

proposal to apply for a federal grant which-would provide support for -
an educational voucher experiment. The proposed five-year program ’

. would have brought up to six and one-half million’ federal dollars to.
East Hartford, Cornecticut,, an 11.dustr1al/res1dent1al c1ty cof almost
sixty thousand people, 1nc1ud1ng 10, 500 pu'bllc school students

[
. 3

v . Until the Beard members voted the outcorne seemed in dOubt The
East Hartford Gazette, which had for three years closely followed l.o-

_ cal -voucher ‘developments, reported just prior to the ballot,
: S o ' ' '

. ' S “Tﬁere have been unconf1rmed re-
. * ports of a possibly glose vote, -
' v . ‘ rnaybe even with the chairman e

. o - breaking the tig in favor of the con-

ot ) - troversial proposal.’’"

' T A chronicle of the Board members'’ vote concludes this chapter. Itis
preceded by a sketch of federal involvement with the voucher idea and
an outline of the East Hartford special version. The reader should

Lo -
et
.

.
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ANS

. consider this an introductory chapter. Subsequént chapters treat in
more detail the National Institute of Education;.parochial school in-
volvement and Paxents' Choxce actlvitlcs which molded thc Janualy 26
vote.

(I ' ' - -

A . e COMPONENTS OF THE EAST HARTFORD VOUCHER PROGRAM

i © " The education voucher concept was straightforward. The local Board
. ~ of Education would issue a voucher to cach child. The value of the
. '+ voucher could not be:more‘than the cost of educating a child in public
T schools\p Public and private schools participating in. the experlment
would ‘fédeem thé voucher in return for educational services provided
idr the studcnt .

Thc PrOJect which planned the Easf Harfford voucher proposal was
known as Parents' Choice. \

The proposed vowcher progfam’ included five Componenﬁs.. Three of
"these components -- open enrollment, parent informatian, and school
autonomy -- had been started in East Hartford prior to federal vouch- ~

. er study funding. - o

: . YOpen. enrollment
'had been instituted by/the loc.al Board of Educat1on i1 1972. - The pol-
-icy allowed parents to enroll their child in any East Hartford public
school if seats were available at the child's grade lével and parents
would provide transportation to and from the new school. :

2. Parent information -
» referred to the publication of an annual "Our Schools” bovklet which ™
described in detail the-characteristics.of each East Hartford public
and private ‘'school. The booklet was written by teachers and disttrib-
uted to.all the parents of school age children.

v

.

3. AutonOJ of schools
encouraged pr1nc1pals and teachefs to make as many decisions as, pos-
s1b1e at the “individual school building level.

East Hartford had expanded these first-three components by using fed-
eral study funds to simulate voucher program activities. Thus, Par-
ent Advice Team paraprofessionals were employed to supplement the
"Oor Schools' booklet. In addition, an in-service training program .

¢ . Vs
S a

L
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for school staff focused on a variety of "dec1s1onma1\mg models" fos-

“tering school ‘building autcnomy.

" However, the new proposal added two entirely new c_,om'ponents: inclu-
sion of parochial and private schools and a provision for free trans-
. portation,

. 4, Parochial and private schools,
which met minimal state (and fedéeral requirements, would be—eligib_l—e
to receive publicly funded vouchers. Private and pardc hial tuition
reimbursements would be paid.in amounts not to exceed the cost of
East Hartford public schooling. - .

. 5. Transportation
would be provided for children who used their-vouchers to. transfer to.
other than their neighborhood schools.

NIE would pay for priyaté school tuition as well as additional transpor-
tation expenses. The annual federal voucher allocations would also be
used for other items. The ""Our Schools' booklet would, be revised,
parent counseling would be expanded, ‘and teachers would receive ad-
ditional training. Contlngency funds would have to be made available

to pay teacher salaries if significant numbers of students had trans- .
ferred out of a school, thus e11m1nat1ng professional positions. '

Monies which East Hartford might normally be expected to spend in
maintaining its regular open enrollment, parent information, and
school-autonomy policies were to be contributed by the town during

the five-year experiment. '

The costs, along with the methods and goals of the ambitious five
component program were closely questioned by voucher critics. Op-
posing.open eixrollment many parents and teachers favored a ''meigh-
borhood schools only" policy. The "Our Schools' booklet was criti-
cized as costly and ineffective because it did not communicate real
differences between schools. The concept of individual school auton-
omy .was reJected by several Board of Education members who favored
a more'centrally orgamzed school system. In addition, the possibil-
ity 'of an unsuccessful court fight was posed by critics who believed
that paroch1a1 school inclusibn violated the U.S. Constitution's separa-

" tion of church and state doctrine. Although NIE had promised to pay

for five years of voucher- related transportation, the question of who
. ") N I3
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~

/ would pay the costs after federal funds were withdrawn was often asked.

Voucher proponents, on the other hand, emphasizédithat ppen enroll-
ment was necess:ary because neighborhood school programs could not -
make the same services available throughout an entire system. Pro-
viding free transportat1on, encouraging a wide range of choice by in-
cluding private and parochial schools, increasing diversity thlough
school autonomy and providing’ factual information to parents were jus-
tified as means to further-the effectiveness ..of open enrollment.

SN EARLY VOUCHER HISTORY

~ Voucher adVOcates repeatedly- prom1sed that their program would make
public and pr1vate schools more responsive to parents' and children's
needs. Giving parents a voucher with which they-could shop for their
‘child's educafion wa's the Key to their argument. The most notakle of
these Parents’/Cho1ce advocatéeés was public: school super1ntendenL
Eugene A, D1ggs.

e

. Digge had been appo1nted East Hartford super1ntendent in July 1969 af-
ter working as a school adm1n1strator in Alaska, Missouri, and‘Kan-
sas. In the early 1970's, D1ggs had sponsored an East Hartford study
of year- round schools. *This 1dea, which did not gain widespread ac-,

ceptance, did, however, p pin an "experimenter' tag on him. >

Another early experiment ‘was the open enrollment policy which was
initiated by Diggs and approved by the Board of Education in 1972.° At
its inception, open enrollment made it possible for parents to trans-
fer their children fo schools outside their ne1ghborhoods if seats were,
available and if the parents provided the tramsportation. Less than
150 students (less-than 2 percent of e11g1b1e pupils) had elected this
option annually. Nevertheless] the adoption of open ‘enrolhment re-
flected an unorthodox position vis-a-vis nieighborhood- 'schools. The
policy established the claim .of any child to attend any school which
would best service his or her needs. The superintendent and central
staff extended this open enrollment policy two steps further by pub-
lishing the "Our Schools' information booklets and encpurag1ng indi- ,

. vidual school autonomy \
Wh‘ile Diggs was experimenting with open enrollment early in the
1970's, the federal government was simultaneously studying the pcs- -
sibility of introducing the education voucher idea to local school

14
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. I‘act1ons witHin the Nixon administration planned to 1mplement a gon-

13

disiricts. At the national level, voucher advocates had drawn suoport
from both conservative'and liberal backers. Conservatives saw
vouchers as a means of introducing free-market economic principles
into ""monopolistic'' public education. In particular, the Nixon admin-"

‘istration intended to use education vouchers (along with perfotmance ’

contracting)-as,a means of challenging the '"monopoly “of public educa-

tion' through the introduction of private enterprise. At the same-time,
liberal supporters. hoped that vouchers would be a means of rpakmg -
schools more responsive to the-people, especially the urban poor, by '

'forcmg schools to compete for each student’'s tu1t1on.‘ T

1 .
-

servative voucher strategy. Historically, the federal- agency, having T

’ 1nher1ted’the program from the Johnson Democrats, had . a dlfferent

perspective. This agency, or1g1na11y the Office of Ecﬁ'ﬂomm Opportumty
(OEO), viewed vouchers as a means of reformlng school- bureaucracies
and redress1ng socials 1nequo.l1ty Withis OEO, vouchers were .‘dmm-
istered through a research and planning ddviston, which tended to be

.. less overtly pol1t1ca1 than other OEQ:units.™As a consequence, the
.tensions between vouchers as ''good business for private business"

and ''a means of social reform'" were muted by more academic ques-
tions such as def1n1ng the implications of all poss1ble vou@her strate-
gies. ‘ ' f(': *

In 1969 OEO had been approached by the Cambridge, Massachusetts
based Center for the Study of Public Policy (CSPP) to study education
voucher options. CSPP's eventual contract with OEO enabled them to -
advise the federal government on all matters of voucher policy:’ CSPP
envisioned-vouchers from the social reform (rather than a free enter-
prise) perspective. A major CSPP study, Education Vouchers: A
Report on Financing Education by Grants to Parents, was published

in December 1970. A . 5 .

This report, known as the '""Blue Book, ' considered seven voucher pol- .
icy alternatives. - The regulated compensatory model, which was fa-
vored by CSPP, would prohibit schools from charging tuition beyond

the value of theé voucher. Schools could earn extra funds by accepting
children from poor fam111es or educatlonally disadvantaged children.:
The report recognized some of the technical and social problems with
such a model, e.g., labeling a child as '"disadvantaged' and dealing

‘with the social stigma created. However, CSPP argued that the reg-

ulated compensatory model would be more likely to produce more
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rac1~ally, »econom1ca11y, and ac%emically integrated schools than in
- ev1dence in the existing system. ’

In developlng the’ Blue Book study, CSPP staff, most notefbly Christo~
. pher*Jencks, traveled to many cities. Conversations with adminis-~
.. . o trators, feachers, and parents not only generated data for'the study,
' but also developed some local 1nterest in trying the voucher experi-
ment.’” Dozens of school dlStI‘lCtS asked for more information: Many
o withdrew once they understood more about how the vouchers. might ac-
' : tually work. In all, between 1969 and 1973, six school- districts Te-
' ce1ved OEO funds to study the feas1b111ty ‘of operating a full voucher
pI‘O_]eCt. ‘These districts included Alum Rock, California; Seattle,
"t Washlngton. Gary, Iridiana; San Franclsco Ca11forn1a New Rochelle,
* New York; and Rochester, New York. !

v As part of their field work, -CSPP advised the Cen?lec’ticut State Legis—
lature: They focused efforts upon legal requirements which would en-
able the'federal government and local school districts to testa vouch-
er program. 7The result was the quiet pasqage of Pub11c Act 122 near.—
the 'end of the 1972 Connecticut leglslatl . .ession, . 0

\
The passage of Public Act 122 encouraged further CSPP’ act1v1ty in
Connecticut. The Act specifically encouraged ‘participation of pr1vate
schools in *roucher tyi)e programs -- a provision unique to the state.
Hartford showed some voucher interest but became ambivalent and
withdrew. CSPP continued its Connecticut efforts. The Center pre~-
sented a voucher workshop at the Connecticut Association of Boards of
Education 1973 Annual Meeting. East Hartford Public School Super-
intendent Eugene Diggs and the Board of Education Chairman T1rnothy
g Monahan attended that voucher ses smn. .

. The voucher workshop focused on the experi‘ence of Aium Rock, - the
Y . only school. systern which had ever adopted vouchers. Diggs reported
that Monahan, rea11z1ng the similarity between open enrollment and
vouchers, leaned over to him during the presentation and said,

' - é¢ There's nothing that they (Alum

' . ‘ ' " .Rock) are doing right ncw_.;whichl we

v ) .Y " couldn't do, except provide money
4 : : ' for transportation and administra-

- tive training.’? . q—--
16 :
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v Follow1ng this CSPP workshop, Diggs entered into a series of negotia-
tions with OEO staff who were then in the process of be1ng transferred
to the new federal agency responsible for vo%ichers -- the Nationat In- -
_stitute of Education(NIE). East Hartford's negotiating position was

' strong, since it -- and New Hampshire -~ were the two remaining
. sites willing to consider an NIE voucher program. Diggs and his cen-
“tral administration staff’'camé to- agreement with NIE that the funds for
the experimental program could be developed in such‘a way that new
activities could be incorporated into the schobl system after the with-
drawal of federal money. Soon thereafter, Diggs recommended to the
" East Hartford Board of Education that they should/study the feasibility
of adopting the voucher program, Early in December 1973, the East
‘Hartford Board of Education voted to give the Super1ntendent the au-
thority to plan_such a study. Later in the month, representatwes from
. , _East Hartford, NIE, and CSPP worked for three days wr1t1ng a propo-
'sal draft. ~ CSPP and East Hartford each separately revised the manu-
" script during the next two weeks. A formal proposal was Emally sub-
mitted to NIE in the first days of 1974,
“The youcher se'ctiOp. within NIE was delighted with East-Hartford's

'rapi.d submission of the prop-osal.’ Unlike economically poor Alum

Rock, Edst, Hartford seemed prosperous. According to the éO cen-

" sus,- its annual med1an income was $12,000. Thus East Har rd
seemed fo present the possibility of testmg the effects of vouchers on

. a financially sound community. Whereas racial and ethnic strife had _
plagued Gary, Indiana, and Rochester New York, as well .as other pre-
vious voucher sites, over 98 percent of East Hartford's 57,000-plus
populat1on was white. In addition, pubhc school officials there were
already worried about the possibility of having to absorb a large popu-
lation of pdrochial school students because East Hartford's Catholic

schools were having f1nanc1a1 d1ff1cu1t1es. S

At
]

.That East Hartford also .showed interest in inclyding-private schools
- was no small inducement. = NIE staff believed that the proposed pro-
gram would thereby.have the potential to provide a.full voucher test of
private-public'competition. (The Alum Rock demonstration had never
‘e'xpanded beyond the public schools.) NIE's hopes were buoyed by the
" fact that Connecticut enabling legislation {Public Act 122) which pro-
vided for "'education scholarsh1p" programs altowed for private schools., .-

-q',
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Denis Doyle, NIE voucher director; said, . ,

“‘ When we came back from East
* Hartford,; it seemgd like the ideal
o . site. - It was asif East Hartford

B ' . " , were the diamond as big as the Ritz.h”

W ithin two' ‘veel\s after: subm1tt1ng their proposal, East Hartford was in-
formally tSid by NIE that-$69, 000 had been released for their vodcher
feasibility study: By mid-February 1974, East Hartford had begun its
three-month funded® voucher feasibility study. . The study was coordinated

. by Frances Klein, on leave trom her position as-East I;Iartford Supervi-

sor of Reading.” Most of the study s technical work was farmed out to ..

consultants

~The Peas1b111ty S\udy concluded that more worl\ had to brzfdone if East

Hartford were to go ahead in adopt1ng a voucher progra; Additional
federal monies were needed to provide more information and new- pro-
cedures to assist students and teachers to transf‘er from one school to

" another,’ to transport more children, and to- de*{elop legal strategies to

defend the inclusion of parochial schools. The study, "A Feasibility -
Analysis of Open Enrollment, East Hartford, Connecticut, January 21,
1974 to April 21, 1974," contamed full consultant reports and recom-
mendations. '

In the spring of 1974, the East Hartford Board of Education put ¢én their
agenda the superintendent!s recommendation to apply for a further NIE
voucher planning grant. ' After several weeks' delay,. the Board f1na11y r
voted 5-4 to apply for futher‘'voucher funds. An East Hartford grant

-extension pfoposal was sent by the East Hartford public schools to NIE

in. August, 1974, But by the time Dlggs was able to forward the Board's

intent in Washington, NIE's own budget had run into difficulty obtaining
congressional approval. The Washington voucher staff feared that °

NIE officials might scuttle vouchers\in order to gain additional lobby

and congressional support.

Finally, in early 1975, CSPP and NIE representatives met with Diggs,
Klein and other East Hartford staff to draft and redraft a- proposal for
a f1fteen-month study to continue planning for an East Hartford voucher
prOJeCt In February 1975 the proposal, wengninto effect Parents'

_Choice " was the name of the new pro_)ect .o T

A e
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The fate of East Hartford's voucher prograitn lay with the Board of Edu-
“ - " cation. Based upon the. Parents'’ Choice findings, the Board was to vote

in 'Dece.mber 1975 whether or not to begin an actual voucher experiment
» in September 1976. As a result, many of the project's first ten rnonths-';
~ : of a¢tivities would be planned in terms of bringin 5ut a positive
.Beoard vote. However, because several consultant reports were de-
o . . livered late, the Board's vote was rescheduled for January 1976. It
o -was at this January 26, 1976, Board meeting that the varying voucher
x -+ interests and perspéct1ves were most forcefully -and,drarnat1cally por-
' trayed during the Parents' Choice Project. Thése Board member ° ]
‘¢ statements will now be described. . Chapters II, III and IV chronicle the '
events leading up to this vote. ' » ' e
BOARD P'(/)SITION' STATEMENTS
o Walter Miles
/c—_;- r '»_‘ . ) ‘.
After tbe/Board Cha1rperson had opened the d1scuss1on, the first
member requesting to speak was Walter Miles. Miles was the third-
- ranking Democrat on the Board. Known as a conservative, he had
voted against the or1g1nal proposal to study the- Eeas1b1l1ty of vouchers
for East Hartford

”I'am 99 and.3/4% against the voucher proposal, “_Mil‘es had been
quoted as. saying, and he repeated that all of the consultant reports;
phone calls, and letters had not changed his mind.

[
.

Miles stressed that no Catholic authorities were pressurmg him' to

vote. for the voucher proposal, even though he was a Catholic. It had
‘been clear to the public, and Board membexs in part1cular that paro-
chial school parents formed a potent1ally sizable-voucher constituency. .
- The proposed program would mean that each Catholi¢ parent would re- "
ceive a voucher equivalent to the cost of their child's parochial school-
ing (but not-more than the ‘public school cost). This would enable par-
ents to send their children-to participating sectarian or non sectarian
o schools for free.’ o ' A .- % -

Miles's arguments repeated the.critical litany of vouchers, which had
BAREEE become comthon in the public debate: East Hartford might have to ab-

sorbt extra gbsts; parents could already transfer students if they pro
portat1on neighborhood schools would be neglected compe -
1d

vided tra
cL<c0urage educat1onal»huckster1szr East Hartford
\ . : .

tition wo

ROt
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not be NIE's guinea pig; the principals had voted 18-0 to reject vouchers.

He added that, since both metropolitan Hartford papers had editorialized
in favor of vouchers, ‘this type of support foreshad0wed the possibility of
.. "regionalization" (and with it the bussing of inner-city Hartford children
’ o to East Hartford). . ' ‘
"Pay-attention to the three R's instead of focusing on vouchers, "'
stressed Miles. "We don't need more innova_tive schemes in.this town."
.Miles did voice a strong pro- voucher argument for including"parochial {
schools <~ if a voucheér 'program were to be adopted over his objection.
"Free transportatlon should not be included in any voucher scheme;!" he
said. However, the Parents' Choice staff believed that free transpor-
tation was necessary for any true voucher test. W1thout exoanded
"school bus service, parents could not freely exercise- educationa'l
P cho1ces\.1t was argued. Thus even if the Board went ahead with.paro-
chial schools but with no free transportat1on, as suggested by Miles,
: there" may have beemn no voucher staff willing to implement that types of
program. . , e

-

‘The voucher 'tally was at this point,, For-0/Against-1.
\"‘\ €

“Richard Daley

Richard Daley, the newest Democrat on the 3oard of Education, spoke
next. . He had been appointed to the Board in spring of 1975.and won*
his first election the next November. At previous Board meetings,
: Daley would often be the first to notice when parllamentﬁ procedures .
. , were violated or when one’item in pages of budget figures‘was incor-
RO rect. Daley had beenlkno\wn to do his "homework'' and was well pre-
pared for the Parents' Choice vote. . ' : '

i Lo ) .
' Public Sentiment Agai_nst Vouchers

At a&Tanuaryﬂé.Z 1976 Open Meet1ng, Daley had taken notes dur1ng the;
three-and-a-half hours of testimony. Based on these calculations, he.
said that.63 percent of those speaking testified against the proposal 37
_‘percent were in favor of’ applying for the six and one-half million dollar

-grant. Daley further divided the 37 percent-in- favor. category into two
‘ ‘ _ subcatégories: those who had mentloned the advantage of paroch1al
schools and those who had not. Consequently, Daley said, the

50 D 24
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0te\st:imony could be categorized into three tyl,p'es: 63 percent against; 2!
percent in favor -- independent of any pa ochial schoeol involvement;

and 16 percent for parochial 'school involvement. He said that the fig-
ures for those opposing the pI'O_]eCt in public testlmony generally cor-
_responded to telephone calls and letters he had received prior to the

vote. Dale’y concluded, as had. Mlles., that the sentiment of the town was ~

Rauat
against the project.
o ' Program Diversity Questioned
® ' co ' S ©h
*  Daley also questloned the importance of d1fferences among East Hart-
ford public Schools. A _variety of programs prov1d1ng opportunity for
parents to choo%e as a basic voucher tenet. But Daley said that even
_he, as a Board/nember, did not have access to the type of information
R : parents would need to compare schools. . . - ’ )

', ) - . -l
N In order to reach his own conclusions about school differences, Daley
conducted some of his own research. A survey of school textb®oks'
which had already been prepared for "in-house use by central adminis- ¢
- tration, " revealed what Daley tHought were sQme su‘r'prising conclusions.
' Using the second grade as a dample, he found that fourteen of the
schools used math books by the same publisher. ' He said he had talked’
"to school professmnals about this fact and was told. that tdxtbook pub-
 lishers generally use the same pedagoglcal approach in their line of
. products. He admitted that many schgols use more “than one pubuaner.
4 But nearly every school had used Houghton Mifflin materials for second
” grade mathematics. Daley said that sixteen schools also used the

same English text in grade two. ST . .

" This: sample of textbooks, Daley said, and'his talks with school pro--
fessionals about these materials, led him to conclude that major dif-
'ferences seemed not to be in programs between schools but. rather be-
tween programs’in a given school. Thus, many schools used®common
textbooks, but they also used several books within the same grade. He
added that educators told him that real d rences come>about more
through the methods 'hsed in teaching rather than ‘the particular text-

book used in the class.

-

‘ . ‘ One Best System =
e - ) ' - ' : v
Daley was building an argument against school autonomy and for one '
best school system. He had said that differences were not between

by . .
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schools but within s'cho'olsf He also felt that the method of teaching was
the most important education variable. Building upon the second point,
Daley criticized the position that voucher competition would identify
which teaching method would be the bes% for the childrén of East Hart-
ford. He said that it was the responsibility of the Central Administra-
"tion and the Board of Education to identify the best methdds. Déley
‘emphatically d1d not believe the market mechan1sm of decentralfzed
" school economy in a voucher program could select educatmnal methods
. and at‘i_ded,._ L : o . . o
C - $%9f we do haveé a teaching system
that'svbett'e.r'; it seems best not.to
: -wait for the parents to determine
J it; we -~ the Board of Education ,
J + T~ ¢, and admmlstratlon -- Svhould make
' S : sure it benefits all.

Daley cited_additional reasons why he was voting against the Parents'
Choice.proposal. . The free-marketplace analogies which had been.
voiced in the weeks prlor to the vote had riled him. Here it had been
argued that if a pubhc chool was inefficient at providing what the con-
sumers wanted, just as 1h business, the school‘ would have to change
what it was doing in order to survive. One pro voucher citizen hid‘)
said that competition had helped make the P1ttsburgh Steelers Super
Bowl football champions. Daley claimed that type of analogy was so’
foolish that it was not worth a detailed refutation. But he did say that
the intent of com,petltmn, independent’ "of its use in the analogy, was a
misdirected’argument. He believed that sharing, not competition,
should be’ the aim of education. Furthermore, the goal of equal educa-
. tional opportunity for all students should be prov1ded regardless of what

nelghborhood school they may.attend. Daley feared that wholesale trans-

fers Would undermme the ability of nelghborhood schools to assure equal
opportun1ty ’ : :
. . ‘ :
Daley had not pubhcl.y taken a voucher pos1t10n prior to the vote, hav-
ing c‘1a1med he was a new Board member and needed time to study the
" is’sues. However, ‘his emphasxs on central authority was not’ surpr1s—
+ing, nor was his -skepticism of the particularg of the Parents' Choice.
Project. His statements were consistent with. earlier Board of Edu- '
cation comments he had made. Thus his negative 'vote had been ex-

pected .

e
e

The voucher tally was now, For-0/Against-2.
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‘} N Joyce Ruggles
Joyce Ru.ggles“ the foyrth-ranking Democrat spoke after- Richard Da-

1ey She began by reaff1rm1ng her interest.in the project and reminded
‘the’ public that she had voted initially in favor of studying vouchers.

She emphas1zed she was still in ph1losoph1cal agreement with the idea -
that parents were ip an ideal position to make the best choice for

their children. With a glance towards Daley and M1les, shé was saying

+ in effett that there is not one system best. for all ch11dren and’that .it

would be better to search for a variety of programs to meet the spec1a1
needs of all public school children. This was the first acceptance of *
a fundamental Parents' C})plce argument vo1ced by a Board member

that night. . . _ . o
[ A

But the app11cat1on of the voucher 1dea to East Hartford reality simply
‘had not work&d~ accordmg to Ruggles. 'Parents just didn't seefn com-»
fortable with the 1Cgea. Here Ruggles was pa&tly alluding to the fact thaf
at best, only 15 pe,rcent of parents had 1nd1c{,ﬁted they might transfer *
the1r children in a voucb,e.\program. Eftimates were frequently closer -
t percent N ' , .

