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Bridge, R. Gary. "Parental Décision Maklng In an
Education Voucher System * Paper presented at the

l""\' Amencan Educational Research Association annual
: meeting: Chicago. Apnit 1974 32 pages ED 098 656
@ Parental decistonrmaking 1s the key to any voucher system But

do pasents wish to make decistons about thew children’s education?
"If 50, what areas do they wish to influence? And what are the factors
that influence their decisions?
st Bndge here explores these guestions and thelr answers, UsINg
" data from two parent surveys conducted at Alum Rock {Calforpial
in the falls of 1972 and 1973 In addition, hie discusses the more
' fundamenta! qiestion of whether educational decisions made by
parents are necessanly the best for thew children /
Generally, parents whose children were participating in the
\ voucher program showed an interest in exerting influence on school
decisionmaking This tendency ncreased Jboth with the
I i educational level of the parents and with thew level of awareness of
the voucher program ~
Mitially. the factor that most influenced school choice was the
school’s location Duning the expenment’s first year. 90 percent of
the chidren attended the school nedrest thewr home But the
influence of locaton decreased after the fist year. whereas
cumnculum, a child’s satisfaction with a program. and a child’s test
scores Increased n importance
But what of }he quallty of parental decisions? On the one hand.
parents know a great deal about thew children’s interests and
*  abilties, gnd they presumably know what they want for thew
children On the other hand, expenenced professional educators
s;hould know how different children respond to different
instruc tional settings The problem, conclydes Bndge. 1s to bring

together these two sources of information
2 - Parents? The Story of Education Vouchers * Public
interest, 48 (Summer 1977}, pp 72-97. EJ 165 160

The onginal goal of the Alum Rock voucher expeniment was to

promote competition In the educational sector by giving parents a

choice of the schools their children attend The roles of teachgrs.

administrators, and parents were to be reconceptualized and

patents were to be the big winners In reality. however, “the role

that had initially been conceived as a reform was progressively

. redefined until it was hardly distinguishable from long-estabhshed
,  and accepted practice "

MC'I .
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Cohen, David K., and Farrar,fEle;nér. “Power (o the
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For example, after the fwst year’s tnal, teachers . and
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administrators nsisted on epwollment himits for 2ach schodl, so that
more-appealing schools would simply spill over into less-appealing
sc hools Cahforma legislation passed in 1973 finally allowed public

. moneys to flow to nonpublic schools, but only to schools under the’
exclusive control of local authonties -Moreover, participating

schools were subject to distnct rules conceming curnculum,
teacher certification, and discipline

The principals-of the paricpating schools “vigorously resisted
publishing comparatve information that nmight encourage
corﬁpetltlon among schiools  Parents did not take advantage ot
therr opporwmty to gain power, prefernng then-traditional roles
instead. T

The voucher plan did allow more curncula dwersuty and parental
choice to develop n the district, and 1t also incteasdd teachers’
abihiies to choose and design therr Own instructional Settings. But
these improvements were not due to cormpetibon, the authors
ermphasize, but instead were the results of decequai ization and the
institution of mintschools in the partitipating schools |

The disparities between proposed theory and existing reality are
amply pointed out in this interesting article In the one actual test ot
the voucher system at Alum Rock. “local forces tended to
overwhelm féderal prionties Included in this wide-ranging anticle
15 a h:}tome the develdpment of the voucher concept .
3 by Choice. The Case for Family Control, Berkeley,

. California. Umiversity of Calforma Press, 1978, 253
_ pages. . .
Can an education voucher system uphold both the socialist ideal

of equality and the libertarian ideals of freedom of choice and
marketplace competition? The uthors believe 50 and in this wides

" Coons, John E. and Sugarman, Stephen D. £ducation ‘

ranging book outline their voucher proposal —the Quality Choice -

madel (QCM)—that would allow greater dversity in education
while assuring esch family equal power in choosing schools In
addition, the authors exarmine the 1ssues mvolved 10 instituting a
system of family choice n education. address head on the
objections to such systems, cutline several proposed voucher plans.
and call for greater expenmentation with family choice models
Under the QCM {formerly called famuily power equabizing by
tHe authors) partitiRating schools could charge whatever tuition
they wished within a stipulated range lfo; example, $800 to $2.500
per vear). Each family would choose a school leither public or
private) for their child according to both that school’s tuition level
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and the school’s approach to education /
In return, each mdwidual family would pay accol’ﬂlng o the
tution level of the school ¢ picked and accordlng to the famaly

* mcome level. Thus, wealthier famihies would pay more fof the same

level school. vet all families would have a choice-of Ievels and all
‘would pay more for access to ligher levels "Experjmentation and
monitormg would eventualiy lead to a precise equalizing system