—e

i\7tore importantly, Ruggles. said the voucha; expermént could not work

. Cif the professionals who would run the program did not favor it.” Her

argument was well substantiated.? P;arents’ Choice and teacher union

' surveys consistently showed maJor\ ty opposition to the voucher concept

Moreoverﬁ, James Daki ywRresident East Hartford ducat1ona1
‘Association; the local teacher, union, ha made it clear/tlz the Board
of Educatlon that his group was strongl ‘ voucher program .
and woa{d f1ght 1ts 1mp1erﬂentat10n_. '

R} V L :
Ruggle’s concluded that the 1de,a of vouchers seerned appeallng but 1ts
application to East Hartford.ad}ui not seem feasible. Newspaper reports:
had listed her as a swing vote. Sh° had said that her mind was made
up but'she would not release her Iposition to the press. Project staff
had-thought of her as one of the ur\comm1tted votes most likely to swing

[

. in their favor. She did not. .

- The vou\cher tally was now, For—O/Against-:3.

N . ‘
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2 . Richard Veltri

Richard Veltri, the second-ranking 'Republica‘n followed Ruggles. By
“coincidence, Veltri had been appointed to the Repub ican seat in early
spring 1975, about the same time that R1chard Daley rece1ved his ap-"'
pointment. . : . . /

{

| Accordmg to Veltri, the proposal's costs simply outweighed its benef1ts.
o He»asserted that only 5 to 9 percent of ‘East Hartford students might
- ,wand to transfer schools. But accordmg to budget 1rrfo~r,m_§tlon present-

ed to him by the Parents' Choice staff, the cost of transportatmn for
probably less than one thousand students would amount to somewhere
between $50,000 and $200,000. Coupled with estimates for paroch1al
school tuition and admmlstratmn costs, the actual expenses, Veltri .
believed, might well exceed the $1,300,000 figure mentioned by Parents’.
Choice staff., - . ' /

.

& . .
" Veltri had called up the Parents' Choice office several times for da;/

ification and for infongation in addition go budget figures. Instead of
coming out in favor of the Parents’ Chbice proposal he developed one
of his own. Veltri's proposaL hinged upon a questionable assumption
that the State of Connect1cut would reimburse East Hartford on an
average- daily- attendance formula The Veltri proposal was not sub--
‘mitted at the Board meeting, but was given to Superintendent Diggs
afterwards. Diggs. told the Parents' Choice Execytive Board the next
day that, on paper, Veltri' s plan would cost East artford only $24 to
support its ©wn voucher program. * s

. . »
Veltri had been thought of as one of the swing votes who might sup,port
vouchers. His own plan notwithstanding, he was not voting for the¥ -
Parents' Choice proposal on January 26. -

The voucher tally was now, For-0/Against-4.

Robert Banp\on .

»
s

Robert Bannon, the second-ranking Democrat, clearly favored the pro-
posal. The present policy of open enrollment on a seats- available
basis was labeled discriminatory vy Bannon. The key was to prov1de
transportatlon .Bannon pointed out that only parents with cars and
flexible schedules .to drive their children to and from school could take

N ;

% The Veltri plan was never formally considered by the o8
Parents' Choice Executive Boar
P . \\ -
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advantage of open enrollment. Bannon affirmed parents' rights to make

the best choices for their children. Here, he echoed a clear but dis- '
’ tinct rhinority opinion voiced by public witnesses at earlier meetings.
' The position Bannon took that night was consistent with the pro-voucher
support he had voiced throughout-the Parents' Choice Project and in
voting to apply for that pro;ect's -- and the Feasibility Study's -- 'NIE - -
monies.

. \ .

In add1t10n Bannon charged that the Board's current pol1cy was incon-
sistent. East Hartford paid transportatmn costs of students who went
to state schools outside East Hartford. Some of these’''transfers' were
mandigted by the State of Connecticut's special education law. This law '
made local boards of education responsible for providing school oppor-
tunities outside of the school district if needs could.not be sat1sf1ed by
. - their own schools. B C

" A e
' Bannon introduced the out-of-East Hartford school issue in ordeT to
force a. cons1st‘ént pol1cy position in favor of free. transportation for all
out-of-neighborhood school transfers. But he said that if the Board
, voted against the proposal, they should ''go all the way” and make all the
° schools the same. Certain schools with special programs, according
' to Bannon, were only available to children who happened\to live in that
ne1ghoorhood. For example, only childrenMat a certain -middle school
could attend the g'ifted program. Bannon argued that with'the Parents'
o ‘ Choice free transportation program, children who did not live in that
neighborhood could have the opportunity to attend the program. Ban-
B ’ non felt very strongly in favor of differentiating programs, but’ opposed
their being offered without efféctive equal educational opportunity?

Bannon had seconded the original 1973 motion fo extend and improve the
» open enrollment policy. ‘This motion had formed the parliamentary ba-
- sis for the vote on theyaight of January 26, 1976 Her st111 was clearly
iftNavor and had been quoted in the newspapers as sa‘ymg it was as good
as "'motherhood and apple pie.' As expected, Bannon posted a favor-
able vote. ‘ S ‘ -

‘The voucher tally was now,’ For-1/Against-4.

«

Lawrence Del ‘Ponte

S

Lawrence Del Ponte spoke next. The fifth-ranking Democrat, he had
been thought of as one of the swing votes.. A number of concerns had |

% There was some confusion about whether agricultural o 29
and vocational students were transferred because'of

x : state law or by East Hartford's own policye - ‘
\‘ . = -
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not been sat1sfactor11y answered by the Parents' Choice studles, accord-
oL ing to Del Ponte: School building autonomy might create too much com-
o = petition. As had Richard Daley, he voiced the opinion that cooperat1on
seemed more important than competition. Even if 15 percent opted to
transfer (which was the most generous estimate offered), tf}1s meant
. that at tegst 85 percent of the town's parents favored neighborhood
. schools. Thus, he inferred that the majority of potential clients of fhe
program did not feel the need Eor change. -

'He also feared that the processing of increased transfers would create -
many unant1c1pated administrative problems, as well as clearly costing -
. a great deal of money. He was alarmed that the'transportation bill <
would top $1, 000,000, far exceeding federal provisions in that area..
East Hartford would have to pay for that difference.

. Del Ponte favored private school inclusion if parochial -schools could
receive voucher payments.” He added the’ concern that it did not seem
fair that these schools could use admission tests to screen out, appli-
cants whereas any child could attend a public school. The problem of

" differences between parochial schools and pubhc schools had been

voiced by many Board members in-the past. However, prOJeCt staff-

e . . had received legal advice to maintain a pol1cy of norentanglement which
‘would keep public agencies out of the internal affairs.of religious or-
ganizations. is nonentanglement would be to the voucher experi-
ment's. best advantage in withstanding a constitutional court case fo-:
(cusing on the First Amendment -- the separation of church and state.
Therefore Del Ponte's concern about parochial school admission tests
could be raised, but not immediately resolved by the Parents' Choice
Project. Thus Del Ponte's: su'pport for the parochial schgol component

- ‘ W1thout a vote to apply for federally subs1d1zed transportat1on amounted
to a ''no'" vote.

The voucher vote was now, For-1/Against-5,

\

Barbara Atwoud '

Barbara Atwood, the ranking Republican, spoke next. Although she
rarely spoke at Board meetings, she was known as ""a conservative.."
It was also known that she was very much in favor of the. voucher pro-
gram;-she-had originally voted to apply for Parents' Choice funds. How-
ever, her stated position varied from the traditional reasons -usually

. - associated with the conser'v_a,t;ive voucher support. The conservative

Board members' cost estimates were not always compar- 30
T able. See for example, Veltri's f1gures. a '
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"position usually stressed the introduction of marketplace competition.
which would break up the public school monopoly of education. This
position had been freg: 2ntly and significantly espoused by M1lton Fried-.
man, a University.of Chicago economist, and by the New Hampshirg
voucher study which was occurring s1mu1taneously to East Hartford's. *
But Atwood did nct speak about the educational marketplace. Instead
"she said that East Hartford could work out the program if they really
wanted it, and most importantly, that other communities could learn
from what they did. She said that East Hartford's problems were minor
comparead to those of big cities and perhaps this proposal could be of
help to the rest of the -country.

She added that; since most children rarely spend more than five years
in one school in East Hartford, the withdrawal of federal funds after
five years would not have a disastrous effect on children who .chose’ to
change programs in the near future.

Unlike many Board members and people who in public testimongr dis-
trusted "'a federal giveaway program, '' Atwood toncluded that if Uncle
Sam wanted to pick up the tab, they should let him do it. /

I
~

The voucher tally at this y»oint was, For-2/Against-5.

Emery Daly
i “~

Emery Dy LY was the newest Board ember. He had won his Republi-

can seat three months earlier in the Iinvémber Board of Education

ele~tion. At that time he had oputpolled Kenneth Carrier, the Board's

most vocal oppounent of vouchers. Daly not only literally took Carrier's

seat, but he-also assumed Carrier's position as the major critic of

the project. His views were well kaown and a negative vote was a cer-

‘ tainty. - ‘ '

Daly's presentation was short. He favored similar programs in all

schools -- in effect, the expansion of centralized administration. He
J’P squarely opposed the :chool building.autonomy which had been proposed

" by Parents' Cho1c<, and supported by the school superintendent.

/

He added that the whole project simply would cost téo much. Daly
quickly concluded that he was agzinst the proposal.

The voucher tally.was now, For-2/Against-6.

# See Education Vouchers in New Hampshire: An Attempt . 31
At Free Market Educational Reform by Gordoa A. Donald- |

son, Jr., C. M. Leinwand Associates, Inc., 430 Lexington

Street, Newton, MA 02166 v 7
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" Eleanor Kepler

Eleanor Kepler, a Democrat, pres ented her position for the first time.
She ha.'d voted for the Feasibility Study and used her chairpersonship

to insure a fair hearing for Parents' Choice. As Chairperson, she

- could formally vote only to break a tie. But she said that the impor-
tance of the dec1s1on forced her at least to voice her opinion.

Kepler was sympathetm te the program and approved the ph1losophy

of different programs for different schools. She saw merit in the argu-
ment that if East Hartford did not apply for federal funds, their tax
money would be spent elsewhere. And she realized that the Parents'
Choice funds provided money to upgrade the Board's accounting system,
theréby keeping in line with the State of Connecticut's directives for all
districtic to change over to a’program planning and budgetlng system.

But Kepler was perplexed. Community sentiment was mixed. Vouchers
lacked a clear mandate. She added that the church-state issue worried
""many of us.' To let the courts decide was evidently an unsat}sfactor'y
solution for her to the ethical and political prdblems stemming from the:
doctrine of the separation of church‘ and state.

The principal's 18-0 vote against vouchers was the turning point in
weighing the evidence against the proposal, according to Kepler. Even
‘the best of school autonorhy programs could not survive if the people
who had to manage it within the system, i.e., the prmc1pals mostly

L.!

opposed it. ' .
ROLL CALL
At 8:40 p.m., the formal roll call on a pollcy extension amendment

necessary to apply for new voucher funds was taken. Bannon, as .

Board secretary, read off members' names:
Bannon.-- Yes
Ruggles -- No
Atwood -- Yes

Del Ponte -- No

Veltri -~ No .

Daley -- No :

Daly -- No - » L o
Miles -- No %8 , ' !




Flanked by the conservative Atwood and libera.l'Bannon, ‘the remuinder
of the Board had rejécted the Parents' Choice proposal.

Critics of education vouchers had won.a decisive victory.
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£ . "INTRODUC TION

(

‘-'I‘he ‘Jahnu_a'.ry 26, 1976, East Hartford Board of Education vote broug.ht
- political_closure to almost three years of Federal efforts to introduce
;an educational voucher test in East Hartford.’ ' -

N

‘When E'ag\t Hartford had begun cconsidei‘ing the voucher idea in 1973,
" the NationaB]\‘,_Institute of Education's voucher staff had already realized

that local school districts were hesitant about buying into one more fes o
eral experiment. The prevalent fear and distfust of ‘anything labeled \
nfederal' or '"experimental'' made NIE reluctant to forcefully advocate

the untested plan -even though it was Washington which paid the East
Hartf'o'ijd voucher bills. The dilemmas of Federal funding and the lim-
ited NIE intervention into the Parents'’ Choice Project are describe%

this chapter.

L\ - - . ’ \
OBTAINING FEDERAL FUNDS
. Rt

Funding Assurances -
"A!s long as the proposal is a solid one, supported by the community,
it‘would be foolhardy for NIE to refuse to support it, "' said Denis

Doyle, NIE voucher director, to the East Hartford Bpard of Education

g

N A
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) on April 3, 1975 Doyle was referring to a proposal to begin a full-
/ . scale: East Hartford voucher program in September 1976 based upon the '

e - rec_ommendat}ons of the Parents' Choice.voucher planning project,
~Doyle admitted tHat the question was still hypothet1ca1 since an actual
,Board of Education’ proposal had not yet been subm1tted to the federal
governrnent. e i

; .
S . .

2 T . ¢

. Wh11e the East Hartford proposal was hypothet1ca1’ the Hfditorical pre-
.- c.arlousness .of the NIE budget was not. For example, one annual NIE
budget request had been slashed from $130 million to $70 million, and
- if Oregon Congressional Representatlve Green had her way, the NIE “°

-;& "7 . budget would have been totally eliminated. Moreover, the NIE director
BN 74 atthe time, Thomas Glennan,. bel:leved that congress1onal hostility
Ty B towards vouchers had Jeopard1zed other NIE programs. To voucher
PO proponents, it appeared that NIE leadership was willing to Jett1son

vouchérs to save the agency. - This .meant less money would be avail- -
able for any new voucher venture such 'as East HartEord's.

Public school superintendent Diggs and other East Hartford officials
were aware of the uncertain NIE budget picture. The Parents' Choice
monies had already been delayed six months .because of NIE's unsure#
-financial status. Diggs therefore wanted in writing Doyle's 1975 assur-
ance that a '"solid" proposal would be approved for a full- Eledged vouch-
er exper1ment based on-the Parents' Choice plannmg grant. ’

. In mid-May, the super1ntendent asked for the Eollowmg NIE pledges to
be formally conE1rmed

N o : . -- The-government remains com-
. : C ' " mitted to the 'fullest test' of vouch-
ers permitted under existing legis=-
’ . . lation; , '
’ s . --'In case of funding for a pro;ect
' which includes parochial,schools,
the grant would mclude Eunds for a
court test; and :
_ -~ 'HEW would request that the De-
et partment of Justice intervene di-
~ rectly’in support of the school dis-
trlct.
'l wish to move ahead .o Program

)

1.. Hartford Times, April 7, 1975, Co o - 38
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changes for which we are now plan-

-ning could be profoundly valuable

to the children in-our schools. I re-

spectfully request at the Secretary's

earliest convenience assurances that
- Tour planning will not be futile ! 2
o < v
However, even if NIE were totally committed to the voucher proposal,
it could not guarantee five-year funding because its own budget had to
‘be annually reviewed and approved by Congress. Doyle was forced to
‘refuse Diggs's request for a formal pledge saying that a five-year
commitment would be impossible. Doyle felt, however, that the request
for Legal defense support was Ventirely reasonable" and that HEW gen- -
eral counsél would agree.”  ° T o ' o

we - . New Hampshire to thefRescue4
Few East Hartford parents or school staff knew?hat the s1multaneous -
development of the New Hampshlre voucher pro_]ect had kept the Con-
necticut site's funding hopes alive. :

The New Hampshire voucher experiment began in 1973 aé a stralght-
forward attempt to put the Nixon stamp on the liberal reform minded - .
v\:;,ucher_actwlty " Approaching a conservative state, Nixon officials '

oposed to New Hampshire a test of the free enterprise system through =

the use of an unregulated voucher model. Other than minimum health
and safety regulations, this model would pu'é few controls on the use of‘?

[

vouchers. . : : c{

»

By--late fall, 1974, NIE staff believed that if East Hartford were to re-
ceivé any money, it would have to be linked to New Hampshire.. It was
New Hampshi:re which had political ties to the White House through :
State Board of Education Chairman William Bittenbender who' in turn
‘brought political leverage to the NIE budget. Even though the two
sites were supported by the same funding agency and assisted by
‘the Center for the Study of Public Policy, there was little contact

. between them. At one point in the fall of 1975, Supermtendent Diggs

. was to have visited the New Hampshire site but was unable to because

"of other commitments. Their primary communication was reading
about each other through newspaper releases.< _ g
Diggs's primary commitment was to obtain a favorable East Hartford

’

National Institute of Education -

Hartford Courant, May 21, 1975. L . ' 39 .

2.

_ 3. Hartford Times, 1975. .

L4 " See Gordon Donaldson Jr., Education Vouchers in New
Hampshn'e An Attempt at Free Market Educatxonal Reform,
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"~ Board of Education voucher vote. BHG he and several others feared
there would be 1nsuff1c1ent NIE monies available if both East Hartford
and New Hampshire pr0posed/”sol1d“ voucher programs. -

- Desp1te ‘the 'supposed advantages of linking New Hampshire and East
Hartford, no voucher funds had been included in NIE's'budget planning
for 1976 as of spring 1975. A contingency plan was to use fiscal 1977
monies for September 1976 voucher operations, thus side-stepping the

. spring 1975 budget omission. However, this planning overlooked the
problems created by the upcoming ''wedge period.' The wedge period
was the four-month lapse between the old fiscal year ending on June 30,
1976, and the new federal budget calendar which would end annually on

_ October 31.

Some monies had to be appropriated for the Wedge pergd accordlng
-to NIE Senlor Assoc;‘ate Robert Cunnlngham who stated,

“I‘: became obvious to eve ryone that
if fiscal year '76 extended until the
end of September, it would be too
N - late to in any way convince the site
that they had to wait until November .
1 to begin an operations year.’?

Rl

’ L o : . L Lobbying

By August 1975, DlgO’S and the local voucher staff realized that the NI
budget seerned increasingly less likely to ,1nc1ude funds to support an '/

- ; East Hartford voucher project. The previous year, NIE initiall
’\a’g;ad no voucher monies eithet, but political pressure and in-house NIE
maneuver1ng "had finally released monies needed for East Hartford and

New Hampsgl.g e.

! -'An August 19, 1975, East Hartford budget strategy.session arranged by
~ CSPP included the public and parochial- school ‘superintendents and the
JParents' Choice staff. The part1c1pants focused on what pressures
East Hartford could use to release voucher funds once aga1n. One
outcome of the session was that letters were sent to U. S. Senator '
Abraham Ribicoff, Governor Ella Grasso, and the Chairman of the

New Hampsh1re Board of Education, William B1ttenbender.

-

Yet there was an absen'ce of strong "higher up“_le@rship and support.

4, (continued) C. M. Leinwand Assoc1ates., Inc., 4 o - 40
Lexmgton St., Newton, MA 02166. - ' .
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.

While the former Secretary of HEW, Casper Weinberger, had been a
strong and persistent supporter of vouchers, David Matthews, the new
secretary of HEW, had not taken a definite stand vis-a-vis vouchers. ,
Furtherrnore, NIE and HEW were not in full comt™hunication about the:
"inclusion or exclusion of vouchers in the upcoming budgét. When Diggs:
contacted William Taft, th€ Special Assistant to the Secretar,y of HEW
was-apparently surprised that vouchers were not included in the NIE

bu_dget. -« | o

Connecticut Congress1ona1 Representatwe Cotter was called by D1ggs
to help clarify the situation. Cotter's adrn1n1st1"arx\t1ve assistant then
. . called NIE and wa's given a standard response: when the proposal was
rece1ved it would be evaluated,, based on mon1es available at the time, °
it might be funded. NIE's Project Officer for ‘East Hartford, Ola
~ Clarke said her name had been given to Cétter's office to call if there
were any further questions. Clarke did not receive.any further calls.

Internai I‘De_ba.te Part I "IE it's one site, it's East Hartford"
; :
- ' . In August 1975, New Hampshire Congressman James C. Cleveland -
"wrote to NIE ask1ng for clarification on the funding issues. The gist of
Cleveland's message was: "Why fund a planning project if you are not
prepared to .fund its "irnplementatlon'> " ‘ 4

E The Cleveland letter gave Cunningham an opportunity to prefss the fund-
"ing situation.: Denis Doyle, the NIE.vougher director, was vacationing;
therefore, Cunnlngharn took the Cle\,elan letter to Arthur Melmed, the
" NIE Director of School Finance and Productivity (the administrative
; unit responsible for vouchers)./zlelmed agreed with Cunningham that
‘an action memorandum for NIE/Director- Hodgk‘in‘son should_be written.
-4 . " // ,-
iThe action memorandum; an/mtraagency note, was mtended to prov1de
‘background information which would contribute to and harsten a policy
decision. It was nota 'p 4b11c“ document. The mempg emphasized the
T substantivé irnportance/r NIE of far,ther ‘testing the voucher concept.-
b ‘These tests would be {ructured zround issues such as evaluatin3 the
"~ voucher effect upon 1vers1ty of choice, equal eduational opportunity, .
" "accountability, a per-pupil budgeting. Cunningham argued that oace
: the political anc ubstantive issues were considered, East Hartford
LT would be a more des1rable site than New.Hampshire. He urged mak-

ing East Hartford the funding priority.

% NIEstaff felt'that East Hartford's Washington influence ‘ 41

. wais most cffectively exercised through their agency and i :

- ’ HEW. They contrasted this "bureancratic’’ mode to New
Ha(hpshirc’s more ''political! ties to the White House.

rox ,“‘1" - ' ) '\'
2 : 3o
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The CSPP staff based in Cambr1dge, were upset tha Cunningham had
“‘not let them know ahead of time about the substance his memo. His-
torically, the CSPP staff had been accustomed to’sugh a pghcy role.
‘But Cunningham explained, 'It was never a conscious decision to ex-

clude CSPP. ' Involving them would have been time- consumingyand Cun-
ningham wanted to exploit the timing of Cleveland's memo and g’et it
surfaced and the issues‘to Hodgkmso as soon as poss1b1e \

-

Cunningham did admit, however, that the memo contained ''some th1ngs

‘which rather clearly and candidly, might demoralize the Center staff.'
As the funding decision on the proposal was still three months away, -
he felt that there was no reason to '""demoralize a group of people whose

' best efforts, should be directed at pushing the sites along." .
7 - : “ A . .
' Internal Debate Part II: "Wait and see

When Doyle returned from vacation, heﬁas greeted by a CSPP-NIE up-
roar about the Cun)ningham memo. As New Hampshlfi'e had kept the
voucher program going for several years, many felt it would be a po-
litical injustice to favor East Hartford, as Cunningham had argued,
before an operatmnal proposal had Been subm1tted

Thé'.Cunni'ngharr‘memo accelerated CSPP lobbying efforts“to assure
.funding commitments. On September 8, 1975, Doyle, Cunningham.
and CSPP Director David Cohen met in Washington to discuss further
alctions. Based on this meeting, Doyle wrote a'new memorandum.

That only one voucher site would probably. need further funding was
Doyle's argument to NIE officials. A "betting man' would wager that,
[since] "only one out of six feasibility sites had come to fruition, it
would be perfectly reasonable to assume that only one of these two ’

. (East Hartford and New Hampsh1re) would go operatmnal " Doyle '

" later explained. As of Fall [975, NIE's dec1s1on to apprOVe funding
for one s1te was based largely on thls "betting man's' perspect1ve.

Doyle described some of the beokkeeping cons1derat10ns behind his

thmkmg _ T

£¢ What we would do is commit
$300,000 of our fiscal '76 budget,

\J ) e ' which would be a down payment on
' " a substantially larger amount. Our.
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-

' .
v

internal estimate is that East Hart-
_ ford can be run for a full year for
; ' . about $1,300,000. That would in-
clude evaluation, data collection,
vouchers for nonpublic school kiddgs
administration, bussing, etc.
‘ About a third of the $1,300,000
B . - . would be data collection and evalua-
‘ stion and a million and one would go
‘ to East Hartford for the other costs.
And the $300,000 that NIE would
make available out of fiscal '76
would simply be a down payment on
that. We would offer them an incre-
mentally funded contract for sixty
months at approximately $1,100,000
. ' ' . for the five years with some infla-
' .-tion factor. And they would then
draw the money as they needed it.”’
NIE budget estimates were a ballpark guess. Clarke and Cunningham
had estimated costs for tuition, Lransportation, and administration in
advance of planning for any of these costs by East Hartford. (It turned
out that East Hartford's consultant estimated that the voucher values
would be higher and administrative costs would be lower than NIE fig-
ures.) Clarke explained, SO '

» ¢ The individual items in that bud--
get were really just backup for the
person in the NIE budget shop who
reviewed the total figures ~- they
were more interested in the amount
of money we were talking about for

- ¢ the project than in the individual
parts.’).

. A Gambling Commlitment
| Ca ¢ I o
Doyle and the voucher staff could not by themselves assure NIE funds,
especiallywhen no such funds were included in the upcoming planning *
budgets. For this reason both Cunningham's action memo ("If it's one
site, it's East Hartford') and Doyle's response (a "betthg man's'' wager)

| 43
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were designed to inform and persuade the man who had the power to d

make the budget decision -- Harold Hodgkinsor}, the director of NIE.

Hodgkinson agreed with Doyle's ''betting man s" onersite thmkmg. But
the NIE director still had to find a quarter of a million dollars to pro-
! . vide for preliminary voucher operations, Without such a commitment
' for operational funds, and a pledge to pay thé cost of any legal defense,
Diggs had told project staff he would not-recommend that the East Hart-
- ford Board of Education apply for further NIE voucher monies. After
several months of deliberations, against a background .of growing un-
easiness from the federal staff assigned to East Hartford, Hodgkinson
resorted to his own discretionary funds as NIE director. Finally, af- -
ter a December 12, 1975, visit by East Hartford school pfficials, Hodg-
kinson signed a letter committing NIE to $1.3 million for the first year
and making five-year finding an agency priority. '

At a December East Hartford Board of Educauon meeting, Diggs quoted
-from Hodgkinson's letter, . ‘

' _ ) Lo have contingency funds in the
[ : : ' current budget so that the project
' " in East Hartford could be funded if
the plans now being completed ap-
pear to be a strong and prudent in-
_vestrnent, and provide for the
broadest possible test of educatmn
vouchers,
The letter also pledged NIE to pay for the costs of legal battles expected
if parochial schools participated in the voucher program.
NIE was taking a gamble.' The agency could get together money for
. only one site. Yetas of Pecember 1975, both East Hartford and New
Hampshire voucher staffs were independently hoping and planning for
a full-scale NIE-funded voucher program to begin in 1976.

NEW SCHOOLS
Private School Priority

The December 1975 Parents' Choice press release calling attention to
Hodgkinson's commitment, said that Diggs believed,

- P

% | : » ‘ 3 8 | | | : .
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§¢ NIE might not be interested in
Parents' Choice if nonpublic schools
were excluded. This is the first
time they have specified this.??

. The release was misleading if not incorrect. NIE had long urged East
Hartford to include private schools.

In a June 1974 letter, Doyle wrote Diggs that the NCER™ had resolved,

¢ The design of additional projects
by the Institute and local partici-
pants should include participation
: by nonpublic schools insofar as
N this is permitted by law.??

.,\.

A Doyle noted that Connecticut enabhng legislation (Public Act 122) al-

lowed for paroch1a1 school participation. He concluded,
. . b}

‘1t is appropriate for you to ex- 4
plore the feasibility of permitting
. . parochial schools to participate in
) the knowledge that our policy.does
not prohibit their participation and
to submit your proposal for a
pi voucher demonstration project to
us. The decision of NIE and the
NCER will be made on the basis of
the overall education research in-
terest of the proposal.”

NIE would in effect, only fund a voucher experiment that 1nc1uded pub-
lic and prlvﬁte schools. Private school participation meant, according
to NIE the possibility of public and private school competition in an
educational marketplace. Because Alum Rock had included only pub-’
“'lic schools, it was referfed to as a limited voucher experlment. NIE
wanted East Hartford to be a full voucher experlment
: §

East Hartford's only private schools were two paroch1a1 schools, St.
._Rose and St. Christopher. If only parochlal schools were involved,,
there would not be any test of secular private schools. Furthermore,
NIE was mterested in encouraging 1nst1tut1onal risk- taking and the

*National Council of Educational Resea‘rch -- ﬁE's ) ' 45
policy advisory board. s S , '




J
creation.of new schools.
Ola Clarke urged him to,

v

-

In an April 16,

.
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1975, letter to Diggs, NIE's
f Consider ways in which the Ex-
panded Parents' Choice Program
can encourage new school develop-
ment Within East Hartford during

"~ this grant period.. We feel that the

encouragement of private 'subpliers
in East Hartford is essential in or-
der 'to provide the widest possible
range of educational choices to
parents. Perhaps you might con-
sider some small research awards
to groups or individuals to study
the feasibility of establishing new
schools within East Hartford and
p'roii’uce report(s) highlighting the
tasks that need to be done, includ-
mg legal requirements and con-
straints and cost factors.” Such a
report or reports would be of ia-
terest to NIE and especially rele-
vant to the Board of Education in
its decisionma}drfg process i De~
cember. . Of course, any activity,
other than having project staff
study new school development, -

IS

‘would require some reprogram-
.ming of funds, but we w111 exncdxte

at this end.

Planning for the inclusion of private schools began durlng the sumt‘ner
of 1975 when Frances Klein was given Parents' Choice respons1b1;1ty
for this task. The 1974 Feas1b111ty ‘Study directed by Klein had a1ready
formulated a number of questions and specific gu1del1nes in this area,

e. g., admission: requ1rements and academic standards.

As Klein; who

had been h1red»a_s a summer consultant, began to bring the Feasibility
Study material up-to-date for Parents' Choice, the project's legal coun-
-~ sel advised that a nonentanglement legal strategy would best survive a

court test.

This tactic accentuated the necessity for the public schools

to have as 11tt1e to do as possible with the internal affairs of the private

e .40

46

:\:t
<



tional Insiitute of Education

’

schools, and-sectarian ones in particular. As a result, the encourage-
ment of private school development was shelved. .

» The nonentanglement strategy notwithstanding, local initiative had not
_ been forthcoming for private school develcpment. At a time when de-
) clining school enrollments moved the puklic school superintendent to
recommend (unsuccessfully) the closing df several schools, the idea of
developing private alternatives simply did .iot seem to be in the public

/ - . schools' self-interest,<and especizlly not in: the interest of public «
) " school teachers who feared losing their jobs. Diggs menti ied several
> : times the school teachers' incredulity that he was talking about helping

private schools. Thus, in a diveusified pro;ect with mul tipi» pressures

and goals, the pviority to secure pravate school participation was usu-
ally put aside for "more pressing prehlems.' C m—T
‘ S
, Montessori Interest
Despite a lack of enthusiasm tn promote private schools, the Parents'
Choice staff were willing to d’scuss vouchers ‘when a priva:e school
‘showed 'interast And 1n1t1ated ‘a meeting which could be held at the
Parents' Choice- off)‘ce. An opportun1ty {for a Parents' Cl':nce/prwate
"/school discussion w s prompted by a mid-October written request for
.y such a meetmg by 1 éu\r Daly, adm1n1strator of the Montessori School
h “ of Greater Hartfor;;],.
: * ,
- - Daly had been told by A‘rch.choce se of Hartford School Supermtendent
Fanexh that‘brwate sdhool‘s rnlght participate in the voucher program.
D’aly hacL alrea:dy been in c0ntact with Fanelli concerning a committee
then at ‘work developing new official state guidelines for Connegtmut
,prwa.te schools. Fanelli was-a member of the committee.

oy
«

T
DI I L Ca
et

LMy - The Montéssori'School for. Greater Hartford included 112 studenis from
’ { two-and-a-half to ten years of age. These students attended one of the

" school's three rented sites which were located in West Hartford and
“ ; nea“rbyLSimsbury It was hoped that vouchers would enable them to se-

cure a larger and more stable s1te.

.-

-

:._ A Montessori- Parents' Choice meeting was arranged for October 30

= ) ' 1975. Andrew Esposito, the Parents' Choice coordinator; Don’'Richard,
. the CSPP field representatwe, Mary Daly, the Montessori administra-
tor who had initiated the meetmg, and the Montessor1 school treasurer
met to discuss the possibility of vouchers for private schodls.

i
2

W

* He'was also superintendent for East Hartford's two parc- 47
chial schools which were considering entering the voucher
experiment.

41




National Institute of Education

The problem of bringing a private school into a public school program,
without violating the basic principles of the private school became
clear to both parties at the October 30 meeting.

The Montessori school preferred its students to begm school by the
: age of three and continue through an ungraded sequence until-the age
of at least ten. Admitting children at the "kindergarten'''age of five
hud been found too trying for the new students and, disruptive for the
old ones already familiar with the special Montessori educa idnal-
methods. '

The public school procedure of adnditting children at age five and pro-
tnoting them annually through a succession of age-segregated grades
was less than compatible with the Montessori way.

Even these initial voucher talks indicated that coordinating the public
and Montessori methods would not be as simple as just ”redeemmg the
value of.the voucher.' Since the veucher values were estimated at one
price for kindergarten ($676), one price for grades 1-5 ($1372), and
another for grades 6-8 ($1499), there was no easy way,t'o translate
voucher values to the ungraded school. Nor would the Montessori
school want to begin students at the kindergarten age, for that was two
years older than their optimum entrance year. o '
Year of entry and translating voucher values were but two knotty ques-
tions which were ralsed in this initial private school discussion. As
the Parents' Choice Pro;ect had not squarely surveyed private school )
needs, nor systematically analyzed problems which private schools
would face, ne1ther Esposito nor Rlchard could provide def1n1t1ve an- N

swers at th1s time.

[N

To begin tackling many of the questions and concerns raised -- but in
‘no way answered -- by initial inquiries such as the Montessori School's
vl . problems, the Parents' Choice staff'extended an invitation to Robert
- LLamborn, president of the Council for.American Private Education
(CAPE) to a meeting scheduled for November 22, 1975.

CAPE Private School Study

Representatives from several Hartford area private schools met on
~/November 25 in East Hartford with Superintendent Diggs, Parents'
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Choice staff, Parochial School Superintendent l"a\ne%, Don Richard,
NIE's Doyle, and Robert Lamborn, president of CAP ““"‘\They were
anxious to discuss the potential for private school involvement in the .
proposed voucher program. ’ '

The Council for American Private Education (CAPE) included eleven
pre-collegiate private school associations. .Each of these associations
‘was an umbrella group by itself, for example, the National Associa-
tion of Independent Schodls, Hebrew Day Schobls Assogiation, etc.
. " The member organ1zat1qns were nonprofit. d had nondiscriminatory
: ' - admissions policies; their membership dues Financed CAPE. CAPE
' . . and NIE had workeéd together on nonvoucher projects. Thus,' it was -
not surprising that, when- NIE realized East Hartford was ‘avoiding
the private school issue, NIE went to- CAPE's president, Lamborn,
for help.

‘The necessity for including secular prjvate schools stemmed from le-
gal considerations. In order to qualify as a full test of the'voucher
model, both public and private schools had to compete for students.
' - As East Hartford had only two private schools -- both of which were
Roman Catholic -- legal counsel felt East Hartford might not meet
the requirements of a full test. According to Parents' Choice legal
cm‘sel Post and Pratt, E}nd Alan Schwartz, a Rutgers law professor
advising parochial schools, it was necessary tc include private secu-
lar schools as well. Without secular participation, it was feared the
U.S. Supreme Court would rule the voycher program unconstitutional
because only chur,eh-related private schools would be receiving aid.
Thus, including secular private schools would enable the voucher
project to survive the anticipated ''diversity'' legal test. :
NIE had introduced Lamborn to Diggs when the superintendent visited
' Washingtén earlier in October. At that time, plans for a Lamborn
visit to East Hartford were being drawn up. ‘Originally, Doyle had not
: ' planned to become involved during Lamborn's November 25 meeting;
> ' however, Doyle had participated in an East Hartford legal strategy
meeting the week before and realized that more NIE pressure had to
be applied to get the private school issue rolling. Consequently, Doyle
arranged to attend the Lamborn meeting. As Doyle had not been in
East Hartford for several menths, his decision to vigit. the site twice
within five days could be taken as nothing less, from East Hartford's
pojnt of view, than NIE's insistence about the importance of the pri-
vate school issue. : -

*The Montessori School elected not to pursue voucher pos- ) 49
sibilities any longer, based on the information available as of
November 1975, and did not attend the CAPE meeting.
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Lamﬁorr;‘, Doyle, ]jiggs and Parents' Choice staff met on the morning
of November 25. Their purpose was to d1scuss the' strategy for the
meeting scheduled that afternoon wh1ch was to include private school

Fl

’representatwes.

" Neither’ Parents' Choice staff, Lamborn, nor Doyle knew very much
about private schools in the area ‘6r public attitudes toward them. At
“one point Doyle began looking up private schools in the Yellow Pages
to see what kind of educational choices were being offered. The re-
sult of the: morning meeting was a contract with Lamborn to complete
.a survey of private. school poss1b111t1es within two months and suggest
recommendations for establishing new privite schools if the need ex-

.M e i d. A
_ iste _ l, ' r(

There was no doubt that NIE felt a need existed, not, so much based on
'any consideration or analysis of private school needs at that time, but
because of the necessity of passing the legal "'diversity" test. Thus, it
. 'was clear that the '"need' would be for.some secular private school.
The cost of flying Lamboin in from Washington several times and of
paying several ‘CAPE consultants to do the local ground work would
amount to over $9, 000. Doylf said in' November that NIE could pay
for the study if Parents' Choice lacked the funds. ‘Esposito said the
! money would be difficult to find. However, as the CAPE study devel-
' oped, NIE found monies that gould be committed in the East Hartford
grant for such a-study. Thus, the funds came from the Parents' Choice

n» ' Project. : _

~" . During the afternopn session of the November 25 meeting, Lamborn

»  was introduced to private school representatives as someone who would
be conducting a survey of private school potential for the voucher pro-
gram. Most of $he questions were of a genéral nature, e.g., What
would be the relatiornship between the public school superintendent and
the private schools? ''Hopeful'y, none,'' Diggs replied. Answering the
specifics. would be the r(esponsibility of Lamborn's study.

The subsequent surveys ar . press releas2s accompanying the CAPE
study created some confusion about the public'schools' role in the pri-
’ vate school study.. Superintendent Diggs consequently had to reassure
the East Hartford Board of Education that East Hartford would not be
responsible for the development of private schools, but rather any sup-
port they might receive:vgould come through the federal government.

| 50
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Almost two months after’ the initial East Hartford talks began, the
CAPE study was completed Ip brief, Lamborn concluded that there
was a large enough group of interested parents to provide sufficient
. financial support for a nonsectarian private school which expressed a
-relatively structured educational philosophy. He felt East Hartford
‘ offered’ adequate staffing, space, and su_Eport services for such a school
and that ''the climate within Connecticut, Greater Hartford, and East .
Hartford seems, for the most. part, favorable to such an undertaking. n5
' LOW FEDERAL PROFILE

u

_Introduction

] The CAPE private school study represented one of NIE's two distinct

) interventions into .the Parents' Choice Project. Parochial school in-
volvement, and the accompanying legal strategies, represented the
other instance in which NIE took the lead to re-direct local efforts.
For the most part, however, NIE officials hoped that Superintendent
Diggs would be able to build community support for the project and
guide through the passage of a positive Board of Education vote.
‘Where more direct help was needed, NIE relied upon its contract with

—~ 'the Center for the Study of Public Policy to prov1de technical ass1s-

tance.

Connecticut State Depattment of Education
: .

NIE| also enlisted the aid of the Connecticut State Degartment of* Educa-
tion. . Doyle had initiated voucher related discussion with Mark Shedd,
Secretary of the Connecticut State Board of Educatlon, soon after the .
Parents' Choice Project began. These discussions led to the awarding
of a grant for more than $15, OOO to the Connecticut State Department of
Education. Part1cular attention was to be paid to interpreting and ap-
plylng the voucher enabling leglslatlon (Public Act 122) to East Hartford
and other Connecticut towns. The grant also provided for monitoring,

~ evaluating, and disseminating results to'the Conncecticut Board of Educa-
Atlon and other school districts in the state. . .
While Parents' Choice- State Department of Education talks began in
July, it would be several months before the proposal was informally
approved by NIE, and.it would not be until December when the profes-
sion.al liaison bggan working. Little assistance could be provided in _

o thlS month prior to the final Board of Education _vote. At that late date,. -

Jl

5. The CAPE -study was suhmitted to the st Hartt'ord' : 51
Board of Education prior to the January 26771976 vote. '

-
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the Parents' Choice staff was not disposed, as one 'rne.rnber said;
toward "educating someone new aboit what we've been doing for the
last year.' While the original idee of assisting East Hartford never
came to fruition, the NIE grant to the State Department of Education
did publish a report about the faolicy implications of the experiment for
the state of Connecticut. * ‘ : LT !

' 7
14

‘Democracy At Work?

NIE officials also worked in shepherding the paperwork through the
NIE-HEW maze. The approval of budgets, the satisfaction of civil _
rights regulations, and the notif} ation of imp“egaj.ng deadlines were pri~
. marily the responsibility of Ola glarke, the prdjéct officer. Her man-
agement of these tasks prevented bureaucratic tangles from deweloping.
Thus, except for the CAPE study, the parochial school concern, the
Shedd grant, and the federal administrative details, Parents' Choice was
mainly a local project. The federal agency maintained a low profile. '

. However, NIE staff assigned to vouchers were faced” with competing pri-
orities.” Most of their_activities and responsibilities were generated by
‘the NIE Office of School\ Finance- and Productivity, which was respon-
sible for administering/the smaller voucher unit, Thus, the NIE staff
were as likely on any gliven day to be involved in declining school en-
rollment or teacher salary issues as they were. in vouchers. As vouch-
ers were.a reduced NIE priority, the staff's involvement in other areas
wa$ not only understandable, ‘but necessary to survival in that organi-
zation. ' o

In spite of NIE's limited role in the East Hartford voucher efforts and "
the eventual rejection of the voucher plan, Doyle still felt that NIE had
learned much about the politics of education. He concluded, '

‘¢ You can't try radical untested

ideas in the federal governme’nt' in
Washington ur)xles's there's some

very present danger or-some finan-
cial emergency or other national .
kind of emergency to lead you on. A
good lesson to learn from vouchers
is that democracy really does work;
if you don't like vouchers, you're

not going to be stuck with them.??

Dwe

g

. * See Education-Vouchers -- A Critical Appraisal! by John Nirenberg 52
"Hartford, Connecticut State Department of Education. :
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Chapter 3

" Parochial Schools

/

INTRODUCTION
The origins of parochial school participatiPQ in the East Hartfoyr /
Parents' Choice Project stemmed in part from the general policies de- {
veloped by NIE's governing-policy board, the National Council of Edu-
cational Research. I[n 1973 the Courcil resolved, - ' . \

¢ The design of additional projects
by the Institute and local partici-
pants should include participation
by non-qulic schools in voucher
‘projects irisofa_r as this is permit-
ted by law.?? ‘ ’

As East Hartford was one of the last two sites considering federal
voucher funds, NIE explicitly toid them that private schools would have
to participate. However, East Hartford's two private schools were '
parochial schools; therefore, ‘initial private school voucher participa-

- tion meant parochial school participation. This involvement is detailed
within the following chapter. o ‘ . ‘ . ,

55
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PRIVATE SCHOOL/PUBLIC ISSUE

Parochial schools were already a "pilblic " issue when voucher t s be~

gan in East Hartford in 1973 and 1974. One elementary parochial

. school had just closed because- of a large parish debt (due to the con-
struct1on of 2 new convent and other buildings); the public school sys=
term . had absorbed more than two hundred of these students. More than
five hundred students attended the town's two remaining parochial

" schools -- St. Christopher and St. Rose. Public school officials feared
that St. Rose or St. Christopher might also close. Dreading the day
when hundreds of parochial school children might suddenly switch to
public schools, East Hartford town off1c1als felt they could no longer
ignore the '"parochial school issue. :

With Catholics comprils_ing approximate'ly half :f‘\gast Hartford's sixty

thousand population, with several key Board of Education and Town

Council. members claiming Catholic constituencies, and with the possi-

. bility of a@dditional parochial schools closing down, the paroch1a1 school
issue was already an item for public debate. '

Vouchers were often viewed as a pocketbook political issue. In this
vein, Father James Fahnelli appealed to East Hartford parents to sup-
port the voucher proposal. Fanelli, who was Superintendent of the
Archd1ocese of Hartford Schools, which included East Hartford, began
an April 17, 1975, letter to parochial school parents with, '"Would you
‘be 1nterested if someone offered you a: check to pay for your. ch11d'
tuiticn? "' .
. Y ‘
‘ Freedom of choice was also at stake, according to Fanelli, who said,"
‘¢ You have chosen a Catholic school
because you think it best for your '
child. . All of us want that choice to
continue fo be available in the future.
As con‘cern‘éld‘citi.zens and taxpayers, .
you atre also interested in'the pub-
. N lic schools of East Hartford and how
B ) ‘ ~ they serve the children and the com-. !
munity as a-whole.??.
As pafoch_ial school superintendent, Fanelli's responsibili'ty_ included
the administration of ninety{one elementary schools and sixteen 4

o | 56
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sécondary schools. in Hartford, New Haven, and Litchfield counties -~ .
36,000 students in all. Fanelli's office developed general policy and ~ -
curriculum. The local parish schools exercised considerable financial
autonomy (relative to public schools) and devised their own admissions
_criteria.  The local parish schools also selected staff, subject to the
apptoval of the archdiocese's central school administration. These
' 6{1 staffs were. prlmarlly drawn from two teaching orders -- the Sisters of
Notre Dame de Manur at St. Rose School and the Sisters of Jesus
Crucified and Our Sorrowful Mother at St. Christopher School. | ,

'

a

Fanelli was difectly accountable to the Archbishop of Hartford. In ad-
. dition, he talked with or wrote to a number of national. Catholic groups.
The National Catholic Educational Association, the U.S. Catholic Con- .
ference, the New England Superintendents of Catholic Schools, and Cit-’
. izens for Educatlonal Freedom were all aware that what happened .to
' vouchers in East Hartford mlght have maJor consequences for parochial:
" “schools across the country. L *
In late 1973, Fanelli had been more optimistic than other Catholic
school leaders about getting a voucher proposal passed which included
sectarian schools. Recent codrt rulings had discouraged advocates of
-state aid to parochial schools: a 1969 ''purchases of services bill' de-
cision had been reversed by the 1971 DiCenso case; a 1972 tuition grant
proposal was struck down by the 1973 Nyquist case. * Thus, Fanelli oo
felt he had to rally support of Catholics who might support the voucher
idea but feared it would not receive a favorable U.S. Supreme Court
dec151on. '
By January 1974, Public School Superintendent Diggs discussed the
voucher idea with parish priests and. principals. Diggs had been open
~and informative with parochial school staff and parents about the vouch- .
er proposal as far as Catholic officials were concerned. They believed \
Diggs's parochial school interest reflected a sincere desire to 1mpr93(e
all East Hartford schools, not just public schools. . S
Shortly after the Parents' Choice proposal was accepted in February
1975, Diggs asked theaCenter for the Study of Public Policy (CSPP) for
~advice on involving parochial school staff in the early phases of the
planning grant:
CSPP had provided technical assistance to East Hartford with ihe man-
agement of the 1974 Feasibility Study and.the writing of the Parents'

i - ! g
However, U.S. Supreme Court decisions on voucher- - . 57
type programs have left unclear thé constitutionality of o :
proposals such as East Hartford's. See "Committee for - ;
~ Public Education & Religious Libc?,y. ct al. v. Nyquist,

ERIC” o | "
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‘ Choice proposal. Don Richard, CSPP's main East Hartford field rep-
resentative, had worked on various voucher projects, including Alum
Rock. Thé Parents' Cho1ce staff felt R1chard could assist in all
phases of their work. Another CSPP consultant, Maeve McDermott,
S.C., specialized in the parochial school issue. She was on leave frorﬁ
her teaching order, the Sisters of Charity. o

CSPP was housed in Cambridge, Massachusetts -- a two-hour drive
from East Hartford. The arrangement was made for the East Hartford
Parents' Choice staff to telephone Richard or McDermott when they felt
help was needed. P

..

In mid- February 1975,. CSPP advised Diggs that parochial schools could
be involved in a number of initial tasks, such as information workshops
which announced the purposes and strategies of the new Parents' Choice ,
‘Project. Pa‘rochial school teachers were legally eligible to receive
federal monies for work performed after school. These monies could
“also be used to purchase '"corisumable' materials, such as paper.

While the Parents' Choice organization was, still forming, administra-
tors and teachers from St. Rose and St. Christopher schools were
briefed in mid-March 1975 about the project by qupermtendent Diggs
and CSPP liaison Richard. ,

The March 20 East Hartford Gazette reported the following areas of
" particular concern to parochial schools: . -

Legal Uncertainty -

Richard stressed that the question of parochial schools' inclusion in the :
program was open since legal opinions differ as to whether or not they ‘;
could receive public money in the form of a voucher. If the town de- ;
cided to include parochial schools, this would without doubt be the sub-
ject of a major court test. o '

et Admissions ~
"It would-also be necessary that the pa.rochial school guarantee an open
admissions policy while preserving the unique nature of the parochial

~ schools, and other eligibility criteria would have to be met, " Richard
said. ;

7 " } B ] . - 58 " .'

" (continued) Commission of Education of New York, et |
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Tuition

’.
. Richard explained that the federal government would pay for tuition
through the Parents' Choice Project. - .. ) '

. o ' "Our Schools" (information booklet)

The Superintendent said, "'"Onc task was immediately assigned to the
parochial school teachers, that of writing their schools' descriptions.
There is grant money earmarked for revising and updating descriptions
of all schools in East Hartford to provide a comprehensive guide as to.
the total educational choice in the Town." ’

Throughout the whole project, the public school superintendent would
rely heavily upon CSPP and lawyers retained by the school-system in
working with parochial schools. The major concern was nof towvioclate
the conctitutional separation of church and state -- an issue which most
participants felt would be tested in court if and when vouchers were re-
deemed by parochial schools. ' '

Fanelli provided legal counsel information and acted as a spokesperson -
for the two East Hartford parochial schools. How_e'&er, the finances and .
policies of these two schools were sufficiently independent of Fanelli's
- Zontrol that, in fact, it would be up to the separate parishes to decide
their own responses to the voucher«proposal.
Although it was not advertised in public discussion, the leadership of
one of the two parochial schools was unimpressed by the voucher prd-""'
gram. That school was the St. Christopher Middle Sch(ool. '

ST. CHRISTOPHER MIDDLE SCHOOL

v . . :
St. Christopher Middle School was built in 1953 largely through the’
leadership of Father Murphy, the school's chief fundraiser, adminis-
‘trator, mentor, and pastor. 'In 1975, the one-story brick building
housed twelve classrooms, a gym, and a chapel. The 325 students
were expected, as one parent said, "to study hard and respect their
teachers.'" The school's tuition was $90 for St.-Christoprer parish
students; Catholic students coming from outside of the parish paid $100.
Noncatholic parents paid $150 per student.
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The staff of St. Christopher, a parish school, could more easily decide
how to spend money than could the staffs of public schools, which had to
deal with a central administration and the Board of Education. For ex-
ample, the school's principal, Sister Imelda, told Father Murphy one
day, ''Look, we need cassettes, tape recorders and film equipment for
a media center.,” Murphy approved the request on the spot, and $2500
of the parish funds were soon available. Monies were not wantonly
_spent in the parochial schools, but the attitude at-St. Christopher was
that money was available when it was needed. .