The authors note that precedents for family cholce systems exist
in the fgod stamp program and the Medicaid program Only pubfic
education remains compulsory and standardized - Expenence with

thorce systems has also been gamed through the G | Bill and the
Zen;s 5 that they would

Alum Rock volicher expenment
" A.common cnticism of voucher
promote Segregation But the: authors beleve that "integration
might becdme more’ sugcessful as families think relatvely less
about race and more about teachers. curniculum. and style * They
note that no senous sty has been done to test this idea, but a'few
open enrolilment plans have led to ncreased mtegration
Most of this book 15 devoted to & discussiof of the design of the

mstruments of choice. such as admissions policies, consumer
information. mechanisms for fawr selection, transportation, teacher
certification, transier pblicigs, regulation of competnon. and the
governance and formation of schools of choice in addition. the
authots deal at length with the philosophical 1ssues of equabity,

+freedom of choice, and the chuild’s !:pest interests
Teachers Public Schools of Chowce” Phi Delta

: Kappan, 52, 9 [May 1971), pp 54143 E} 039982

/}anﬁ‘ni, Mario. “Options for Students, Parents, and

N.laklng every parent the decision maker for his family s
education, states Fanti, s a significant stage beyond electing
n representatives to decide what kind of education makes the most
sense tor the majority n the locabty The present majority-rule
systern. tosters uniformity, he continues, while a system of choice
would maxmize vanation

But creating a system of choice-does not ner.essanl\r require the
philosophucal and ‘admmistrative acrobatics démanded by most
. current vodcher theories Instead. a variety of educational options
can bedeveloped within the public school system ,through what
.might be called an *mternal voucher system-"

Such a system requires only that a district 8we up its one-model

.+ approach toeducation and allow a vanety of opfional approaches

to be implémented in response to community desires For example.
a distnct might offer several options.m its elementary schools
rangmg"hpm a tradmonal back-to-basics school to a Montesson
school "

A lug advantage of a choice educational systemus that it “starts
where the ﬁubyc school system and the clients are and develops
from that powt” Another 1s that it 15 likely to enhance the

prof'essaénal satisfaction of educators
Ay,

Flygare, Thomas ). “An Abbreviated Voucher
. Pomer” Inequality in Educanon, 15 {November
1973}, PP 5356 E} 089 435 y "

The tour; vouche.r pl,ans discussed herg by Flygare are ail des:gned
to nGrease tréedom" of. choice n education. vet each differs
significantly from the othess  * ’

In Miiton Friedman s plan, each r.hlld would recewe a voucher
that could be ysed to pay the full cost of arpublic or prvate
education, or part gt the cost of a private edud ation Cumpetitive
pressure alone would improve and dwversify education Critics argue
that socioecgnomic segregation would murease 5ur.h an
unrégulated plan were adopted

The voucher plan proposed.by Theodoré Sizer of Harvard would
gve ditterent size vouchers to families according to their incomes,

S . »

“that a family 15 willing to make ”

* 3

7

poverty tamiites would recewve large vouchers while famibies with
the national average mcome of above would receve no voucher
Thus the poor chdd holdmg a large voucher would become a
desirable chent for public and private schools

Under Chastobher lencks plag {on which the Alum Rotk
expenment was based) each chil uld recewve a voucher. buy
disadvantaged children would recewe larger, compensatory’
vouchers Schools would be reqmred to accept all.applicants until
full and would be required to be racially reptesentative Jencks
believes the plan would both increase spending for education and
help schools become more racially and economically mixed

The "Famuly Power Equalizing” model of John Coons “represents
a major departure” from the other voucher plans, says Flygare
tach family would pay according to both the tution level of the
schoot chosen (there would be four levels) and the family income
level Thus. the amount of money spent on a child’s education
“would be determmed by the finagcial effort relative 1o income

“%mcs argue that children who
need better schools are precisely those whose parents rank
education as a |ow prionty .

Flygare also brefly discusses two important issues that any
voucher plan must deal with the propensity of the plan to prémote
racial and socweconomic segregation, and the church-state
conflict when aid 15 given to parochial scheols

Jencks, Christopher. “Civing Parents Money for
™ Schoolmg Education Yobchers * Pht Belta KapPan.
52,1 (September 1970), pp 49-52 E) 029040 .

in March 1970, the Center for th®Study of Public Policy. of which
lencks was codwector, completed a feasibility ﬂudv_ for
educational voucher plans that was funded by the Office of
Economic Opportunity (OEQ) Wheg OEO announced m MaY that
it wanted to fund a voucher plan expBagnent. considerable liberal
opposiion developed This article. though ted, provides both an
explanation of the proposed expenment m the prncipal
architect of the OE© plan. and his responses o early criticssms of it

The. first step mn the voucher experment would be the
establishmerit. in some community, of an independent £ ducational
Voucher Agency (EV A) that would 1ssue vouchers to the parents of
elementary school chidren The EVA would also lay down the rules
sPecifymg which schools could cash vouchers and which could not
and coifect and disseminate mformatnon about what each school 1s
dong . .