-
N

Public monies- supplemented pr1vate tuition and parish subsidies., Title
II federal money (about $350) was used to buy 11brary materials; local
funds supported a school nurse who visited once a week and a doctor who
came twice a year. In additionT the town helped pay for daily trash col-
lection. Until 1974, the school's hot lunch program had been subsidized
by federal funds. About 190 St. Christopher school children boarded
‘busses which also went to public schools. Thus the use of public

monies for church-supported education was already an established fact
in East Hartford.

"It was not an established fact, however, that St. Christopher School

would support the new voucher program. The showing.of the Parents! :
Choice slide show at the school's annual meeting in the Fall of 1975
highlighted its questiornable support.

Showing a full set of slides was not exactly what Father Murphy had in
mind at the annual meeting. Murphy had been asked by CSPP if he
would help form a-small parent discussion group. » Instead, Murphy
said that he thought there would be more exposure if the topic were in-
cluded at the annual meeting where more than two hundred parents
“would be in attendance. He estimated this would be at least double the
number of parents who might attend a meeting devoted to vouchers only
Murphy scheduled vouchers for fifteen minutes, but CSPP came with the
Parents' Choice slide show which, along with questions and answers, -
took forty-five minutes of the meeting tim Father Murphy later said
that this time would have been better spen}t on other parish issues.
Y :
In add1t1on, St. Chr1stopher School's 1eadersh1p was irritated by the
content of the slide show. They said they had been told that their S¢hool
was being presented in the show -- pictures had been taken for that pur-
posge. However, only slides of teachers at the town's other Catholic
.schdol, St. Rose, were included in the parochial school section.
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Moreover, the only time when the slidé‘maghine did not work properly
was during the parochial school segment. ’ '

The St. Christopher leadership was skeptical about the"whole Youcher
project. As long as they would not have to make any changes in teach-
ing or administration, and as long as they could receive funds, vouch-
ers seemed to be an acceptable idea to them. However, . they'doubted
the poss1b111ty of winning a court fight or of avoiding entangling rela-
t1oPsh1ps with the public schools _As Father Murphy said, '
: o
L The}} (Pa“rents' Choice) ¢an never
give us a definite answer because
the issue is not settled in court.
Now, we can't go ahead and really
think seriously ab%ut it. Until we

v - know -it's going to be a reafkcy,” we're
~ just going to stand still until some-
‘ thing is resolved. ”

Except for the slide show meeting, several CSPP coffee hours with
parents, and a couple of in-service training sessions,attended by the

school principal, St. Christopher had very little involvement with tlpe
Parents' Choice Project. Most of the communications between that
parochial school and the voucher project were bandled 1nd1rectly .
through Father Fanelli. : ’

As a result, it-is questionablé whether St. Christopher would have par-
‘ticipated during the first year of a voucher project even if the Board of
Education received 'go-ahead" voucher funds from NIE. If East Hart--

ford was to have active private school participation, it would have to
come from the town's other paroch1al school -~ St. Rose M1dd1e School.

ST. ROSE MIDDLE SCHOOL
The St. Rose Middle School included only grades seven and eight when
it was’ built in"1955. By 1957, ninth and tenth grades had been addad
However, after East Catholic High School opened in 1961 in nearby
Manchester, St. Rose became a middle school with grades five thrOugh
eight. In 1975, 250-plus students-attended the eight-classroom brick
building. * _ , . -

Y

A sliding scale tuition was used at the St. Rose school.” Parish parents

-
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. paid $100 for one child and $50 and $25 respectively for a second and

thi‘rd'child in attendance. Parents from other parishes were charged
$125, $75.and $5G. Noncatholic student tuition amounted to $225 for

‘. the first child, $175.for a second child, and $150 for a third child.

The.St. Rose principal, Sister Marie Griffin, and her assistant, Father
JohniConte, were sympathetic to the voucher project; viewing it, in
their Wwords, as ""a question of freedom of choice and equal rights." By
July 1975, Sister Griffin felt that adrninistrative problems accompany-
ing a Youcher project could be "ironed out." At that point, many sig-
nificant admidistrative issues had not yet been addressed by the project,
such as computing the value of the voucher, accounting for student trans-
fers, etc. Most of the,sqbstantive voucher information which would
eventually reach them was filtered first through CSPP or Father Fanelli.

But information trickled down slowly. For example, the voucher Parent
Advice Team had widely publicized the opening of its office in June; as
of late July, the St. Rose principal had not known about the dpening.

- The PAT office was directly across the street from the St. Rose School.

Parents seemed indifferent to thq possibility of vouchers at St. Rose.
A number of reasons for this widpspread attitude were indicated by
Griffin and Conte: negative newspaper coverage, distrust Jf the public
fear of forced bussing to and from
Hartford, concern that the school[might lose its religious identity, and
belief that neighborhood schools uld be diminished in importance.

Yet the St. Rose School leadership remained optimistic about vouchers.
They:-had been told that the vouchdr program had a reasonable chance

of withstanding a court challenge.| They felt they could administer such
a'program which would benefit Ca holic schools, children, and parents.

. ORGANIZING PARENTS

Organizing and informing St. Rose and St. Christopher parents about
Parents' Choice was generally the responsibility of CSPP, and Maeve/
McDermott, S.C., in particular.” McDermott had preyiously been ifu\-;'

- pervis~r for the Sisterg of Charity of thirty-eight schools in Connect- s
icut, .fassachusetts, Ne
: s

* Although CSPP's parochial school efforts were aimed at / ) 62

getting an informed positive voucher vote, their activities Y
were olten initiated and coordinated independently of the
Parents' Choice Project,

5}
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becorming supervisor, she had been principal of All Saints School in
Jersey City. In working with Jersey City parents, McDermott said that
she became dedicated to helping poor people. She developed an inter-
est in vouchers as a Washington Intern in Education (a Ford Foundation
funded program to place local educational leaders in progranis of na-
tional policy importance) where she was placed with CSPP. Echoing
the 1960s' OEO position toward vouchers, she worked for the voucher
program because she wanted

¢ to give poor people a choice of
schools -~ a way to-get more control
over their lives.?’

McDermott believed that poor people (including many East Hartford
Catholics) feel that '"you can't get something for nothing, " and that they
.jver,e suspicijous of the Parents' Choice proposal to provide free voucher
tuition. ' '

N T
Accoring to McDermott, parochial scgnool parents did not form a clear-
cut organizing constituency. Parents from outside the parish regularly
sent their children to one of the two parochial schools. As the paro-
chial schools were only middle schools, their children had to attend at
least public elementary school (they could later attend East Catholic’
FHigh in nearby Manchester, Connecticut). Thus, parochial parents
were also public school parents and considered Eugene Diggs as their
superintendent. Moreover, many parents worke@’in the public schools

.or had friends and neighbors who did. In no way, McDermott soon con-

cluded, could CSPP simply assume a distinct paroghial school interest
separate from public school interests.

*

Small discussion groups. were encouraged by McDermott, who had used ’
that organizing method in Jersey City. This strategy was more suc-
cessful at St. Rose School, where three groups with a dozen or so
parents in each were organized to write pro-voucher letters to C‘ongress-
men and Board of Education members. Members of these groupg were
asked to speak to other parents. One of the women who volunteefed

was the mother of a student at St. Rose who happened to be Jewish.

When she volunteered to talk to other parents, she told McDermott,

"You may want to know something about my interest here -- I'm Jewish. "
McDermott asked why she sent her child to a Catholic school, and the
mother responded that her son wanted to attend St. Rose because all of
his friends in the neighborhood were going to the school. The child
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apparently was pleased with the school and, thrOugh a special arrange-
ment, did not receive religious instruction. Organizing Jewish parents
of parochidl sthool students was not exactly CSPP's ideal strategy, but
.it ‘was believed that, in the long run, the uncovering of any parochial

v

school support would help vouchers.

~

Small parent discussion groups, however, would require mo;ea;%
t paro-

"than the January vote deadline would allow to generate signtfi

chial school support.. The fact that the -voucher issue did not strike an
immediate and respons1ve chord with '"'the parochial school interest"

" further confounded CSPP efforts. Moreover, the threat of a legal suit

seemed to many potential voucher sympath1zers to make irrelevant the
whole parochial school effort.

. E . ~ LAW SUIT ANFICIPATED, .

¢¢ The moment the first dime [lows
' to parochial schools, we'll take le- -
gal action,1 » ' '
said Edd Doerr, educatlonal relations director for Americans United
for the Separatlon of Church and State. Doerr insisted that Roman Cath-
011c school aid would be 'totally unconstitutional." Americans United,
a nat1ona11y based group operating from Silver Spring, Maryland would

recruit a coalition of organlzatlons to Joln in'a lawsuit, Doerr added.
™,

\
The Connecticut Civil Liberties Union concurred that the parochial

school involvement would violate the First Amendment. . .

-~

¢ There would be a good likelihood
that we would be involved in the
(court) challenge, ’’ ’

William Olds, executive director, was reported to have said. The e
CCLU had helped lead a 1970 court fight against a six million .dollar

Connecticut state aid program. to pr1vate schools.

In a letter to the editor published in the August l Hartford Tlmes Edd

. Doerr outlined’a number of reasonfﬂ why the East Hartford School Board o

should not adopt vouchers. He offered three voucner cr1t1c1sms

-

1. Hartford Courant, Apri‘1 9, 197s.

1
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¢t 1. Choice is possible without vouch-

. ers. Many school districts around
' ' ‘ : the country are offering alternative
modes of learning and curriculum
o clements within the existing public
i ; school framework.’ .

' i 2. Popular sentiment is apgainst sig-
| nificant private/parochial school

‘ ' . ¢ participation in public education.

- ! ‘ Proponents 'want full public funding
'- " of parochial and private schools, a

' policy opposed by most Americans

; as shown repéatédly by referendum
\\ elections and opinion polls, and by

| . the courts.' o

3. The courts will rule parochial in-
& \¢lusion unconstitutional. In repeat-
&Y rulings in recent years, the U.S.
Supreme Court has made it abundant-
ly &lear that public funds cannot be’
used to 'support religious private -
- schools except in the most periph-

/ . eral and minor ways.?’

Doerr concluded, -

'S

‘ ' ¢¢ East Hartford can expand educa-

" tional alternatives and improve edu-
cation without aiding parochial
, . - schools and without getting involved
' - - - T ’ - in a messy scheme intended by its
T g‘¢1rchitects to weakén and downgrade
public education:”
"Parochial scho<))1 superintendent. F'anelli refuted Doerr's charges in a
.letter published in the August I't Hartford Times. Fanelli began with
‘Doerr's'charge that vouchers were unconstitutional. °

“¢ The Supreme Court has never
ruled on vouchers. While it has
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struck down some forms of aid, the
‘ Court has also approved others.
' Many legal experts believe vouchers
o ) are constitutionally sound. In an
case, no one can say for certain,71n
advance, how the Supreme Court
would rule,??

Fa‘nelh continued to say that Doerr's charges that vouchers were a

\,scheme to "weaken and downgrade public education' and to finance pri-
%{:‘ schools were untrue. . The history of the voucher idea suggested no-
such scheme. He wrote, .

' - : -7 ‘e be st known proponents of
! : ,voucer as Miltoh Frledman
. : Chr1stopher\’fi¥ks and the Center
’ . Y for' the Study of Public Pol1cy cannot
' fairly be accused of such motives.
vNe1ther can the school officials in .
East Hartford who are interested

chiefly in improving public educatlon
and in providing choices for parents.,’

- s d
On the issue of public sentiment, Fanelli wrote,

“‘ The last -Gallup Poll on the subject,
‘ : . 'Public Attitudes Toward Education, '
, " I published in 1974, indicates that' 52
{ percent of Americans not only.ap-
. proved of such aid, but ¢ven favored,
/e i a const1tut1ona1 amendment if neces-
sary to perm1t financial aid to pa-
rockual schools, with only 35 per-
cent opposing it. = This compare’s
with a 1970 Gallup Poll in which 48 -
percent said they favored 'giving
some goVvernment tax money to help
parochial schools with 44 percent
opposing. ;

-

e



Parochial Schools'

. u .. . .

-

The*Archd ioc‘eéve Superintendent concluded,

‘¢ The majority of citizens already

" hold that all children shruild be
treated equally and should not be
discriminated agamst for attending
a religious school.’

s

. \) N
s ' g 2 '-5 . LEGAL STRATEGY

. Fanelll and Supermtenden_t Diggs were advised by Parents' Choice
. pI'O_]eCt couhsel Russell Post and Laur1e Pratt to stress ''giving educa-
tional choices ito parents'' even thuugh the immediate issue was parental
choice of pa%al schools. : @

Post and Pratt anticipated the court case would center on the First
Arhendment of the U.S. Constitution, which proh;blted the state from es-
" tablishi.g rel1g1on. The critical issuz was exactly what constitutes "es-
tablishment.' The Suprenie Court had dealt with several related cases
of financial aid, prayer, taxirg church property, and textbook aid. But
it'reservecd decisions on voucher-related issues for further judgment.

1f, in somé way, voucher-monies were used for parochial schools, it
was believed that the Supremn Court would ask three types of questions:

‘¢ ). What was the purpose of the fi-
. , - nancial aid? The Supreme _Coﬁrt had

! o . already argued that state aid cannot
be used to ail out parachial schools

that are in/trouble financially.” The

‘purpose state money could not be

to subsfdize parochial school exis-

tefice.

, - - v
2. What was the effect of financial
v agsistance? The Parenis' Choice
‘». lawyers believed that 'the effect
~* test' would be the most significant  #%
and complex question. The. problem
was, as they saw it, that there
was little consensus as to what degree
“any part of the educational process
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1mluences chlldren s learning.

They ant1c1pated that it would be
v ‘, : on this soft ground that the legal
debate wouid be'fought.

3. 'Is the State en)tangled in the affairs
of the Church? ‘Entanglement issues

- : deal with the problems of separat-

' ing church angd state. ‘For example,
the Supreme Court had argued that
pub11c monies cannot, in certain
instances, be used fo® construction
.of a school gymnasiumg. The rea-
soning for their judgment was not
that physical exercise was a reli-
“gious activity, but that the only way
for the state to know if the gymna-

\sium was being used for some Te-
ligious purpose would be to oversee
the daily operation’of the building --.

. , which would constitute entanglement
- ' ' ‘ : ,in the affairs of the church. 33

>

Nonentanglement was the theme emphasized by Russell Post at a Sep-
tember 1975 Board of Education meeting. Believing that they were al-
ready in a legal situation and anticipating a court case, Post urged the -
Board to :v=ate a ”pure system' whereby parents would be given a
voucher and begin to exercise their responsibility in the educat1ona1

" marketplace.

From the paroch1a1 school point | of view, nonentanglement meant that.
they would not have to change policies or philosophies in order to qual-
ify for federal monied\ From the public school point of view, nonen- -
tanglement meant fewe) administrative hassles. This was thought to be
desirable, as Superintghdent Diggs repeatedly told his staff that he had_
enough responsibility wvithout also having to oversee par(>c.h1a1 school
operat1ons. :

t""“lmnonentangwment strategy meant that regulations would not be im-
oo posed upon the voucher experiment; except for those necessary to tom- "’
ply with state and federal laws. For example, several legal mecetings

were held in the fall of 1975 to discuss whether or not to expand the area
, of eligible private schools to all of Connecticut, as opposed to just East
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Hartford. Parents' Choice coordinator Esposito and assistant co-
“ordinator Thompson resisted this idea for séveral reasons. They were
already on public record saying that it was only an East Hartford exper-
iment; the possibility of expanding to all of Connecticdut meant the inclu-
sion of Hartford. For many East Hartford residents, the idea of voucher
- ‘ - bussing to and from Hartford conJured up the idea of '"forced integration. "
However, Post 'and Pratt, and CSPP, continued to raise the area of eli-
gibility issue because they felt it would reinforce the court case by in-
‘ cluding nonsectarian as well as parochial schools. When the Parents'
Choice staff discovered that most students who had already left East
Hartford schools were going to parochial schools, the expander area
concept -~ i.e., including all of Connecticut -~ lost most of its pro;ect
support, beeause it would not enhance their legal position. :

Superintendent Diggs toltl the Ea%t Hartford Board of Education in Sep- °
tember that the costs of defending thisfionentanglemént model would be
carried by the federal government. Without such NIE and HEW General
Counsel assurance, East Hartford would not go along with a voucher
project, accord1ng to Diggs. “NIE voucher director Doyle said his agency
was willing to budget approximately $20,000 in contingency funds for lo-
cal coinsel in the event East Hartford was sued for including paroch1a1
schools. However, the burden of preparing -and paying for the case
would be handled by the [ederal government.

From September through December of the fall of 1975, a number of
Fast Hartford legal meetings were held to plan a voucher strategy.
{ articipants in these séssions included public and parochial school legal
counsel, NIE, 'HEW, C}PP representatives‘an'd the Parents' Choice

- staff. These strategy essions expanded the '"give the money-to the
parent' concept advocated by Post and Pratt. L -

The legal plan also paid particular attention to the development of pri-
vate schools within the voucher system. From the legal perspective,
it was necessary to show that choice included both secular and nonsec-
ular schools.  Otherwise, the proposed system would fail the "effect"
test, as the only private school choice would be church.supported. *

But ‘these talks.were academic¢c. The courts would not test the constitu-

- 'tionalify of the program until a parochial school redeemed a voucher.
The Board of Education's January 26, 1976, voucher ''no'' vote meant
that these legal strategy' discussions came to naught.

% The’ development of private schools is out11ned in Chapter 69
(Natmnal Institute of Education). '
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Chapter 4

. The Parents’ Choice Project
I ‘

o

INTRODUCTION

Parochial schools may or may not have participated; the East Hartford
Board of Education could or could not apply for [ederal funds: and NIE
may or may not have been able to provide full voucher funding; but dur- -
ing the development of. the voucher planning project, the focal point [or
voucher activities inevitably centered upon what the public schools did

or did not do.

The responsibility. for directing the voucher project would ultimately
lie with school superintendent Eugene Diggs. Daily responsibilities

" were the province of the Parents' Choice Project staff as employees of

the school department. FHow the staff organization developed, and the
project's strategies to bring information to and enlist support {rom
tecachers and parents are chronicled in this final chapter.

. _ / : ‘ PROJECT
The Parents' Choice Project went into effect on February l, 1975. The
$387,371 planning grant [rom the National Institute of Education to the
East Hartford Board of Education was to continue the work begun by the
town's 1974 voucher Feasibility Study. The projEEt was scheduled to’
recommend to the Board of Education by December 1975 whether or

"This chapter examines topics which aflected the whole 73
course of the Parents' Choice project. Each subsection .
treats one of these topics at a dilferent point in time.

These treatments:are arranged in chronological order.

> 4
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not East Hartford should adopt a voucher program. If the Board voted
to go ahead, East Hartford would use the Parents' Choice Study's tech-

nical recommendations in launching a Eull s¢ale Voucher program for
September 1976. :

In the E1rst wecks of the project, Superintendent Diggs's statements in-
dicated optimism about Parents' Choice and an eagerness. to begin.
The February 14 issue of Hartford Times reported him as saying,

,

¢¢ Qur major task is to get more
parents involved...We are pleased
by this grant and we have already
begun implementation of the program.
The system, if approved by.the =
Board of Education, could begin opera-
tion by 1976.77 ©

However, not all town leaders shared Diggs's sanguine view. Democratic
Mayor Richard Blackstone, for example, termed the new project ""not a

reasonable system at all." e \..\

AN
<

In an interview also published in the February 14 Hartford Times, the
mayor went on to list‘reasons for his opposition. Blac¢kstone said he
was concerned that ne1ghborhood schools would be 1mpa1red and system
wide standards would be weakened by wholesale voucher transfers. He
also feared financial burdens would be imposed on thé town. Most im=-"
portantly, he felt parochial school participation was illegal. Blackstone

said,

b I just can't believe it's going to be
permitted (by the courts). I just
.can't see where parochial school&
can ever be a part of it.?’ 5

If the Board of Education voted to adopt a voucher system, Blackstone
added that he would probably urge the pub11c to boycott the” p)ogram.

The East Hartford Gazette, which had carried Blackstone s and Diggs's "
voucher statements, published the entire Parents' Choice budget in its

February 27 edition. One week latsCthe Gazette included an essay by

the superintendent which defended the Parents' Choice budget "He-also

‘explained how the money might be us®dd to improve the school system

./‘. ] . ‘ ’
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even if a full-scale voucher program was never adopted.

The Diggs essay began with a fésponse tora widely voiced fear that many
children would be bumped out of their néighborhood school seats be- '
cause of "outside'' students transferring in. This issue had already been
dealt with in the 1974 Feasibility Study, assuring "'squatters rights' to
children already attending ne1ghborhood scho?ls Thus, Diggs could '
flatly state that the Parents' Choice prograrn‘1ma1nta1ncd

- ld

¢ A PARENT IS GUARANTEED THE
RIGHT TO SEND HIS CHILD TO THE
LOCAL NEIGHBORHOOD SCHOOL,
BUT IF HE SHOULD CHOOSE, MAY
TRANSFER THE CHILD TO AN-,

"~ OTHER SCHOOL AS LONG AS

 SEATS ARE AVAILABLE IN THE
OTHER SCHOOL, ?’(Capitals in text)

‘The superintendent went on to outline four of the project's major ac-
tivities and their anticipated share of the $387,000 budget.

1. Curriculum Development and I »rrovement -- $40,000
"The schools in East Hartferd should not all be «i:""2 because the chil-

_ dren are not all alike, " Diggs stated in his essay. Consequently, teach-
érs at each school’would be encouraged to improve existing programs
or develop new ones to best meet the assessed needs of the school
children. '

2. Staff Training -- $45,000
According to the grant the East Hartford school staff needed, and
would receive, human relations training. Diggs wrote, '"Tcachers and
principals have indicated a need to learn how to communicate more, ef-"
fectively with parents. Workshops will be estabhshed to acsist staff
in relating to parents and chlldren their child's programs and educa-

tional needs. e :

s 3.  Parent Advice Teams (PAT team) -- $59,850
_ Parent Advice Teams would provide school information for parents.
® The '"Our Schools" booklet, written by teachers and describing each
- pubhc and private East Hartford school, would be extensively used by
the PAT team. The PAT team would also respond to parent inquiries
through a telephone answering service. According to Diggs, this was

75
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an important component. Diggs stated, "It is not enough to give parents
a choice. They will need better and more reliable information than in

the past on which to bae their choices."

. 4, Budgetary Systems -- $95,000
A planned program budgeting system (PPBS) had already been mandated
by the State of Connecticut. East Hartford had already met many of
these requirements. Diggs was optifnistic when he said, "The grant
money will allow the school system to accomplish more rapidly and

- hopefully with more sophistication this task. " He noted that this was
the best kind of ''grant money' in that it allowed the system to do what

it would want to do anyway.

" PROJECT ORGANIZATION

Introduction
8 _ :

Although in February 1976, the voucher.proposal was already being de-
bated in the town's newspaper, the evolution of the Parents' Choice
organizational structure was still just beginning. The project coordina-
tor and assistant coordinator had not yet been hired. The Parent
Advice Tean had not been seiected.” There were no permanent locatibns
for the project office or the PAT staff. In the next two months consider-
able attention would be paid to hiring the staff and developing the capac-
ity to plan for a voucher experiment.

’ ‘ . ‘ . © . Hiring Staft

‘During the first weeks of the grant, the project hired its first employee,
Elaine Dickson, as Project Secretary. Dickson's desk was originally
placed in an extra room assigned to state and federal p'rojects in the \
East Hartford central administration offices. A memo had to be written
‘for a desk which Dickson could use to be obtained from a nearby school.
Dicksgon had worked in the offices of several of the town's schools and
pi‘eviously was project secretary for the 1974 Feasibility Study. Now
she answered the Parents' Choice pho.ae, responded to mail inquiries,”
ordered supplies, and began planning the project's initial tasks outlined
in their proposal. Dickson initially worked directly for Superintendent '
Diggs. Soon several central administration staff began assisting— the
superintendent in advertising for and interviewing candidates for project
coordinator and assistant coordinator.