The hey to success would be the regulations lad down by the
EVA These regulations. explaned by lencks, would assure a child's
equal access to every participating sc hool. vet would Place minimal
constramts on the schools” programs and staffing practices

.
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One” common obte(.uon to the voucher system o lhdt @ would
allow “large numbers of profit-onented trms to enter- the
educational matketplace. with a resulting increase 1 huckstensm
and.mediocre schooling But fencks points out that existing pewvate
schools. on the average, are just as good as public schools .

Another objéction 13 that the vouchers would be adplable tu
children attending Catholi s huols, But Jenuhs replies thfl the £V A
could easify restnct participation to nonsectanan schools
Mareos er-the federal Cunstitution'mady prohibit this kind of church-
state m#; In response to charges that the plan would retaid
desegreﬁation fencks notes that the courts have repeatedly
thrown out \.ouchef systems designed to maintain segtegation

levinson. Eliot. The Alum Rock Voucher
Demonstration Three Years of imglementation The
Rand Paper Series  Paper presented at the Amencan
Educational Research Association annual meetmng.
San Francisco. Apnl 1976 37 pages ED 122 430

r “After three years of operation.” states Levinson. “the basic
chanées envisioned prior to imtiation of the [Alum Rock vbu'cher]
experiment have rot otdurred as planned | in this paper, Levinson
both explores the reasons tor the attenuation ot voucher theory at
Alum Rock and outhines the history of the voucher program there

in early 1972, the Office ot Economic Opportumlv [OEO)hMo
find a voucher expenment site or lose its funds ror the expersment
Five other distnicts that had conducted feasbility studies (funded by
OEO} had retused to proceed for vanousTeasons Only Alum Rock
was left Thus, to get its foot in Alum Rock’s door. the OFO
accepted a substantially comprormised voucher plan. with the hope
that true. \foucher theory could later be instituted

The vou&het theory compoqents that were finally adopted wete
implemented séquentially mimischools were er[tphasnzed m the
fust vear, budget systems in the second. and program evaluation
and parental mlormat.loﬁ in the thwd Civen the-complexty of the
sitwation, thus sequential - approach was wnderstandable. says
Levinson. but the resuft was that “at no time were all of the
components that compnsed the voucher system 0 operation
together ” - .

Al the time of this three— ear repol‘l recentralization had already
begun to occur Teachers ahd pnincipals were ndding themselves of

«

unpleasant aspects of the voucher system (such as competition for |

enroliment and increaseq responsibilities for budgetmg) while
retaning some of the advantages (such as mumschools and
partscipatory detision-making)

In short. the implementation of truewouchertheory la
at Alum Rock, but the expeniment is of interest m its.own

efy taled
htas an

+ example of what Happens when orgamizational innovation s

atternpted in an educ ational system Levinson gives gpe of the
better analyses of what happened at Alum Ruck durimng the early
vears. and discusses the many lessons to be feamed trom the

expenment
@ Educational Supplement {London). 3181 (May 21,
1976}, pp 20-21 E) 149 214

Parents seem to be well-satisfred with the vouchér expenment in

Mande), pavid. “Schools on’ the Market " Times

* the Alum Rock (Califormial school distnct, particularly regarding the

opporturity it gives them to choose thewr ¢child » school, observes
London Times correspondent Mandels In additign, “most

participating teachers-have responded favorably from the start ‘It 15 ;

easy to see why teachers usually work with colleagues who share |
the same educational phulosophy. and they teach students who are
there by choice {or at least by thew parents chowe) They have
acquired greatet influence over budgetng, cumic ulum. and new
teacher hmng as well .

r 4

1

&

Student ac hievement. Mandel nates. has not changed discernibly
at the partiapating schools 1n "additton, no huikstensm or
increased segregation have developed in the system. as some critis

' . predicted

.

4

A

wwonsdered  disadvantaged.

In the Abum Rock. voucher system, pdtentb recene a voucher
worth the average cost of education in.the distyet It the family
the wvoucher 15 of greater value
Partiipating s hools are.required to accept all children who apply,
as fung as space permits When UVE!SUb‘»s.!Ib(.‘d the school holds a
random drawing for places Free transportation » provided to alt
students who need it, and stadents Lan transter schools at any time

The tourteen partivipating elementary schools are subdivided
into hitty minischools that diifer erther in teacherstyle or curnculum
emphasis No private schools have- become_ a part of the
expenment., though the onginal plan-called for thew inclusion Thus
some observers have concdudedthat the + oucher system was never
r‘e:alh tried at Alum Rock and that simple diversity ¢an be created

.withaut-a %ucher system Mandel-argues. however. that a voucher

_supply and demand Yo

plan allows consumer mput that cfeates a better match between

-

@ Rickard, Brent W.. and Richards, Donald: M.
. Educational Vouchers Canadian Admmistrator, 15,
4 (January 1976). pp 15 €} 137958

The several modek voucher systems that have been proposed

‘share certan common elements Each assumes that freedom of

choice 1s the ultimate objective, vet each also sees the necessity for

a government regulatory agency to both prevent abuses and

disburse funds Each also implies or expresses a belef m a free, |
X ) A
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petiuve educ atonal market

Voucher systems also share the common goal ot reducing
ineqdities in the present system vt hinanuing v8ucation, prymanly
through provisions that would igcrease the share of resources
availlable to the disadvantaged All plans assure each nstitution
enough money to provide programs comparable in cost with
present programs and some plans make 1t gossible for institutions
to recewe addiional funds to “remove the eftects of wealth ~ Such.
plans, sdy Some, proponents of voucher systems, \MH raise society’s
total expendlture on education

The authors note that voucher systems are basically desgned to
provide tunds tor current oPerating budgdts rather than provide
capttal tunds Thus some proponents have suggested that a loan
system be set up alongside the voucher system for the
establishment of new schools and facibities -,

A majpor problem with voucher systems 13 ensunng that
sdividuals make wise &ducational choices Students are likely to
choose a school because ot s adveftising of the success of its
tootball team. rather than because of the ;1ual|t\,r of #s.educ ational
services The authors suggest that it will require 4 great amount of
tyme and ettort betore mdwiduals. will bec.ome wise purchasers of
educational services ”

included are a discussion of vouchers m postsecondary
education (specitically the G i Bill} and the use of vouchers fqr
continumg education programs .

‘l @ Premazon, Judith, and West, Philip 7. Requiem.or
Rebsth? From Voucher to Magnet  Clearing House,
. 31, 1(September 1977), pp 3840 Ej 169 094

" Houston’s magnet school cdéncept “embraces the ‘favorable
aspects of the voucher sy§tem and mingmizes bi‘ebminates the
principal objections to suc a system For Example the magnet*
program gives rise to a vanety of educational programs but each
prograra can survive only f 1t can attract and retain its Clients
Parents must decide which, f any. magnet sthools thew children
will attend s

In addition, the authors state that “what was conjectured about
disapline n voucher scheols has becomé a reality in the magnet
school’
magnet sch:)oi settings

The Houstod. magnet schools are also maintammng
desegregation—each school 15 required to mantan the court:
Mmandated ethnic mix Free transportation s offered to all clients in
the gistict, so there is narestnction on chowce due to focation

- As opposed to voucher systems, the magnet schoo‘ls do not

", that 15, disaphne problems have nearly disappeared in *

depend on federal support The authors ,ad'mll. ihat per pupil
expendatures are grealer for students whopselect magnet programs,
but the district has decndt.'d that the bene |ts are worth the extra

cosl s
Analysis” Education and Ur, nSociety. 9, 4 [August

1977), pp 47192 £} 167

Was the Alum Rock voucher expéninaent a truef test of voucher
theofy? According to the authors, all \-oucherK plans bave four

Wortman, Paul M., and St. Pidrre, Robert G. “The
Educational ¥oucher Demonsgration A Secondary

common features parents are totally responsible for schooi choite,
schools are financed only through vouchers, 'both public and
pvate schbols participate, and the resulting ffee-market system
assures the sutvival of only the best schools

But in the Alum Rock demonstration, the authors contend. -
was a great deal of shppage m |mpJementrI.£)thes_e theoretical
constructs ~ Parent’s were indeed given a choite of schools, but a
school's personnel, patticularly the principal, Becided whether the
school would participate a all So’only some of the distrct’s
schools pamcnpated and no private schools participated

The other elements of vouchér theory also experienced “senous
erosion” In therr implementation Instead of each school or
minischool becoming independent and decentralized, the central
office deducted a “pavback” fee from each voucher for centralized
administrative services The local teacher organization received an
assurance of teacher job security i return fof ther suppott of the'
plan In skicrt. “the voucher demonstration was reduced to a form of
open enrollment” or alternative education™ instead of a test of a
cofripetitive, free-market system n education :

in addition to examinmg the mismatch between vouther theory
and ymplementation, the authors discuss past analyses of student
achievement data and thew own recent (1977) reanalysis of those

data Thew analysrs mdicates that a dlspropmfonathe number of *

~
brighter students encolled in” the mnovative. nontraditional

qomischools But after the first Year. these bghter students were

performmg at a lawerlevel than therr peers m nonvoucher schools
Thus result, the authors note, s not surprising, constdenng the “lack

of fit between the goals of these nontraditional programs and *

measures of academc achlgveﬁgeﬁ't ”

. . ' -
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