26"
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‘ One .of the people who interviewed the job applicants described the pro-.
cess: . .
¢¢ We wanted a coordinator on board
~ ' first and then to have that coordina-
' for assist in the screening to select
‘ an assistant coardinator. On papcx:
; that worked beautifully but in reality
we were in such a'short time ¢ runch
. : with this.that we were interviewing
o . for just one or two days. So when
‘ we interviewed, we had a rating
‘ scale that we would discuss at the
. : end and we would come up with this
: ‘ . man or that man. And that was the
procedure we used at that time. But -
the original intent in the grant was
to get the coordinator on board first
- - and then have that individual assist
i . us, but it didn't work in reality.??
By mid-March, over a dozen applicants had been 1'eviewe(l: On March
24, David Dade” “ was lhired as the coordinator; Andrew Esposito was

hired as _assistant coordinat'or.

Dade was a native of ‘Massachusetts, and he recewed an_M. Ed. from
: : Flarvard Graduate School of Education. He had already C\prebbecl in-
. terest in working in Connecticut when the Parents' Choice position be-
came available. The fifteen-month post carried with it a $20,000 annual
; salary. Dadé had been Director of Program Development in teacher
‘ / training in a midwestern gifted child pl ogr am 1m1ned1ately prior to héing
hired by East Hartford. :

With the new coordmator 'on board, ' the project scheduled an Aprilv'j‘

workshop to brief the Board of Education about the Parents' Choice -

plans. NIE staff {lew from Washingten to attend the session. |

Hours before the workshop, project coordinatbr Dade resigned. He had

been on the job for nine days. ’
Dade refused to comment on why he left. Diggs, to whom Dade tendered

his resignation, has, to clatc not publxcly speculated ‘about the cvordina- -

Y
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tor's motives. However, Diggs explained several times,. "It wasn't a
flip kind of thing. It seems to be_‘a seriously} considered decision,
reached after honest and thoughtful consideration. "

The East Hartford Gazette, along with several other area\n wsi)apers,
had been sent special invitations to attend the workshop whilti Dade did
not attend. The Gazette did not attend either. An April 10 sgtem\ent
by Rolly Charest, the paper's editor, explained why: d

¢4 1. The 'workshop' was not open to
the public and the taxpayers.
2. Public matters of public impor-.

tance should be hashed out 'in public.

3. When the usual 'workshop' is
‘over, there is often little left to dis-
cus~ in public. .So when a vote
comes at a regular meeting, the
whole matter might be finished in
minutes -- with the public not find-
ing out who voted how, and why.

4. A 'workshop' gives the propo-
nents a chance to 'sell' and, at the
same time, 'soften up' the opposi-
tion -- all without the public being
there. .

5. A 'workshop' gives poor putlic
officials 2 chance to hide and de-
prives good public officials of the -
proper credit they deserve for = job
well done.

6. A 'workshop' often produces one
group of 'buddy-buddy' pals instead
of two opposing parties, each watch-
ing the other. )
Let's have fewer 'workshops!' and %
more unrehearsed -- or, at least,
unfiltered -- public raeetings.?’

Believing that East Hartford residents deserved to knew the reason be-
hind Dade's resignation, an East Hartford resident wrote an open letter

“to the superintendent which the Gazette published on May 1. T‘he.letter -

‘articulated suspicion toward the project felt by many East Hartford

. ¢ . 78
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residents. '""Even though Iam not a supporter of the Voucher System for
our Town, I think we should not be left 1n the dark about anything con-
cerning same, "' demanded the letter.

The writer feared the program could

¢¢ . ..conceivably ...transport every
child in the éystem. Could this
program be.paving a way for trans-
porting students from and to other
towns? ill East Hartford become
another Boston? 7?

The letter continued, '""Perhaps someone will see the senselessness of
this program.' The writer was disturbed that tax money was being
wasted both in Washington, D.C. and East Hartford, but felt that the
East Hartford problem would come to light.

¢ [Then local residents can] put a
stop to it before the once called
Voucher System now known as 'Par-

qen'ts' Choice' (how clever) can be-

‘come a reality.??

Despite the surfacing on anti-voucher opinions, lengthy discussions with
NIE about selecting Dade's replacement were soon held. Previous ap-
plicétions were reviewed. The feeling that they should keep on schedule
was .the predominant attitude of the school administration at the time.
As a result, the possible benefits accrued by bringing in a new coor-
dinator were outweighed by the time which would be lost in educating
him or her to the project, already months behind schedule.

" the end of April Andrew Esposito, who had or1g\nally been hired as

t .2 project assistant coordinator, waf %hosen to rep ce Dade. ‘'nlike
—ade, Esposito was an East Hartford public school "ihsider.' I+ had
worked for five years in the town's public schools and had beea head

teacher for the East Hartford Learning Disability program prior to
joining Parents' Choice.. -

Reorganization

By early May, East Hartford had notified NIE about Esposito's appoint-
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ment and of new reorganization. Although several contradictory mes-
sages had been sent to Washington, the actual reorganizaiion plan

contained the following elements:

Project Director: Superintendent Diggs

The title meant he was ultimately responsible for the project. He would
act as chief.public spokesman, as negotiator with the Board of Educa-
vion and NIE, and as the number one sponsor within the school system.
Diggs did not want the project to be operated 1ndependent1y of his con-’
trol. "We wanted it to be just like any cther part of the school system, "
he stated. Hence, the people who managed daily activities were direct-

" ly accountable to Diggs. )

Project Coordinator: Andrew Esposito

His duties as project coordinator would include o¥erseeing consultant
work and ‘nforming parents, school staffs, and the Board of Educa-

tion about the project's progress.

Assistant Coordinator: Walter Thompson

Thompson, a former East Hartford public school social worker, had
earlier appuea for the assistant coordinator position. He would assist
Esposito and have particular respons1b111ty for the Parent Advice Team.

Thus, the main p‘arents’-Choice staff consisted of Esposito, Thompson,
and Elaire Dickson, the project secretary. Two more secretaries and
a bookkevper would be added to work with this staff. Their office was
located‘ along with other East Hartford central adm:inistrative staff -
(1nclud1n" Diggs), in the Woodland Elementarv School. A Parent Ad-
vice Tean consisting of four parapre¢iessionals would open separately

housed offices in June.

w

The work of the staff, under the direction of Diggs, was mediated by an
inner cabinet called the "Executive Board.' The Executive Board con-
sisted of Samuel Leone, the Assistant Supermtendent for Curriculum .
and Instruction: French Hey, Assistant Supermtendent for Personnel;
Paul Costello, Director of Finance/Contre': and Frances Klein, Super-

visor of Reading. & ‘ (

. " | L—\/

t Klein, who had coordinated the. earlier 1974 Feasibility 80
Study, .was asked to work as a summer consultant to help
Qo ' Parents Lhoice get ‘back on schedule.

ERIC . . 71




The Parents’ Choice Project

PARENT INFORMATION
Int .130 Auctiort

Esposito and Thompson had to play ‘“cateh up' for the rest of the nroject. -
Neither had previous administrative expgz\rigncc commensurate with hiv
new job. When they began work in April, ncith.c'r was completely famil-
iar with the vouther concept or the timetable of tasks; it would ke .
months for them to fully understand their overall sets of responsibilities.
However, their on-the-job training developed quickly. Only thirteen
months remained on thé fifteen-month project calendar. More impor-
tantly, the Board of Education was’scheduled to vote on whether'or not
to apply for further federal voucher funding by December. Among the
{irst prioritiecs were the .distribution of "Our Schools'' information book-
lets and the opening of the Parent Advice Team offices. ,

"’bur Schodls! Dist.ributcd 6/75

Ve

The ""Our Schools'' bnoklet, written by teachers to describe for parents
cach of East Hartford's public and private schools, had begn-slated to
be pubiished and distributed by the project befgre public schools closed
in mid-.June. - In order to meet this deadline, principal$ were told to
have their descriptions ready by March 21. -

By the end of March, however, the Parents' Choice Project ‘still'had
not completed its hiring of a_coordinator and assistant coordinator.” It
was Dickson who sent copies of the previous year's descriptions to each
school as a guide. The 1974 "Our Schools' booklet had been published

the previous year with Feasibility Study funds.

The new booklet, published by the Parents' Choice Prdject, would also
include information about cach school's goals, program, staff exper-
ience, special programs and’services, activities, communications with

parents, and physical facilitics. .

. .

"Many of the initial school descriptions were incomplete or vague, des-

cribing goals in terms of "helping ¢very child to maximize his or her
own needs. ' As the project was being held up by the delayed hiring and
sudden resignatio-n of the coordinator, those descriptions received were
simply kept on f{ile in the project office. Finally, an editor was hired
to 'ighten the prose. Meanwhile, printing bids had to be obtained, com-

O
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p§red and approved by NIE as the cost of the booklet exceeded $5, 000.

The race to meet the deadline to write, publish, and d1str1bute the '"Our
Schoots" bookltil:’,would be met during the last week of school. On June
18 and 19, high %chool students and newly hired Parent Advice Team
members distribyted the booklets to the seven thousand households with

school age children. .

The project was repeatedly asked to defend the cost and value of this .

' publication. The staff responded to critics, saying that parents would

need information in order to choose which school would be best for their
ch1ldren. Under the proposed program, the respon51b1l1ty for mal\mg
choices -- and with it the possibility for making wrong choices --
would rest with parents, not educators. Information which parents
would need to compare schools before transferring their children be-
came thé Just1f1cat1on for the booklet.

Some parents thought that this information component was primarily in-
tended to help them participate in school decisions about:curriculum and
d1sc1p11ne. These parents were misinformed. The Pareucs’ Choic
Project would carefully limit itself to informing parents about véuchers
and voucher-like activities such as student transfers.. The "Our Schools"

_ booklet was viewed as the primary means.of achieving those limited
" ends. ‘

- Parent Advice Team Opens Oifice 6/75
1 \. ©
One week before the ”Our Schools“ booklets were dlstrlbuteo the Par-
ent Advice Team opened its office in a centrally located shopping certer.
Here, it was hoped, parents m1ght feel more. at ease thanin a school

building. ' ,
~ i . r

Recruitment of PAT workers began in Aprll when job ads were placed
in local newspapgers. The copy ran:

HELP WANTED

a

{ ' ' ‘¢ Field wo_rk:ers to work directly under

N\ ‘ - /.—\.,4;;the supervision of parent advice team

(k \'}coordinator. General duties will be

» to act as liaison between the schools
and the community. Must have

82

o



The Parents’ Choice Project

knowledge of East Hartford. Length
of service 15 months. Salary $2.75
13 .

per.hr.

Dozens applied. A screening committee consisting of two principals
and the project staff queried the job seekers with questions such as:
“"How flexible is your time? How comfortable are you with public
speaking? How well are you acquainted with the Town of East Hartford?
Why did you apply for the position of a PAT worker?"

The four workers selected by the Parents' Choice staff and the two
school principals underwent a two day orientation session in May in
which an "information only' role was heavily stressed. The PAT work-.
ers were expected to provide parents with information about the Parents'
Choice program to amplify descriptions in the '"Our Schools' booklet,
and to explain how parents could transfer their children from one

school to another. They wére not to be advocates for the project.

The new PAT workers were expected to occasionally meet with parents
at night and on weekends. Their office was initially to be housed in a
school adm1n1strat10n building as part of the central Parents' Choice of-
fice. However,”their schedule threw 4 monkey wrench into the normal
school security policy of closing buildings on weekends and in late after-
" noons during the week. In order to pay for renting office space in a
shopping center with more flexible hours the project shifted funds from
their ""equipment' account. The new offices opened with ambitious hours:
Monday-~Friday 8:00 .a. m. to 5:00 p. m. and Saturday 9:00 a.m. to 12
noon. Meetings were also to be scheduled at other times. A twenty-
four hour answering service was also installed.

PAT workers visited alllof the East Hartford schools in the Spring and
Fall of 1975. They updated information presented in the '""Our Schools''
booklet, provided coffee and donuts for office visitors, talked to parents
at playgrounds, and assisted mothers and fathers in filling out transfer

forms. : -

Yet the potential services of the Parent Advice Team had gone largely
untapped. One PAT worker noted that, although she was besieged by
interested parents at the community swimming pool and supermarket,
few peopl’e would contact her at work. “In fact, it was not uncommon
for the PAT office-to | go thrpugh an entire day without a visit or a phone
call. Moreover, those parents who did want to visit, had difficulty
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Minding it .amidst the beauty salons and*computer consultants in the

B B} . .
shopping center where the PAT office was located.

While the PAT office had been initiated as a service to parents for pro-
viding information about the various schoolsor in the filling out of trans-
fer forms to those who requested their help, its nonpart1san stanue was

" still suspect.. As one parent said, ) A

‘1 really can't believe that a federal-
ly funded pro;ect supported by the
school system, would give unbiased
.information. ¥’

The office was disbanded ten weeks after the Board of Education voted
to reject vouchers. :

MINI-GRANTS

Introduction

By June the Parents' Choice Project was underway. Esposito was now ‘
coordinator; Thompson was assistant coordinator. They, with Dickson,

were housed in offices one floor above Diggs in East Hartford's central

school administration building. Parents had received information about
school program differences through the ""Our Schools' booklet and the
efforts of the Parent Advice Team. : )

In addition, tezchers and school staff were beginning to have some con~ .

‘tact with ’_c_h».. project. One mechanism for school staff participation in

the voucher ry oiect was the development of mini-grants to improve ex-
isting or to m1t1ate new gurnculum. :

Mini-grants Awarded
The three page application for a mini-grant requested descriptions of
the proposed activity to be funded, statement of purpose, statement of
needs to be met, statement of objectives, description of program, pro-
cedures for implementation, plan for evaluation, and a budget. Samuel
Leone,,' the Aséistant Superintendent for Curriculum and Instruction,

"sent the forms to principals and supervisors in late February. The ap-

plication deadline was March 24, 1975,
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No eiq?lcit educational philosophy was preferred as long as the imini-

grant program could be expressed within the general proposal guide-
lines.. As with the overall NIE voucher program, the Parents' Choice
Project stressed organizational diversity. By allowing schools to de-
velop their own programs, the mini-grant process would imitate NIE's
"no strings attached' funding polity. The "hands off' attitude alsc
meant that few priorities were clear. ‘

e bupermtendent Diggs and Espos1to did, however, encourage some prior- -
ities. For example, the existence of an alternative ''radical’ high
school had already made the system receptive to a ''conservative'' alter-
native which would stress the threc R's, respect for adults, moral edu-

—
‘\ - cation, and discipline.

' .
*~ In responsc to newspapér accounts of Dlgg‘b’b conservative alternative,
one parcnt wrote to him saymg '

‘As a very concerned parent who
has been upset by the lack of disci-
pline in our schools as well as the
sloppy way the children are allowed
to attend school, I was thrilled with
the poss1b1l1ty Lhat we might have an
alternative.

I just hope that those of us who do
want 'old fashioned methods' uscd
g ' with our children will get the oppor-
' ' tunity to make such a choice

How can we expectl the children of
today to respect those in authority
as they grow oldei if we don't start
in the schools with the teacher-pupil
relationship? Certainly, the pri-
mary responsibility is with the par-
ent, but the schools of 1oday, on the

to do a lot harder for us.??

When the mini-grant application from one of the clementary schools
appeared to be going in a "conscrvative' direction, Diggs and Esposito
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1)

requested that the school continue this policy. According to the school's
principal, a demerit system was instituted as a result of teacher mini-
grant workshops. For example, if a child were late for school, he or
‘she would get two demerits. Five demerits earned one hour of after-
school detention. Children who received no demerits for ane mdnth or
more received certificates for good behavior. Plans were made for

the A- B-C-D-E-F marking system, developed in their mini- grant
work, to be instituted .during the 1976-1977 year. The principal said,
"[Without the mini-grant], we really couldn't have gone back to basics

the way we have. "

By mid-July, twenty elementary schools and three high school depart-
-ments were awarded $50 000 in mini-grant monies to be used during
the course of" the Parents’ Choice Project. During the summer alone,
133 teachers from 13 schools were being pa1d from these fun(‘s.

Bookkeéping

Two sets of books were used to monitor the mini-grants' expenditure of
money. Esposito's preference was that-only one bookkeeper, respon-
sible to him, work on the mini-grant. However, Paul Costello, the
school system's Director of I‘inance/Control wanted the monies ac-
.counted for under his central administration department. Neither Cos-
tello nor Esposito’would agree ‘to relinquish the administrative author-
ity: the solution Wwas for them to keep duplicate books.

The Parents' Choice Project had been established to be more than just
a bookkeeper in this mini-grant effort. The plan to develop education
curriculum and innovation was, accordmg to the Parents’ Choice propo-
sal, intended to '"[oster decentralized ‘decisionmaking and school auton-
omy'' for each sct33)l with the aid of Parents" Choice. But according to
project ‘staff 2 iveral East Hartford teachers, most school principals
simply called . their ""best' or favorite teachers, told them mini-grant
mon¥y was aviilable, and then proceeded to write the proposals with -
little reference to the Parents' Choice guidelines. There were several
exceptions, but for the most part it appears that the mini-grant pro-
cess did not reflect the pro_]ecL proposal's original intent.
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IN-SERVICE ,
Introduction

Mini-grants were one method involving school staff in bringing about
school system diversity. Training teachers and principals in how to-
maintain and extend diversity through~'in~service.i'nst'ruction was another.
Planning for this training-went into full swing by July.

Don I ichard, the CSPP East Hartford field representative, arrangec a
telephdéne co_nferenc;)call with Alum Rock, California voucher pro-
fessiohals on July 24. The purpose of the caii was to obtain advice
about how to choose and what to expect from an in-service consultant.

In-Service Consultant Selected

Walt Symdns, Alum Rock acting superintendent; told Klein, Thogppson,
and Diggs that training teachers could not be rushed. [Ile felt that Alum
Rock.had painfully realized how different ''input' was from ''decision-

.making, " according to project staff. ' Symons also stressed the impor-

tance of strong top-level support, e.g., the superintendent who could
advocate the experiment in the face of inevitable school and community
rP'sistance. Symons also suggested that thgé East Hartford in-service
program spend the first six months conducting a needs assessment {to
define the particular problems to be addressied in East Hartford). "A
detailed eighteen-morith schedule of trainingf/ could then be developed on
the basis of that appraisal. s o ’

Instead of the two-year program suggested By Alum Rock, East Hartford's
proposal committed them to a six-month in-service program. The Alum
Rock phone call may have lowered some of the project's exp"ectations.

But the demands of the fifteen-month proposal meant East Hartford

would use as much NIE in-service money as possible within the next

few months. ¥ e

: ‘ L

The recruitment of the in-servicé applications was the responsibili‘{y'of
Frances Klein, who had been hired as a summer consultant. Don Rich-
ard, the CSPP field representative, assisted her and was responsible’
for soliciting one of the applicati'ons.

&

-

One of the consultants bidding for the voucher cortract was from New
Jersey, and might not, in the view of'the voucher staff, have been able

“ The possibility of emphasizing parcnt-teach:r commuun- ’ 87
A

"ication was suggested by Diggs to the project's executive

. r -
board in late July. However., 'he board felt it was a “nice” d 8 :

_idea but was too large an area to be manageably included

in any way during the three-month in-service trainin eriod.
4 Y g ining p
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to muster enough local trainees. Anothér\pair of consultants empha -
_'sized_ teaching teachers about involvement, whereas the Parents' Choice
staff leaned toward the idea of involving teachers in the training itself.
One bidder did not show up for the interview after the PrOJect refused
to pay him $300 to zttend the meeting. -
Human Enterprlses, a Hartford area firm, eventually won the contract.
Their proposal to train groups of teachers in their respective schools
appealed to the voucher staff as an economical strategy. ' The Human
‘ Enterprises coordinators, Gloria Fauth and Ted Uhrich, both taught at
- the University of Hartford and said that they could draw upon many lo-
cal consultants, ‘ , /
. !
None of the in-service applicants had a working knowle’dge of the East
Hartford public schools. They all subscribed’to one or more variants
of an organizational development approach - This approach emphasized
the importance of a needs assessment to define or re- deflne problems
during the first stage of consulting. . In effect, the needs assessment"

‘ would educate the consultant to the specific problems of the East Hart-
. ) . ford voucher project. ‘,
f
In order to prepare the in-service proposal, Human Enterprises met
with project staff on Augustl to brainstorm in-servicé goals. The
group generated a variety of responses as to what type of training
teachers would need ¢o participate in the voucher experiment. .Heading
the list were: mterpersonal skills such as problem solvmg, listening,
and uncovering '"hidden agendas.'" The: topics to be. 'covered in the
training session did not emphasize information contlent such as com- -
puting the value of the voucher or studying ways to develop an effective

) student transfer system. 3

' Superintendent Diggs had repeatedly emphasizéd tl’iat the primary objec-

- ' tive of in-service training was not to learn more about Parents' Choice.
Nevertheless, the overall in-service planning effort wavered between
developing ways of helping school staffs to become more autonomous
aznd, as someone close to the project put it, "using the training as a
vehicle for getting suff1c:,ent support for the program so that we could

- geta pos1t1ve Board vote. "

Based on their brainstorming s.essi‘on,‘ and subsequent revisions by
NIE's Clarke, CSPP's Richard, Parents' Choice's Klein and Human
Enterprises' Fauth, the proposal was sent to Washington and approved.
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Launching the Plan
Several weeks later, during the second week of school in September, .
principals and supervisors were informed about how they would be
trained to make decisions on their own. They received a printed
summary describing a team approach "'with representatives from all

the schools." Professional staff were to meet with the consultants

who would"

Y provide them with knowledge about
Parents' Choice and the skills to go
back to their buildings and work.
with the rest of the staff to enable
the school to begin its planning for
successful operation.?’

Specific da’cesta more than half a dozen, were included for the team meet-

ing schedules.

When presented with the in-service plan, one school supervisor stood up
at the meeting and asked, ‘

" How can you talk about training us
for decisionmaking, when you made
all the decisions when we were on
‘summer vacation? ?’?

Afterwards, many other school staff members echoed this sentiment.
At the meeting itself, the training consultants conceded, '""We had to do
it this way during the summer because of the grant's time constraints."

Several months later, Gloria Fauth, the primary Human Enterprises
in-service trainer, singled out the rushed summer planning as a major
stumbling block in launching the program: '

*

‘¢ 1t would have been much better to
" have made a more gradual entry, to
have done ,some interviews with the

j principals, to get some sort of a
yd sense of what they thought would be
"‘_*“* useful in their building, to even have

89
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a couple of principals included in de-
signing the thing; their exclusion at
that critical entry p01nt was very
bad news,

It was justified in terms df.ttine,
but in terms of the kind of problems
that it has caused us along the way,

I would definitely not do that again.
® I was aware that that was going to
be a problem when we did it, but the
time constraints to get the fund re- '
quest into NIE precluded doing any-
thing else about it. We attempted
.to leave that open-ended and do some
negotiating with the principals after
the fact. Unfortunately, the fact
that the proposal got sent out, and
that people began to look at that as
set in stone rather than something
1 _ _ that could be negotiated around-be-
fore we even had a chance to meet,
- made that first meeting incredibly
'difficult. 7V’

Warning about pushing time constraints had come from Alum Rock pro-
fessionals during the July conference call. But with the pressure to
bring about the involvement of the staff and a positive Board of Educa- -
tion vote, the summer warnings had not been heeded.

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATION

Assistant Superintendent De\parts

While the Parents’ Cho1ce staff were developmg the in-service proposal,
a ‘number of other August decisions were bemg made. One of these de-
cisions was made by French Hey,: Assistant Superintendent for Person-

nel
Hey dec1ded to leave. In early-August, he announced he was accepting
an offer to become the superintendent of a rural Kansas town for-the

1975-76 year. Hey had been a school principal in a Kansas school
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district where Diggs had been superintendent. Diggs had subsequently
- recruited Hey to work in East Hartford. ’ " ‘ ’

Central. Administration ‘had already been depleted several months earlier
by the resignation of Benjamin Plotkin as Assistant Superintendent for .
Curriculum and Instruction (Piotkin went on to become superintendent
of a smaller Connecticut school district). - : N ' o

Hey, himself, had not been a voucher advocate. But his leaving further
burdened the rest of Central Administration with routine duties.  As

Hey had not been replaced before the January 26, 1976 voucher vote,
Central Administration had to cope with what they believed were their
primary responsibilities, of which the voucher experiment nevér seemed.
foremost. And, as Diggs had to assume much of Hey's responsibilities’
for overseeing teacher promotions, hiring and collective bargaining, -
the superintendent's available time for promotmg vouchers was that

much diminished.
/ . Administrative Philosophies
7 Within the ranks of Central Administration, no one consistently cham-
pioned the voucher cause except Superintendent Diggs. For most of the
. professional management staff, the voucher experiment was something

they expedited because Diggs supported it.
: One central administrator:-had termed the whole voucher project a "time
7 bomb'' and counseled other school préfessionals not to get too close.
Another said that in order to become involved in the project, central .
administrators would have to have v i : extraordinary '‘kamikaze qual-
ities. ' A third administrator tried o distance himself from the con-
cerns addressed by the project by earnestly saying, "We don't make
" problems, we just solve other people's problems."

\ But it was Diggs's position that Central Administration did cause prob-
lems. He favored relocating as much decisionmaking to the local
school level as possible. The rationale for this move toward autonomy
developed out of Diggs's own éxperience. He said, '"Having been in a
bureaucracy for twenty years and studied how bureaucracies work. I've
become convinced that bureaucracies must be restrained." He contin-

ued,
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IS " ¢ Orie way for a superintendent to"
deal with a bureaucracy is to decen
tralize in order to keep as many de-"
cisions at the local level, or allow
the decisions to be made as close to
the operational level at which they
are carried out as possibie. Every
time you allow a decision to escalate,
to come up through the bureaucracy,

-~ the burzaucracy begin~ ", bloom. 7’

-

'As ar: example of putting this belief into effect, Diggs saiJ,

‘¢ We have fewer central office ad-
ministrators than when I came six
years ago. Much of the authority
has been placed with the building
principals. They are closer to the
operational level than the main office.

' o Accordingly, vouchers, or Parents'
Choice, is just a logical extension
of everything else we are doing.?”’

As noted earlier, most Central Administration personnel went along
with the superintendent's push for decentralization. However, not all
agreed with his rationale.’ Said one administrator,

/ !

rd

¢¢ With school building autonomy,
what do we need a superintendent
for, if each/school is going to run
on its own?}"’

‘ {

1 : . "

OPEN ENROLLMENT

Introductiunm

o !
!

The project's course was shaped by August events other than Hey's de-
cision to leave the system for a new job. All East Hartford parents
were given an August | deadline for requesting'transfers for their chil-
dren to other than their neighborhood schools. Pareuts of elementary.
school children had a choice of sixteen schoolg; at the middle school
level, parents had a choice of four schools; for its oldest students, the
town maintained two high schocls and one "alternative'' high schoot.

¢

| ‘

| - | . g2

. :
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The Parent Advice Team had already telephc.a 4 by mid-July all parents

whose requests for transfers were tenied because seats were npot
availa®ble in the schools of their ch . Those parents were then agked
to try a secound choice for a new tr: request. The Pupil Accounj-
ing Buresu, a Central Administration unit, was to compile all of thes
requests.

Opening Up Open Enrollment

Processmg requests for student transfers under the East Hartford 1972
open enrollment policy*was the responsibility of Ernest Grasso, Supervi-
sor of the Pupil Accounting Bureau. Grasso described the pre-Parents'
Choice procadures "The parent would send me a letter,” requesting
that, for examplé, 'I'd like to have my son go from X' School to"'Y"

" School. I have a sister who lives in that area, and I must work; there-

»  fara, my sister ‘will be taking care of my youngster and seeing_ *hat she

"gets off to school in the morning.' 1 would then call the prmmpai and
‘say, 'Do you- have room?' The principal says, 'Oh yes, we've got
room.' Fine, we allow the child to come. I felt back then the prin-
cipal had the authority of whom they wanted and who they d1dn't "

The Parents' Ch01ce PrOJect had written into its proposal to have the '
'Parent Advice Team simulate new procedures in anticipation of wide
» spread'tr.ansfers in a voucher experiment. -
Walter Thompson, director of the Parent Advice Team,’ descri{)es how
o . he wanted the simulation to work: ' ‘
) ) N '
\\ N ' ' ' : ¢ Instead of writing a letter, which
. o i o is what they used to do, saying 'Dear
\ . - , Mr. Grasso, I would like permis-
sion. .., ’cHey fill out a form, which
the Parent Advice Team made up.

'Instead of giving them up to Sep:em-

\ Yoo ' I ' ber to do this, we set a: deadline of

‘ ' August 1, so that possibly we could
work things out ahead of time for .

" who they have ahd who they don't
have. Instead of saying to' the
parent, 'you do this on your own,
we're now saying, 'it's your deci-
sion, but we're here to help you
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able to them in the school system.
given by parents for transferring:

i

The Parents’ Choice Prpject

with that decision, ' meaning that
the Parent Advice Team is available
to g{ve you information about the
schools. In the past, it was just
something that the parents could do
on their own. If they wanted infor-
matipon, they'd have to initiate it.
Now the Parent Advice Team is ini-
tiating\\by providing informatian to
everybody and making peopleba'..v;./are
that we're here to give more informau:.-
tion. Sc some procedures are dif-
ferent, but the basic policy is the
same.??

informed parents about choices avail-
One PAT worker describes reasons

“\

‘¢ The biggest reason is babysitting,
and if you couldn't get them int» a
school, which is what happened with
a great number aof them, where they
would-have babysitting services
available ‘across the street at a nur-
sery school, the quesfion would be,
'"What am I going to do now? What -
am 1 going to do with this 5 year old?
I have to work and you're saying I
can't send him to this school. Where -
am I going to ge't a sitter? What am
I going_to do?'

But I was pleasantly surprised that
so many were really interested in the

- educational process in East Hartford.

They often said something like, 'My
child is not doing well at this school.'
And it wasn't, 'I don't like Mr. ‘
Brown, the teacher, or Miss Jones.'
It was the whole school. We had a
great many people who did go to the
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kind of trouble to look ahead and see
what these teachers were teaching
- and how they were great for another
child, but they just weren't for this
&_ _ : particular one. 37
" The PAT worker's perceptions cdncernfng why students transferred aﬁe
borne out by 'a September | project report. Proximity of babysitters
or day care centers to schools (36 percent) was the most frequent rea-
; : son given. The prefevecnce for a different educational program (23 per-
cent) was the second most cormmon justification. Other reasons for
transfer included: prefer mv child to have the oppbrtunity to make new
friends (11 percent); prefer different school staff-(6 percent); moved
during the school ycar and would like to finish the year in that school
(5 percent); other (17 percent).

”éuy Scptember 1, ninety-seven of the 146 transfer .requr.sts were ap-
proved. Thirty were denied because no space was availahle. Nineteen
. were delayed until a scheduled October decision because ! they had
4 applied after the Augugt deadline. '

! . The total of 146 Tequests represented a 32 percent increas;e over *the
September 1974 transfer request figures. Between 500 ard 900 ¢ :dentc
were exp: cted to transfer if free transportation were p?‘rﬂnded in a. fuil

voucher plan.

TRANSFP RTATIONM

When school opened in September, the Parents' Choice Project ha~

~1made considerable progress beyond the first halting dav. of Jeloyed
hiring and the resignation of the project coordinator. New.transter_ -
procedures were being simulated, an in-service training r. ode} was
developed, and miini-grants were awarded. In addition, the. Parent
Advice Team had opened its office and an "Our Schoois" booklet was
distributed. Moreover, .the staff was re-organized, and legal public
relations, and research consultants were hired.

New Bus Rcutes Used

A transportation"c;én'sult'ant had also been chosen to davelop bus routes

e _ -
' + For-a full account of consultant activities, sce Parents' Choice: 95
' Report on Educational Vouchers in East Hartford, Connecticut,
. . olurric [ an? Volume II, by Andrew J. Espdsito and Walter B.
Q ' Thompson. '
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for September 1975, as a means of s1mulatmrT how a ccmputerlzed route
system might work. Both NIE and the East Hartford school department
realized the town would benefit from the transportaticn simulation even
‘f vouchers were not adopted. As children returned to schoel in early
Septernber their assignments and bus routes were comyputerized by
Educational Co-ordinates, the Parents' Choice transportation consul-
tant. The new routes resulted in the elimination of two busses and an

estimated savings of $18,000.

Educational Co- ordinates had worked on the transportation component
of the 1974 Feasibility Study.  Based on this earlier work, Diggs felt
Educatmnal Co-ordinates and the man assigned to East Hartford, David

Lovell, had the inside track in winning the Parents' Choice contract.

However, because the bid was over $5',OOO, federal guidelires required
that the .transportation contract information be made public.

| On April 8, 1975, 'Diggs..had writtén to Exposito, who had just become
Acting Coordinator: - ° - ‘

¢¢ Since Educational Co-ordinates
did the preliminary work on the
transportation research component,
it would be of z  -‘ional cost.for’
~ v another compa:.; to replicate the-
research design necessary to under-
take as outlined, while Educational
Co-ordinates already has this re-
search design available for which’
the East Hartford Parents' Choice,
Program has paid. " g

’,

But i srder to satisfy NIE requ;rernems, Espos1to was . d1rected to so-
icit cor’nnptluve proposals. In April, at least four firms had been in
forrr .d that Eabt _Hartford was-'in the process of designing, simulx

and evaluating f‘omputer transportat"‘n oystems "

'Ed.ucat:lonal Co-ordinates' $13,000 bid was 30 percent lower than others
* received. On June 2, Esposito wrote to NIE recommending Educational
Co-ordinates as the transportation consultant. Based on that recom-
mendation, the Princeton-based firr: won the contract and then devel-//__,

oped the schedules used for the 1975 opening of school. Final bus
3 .
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routes, schedules, and bus passes were delwered by Educatlonal

Co-ordinates by August 18. !

- | Simulation
. .

-

If parent suryeys were correct, between 500 and 900 children might
require transportation to other than their neighborhood schools in a full
volicher program. ‘Calculating the costs of different routes could most

£fficiently and effectively be done by computer simulation. ‘However,

East Hartford's bus routes, and assignment of students to these routes,
had always been done by hand; thefefore, the‘data was not in machine

readable form. Thus, William Curtin, the East Hartford Superviscre of
Transportation, had to provide Educational Co-ordinates with informaticn -

about the school system's pick-up and delivery points, time-schedules,

and East Hartford and Connecticut school transportation policies.

" The transition to computerized bus routes had created initial problems.

Identifving these problems was the purpose of this ''simulation.! For
example, some of the newer bus routes which were shorter than old
ones took longer to travel because of stop lights,. stop signs, and con-
gestion not accounted for in the computer program. Curtin reported

that he had received over 200 complaints about delays, overcrowding, .

"and other problems during the first week of school. He estimated that

in a normal school year, less than 100 such phone calls would be re-
ceived. Mowever, Curtin was quick to add at the time, "Any 'cranspor- .
tation program would have {o have some 'bugs' in it when you begin.'

SPEAKERS BUREAU
lntroducfion

The need to bring more information to the vublic and.the teaching staffs~
had been recognlzed a2s a continuing priority in the Parents' Choice

proposal.

The' ploposal called fo; the developmenc of a Speakers Bureau, the pur-
pose being to systematically expand the initial presentations made by
Esposito, Diggs and Klein. However, the formation of the Speakers
Bureau was delayed for several months. -This delay came about in part
because project leaders believed the bureau could be most effective if
speakers followed-a common format. This common format would in-
clude the use of a slide show and accompanying narration. Development
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of this presentation was to be one of the major responsibilities. of

' Advocate Associates, the Parents' Choice public relations consultants.

. However, by the time the consultants were hired in May, it was too late
to produce the slide show before school ended in June. Since summer
was a.time of low voucher interest, the Executive Board instructed the
consultants to prepare the slide/narration then and begin the Speakers
Bureau in the Fall.

Comimunity

In1t1al1y, parent and civic reaction to Parents' Choice had been apathetic

s« and fragmented rather than voc1ferously for or against the voucher pro-
gram. -Andrew Esp051to described the early reaction in the sring of
1975: ’

t Tlfllle League of Women Voters were
most concerned with the separation
. of church and state. At the Slye
' : ' o ’ ' Schaol PTO they were concerned
, with, 'How'is this going to affect us
in tlie future? - As a teacher, will I
be losing my job? How much influ-
ence will I have as a parent?' We
also spoke at two parochial schools,
St. Rose ~ad St. Christopher. They
had lots of questions on how this
- would affect them; how much money
. " would they save or not save if they
s e ‘were involved ir. it; if there w any
discussion about schools outgide the
demonstration district, such as East .-
Catholic (which'is in Manchester).
A: each one of-these meetings, a
questionnaire was given out so we
could tally how the people felt in the
audience. The audience usually
. averaged 60-70 people. The ques-
tionnaires came out-almost 50-50:
50% in favor and 50% against. We
tried to ascertain where they were
' ' getting their information -~ from
’ the newspaper, from the school

08
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dqpartment,' which n'elf/spaper. The
majority of the people we spoke to
said that this was the first time
they heard of vouchers.

T l : o Our conclusion is that they really
v don't know what Parents' Choice or
the vouchers are all about, even
though we had a feas1b111ty study
within the town.”’

When parents and citizens did get involved in East Hartford school de-

' cisions -- vouchers or otherwise -- it appeared to Parents' Choice
staff that they were more willing. to criticize than to suggest alternatives
or provide positive support.. Said one staffer,

’ “* The majority of people in East
Hartford may have somewhat nega -
tive feelings .uward the project, but
given adequate information, many
of them would change their opinions.
Because most of the critical ques-
tions I heard addressed to the pro-
ject really don't stand up -- they are
a kind of anxiety question -- ques-
tions coming out of not understand-
ing. -7 don't hear any real questions
in terms of hard issues. The teach-.
ers wanting to knowshow this is go-
ing to pevhaps jeopardize their jobs.

. When in reality this is probably not
going to do that. *Or it's parents
wanting to know if tuis is going to

. mean children coming from Hart-
ford to East Hartford, which this is
not going to do. These are ques-
tions that I feel can be answered
anc should be answered, and there-
icre, people will support the pro-

. Ject when gu en thusc <nswers, or
ill be movr kx.ly to surnort it.”’

99 .
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When the Speakers Bureau was finally organized in September, it con-
sisted of four teachers, oneprincipal, three PAT workers, Esposito,
and Thompson. Guidelines and instructions for the bureau were pro-
vided by Don Richard of CSPP. This training emphasized the impor-
tance of discussing vouchers in terms-of five components -- parent
information, open enroliment, school autonomy, transpc-tation, and
_ priviite/parochial schools. In their presentations, members used the .
o~ eighteen-minute slide show prepared by Advocate Associates. * This
was generally followed by a question and answer period. -

Parents' Choice began to send letters and make phone calls advertising
the Speakers Bureau in early September. In addition to school groups,
more than thirty organizations such as the Elks, Council of Congrega-

. tions, Pratt and Whitney Aircraft, and the local office and professional
employee unions were notified. '

" this time, however, agendas for most Fall meetings of parent and
civic groups had already been set. A number of evening coffee haurs
with community leaders were eventually scheduled, but*several of these
meéetings were cancelled because not enough people were interested
" in attending them. According to Esposito, three people in attendance

was a good showing. '

ar

At one of these evening meetings, held at the Parent Advice Team of-
fice, invitations were sent to presidents of each of the town's PTA and
PTO school councils. One couple attended. In addition, many of the

- ~ questions raised at the -informal meetings were at best skeptical. For .
example, the parénts wanted to know why such a drastic change was be-
ing contemplated when New England had a long and successful tradition
of public education. Couldn't bussing programs lead to metropolitan
bussing with Hartford? (implying a w1despread fear that black Hartford
children would be shipped into predominantly white workmg and middle

class East Hartford).

. - !
The most difficult questions for Speakers Bureau members to answer,
were those for which answers had not yet been resolved. For example,
Thompson stated.later (in December): )

-¢¢Initially I had no problem with the
question, 'Does this mean that our
kids are going to be bussed out of
town or outsiders bussed in? ' I had

B . ) * Public relations consultants retained by the Parents' 100
Choice Project. - .
91
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no problem with that, because it
was clear to me that the demonstra-
tipn area was the town of East Hart-
ford and those schools within the
“town of East Hartford. However, in
fairly recent meetings, it's been in-
dicated to me that we might recom-
mend going outside of East Hartford.
That bothers me now because, on
the one hand, my answer to the
question is still going to be it re-
mains in East Hartford, but I don't
like saying something like that,
when, as a matter of fact, I know
that it might involve going outside
of East Hartford. It makes me very
uncomfortable -- ('n' not happy wiih
it.”’

Teachers

Speakers Bureau meetings for teachers were generally scheduled to in-
clude professional staff from two or three schools, but the turn-out for
these meetings was consistently low. Ata meeting scheduled at one
high school, eight staff vere represented; at another high school meet-7%
ing, no one showed up. The ave rage, attendance for meetings in the

rest of the system was approximately seven persons.

Speakers Bureau staff also. learned that teachers were skeptical of

granting too much autonomy to principals and schools. “In itself, i

school autonomy did not mean shared decisionmaking, which was en--.

couraged through Parents' Choice in-service trainiiy. However, cen-

tral administration, in an-attempt to woo the principals, had literally

- téld them, ''You're the king of the castle.' For teachers who. were un-
happy :n this type of situation, few options were available. (Teachers
were allowed to transfdr. Forms had been developed by the 1974 Fea-
sibility Study to simplify this transfer process; howevecr, due to a cen-
tral office error, the old -- and incorrect -- forms had been sent to
the teachers in the spring of 1975.) '

+“eacher concern about loging jobs as a consequence of the voucher pro-
.ram was voiced at the Speakers Bureau meetings. According to the
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voucher program, a significant number of student transfers from one
school might eliminate a teaching position which would have otherwise
been secure. The Speakers Bureau could not provide definite answers
on this issue since the project had not yet resolved how NIE monies:
would be used to buy up untenured teacher contracts, Some teachers
did not care for this type of arrangement. Not.only would they prob-

ably lose tenure eligibility but, as one teacher said, ''I just don't want

to be paid for work I'm not doing." '

Effect
. l/"
The Sr}eakcrs Bureau apparently did not win ‘over many converts. Those .
who came to the meetings as nonsupporters of vouchers usually left '
the mertings with the same beliefs. One bureau member said,
i .

' _f01 don't feel that we alienated any-
/ body, but I'm not sure we built up

a large constituency e¢ither. ??

.

But he added that the political impact of the bureau might surface if at
some later date someone testified to the Board of Education that, based
on the Speakers Bureau presentation, they were now in favor of vouch-

ers, : _ i

Some effort was made, however, tq keep a list of people favorable to
vouchers who had participated in a bureau meeting or had written to

e project or contacted the Parent Advice Team. The people on th's
list (approximately 25) were called shortly before the final voucher
vote; to enlist their political support. (CSPP similarly contacted their
own list of parochial school supporters. ) ‘

Yet drumming up public support and wmnmg over converts were not
‘the stated primary aims of the Speakers Bureau. Instead, its purpose
was to ''objectively'' inforn:. East Hartford parents, citizens, and school

- staff about the strengths and weaknesses 6f the Parents' Choice. Pro;ect.

In terms of helping East Hartford res:LLdents understand what would hap-
pen if a voucher program were adopted the Bureau was somewhat less

than successful.. One staff member gave their effort a "C'' grade.
Thompson added,

L - . 102
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¢ I just don't think the community is
. that much better informed now be-
cause of what the Speakers Bureau
did. Sonie effort was made,-®ut the
community as a whole, I don't think,
b knows a great deal about the project
or understands the project. If it
.were to go operational, I would think
we would have to do a.great deal
. more :a terms of informing the )ub—

lic.”’?

TEACHER OPINIONS

. Introduction

During the }all of 1975, East Hartford public school teachers became a
focal point <7 Parents' Choice or’g-einizing -efforts. Considerable vouch-
er planning rionies had already been committed [or mini-grants -- to
encourage teachers and princ'fpals‘to develop innovative programs.: In
addition, almost 20 percent of the public schouol professional stalf par-
ticipated in the project's in-service training program which had begun
in September. ' o .

The East Hartford Educational Association, the local teacher union,
had previously gone on record in opposition to any voucher plan. An

"ElIEA Oetober workshop ilfustrates the thoughts of national union lead-

ers who supported the local union.

- NEA Critique

On October 31, ' 1975, one hundred East AHart~ford teachers and pl'incibals

-heard National Education Association (NEA) representatwe Richard

Snider call vourhers ""bad news' while. appealing {6r Dast Hartlord
teachers to oppose the Parents' Choice voucher plan. Snider, who was
on the NEA staff for Insiruction and Professional-Development in Wash-

’ anton, D.C. , had been invited to speak by the local NEA afflllate the

‘i ast Hartford Education Association (FHEA).

The National Education Association officially opposed education vouch-
ers. At its previous national meeting, the organization-passed the fol-

~lowing, resolution:

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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“‘The National Education Association

believes that voucher plans under

which education is financed by fed-

eral or state grants to parents could

L0 ' lead to racial, economic, and social
isolation of children or destroy the
public school system.

The Association'urges-the enact-.
ment of federal and state legislation
prohibiting voucher feasibility stud-
ies and the establishment of voucher
plans_and calls upon its affiliates to
seek om members of Congress and

- ' ' state legislatures support for this
- ' , legislation.’ '
Snider's presentation was deliveredf-at';East Hartford High School on a
school professional day when public schools throughout Connecticut were
closed. East Hartford teachers were expected to use their released
time to upgrade their proféssional knoiﬁ;le'*dgle'through voucher seminars
such as the one hosted by the EHEA.

Y

The Snider speec¢h 6stenéib1y offered{unbiased facts for teachers' con-
sideration. However, the EHEA anti-voucher bias was blatantly evident
in the flyer -- which used a Halloweén theme to announce Snider's talk.
The Elyer; Voucher Trick or Treat??, was distributed to all East Hart-

1

ford teachers.
. _ N (
" The complete text was published as .tihe lead story for the next issue of

the East Hartford Gazette. Except for several salty asides, Sunider's -

speech stayed close to the prepared text.

B

The NEA arguments drew largély; upon non- East Hartford voucher de-
velopmeiits. According to Snider, )

““ 1t was e‘asy -~ and, I think, neces-
. sary--to cast the East Hartford

' " ' : ‘ Voucher Experiment in political °
terms, and to'trace its beginning

to President Nixon's March 1970
Message to Congress.

VAR T B 104
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. : ”

Nixon's message had stressed accountability and had greatly appealed,

Snider said, to

. (t-, ,,neo-conservative policy makers
’ ) . in the ‘Wixon Administration who
were quick to embrace the idea of
- making schools (and teachers) more
accountable by introducing a variety
of business and managem? tech-.

niques into the realm.of education.’’

<

{n this context, performance contracti'ng was touted, along with vouch-
T ers, as a more business-minded approach to social programs. Per-
formance ceatracting. 'which usually meant the payment of a private
contract -- bascd'upon academic development -- had been a ''resound-
ing failure. " So too, Snider charged, had vouchers been a railure in

Alum Kock.

The California voucher prograrh had not fared well for téacher,s, ac-
cording to Snider's clainm;. Using terms like ""increased teacher work-
load, ' "more bureaucracay, " economic discrimination!' and "adminis-
trative bungling, " Snider said that the whole voucher idea would inevi-
tably lead to educational hucksterism at the expense of teachers, par- .
ents, and students. The result would be public schools as.''choices of
last resort.' The East Hartford proposal compounded the problem by
“introducing parochial schools (the Alum Rock experiment was public
school only). Snider implied that this was not only unconstitutional,
but would mean less public school enrollment and the subsequent loss
e

of jobs for public school teachers.-
' (

'

Urving the Bast Hartford teachers to oppose vouchers, Snider concluded,

- ~N 2 .
: (« . - .

‘ [1t] seems that our big brothers in

Washington have learned little from

their Alum Rock caper, and that

t , " they are telling us something less

v
. than the truth about it.”’
Snider's NIE aspersions included gibes at the former president of the
NEA's fo remost(rival, the American Federation of Teachers. After
losing the AFT f)rcsidontial election to Albert Shanker of New York City,
David Selden had joined the NIE staff. Selden had written several
&) _ -

-r

v
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articles explaining why he no longer opposed vouclgers as he had done
as a union official.® When Snider realized that his speech might
hecome part of the history of East Hartford vouchers, he specifically

added, '

““For the record, David Selden is
the Benedict.Arnold ol;,,-‘vouchers. ks

Immediate reaction to Snider"s speech varied. Several teachers
seemed impressed that ''vouchers had really failed' in Alum Rock.
Pro-voucher teacher factions criticized Snider for understating the
local teachers' ability to withstand --*and even gain -- professional
authority and respec: through school building autonomy. o

The EHEA itself was of mixed minds. A standing committee of EHEA,
the Tfastructional Proiessional Development Comimission (IPDC) con-
tinued its immediate task of studying the voucher issue. Th& Pare_p%/'
Choice office paid special attention to providing information and-advice
to the IPDC committee. Don Richard, the CSPP epresentative, spoke
to the members about the Alum Rock experiment nd the mechanism
for developing a voucher program. “Several IPDC members said that

) th‘ey felt the Parents' Choice Project had at times been more open with

>

them than Snider or thelir own-union leadership.

-

In mid-¥all 1975, it-’appearled'that several IPDC members were inclined
toward favoring vouchers: howeveré, the union's Teadership soon limited’
the scope of the committee. Local union leadership had invited Snider
without bringing the issue to IPDC, according to one comnilission mems=
ber.. _While {t had earlier heen implied that the committee would make
an official recommendation\to vouchers, the EHEA Executive Board
decided, that the IPDC woulddpresent facts and not vote for or against
the voucher proposal. ' '
The IPDC drew upon Snider's speech, CSPP's presentation, intenviews
with Diggs and Parents' Choice staff, and a raft of literature presented
by advocates and critics to publish a lengthy report. "The documents
included a textbook-type listing of voucher arguments, pro and con, and
a short history of vouchers in East Hartford (apparently based on a |
Speakers ‘Bureau transcript). The purpose of the report was to inform
East Hartford teachers of the facts before their \:}éews were surveyed.

s

-

% However, Sclden did not have operational responsibilitics 107

for vouchers within ‘NIE.
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Teachers Polled

oy : .
iy , J

Pol[owmg the issuing of the Decembt,r 1975 IPDC report the teacher -
union surveyed its own membership on attitudes toward the five major
‘components of-the voucher project. A majority of East Hartford publ1c ' .
scifool teachers had already voted overwhelmmgly agamst /ouchcr in
1974. Since then, the{ijarents' Choice Project had held a series of
workshops for teachers where a slide show and disrussion-ses sfon were .

+  featured. .However, the Parents' Choice information and training
workshops did not win over the ma_]orlty teacher opposition whlch

had bcm cv1dent a.year earliew.’ .

b

The January 1976 EHEA sur\fey results follow:’

l. OPEN ENROLLMENT

a policy by which parents can choose’to enroll their child in any of the <
public schools in East Hartford that has an open seat at the child's grade

level. This procedure is now being practiced in towﬁ under the condi-

tion that the parents concerred prévide the necessary transportation.
Under,the new OPEN ENROLLMENT PROGRAM, this transportation

will be subsidized by the federal government. 'In cases where the nun-

ber of applicants foMa particular school exceeds the number of seats
-available, a lottery system will be employed.

FOR. N ‘ AGAINST . TOTAL

135 (297)  { " 333 (719, ' . 168 .
N ' . R
2. INFORMATION TO PARENTS: . : .

a policy that wou]d,prov1de information to parents on'cach school in town
through a booklet called "Our Schools' which is distributed to all fami-
- lies, and through the Parent Advice Team, ava11able to.consult with any

family. | o ,' ‘ _
OR . . i AGAINST . TOTAL
/ (59%) ' 196 (41%) ‘ ' M 473 -
AR 3 : .

-3. AUTONOMY (DECISIONMAKING/PER-PUPIL BUDGETING):
a poticy that would allow the administrators, teachers, and parents of
each school to set priorities and determine the programs and expen-
ditures for-that school. All of this will be accompl1shed within the

am~ints of money allotted to that school based upon the numbe¥s of
: , .

* These Emd1ngs were generally reinforced by the Parents' Choice 108
Project's profess1onal staff surveys. ]
K

Q **whole numbers derived from percentages : f
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lization of poweio for the past (ew years. Thp per-pupil budgeting is a

.pupils enrolled.’ (East Hartford ha%fﬁsuKi\rg toward such decentra-

- ' systeﬁl whereby a school's budget would be determined by the number
of students enrolled. since each child would carry an educational scholar-
ship equivalené to the cost of.his cducation for one year. - b ¢
N . : \ ’ ® ' . /i
- FOR ".; . AGAINST . TOTAL -
203 (+39%) ) 266 (37%) . T ‘ 169 ’
i 4. TRANSRORTATION: . | .

I\ . .
i a policy that »-ould provide transportation to school il a child's parent&
L]

choose to scnd/bim to a school other than his neighborhood school.

. « °
v , FOR : _ AGAINST : TOTAL
TT6 (16%) : " 389 (84%) - W 465
5. A) PRIVATE SCHOOLS (any nonpublic, secular school): {
T B) PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS (any religious~associated sch'o(')l)q:‘ }
. a polify under which tuition would be paid in an amount not to exceed
‘ the cost of education in the public schools within East Hartford. This 4—-

means that parochial and/or pfivate schools”would be granted educa-
tional scholarships equivalent ONLY to the cost of their tuition of public’

school scholarship.
A) PRIVATE:SCHOOLS: .

F@R ‘ ] AGAINST TOTAL
a5 (21%) o L 366 (70%) . 461

B) PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS:

FOR§ AGAINST TOTAL
97 (£1%) 357 {79%) . 454
! S e N -
) - R . :C(t)thpnsite Criticism

Comiments written by school stafl at’the-end of the Parents’ Choice
Project's survey piece together a votcher-roesistant ideology which
:ranscends item-by-item criticisms.: L

. \.

- L

To be sure, teachers opposed specific planks of the voucher program.

: o For some, the idea of school building autonomy ran against what they
believed to be the principles of a school system: .
T —

< ) : 109
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~ A

r- ' ’ : - “‘Concerning autonomy of schools,
/' : ' o . this is an abdication of authority by
_ ] : ' the Board of Education, delegating
it to_parents. A 'school system!'
should be that-+a system, not &'
.gaggle of independent institutions '

b

3

\ - , corﬁgeting against one another.

Antlc*ipatmu of competition was coupled w1th a distrust of pr1nc1pals who

~

“were to administer the new decentralized programs: . "

[

. _ ¢¢ I don't think many administrators . R
ta ‘"/, _ * . are aware of, or can handle what an
) - Q’“‘ autonomcus school is,. which in-
~volves teachers and parents-at the\
student level.’’

. -~

/'Vﬁe in-service training, which was to prepare~gchool staffs to work
autono/mously, also received harsh~c'riticism:

‘o o~ . . . 4 “The money that has been wasted on
) . the training of teachers in preparing
SR . / for the eventuality of this progxam
. is appalling! The program was
’ . blatantly m1srepresented and the
i : people 1n chargq are misinformed.’

i\ 4 The superintendent and his staff were not spa{ed by others:, o

B . . “ Thefe is no /s‘uch"thing as school
) : - autonomy as long as central admin-

. : istration sits up in its offices and
i 9 disran.ies rules and regulations.

&

)
R

//‘—- - Moreover,
/ 4 ~ . “ -
. _ This whole thing is a farce --
_ another one of Dr. Diggs's crusades. !
Another teacher wrote, . :
N i

- 5% : )
A ﬁ - _ ““ The project staff did a great job
BN : . (- : “
Ly . :

( R 110
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trying to inform people, but’on[y»a
few wanted to listen. ??

)

One teacher who'was sympathet1c to the prOJect staft fatahsthaUy com- |

mented, - o a

) ' . Y1 have long believed in working lor
' ’ a decisionmaking body that wduid
.include administrators, teachers,
students, and parents. I'm»do—ubt_-
ful that such a body will ever exist -
at any high school because (1) those

v

2

e

o in power eventually cling to power,
- and (2) how-.can you delegdte respon-
© sibility? ¥’ ; ’

- Alternatives to Rarents' Cheice were also posed? For example, \ '

A
1 t
“

.. .. “Auton'omy should be teachers elect-
) L ing a principal or group'to run a
- ) school, perhaps administrative type
’ duties distributed among the teach-
ers, thus eliminating the pr1nc1pa1
During a time of school dusterity, other teachers folt that even a fed-
erally funded program would be *economica.lly unwike: '

~

¢ . . .
Free transportatmn is nice, but I

/ - ‘believe that once the town ‘would have _
" to absorb-the cost, the Board would
be forced to drop it.” Taxpayers -
. ~would not stand the cost.}

Another argued that pgrochial schools should bear their own costs:-
¢t This fhole plan would be a wcdge
for pplvate and parochial schools to
Degih to demand for public [unds to

rate thLSe schools. Parenis

‘ stiould have the right to send their

' children to any public school in town.

. o If they prefer a private school, they

Al

.
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I

- . ’ . e . .
N : . o which scheool in town is best.

J .

. » ) . )
, should bear the cost ol tuition and
o transportation,s?? ¢ ol

staffitheme: \ ‘ K , P '

Q That monies should be spent om, other priornities v@s a constant school ",

SN -
' ‘. .7 ‘‘How can the school system con- ~
- : . tinue to devote time, effort, and
money.on a proposed program that
has stimulated the interest {not. [al -
, , oo ticipation). of, under’ 20% of Eabt Hart-
' o : ford's parents of scheol aged chijl-
o dren? Whose interests are best
3 ' o served when rhoney will be spent on
' workshops, busses, and other items
needed to'implement such'a pro-
o gram while classes arg presently
) - . ‘ . " conducted w1thout enou/g,h textbooks,
' and other resources? ?’

]

materials,

Few teachers champmnod the interest or compctencms of Pparents.

cerning school autonomy, one teacher bluntly wrote,-, \
S

-~ / ’ I do not believe parents should
: - have any say in setting priorities,
determining programs, etc.”’
+ o &
. Furthermore, the "Our Schools" booklet which was distributed to 7
ever y East Hartford parcnt‘ se%med wasteful to some: o ! '

« k¢

~— EalN

T~ .o “‘Why not just give the  booklet to
those who request it? 7Y
. l ~

ToGthers it was a farce:

‘It is a"'clumsy approach to show
It is
s booklet of‘many smail verbal in-
exactitudes that offer lip servicé to
the public. Another example of
words speaking louder than actions.
This is consumer fraud.

<3

O
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) Information had not won over many converts. In fact, some supporters .

switcherd sides:

(¢ . . . . .
Upoh personal investrpation, fromi

winter of 1974 through now, sceve ral,

W :

. , ‘other basic contactls, gaining sonie

. b - informaltion, and taking part in some

activity, I am definitely opposed to .
S
Fid

N , the program inall five parts,??

v

’ L
A ptd(’lndlIL slaiplic 1,<‘m by some who liked the voucher idea was olten

- volcud, N : C -
o B N ¢
‘] feel the program would be superb’
r (1) in reality, there will be ample
ulas«sxoom space for those pmonts .
- ‘ . who wish to have Neir children at-
T . “tend another school (freedom of.
choite); (2) the pr‘o‘uram is imple-
' e e mented and doesn'f get bogged down
o at the administrative level (school
: princiﬁa‘tl):'and (3) if, indeed, parents
. are Tully aware and knowledpeable
” - “of their opportunities [or their child
' . to progress in this type of new ap-
_ proach. ?’ N
) " ’ ‘ ‘.‘"

‘ . For most East Hartford school staff;” the "new approach’ was exactly

A A}

: . what was not needed. Many had leen specnxc reasons for opposing

the voucher program -- it wasn't pragmatlc the "Our Schoolst book-
let was misleading; free Lransportahon wouldn' tsreally be free; publm
iiionies should not support parochial schools: neither the supvrml,endent.
nor principals could be trusted; the in-service program ltad not '
béen useful; and the program might bring about comPetktlons instead
_ of cooperation. One teacher, capturing the feeling 'of many other
T professionals who favored Snider’s presentation, Wwrote,

. .

_/\__‘

. ~ ~
\ . ~—
. . \

‘I like the old system best.”’
? .

2

. 4\' . - . . . . .
7 When Snider had visited East Hartford in October 1975, he commented
- Al ta ! . . -
' . that the whole Connecticut {and New Hampshire) voucher planning sites
. seemed somewhat like brush fires, which had somehow escaped the ~
’ . ot . ’ - ;‘ - _
S e 113
f) > 1 i)} .
S ~ .
. o . . <
O , ' A . . P \)

ERIC .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



o , ' : - The Parents’ Choice Project

. . - . R ,
T . BO70-1971 NEA voucher brigades. Thus, the fational erganization had
spent relatively little effort in monitoring 1975 voucher activities

K But as of falloween, 1975, the question '""Voucher Trick or Treat??" !
) remained very much a’ burning one for East Hartford teachers and
| would x-en;}ain so until the Board of Ec.lbtécation vote on January 26, 1976, -
. s .
" POPULAR OPINIONS
o -« - Introduction
' PBringi fﬁt‘information to parents and teachers was a .tacti‘;‘:"-c‘g)mmon for
both voucher critics.(NEA's "Trick or Treat'" workshopf and vouch-
er supportegs (thc&/“}peaker‘ Bureau). The success of these informas -
tion strategics infwinning copverts was to be testéd by public opinio:
N sm\cys (omln(‘tccl in'‘Dccember by Parcents! Choice <_onsultant I\obcM
o ahlll of Behavior Sciences Associates., ‘ - o . )
- - Summer plans to survey East Hartford residents were r.‘epeit'cglly de -
' . layed by project staff in hopes that public opinion would be more Yfavor-
able oncethe prowct Irad bocomc more well known. During the last
» - week in Movember, two-page questionnaires were ma11cd to cach of
Flast Martiord's 18 l)Ot) plus households. A- .stamped, return address
envedope was.inc lu(lul/thh the mass citizen surveys. Replies were due
; I.)y December 5, l"T'—v . T S
. Coy . . - :
. ‘Fsposito said in a public statement, : -
B o . “‘ This survey is important because
. ¢ 3 ~ o ’ 1L will help dctermme the future ‘of
. . East Hartford's schools: Bt it's .
. also important because it's similar
’ : ; C o ‘to the public survey done in the.
h ‘ . R spring of 1974, when the [casibility
: o ; : « . - ,analysis was being conductéd on .
o 3 : _ " whether a voucher systém could
| work in East Harfford. The com- ’
. "+ " parison of the two results will help
. us get an accurate reading of resi_; ‘
- ; S . . dent opinion. 7] '
. : l‘
+ ”‘
" s ; ~ o : 114
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v ' Sclecting a Consullants,
pR

The new public opinion surveyincluded questions about the five ?(Témpo-
nents of the Parents'"Choice Project: parent information; schaol
l)uilclihg autonomy, open enrollment, pa rochial and private schools, and
free rransportation. The inclusion of the five components had come
about through the urging of CSPP represen..tative Don Richard. Begin-

~ning in the summer, Richard had stressed dividing discussion into \

these (ive ¢components instead of entering into all-6r-nothing voucher

debates. . :

NIE Senior Associate Robert Curmihi_;ham had met with the survey con-
sultant, Robert Cahill of Behaviora] Sciences Associates, Don Richard,
and Andrew Esposito on October 2 to.discuss the sampling methods.
(Cahill had been responsible for the 1974 IFFeasibility Study surveys
while working for Heuristics, Inc.) .They agreed that as many ques-
tions as possible should be utilized from the 1974 Feasibility Study
and, also, that the five components urged by Richard be included in the
Samplings. '

-

.In the spring and-summeyg months bids were sent to five survey/re- -

scarch firms, '"[Most companies] figured it was much more of an clab-
orated and in:depth survey than we wanted, ' Esposito said. Cahill's ,
bid was under $5,000. Other bids were in the $20,000 range.

AN

Three separate surveys were uscd by Behavioral Sciences Associates.

One detailed questionnaire was distributed to all school department

stalf. As only 573 (54 percent of the total) were returned, Cahill re-

p'ortcd that the opinions expressed by the group might not accurately
represent those of the entire staff. In addition, the return rate for a
brief questionnaire mailed to 18,677 households was an ''unacceptably
low' 18 percent. However, a third survey consisting of parent inter-

‘'views was in the consultant's terms ''representative of the parent popu-
lation of East Hartford.'. ' : : ;

s

A : ) : Parent Interviews

Parent interviews were conducted by ten temporary employees who
were given names of fifty randomly selected families within a specific
arca of town. The total stratified random sample included 500 East

Hartford families with children enrolled in public, private or parochial

schools. <414 or 83% of the sample actually participated in the survey.

" N ” .'fg‘
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The 'mtervio.wcrswct&given a onc-day training session by Cahill.
They were told to explain only the purposce of the survey, and not to bias
results by helping parents with the substance of the questions.
chcll/Plotkin coordinated the interviewers. Ier responsibilities
_,/’ included checking the formy for complgat‘eﬁess, assigning new names

when the computer selection erred, and talking every night by phone
with each ()\f the interviewers to review the day's work.

L Co

The interview results were as [ollows:™ 7

OPEN ENROLLMENT: ‘
‘a policy by which parents can choose to enroll their child in any public
school in East Hartford that has'an open seat at that child's grade level.

‘/

Strongly.Agree Agree Disagree . Strongly Disagrée-~ ' 'fotal
92 (22%) © 200 (48%) 87 (21%) - 37 (9%) 2 1)

. , . \
TRANSPORTATION:

a .policy that would provide t'ranspo'rtation to.school if a‘-child':s parents
choose to send him to a school other than his neighborhood school.

Strongly Agree = Agree. Disagree " Strongly Dis gree'#“,x‘ Total
67 (16%) 150 (36%) 116 (28%) 83 (20%) 416

INFORMATION TO PARENTS: . . .

aipolicy‘tﬁat would provide information to parents on each pubiic school
", in the, town throdgh a booklef called "Our Schools'' which is distributed

to all families, and thréugh Parent Advice Teams, "available to éonspl't

“with anfy family.

©
. ' Strongly Agfee Apree Disagree ‘ Strongly Disagree Total

96.(23%) 266 (64%) - 37 (9%) 17 (4%) 416

L7
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PRIVATE AND PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS: 7. oo .
a policy that would pay tuition in an innélm‘t not to exceed the cost of
education in the public schools (or any East Flartford child atyending a

privnt‘e or -parochial schoeol within East Hartford: . {
. 2 .
o o ) |
Strongly Agrcc’ Agrec . Disapree Strongly Disapgree  Total
a2 (22%) | L+l (349%) . 108 (26%) 75 (18%) 416

AUTONOMY OF SCHOOLS:
a policy that would allow’ Adm_inistr"atm'. Teacher, and.Parent of each
school to set priorities and determine the programs and expenditures

. for that school, within the amount of money allotted to that school based
on the number of pupils. - ,

S:ti‘ongly Agree Agree Disagree ) Strongly Disagre‘e Total
79 (19%) 224 (5-4%) 71 (17%) - 42 (10%) 416 .

RY

. ) » Parent Comments
Parent conunents written at the end of the interviews suggest a wide
range of opinions which elude easy tabulation. Among those which ap-
N peared not to favor the voucher pfojecy were comments such as,

€1 agree to most of this (survey),

v " but I am not in favor of government
giving us money. I feel we as tax~
payers should keep control as we
are doing now. No government'help
should be needed. ? '

The parochial school issue was pinpointed by many as their reason for

opposition. Onc parent [latly said,

‘‘ 1 believe no public money should be
o : . ~ provided for private or parochial
- o " schools. V)

117
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(

However, among those who favored the voucher pxﬁject, the possibility

of parochial school inclusion was often a prime factor. On this church/..

state issue, one parent wrote,
““ I feel that the public school that my »
- " “children have attended in East Hart-
. ford is a very good school. I am
~ . ' " wery much in favor of a policy that
' wgould pay the tuition to a parochial
. : school if I choose to send my chil-
W dren to one. < feel that should be my
right as a taxpayer in East"Hartford. P
The ‘philosophy of Parents' Choire was expressed by one parent's ac- )
count of her daughter's schooling,

. . . fE feel the parents should have a
\' : . voice in their child's education. I
‘ ' have only observed my child in her
present school. I would change her
to another school only if I felt that
~schoaol could best educate her. Prob-
lem children need help, and they
should get it if another school can
 aid them. Sometimes circumstan-
" ces, such as a working mother who
\.needs day care assistance, are
: N, prime factors\??

./,/\\~ .. - )

One parent believed that tranhsportation should be provided to make
choices possible, but ormly if it does not burden the taxpayer."

: ! s ' : Reporting Results
Interviewers reported L number of survey questions that seemed contra-
dictory or illogical.’ They also said that many parents felt the general
tone of the survey was geared to make them ''favor vouchers more than

. they actually did. " Other parents, like the mother who slammed the
door in an interviewer's face when she was told it was a Parents' Choice

oo . survey, simply would not cooperate.
~

A few of :he interviewers felt some of these questions forced unrealistic

choices.

B 118
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Question #16 illustrates this problem:

-

““The proposed Parents' Choice Pro-
ject would allow parents to select the
school best.suited for their child. I,
therefore, favor this idea for East
Hartford. »? ' .

-~

.
N\ Several parents responded to this question with the following attitude,
\, “!1 may understand that the Parents'
Choice program may allow parents
more freedom of selection. So my
answg'r to the firstvparf of the ques- -

{ . tion is yes. But it does not follow = -
i , ) ' that I favor the idea for East Hart-

; - ford.”

For these parenfs, understanding the Parents' Choice idea did not mean
agreement with the idea. However, since Question #16 joined under-
standing and agreement statements, these parents were offered the un- '
satisfying response of only "Yes'" or '"No."

- 4
Parents' Choice Project staff were aware of some of these survey prob-
lems. Nevertheless, a January 15, 1976, press release quoted Esposit.b,
« ’ 6« - : - '
' ' The survey taken in the homes of
parents appears to be the most 2c-
curate. It'also indicated a positive
response from parents, the group
which must be involved if education
7 vouchers are to have a chance of im-
~ ) proving education for East Hartford
school children.??

PRINCIPALS

Introduction

A ballot taken by the East Hartford principals at one of their weekly
sessions (January 16, 1976) resulted in an 18-0 anti-voucher stand. )
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. The town's nineteen public school principals® would have carried much
- Fof the responsibility for unplementmg the proposed voucher program's
curriculim diversity and school building autonomy. -During the 197+
- voucher Feasibility Study, a number of the town's principals had sup-
ported a petition opposing further voucher study. ' '
P : ,\/ . . \'. . . /

; The East Hartford Gazette trumpeted the principals' Lmar(limous opposi-
< tion in front page headlines just prior to the final Board of Education )
voucher_vote. According to several '"swing-vote' Board members the

prmc1pals rousitions sealed the Parents' Choice fate.

. _ Principals' Vulnera’bilit;lr

Many principals said théir vote was mlsmterpreted * They claimed they
supported several Parents' Choice components, e. g- part.nt informa-
tion, but felt the ballot's wording (borrowed from a teache1 unlon sur- '
vey) meant they had to vote .against the whole proposal- if they (11&1;.,1 eed
with any part of it. However, when the publxc and the Board of Education
dlscussed the meaning and- 1mpl1cat10ns of the 18-0 vote, no pr1nc1pa{s
came forth to test1fy or interpret the real meaning'' of the vote. . \

AN

The Gazette quoted one principal as saying, ~~—

‘. The matter of the voucher was
linked in with a question on autonomy.
So, to vote against the voucher, we
had to vote agéinst autonomy, ¢ven
though there is much sch@mtonomy
now, and we are for it. ¥

The pxg@ncipal added, "

. ‘¢ But the voucher was a dilferent mat-
ter. That we didn't want.??
. , ;
. The principals missed a great opportunity, according to Parents' Choice
_ proponents, soon after the Board of Education's January 26 vote to re-
‘ject vouchers. One’ pro;ect-_staffer réemarked.

‘¢ Vouchers would have clearly given
more power to principals by decen-
tralizing décisionmaking.’» - .

! .
! :*One principal was traveling out of state during the vote. ’ 1 20

L S \. 1: 1
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“But, it was chirged 1Lt the responsibility that accompanied the decen- ;
tralization of powe: alarmed principals more than the voucher proce-
dures. 1 ' , -

"

C . haVS - _ Lo ; .
Atdbe\same time, voucher critics were also taking aiiu at the princi-
pals. Arguments for the ''one best system' were in,vogue the night . '
“ouchers were voted down. The id&a of ''one best system' alsq implied
that responsibility for programs and policies would be synchronized
through the Board of Education and central administration, thereby re-
stricting the ability of principals and teachers ""to go on their own. ' .
The pi‘inc‘ip‘)als‘ vulnerability surfaced at sev'eri\l points. The example
of school building autonomy was one such instahce.

g

School Building Autonomy o~
L ¥

With the superintendent Eostefi_r}g the idea of school buikding autonom ’i?

it soon hacame clear that the question of how much authoxity principdls

would have ovelf their own building had to be answered. or example, -
in East Hartfo:éd, centra. ' stem supervisors had control over music,

art, reading, dnd special education specialists. The.supervisors L

..

“would place, fchedule, and evaluate their staff; most of this staff spent

only a Eract;d’n of their time in any one school. But when the specialist
was imjany one of the schobls, to whom would he be responsible? In a
traditional centralized system the answer had usually been clear--the
specialié ‘was responsible directly to his supervisor.\ But, with the.
possibility"of expanded school building autonomy, perhaps the specir;il-
ist and the supervisor would be accountable to the principals. Thus,. :
when a ‘music teacher entered an East Hartford elementary school, his
or her boss would be that school's principal. And the person who had .
previously been a supervisor might then assume asnew role as coordi-

nator and principal's advisor. i

The super\'}isor-prin.cipal tug of war was but one of dozens of school
building autonomy issues addressed by East Hartford staff. The super-
intendent clearly wanted more and more decentralization at the school

‘building level, but the efforts to gain consensus on how that was to be -

done had not achieved;notable success.

.", ) ; .
The responsibilityffor training East Hartford staff to ''operationalize"
school building aufonomy had been a primary concern of the Parents'
Choice in-service consultants. Principals who were disposed toward

.

— L | 121
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the voucher concept were best a}ale to apply the in-service training.
Remarked one consultant, { .

-

. ‘*In the cases where principals are
"very willing to- really examine what's
going on in their buildings, are anx-
ious to get a better handle on it, are
enthusiastic about the notion of func-
tcioning ‘more autonomously, and are
_ not particularly threatened by any of

' A" that, they tend to have been very.
supportive of the ‘training process.?’
'Many'sghoo r{ncipals however, were unsure about the responsibili-
ties they would have through school autonomy. For example, one prin-
C 1pa1 said,

o

‘ , ¢4 1 don't want to negotiate teacher,
: < ' " contracts. Let the superinjendent
and Board of Education d/c hat 1
a4 ' f
However, school-by-school labor negotiations were of n7/1nterest to
Central Administration. Another principal said,

€61 would like to have more control

,(( k\‘-—-‘) o over maintenance. When 4 window
{ is broken in‘my’school,' I just can't
_ : go out and get a low bid and repair
/\ - , it,the next day.?’ :

4 ‘ i .

To obtam(mamtenance work under their: present system, the principals -
were required to fill out forms and send these forms to the central of-
fice, which would then ‘seek compet1t1ve bids. Principals complained
that in extreme cases it would take weeks or even months to have an
-item repaired. However, making maintenance a school autonomy issue
would eliminate the Central Administration's authority over maintenance
-~ something which D1ggs was not willing to consider. Thus, while some
pr1nc1pals wanted more maintenance autonomy, they were not to be

gr anted that pr1v1lege. . .

ln add1t1on, many principals who d1d have vacancies in their schools said
Lhdtlthey already had "parents' choice, " meaning that parents could

N ,fl
o - 122
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exercise the open enrollment policy to transfer their children from one
school to another. In this perspectiye; the voucher program simply
meant providing the money to transport/children to nonneighborhood
schools. There seemed to be lfittle Con'sideration in-these cases of the: .

voucher theory's 1nterest in school bulld)bg autonomy, curriculum\d\‘.\‘\\,

versity, or giving parcnts 2 say in school“policymaking
T —————

’

One principal frankly admitted that he had little faith in parents as edu-
cational consumers. -~ :

-

" L ' - “[With a voucher program], parents
- - would choose with their eyes, not
‘with.their heads,’?

- he said, implying tKat parents w0111d be more impressell with 'new,scho‘ol
buildings and facilities than with what was being,taught And.how it'was
taught. Thus, parents would shy away from\''good' pr¢grams in old /
school buildings. This principal believed that™the ''Oun Schools' book-

- let would probably not help parents use their heads becaluse ‘‘they don't
read anythmg anyway. ’

Yet without_the possibility of vouchers as well as parent leverage over
the principals and schools, the ‘superintendent was reluctant to grant as
“much autonomy as he had hoped to give the schools before January 26.
Just how much school autonomy would be retained by principals re-
mained an issue as this history was being written. However, ‘it is clear

¥
-that the inability to arrive at a workable understanding of school build-
ing autonomy directly contributed to the principals’ crifical 18-0 vote
in opposition to vouchers. - S

OPEN MEETING .

By mid-January, it appeared that little could be done by voucher advo-
cates or critics to fundamentally shift public opinion in any substantial
way.‘ The January 21, 1976, Open Megt'ing reflected the range of

these opinions. S

.

- ~ Over 120. East Hartford residents and all nine Board of Educktjon mem-
bers gathered in the Pennéy High School auditorium for an_ O
ing concerning the proposed voucher program, Durin‘g "
one-half hour session, fifty-five residents tesgtified:” twenty-three
favored the proposed program; thlrty two opposed it. * At the later

Vo / . . I

The historian's ‘estimdtes are based on explicit statements. 123
. ST o, . ‘> . " .
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”

1anuar.y 26 Board of Educatidn meeting vdte, severalwmembérs referred
to-the Open Meeting testlmony as evidence that (1) a majority of the
tcwnspeople opposed the project: and (2) wide disagreement ex1sted on
specific irsues. . . -
This January 21 meeting was the last opportunity for pubhc voucher
testimony. People testified according to a list they signed when they
entered. The pro and con comments ofterf came in bunches, as Fike-
minded friends entered the auditorium together.

Se\?e ral parochial school voucher supporters signed in first. It appeared {
through the first hour that.the town strongly supported the voucher pro-
gram. After the first thirteen testimonies’, the unofficial score card

was pine pro vouchers and four agamst However, of the remammg

fo1ty two speakers, twenty-nine opposed the voucher program.

. & P » )
The pol1t1ca1 effect. of s\h an Open Meet.mg was difficult to ascertaini .
However, one Board of Edication member did say during a coffee break
that his mind was already made up and public testimony- was just not

going to make him change. He was a 9,,ertam "No' vote, When asked if

he felt that Open Meetings were ever of use, he answered in the affir-
mative. In fact, public testimony had recently influenced his decision:

to vote agai the superinteandent's proposal to close severa.l elemen-
tary school§6c1:e to ining enrollment. Prior to that: Open Meeting &
this Board rhember admitted his mind had not’ been made up about

school closings. But he stressed that more information would not
change his mind about Parents' Choice. He agree’&*t"'l‘stwmted

that vouchers would still get his ""No'" vote. ~
: - . . ¢

The arguments at che Open Meeting revolved around, the followlIng issues: .
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Comments at Op?en Meetl'ngl‘._lanuary 21, 1976

)
-

Positive
“We've tailored the federal program to our own
needs.” .

,
P

“Involving parents, making schools more di-
verse, and accountability are critical problems.”

“How do we know if it will work.unless weltryit?”

Anythlng that wil benefit childrenris worth the
struggle.” i\
' ‘ ~

“"Could work like the G.I. Bill.”

“Only 15% of the students in the system may
transtfer.”

-

“"We have the people here to umplement the
program.

§

“No ~schoo| is all things-to all children.”

“Voucher expendltures would make schools
more accountable.”

“The courts could find parochial ‘school in- -

volvemernt constitutional.” »

\\‘A{children'have the right'to free education.”
. —

o~

Dlversny and choice are essential for a publlc :

school system.”

- "Consultant studies show cosis after five years

would be negligible: for the first five years the
federal government will pay for voucher related
costs.”

Negative -

“The feds méy back out after’just one year.”

“What is NIE's ulterior motive?"_

"Let's stress the 3 Rb's."

“What are we doing about vandalism?"

"Only 15% may transfer — may upset thewhole
system ’ :

@

“lts a good idea in principle,jbut it won't work if
teachers and principals op;} seit.”

~__

[

<This is Diggs;s choice, not Pareints‘ Choice.”

“Let's give all kudsjthe same opportunﬂl'/

“Educators know mare-than parents.”

“Oppose ‘the use of public money for church’™ ~
schools.”

“It would not stand up in court.”

1 -

\d A .

It does not guarantee better schooling.”

“Cooperation,not competition is what we need.”

“Taxes will rise.”
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\ . ; . THE VOTE
« o\ :
' ' M Strategy

.The Board of Education had been s%&‘mpg.d w1th consulfant reports, tes-
» timonies, newspaper inquiries, letters, an@-; Qone calie prior to its fi-
nal Janwary.26 Youcher vote. On January 17, the Board held an all-ddy
Saturday open hearing to question the reports Submitted by consultants
) hired by the Parents' Choice Project.” These reports &ocused on the .
¢ Jlegal, .public - op1n1on transportation, and economic accounting as-
“pects of the; wwoucher plan. ji~One Board member said, '"No one could say
* that we did .not,.have\enough 1nforma’t1on to vote on. "

Pos - "". - ‘ou. e Y . .
Several days later, more than 200 East Hartford residents had attended

the Open Meeting where more than sikty people testified for or against
the ‘proposal. Durmg this period, three area~ne pers published
ed1tor1als The two Hartford metropolj)tan newspapers favored the proj-
ect; the loc.al East Hartfor(i paper vehemently reJected the proposal, as
it-had opposed vouchers for three years. The Board members were
also besicged by dozens of lettery”and phone calls on nights and week-
ends as the vote grew *xear__er/ S v -

ot 2

‘ An agenda for the Ja_nua ry 26 vote had been developed by the eupeﬁi\n\-/*/
= tendent an_d distributed to Board members three days prior toé 'th_eLv’ote. .

The Parents' Choice Prdject had wanted the Board members to consider
and vote upon each of the five components separately, i. e., private
paroch1al schools, open enrollment, transportauon, budgeting -proc
dures. -and parent information.. Each of the five components includg¢d a
list of optibné for example, the private and parochial schools compo-
nent could have 1 cluded only public, parochial, and private schoolsnin “
East Har oy if the Board so wished, the’ boundafes could have

! ., been cxtmo public, private, and parochial schoo]s i e state:g o~
C‘onnecticut.’v L L : \\_\

~The project staff hoped that with nine Board members voting on five sep-
arate components, each with its own options,- the strategy"would, defuse
"all or nothing'. Board member positions. 'Throughout'the project,
voucher supporters had pinried their hopes on "reasonable'' people ;
agreeing with them afte looking at the ''facts' of each component. They
feared that emot1onal appeals to the voucher idea would result in its pop-
ular. rejectlon ' ) -,

nd

:See Parents' Choice: A Report on Educational Vouchers in Eaet 126 :
Hartford, Connecticut, Volume I and II, by Andrew J. ES$posito and
Walter B. Thompson, East Hartford Public Schéols. '

ERIC. . S T i




- chairperson to break a 4-4 ti€ 4in

~

\ ~ . s

The Parents’ Choice Project\

However, the Parents' Choice position toward the components was al-
teréd shortly before the final vote. The five compz)nents were still to
"be discussed; but first, the Board was to vote on a tabled 1973 policy
o '"develop and.test educational scholarships as established in Public
. Act 122 in the State of Connecticut.' As a result, the Board would
first, in effect, vote yes or no on voucher policy. 'plf it was Yyes, they
would then evaluate each of the voucher options. '

[
— -
.

Speculatmn on the Board's vote had, by this time, become a local pas-

. time. Project staff fcared they might lose 5- 3lbut'hofacd onc of the

""swing'' votes would go their wa /(thereby g;vm an opportunity fo.r the
eir favor.? E€deral representatives
were optimistic, but admitted this w ed more on hope than oh; facts
relayed back to them in Washington. School superintendent Diggs, ‘who >
had~nitiated and backed the proposal ‘confided on ‘the day of the vote

that the Parents' Choice proposal didn't seem to have enough Board mem-

"ber support to pass. " The Hartford Times pre*d1cted there would be two

assured ''yes' votes and t&o assg‘ed ""no'' votes. The paper was correct.

Five,ﬁouﬁhcly uncommitted votes ernamed when cha’m‘person Kepler N
called the meeting to ordex at 7:40 p. m. on January 26, before 200 peo-
ple ;’lt the Penney High Schodl- amph1theater N \ .

’ - " . 5 . ' .

/ _ L - A Last J,/ook

\ .
. N\ .
I 1]

As the pro_]ect staff looked back at the1r past actions just mmutes be-
fore the final Board vote," it. ,seeqled a ''miracle' that they had survived

yup to the vote. All along the Wa‘y'r,potential "knpock>=out', blows had been ,
somehow averted. The project-had continued in*spit_e&gét’he resignation

of th'e first coordinator after being on the job only nine days. Opposi~

~tion'by the town's rlayor had nqt created a favorable climate for the

burgeonmg proposition. Strong and w1despread community and scﬁool
staff resistancl had never been rooted out. Expected parochial school
support never materiali%ed to encourage t‘heqpro_]ect. At timeg it even
appeared thet NIE might:not have the funds even if East Hartfoxd voted
to begin a full-fledged voucher experiment. Yet somehow the project

staff had manageqd tofustal Parents' Cho1ce as ‘a v1ab1e ent1ty to~be

presented to t;nBo-lrd ) _ S :
The tally was 6-/2\agamst vouche—r% With that vote, the pos.sibility

for an East Hartford educat1on vouchers experiment came to the end

S ’ v
. 14 rd

#See ""The Vote, ' in Chapt_er I. ‘ S . 127
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A: Basic Contact Information
B: Major Participants

C: Brief Chronology .

D: Acronyms

App%n“dlices



.30 minutes to eight hours. .- ,
2

"refer to interviews which v

: R Appendle

T Basic Contact Ifora‘uqn

Meeting notes

refer to observatlons of pul)llc and staff meetings which were -scheduled

independently of the historian. The length of thesg events ranged {rom
— -

\ Interview notes
Tere scheduled in advance and usually lasted

30 minutes to an hour. .
“ . . , -

L Conversat,lon notes

refer to unscheduled co.nversat1ons during which no records were kept.
Wtritten notes or dictated accounts were completed the day of the conver-

sation. (}\
. )
’J‘

Ql ‘ Transcr1pt mterv1ews :
refer to scheduled interviews where a cassette tape recorder was used
and the material later transcribed. - :

+ : ¢ ' " Frequency
o\

-

4l site visits were taken to East Hartford between June 24, 1975, and
May 17, 1976. Several additional trips were taken to Washington, D. C.

New Hampshire, »andlCambndge, MA //

The frequency of typés.of information gathered from June 24, 1975 -
May 17, 1976, was as follows: meet}ng notes, 29; interviéw notes, 22;

conversation notes, 15; transcript interviews, 17.

Trip Reports

)

June 1975 .

24 Central Administrators (conversation notes/
July 1975 ‘
2 Parents' Choice Executive Board --

(fmeeting notes)
Parents' Choice Staff (conversation notes)%

Central Administrator T
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24

18

September 1975

" Board of Education (meeting notes)

2

10

Su&@or (transcript interview)

b 3

.. / ‘

. Cab driver (conversation notes) _

Parents' Choide Staff (trans'cript interview, ~
conversation notes) .

Parochial School Staff (interview notes) ' 7

Parents' Choice Executive Board -- in-service .

(meeting notes)

- - i

Parochial School Staff (interview notes) ’ /"

Parents' Choice Executive Board : ) o
(meeting notes) ' : d
Parents' Choice Staff (interview notes)

Inservice training (meeting notes)

Parents' Choice Executive Board
(meeting notes)

. Principal (interview notes)

Parochial School Staff (intervieW notes) -

Parents' Choice Staff (transcript interview)

Board .of Education (meeting notes) . =~ ‘ \

Parent Advice Team (transcript interviews)
Parents' Choice Staff (conversation notes)

Board of E?dubation ('meeting notes) \_} .
w) -

Central Administrator (transcript intervie

Administration and Supervisors' in-service
(meeting notes) R
A
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September 1975

10

15

18

25

October 1975
> -

<

16

30

31

November 1975
10

13

21

25

Parents' Choice Executive Board (meeting notes)

Board of Educatioh (meeting notes)
Parents' Choice Staff (conversation notes)

National Institute of Education Staff
(transcript interviews and interview notes)

Adminisirators amd Supervifors -- (meeting

‘notes)

Supervisor (transcript interview)

Consultant (meeting notes)

Central Administrator (transcript interview)
Teacher Union (meeting notes)

In-service Team (meeting _ngtes)
Principal (interview notes)

Central Administrator (interview notes)
Private school (meeting notes)

National Educatior Assphi’on (meeting notes)

Center for the Study of Public Policy Staff
(conversation notes) ‘
Parent Advice Team (conversation notes)

Principals (interview notes)
Parents' Choice Staff (conversation notes)

A

Teacher Information Meeting {meeting notes)

In-service -~ (meefing notes) .
Parent Advice Teamn (meeting notes)

Legal Issues (meeting notes)

<>

New School Meeting (meeting notes)

" Central Administration -~ in-service (meeting noles).

1u2
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December 1975

3

12

15

18

January 19“."_6'
-

16

17

February 1976
4

Parochial School Staff (interview ﬁotes)
Administrators' and Super visors' in-service ‘

(meeting notes) . . ,
Parents' Choice Staff (conversation notes)

Newspaper editor (interview notes) ST
Conegultant (transcript interview)

Part-time employee (interview notes)
Teacher union leader (interview notes) . r o~

Center for the Study of Public Policy Staff
(interview notes)

Board of Education (meeting notes)
Parents' Choice Staff (transcript interview)
Part-time employee (interview notes)

Board of Education Member (interview notes)
Centrai Administrator (interview notes) '
Principal (interview ‘notes)

Parents' Choice Staff (conversation notes)

Parents' Choice Stzif {(conversdtion notes)

Legal meeting (meeting notg’s)

Bcard ~f Education (fneeting notes) //

' /

Open Meeting (meeting notes)

Parents' Choice Staff (conversation notes)

Board of Education (meeting notes)

Executive Board (meeting notes)
Teacher (transcript interview)

Parents' Choice Staff (transcript_interview)
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February 1976

9
v 18
‘March 1976

10

18

o
2

National Institute of Education Staff
(transcpipt interview)
i

Professional Staff (meeting notes)
Center for the Study of Public Policy Staff
(interview notes)

New Hampshire Voucher Project Office Staff-
{meeting notes) :

Salem, New Hampshire -- (meeting notes)
Central Administrator (interview notes)

Parents' Choice Staff and Central Administrators
(interview notes)
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. Appendix B

“ Majo Pat_@cipn’ts

Atwood, Barbara
East. Hartford Board of Education Member

Banron, . Robert
K ' - East Hartford Board of Education Member
’ Blackstone, Richard

East Hartford Mayor

Cahill, Robert
Behavioral SC1ences A580c1ates, Survey Consultant
S . Charest, Rolly
o East Hartford Gazette, Ediﬂtor
' Clarke, Ola
National. Institute of Education, East Hartford Pro.
ject Officer
Cleveland, James
New Hampshire Congressman -
Conte, Father John
St. Rose School, Administrator
Costello, Paul
East Hartford Public Schools, . D1rector of Finance/
Cotter William R.
Connecticut Congressman for East Hartford

& Cunnmgham Robert
Nationz! Institute of Education, Senior Associate
Curtin, William .
East Hartford Public Schools, Director of Transpor- . .
tation ' \

Dade, -David : o g T N
Parents' Choice Project, ‘Original Coordinator o
Dakin, James . '
East Hartford Educéation Assoc1at10n, Pre51dent
Daley, Richard ;
East Iartford Board of Education Member - . - b ok
Daly, Emery : '
East Hartford Board of Educat;on Member




Daly, Mary
Montessori School of Greater Hartford, Director

Del Ponte, Lawrence <
East Hartford\Board of Education Member . X
D1ckson, Elaine ; v
Parents' Choice Project, Secretary
D1ggf§, Eugene

N ¢

East Hartford Pubhc Schools, Super1ntendent of v
_Public Schools . .. : =t
Doerr, Edd : : ;'
Americans United, Edudational Rel#%tions Director -
Doyle, Denis ' . - T o J '
. National Institute of Education, Chief of School = )
Finance and Organization Division

w : : c
Esposito, Andrew ' .
Parents' Choice Project, Coordinator --

Fanelli, Father James , ;
Hartford Archdiocese Schools, Superintendent
Fauth, Gloria J
Human Enterprises, Coordmator of In-service
Training

~Grasso Ernest
East Hartford Public Schools, Supervisor of Pupil
.Accountmg Bureau
Griffin, Sister Marie
St. Rose Middle School, Principal’ .- -

-

Hey, French [
East Hartford Public Schools, Former Assistant Supermten-
dent for Personnel
Hodgkinson, Harold :
National Institute of Education, Director

Imelda, Sister M. ,
St. Christopher Middle School, Principal '

P

PR
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Kepler, Eleanor -
East Hartford Board of Education, Chairperson

Klein, Frances -

1974_Feas1b111ty Study, Director ,
East Hartford Public Schools, Supervisor of Reading

Lamborn, Robert - e -
Council on American Private EducatiO} (CAPE), -

President : . ,
Leone, Samuel - ' . . '
East Hartford Public Schools, Assistant Supermten- ' '
dent for Curr1cu1um and Instruction L _
Lovell, David . ' Co oo
Educational Co-ordinates, Transportation Consultant -

McDermott, Maeve
Center for the Study of Publlc Pollcy, Fleld Repre—
sentative :

M11es Walter
East Hartford ‘Board of Educauon Member

" Murphy;* Father Henry J.
CpoYy§ Yy

St. Christopbe’r"_s Parish, Pastor ""
Platkin, Jewell -

Project Coordinator of Parent Interviewers
Post, Russell :

Post & Pratt, Attorneys at Law, Project Legal

" Counsel » :
Pratt, Laurie

Post & Pratt, Attorneys at Law, Prd\ect Legal

Counsel .
' //"“"‘--—-," \—\
Richard, Donald
Center for the Study of Public Policy, Field ’ .
Representative ] -

Ruggles, Joyce
East Hartford Board of Education Member
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Shedd, Mark : - )

Connecticut State Department of Education, Secretary
of Education . Lo

=f
Snider, Richard : ‘\3 g
Natic;nal Education.Association (NEA), Repr sentative

Symons, . Walter o _ %
Alum"Rocl\ School DlStrlCt Acting Superintendent

Thompson Walter
Parents'! Choice Pro;ect Assistant Coordinator.

-

Veltri, Rlchard . :
East Hartford Board ol Educatlon Member . _ ~

~N B R
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1 9G4
CSPP contracted by OEO Lo study vot.lcher options | '
. ' 1970
.. Diggs appointed East Hartford. Supcuntcndent
< Piblication of Education Vouchers: A Report on Financ-
.ing Education by Grants to.Parents by CSPP "\J
1972

Open enrollment a )pxm 0(1 by East Hartford Board of Ed-

teation

1973
OEO disbanderl
NIE inherits vouchers
National Council of Educational Research resolves t'haj i

NIE voucher experiment includes private schoolsg '

Fast Hartford - CSPP workshops ~
East Hartford Doard of Education applox cs oossﬂ)llny
of studying vouchers
1o7- -
Three month Feasibility Study '
Poardof FEducation votes 5-+4 to apply for voucher plan-
ning ¢rant )
Conuress delavs funding for NIE == East Tlartford [urd-
invoan Timbo
: . 1975
Parentst Choice proposal revised by Diggs, CSPP and

NIE representatives

FEBRUARY 1975
Faast Iartford awarded $387,371 grant by NIE for Parents’
Choice Project ‘
Diggs asks CSPP to help m\ol\ parochnl school staff in
carky nlanning stages
Dickson hired as project secretary

' : MARCH 1975
Digus essay explaining Parents' Choice published in
Fast Hartford Gazette '
Briefing of parochial school staff by Diggs and Richard

141
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MARCH 1975

Dade hired as Coordinator
Mini-grant application deadline
' APRIL 1975
Dade resigns
Doyle assures Board of Education that NIE would
be '""foolhardy" to refuse ''sound proposal" ) : P
Americans United for the Separation of Church and :
' State Lhreatens court fight e
Clarke letter to Diggs urging private new school de-
velopment
Fanelli sends letter’ explaining and supporting
voucher project to. paroch1a1 school parents
"Parent AdVlce Team worker applicants interviewed

MAY 1975
NIE notified of appointment of Esposito (coordinator) and
"+ Thompson (assistant coordinator) ,
Klein to become summer consultant |
Executive Board formalized
Four PAT workers receive orientation
"1Our Schools'' printed S
iggs asked for NIE pledges of funding assurances ‘ <
Project presents voucher idea at several community/
school meetings" :
Hodgkinson sworn in as NIE Dlrector

el P

JUNE 1975

Public relations,. transportation and research consultants
selected '
Distribution of "Qur Schog- "' booklet

Parent Advice Team opens offices in shoppmg center
Historian begins site visits '

o ‘ JULY 1975
Mini-grants awarded o -
Post and Prat% begin stressing parochial school noh-

.entanglement
Conference call to Alum Rock concernmg teacher training

- Human Enterprlses hired as in-service consultant

-~
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. AUGUST 1975
Deal ine Jor stuwdent transter requests )
FHov ‘vsiuns as Agsjbtant Superintendent
Fane li- Doerr parochial school debate
Educational Coordinates delivers lcomputerized bus

routes .
Cunningham memo preferring East Hartford over

New Hampshire ' .
East Hartford and CSPP lobbying to secure NIE funds
In-service Proposal approved by NIE .

> o '
SEPTEMBER 1975

1 ransfor’/(eport published .
NIE takey wait-and-see funding position )
Mceting between Doyle, Cunningham and Cohen

(CSPP) to develop strategy for securing funding and

analyzing New Hampshire and East Hartford site

probabilities - ' -~
Post advises a '""pure system'' and a policy of "'non-

entanglement' to Board of Education:
Speakers Bureau organized N : - :
Principals and supervisors informed of in-service plan ’

. , ol OCTOBEK 1975
Survey plans finalized ‘ ‘ ™
Teachers begin in-service
NEA voucher seminar, Vouchers: Trick or Treat??
Montessori -~ Parents' Choice meeting
! o NOVEMBER 1975 .

Speakers Bureau increases number of coffee hours with
parvents and number of teacher workshops

Djgys visits Washington ' '

Meeting with Lamborn and area private schoc! repre-
sentatives: ’ :

East Ilartford legal strategy mecetings

Mass citizen survey mailed out by Parents' Choice

<
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‘ N : DECEM};}‘ER 1975
Behavioral Sciences Associates surveys'school stafl,
citizens, parents "
:_Hodgkiinson signs le}j;_é’r reinforcing NIE interest in _
vouchers ' i : )
IPDC (teacher union committeej ,submits voucher report
‘Connecticut State Department of Education liaison begins

/

_ _~JANUARY 1976
- Project prepares final report and recommendations /
EHEA survey of teacher attitudes e
Esposito press release claims survey results indicate
. positive attitude from parepts
Principals vote 18-0 to reject voucher proposal
Consultant reports submitted
All day public open meeting held by Board
The vote

; ' N

——

e
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" | . oot " Appendix D

o . . -ﬁétgron,yms
- .
AFT: American Federation of Teach&#s. National organization
representing teachers. ‘
& CsppP: Center®lor the Study of Public Policy, Cambridge,
" . \ Massachusctts. Provider of general technical assistance
to the Parents' Choeice Project.
\:) - EHEA: East Hartford Educational Association. LECATNEA
affiliate.
[IEW: ° Health, Education and Welfare: Cabinet’-bcpartmcnt .
oversceing NIE. ' :
~ IPDC: Instructional Professional Development Commission.
S, . i EHEA's committce whigh~studied vouchers.
}k ‘ y - L E ‘X
. . -~ - 7 .‘;“r' .
- NCER: National Council of Edu it-.ip\na& ‘_Q\s'earch. NIE's
e - - U AN e .
policy advisory board. zf"‘:"’.
T NEA: National Education Association. National organization
representing tecachers.
NIE: Nafional Institute of Education. Federal Agency which - =~
funded Parents' Choice.
- ‘
OEO: Office of Economic Opportunity. Original Federal
: sponsor of vouchers:. ’
PAT: Parent Advice Team. Provided voucher-yelated >
* * information to East Hartford parents.
\ ’ r
/
o~
///' - ) [ -
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