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FOREWORD

This path-breaking and immensely creative
study of education freedom in the fifty states
could not be more timely or more revealing.

Ever since Freedom House, in the darkest days
of the Cold War, began its invaluable survey of
political freedom around the planet, it's been
evident that such comparisons are illuminating
and helpfuland that they can contribute to
needed change. That celebrated, annual map of
"freedom around the world" made it possible
both to compare countries along a vital dimen-
sion of the human experience and to track indi-
vidual nations' evolution over time. It inspired
the residents of "more free" lands to hang onto
the liberty they had and invigorated those liv-
ing in "less free" placeS to strive for more of it.

More recently, the Wall Street Journal and The
Heritage Foundation have teamed up to pro-
duce an international index of economic free-
dom and the State Policy Network has
developed a new state-by-state gauge of eco-
nomic freedom. Both are hugely beneficial for
monitoring how countries and states are doing
in securing their citizens the right to earn a liv-
ing. Both are apt to inspire change.

But what of education, today's great domestic
policy frontier? Thanks to Jay Greene and the
Manhattan Institute, we can now see how the
fifty states are doing at vouchsafing their resi-
dents the freedom to obtain the kind of educa-
tion that they want for their children. With such
knowledge comes empowermentand the pos-
sibility of change

This is the first such report. I hope it will be
sustained. Future editions can no doubt be im-
proved as more data become available and
other analytic methods are tried. But what a
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grand beginning, and how very interesting its
results turn out to be. And, for the most part,
how hopeful.

Dr. Greene's crucial insight is that education
freedom (like political and economic freedom)
is primarily the result of state action. The rea-
son people in Arizona and Minnesota enjoy far
greater education freedom today than do citi-
zens of Hawaii and West Virginia is because
their states have embraced different policies and
programs. But those policies are not immutable.
A state could change. It could become freer with
respect to education. It could also become less
free. These things are determined by
policymakers, by election returns, by legislative
decisions, referenda and citizen action.

The education freedom differences among the
50 states are wide. People need to know this.
Ours is an increasingly mobile society in which
people make conscious decisions about where
to live, where to locate their businesses, where
to raise their children. Many factors enter into
those decisions. A family might opt for Hawaii
rather than Minnesota because of meteorologi-
cal or demographic considerations. Hawaii, I
need scarcely point out, is warmer, sunnier and
ethnically more diverse than Minnesota. But
that family might also want to know something
about the education arrangements, in particu-
lar about the right of parents to make the edu-
cation decisions they think best for their
children. If it values education freedom, today
it would be wiser to forget Waikiki and opt for
the land of ten thousand lakes.

Education freedom is a value in its own right,
but Dr. Greene takes one more crucial step. He
looks to see whether such freedom correlates
with education achievement. Of course, it does.
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After controlling for demographics, spending
and other "input" variables, Greene finds that
a state's higher ranking on the Education
Freedom Index is associated with stronger
performance on both the National Assessment
of Educational Progress (NAEP) and the
Scholastic Assessment Test (SAT). The degree
of education freedom in a state predicts that
state's academic outcomes, another reason why
parentsand voters, taxpayers and
policymakerswill want to know how their
state is doing on this index.

Note that the Education Freedom Index isn't
just about vouchers. They comprise just part
of one of five policy categories that figure
(equally) into these calculations. Two of the
others might be expected: the availability of
charter school options and the ease with which
a family can opt for home schooling. But the
two final categories involve freedom within
public schooling itself.

This study's value for parents is obvious. But
it has much to offer policymakers as well. At a
time when education leads the list of voter con-
cerns, when education issues loom larger than
ever before in a national election, when myriad
education policy decisions face state and local
officials, and when the principal federal K-12
programs await the attention of the next Con-
gress and President, this is very important in-
formation indeed.

Let me illustrate. Because the 106L" Congress is
apparently not going to finish its work on the
reauthorization of the Elementary and Second-
ary Education Act (ESEA), this big cluster of
federal programs will still be on the agenda for
the 107th. One of the major policy options that
has been proposedindeed was adopted on a
pilot basis a few months back by the full House
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of Representatives and the Senate education
committeeis known as "Straight A's". This
would give participating states wide latitude
to use their federal education dollars as they
see fit, so long as they boost academic achieve-
ment in return.

The underlying philosophy (as with charter
schools) is that states should be free to do things
differently, according to their own values and
prioritiesbut with all of them accountable for
student learning. We can see from the Educa-
tion Freedom Index that states do, in fact, vary
immensely. We can therefore anticipate that
empowering them to use their federal dollars
as they use their own dollars will yield differ-
ent practices. We should be keen to know which
practices yield the best results. I hope the EFI
will embolden Congress and the White House
to let this important experiment begin.

Not everyone will welcome this index. Tyrants,
oligarchs and despots didn't like the Freedom
House map, either. It exposed their handiwork,
judged its consequences andby showing that
people in other lands enjoyed far greater free-
domproved that things didn't have to be the
way they were. This became a powerful incen-
tive for change and a source of encouragement
to those bent on reform.

I don't say that today's U.S. public school es-
tablishment is despotic. But it's none too fond
of education freedom, it doesn't welcome
change, and it avoids criticism, both explicit and
implied. The EFI will undoubtedly upset some
of its crustier folks. So be it. That's the price of
giving Americans clear evidence that education
freedom is possible, that people living in some
places have far more of it than people in others,
that state policies underlie these differences, and
that with freedom comes more learning.

September 2000 Civic Report

f iii



THE EDUCATION FREEDOM INDEX

introduction

Improving education is one of the most im-
portant issues in America. People from all
backgrounds and all political persuasions are
offering suggestions for reform. Many of these
ideas rest on the premise that increasing a
parent's freedom to choose how her child is
educated will increase the likelihood that that
child will be well educated. Despite the promi-
nence this premise enjoys in today's debate,
no one has yet attempted to measure how
much educational freedom parents currently
possess. Nor has there been any comprehen-
sive attempt to test the truth of this premise,
that more educational freedom leads to bet-
ter educational outcomes.

The extent of educational freedom varies greatly
within the United States. In some states, par-
ents have a wide selection of charter schools
from which to choose, while in other states there
are none. In some states, parents have access to
private school options via vouchers or tax sub-
sidies, while in other states they do not. In some
states, parents can home school their children
with relatively few restrictions, while in others
this option is heavily regulated. In some states,
school districts are small enough that parents
can easily move from one to another, while in
other states school districts are as large as coun-
ties or even the entire state, making choosing a
different district very difficult. In some states,
parents can transfer their children to other pub-
lic school districts without having to move,
While in other states that option is unavailable
or restricted. The more options that parents have
regarding the schooling of their children, the
more education freedom there is.

In this report, we estimate the extent and na-
ture of education freedom in each state, using
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a new Education Freedom Index (EFI). The pur-
pose of collecting evidence on the range of edu-
cation options in each state and assembling
them into EFI is three-fold. First, we want to
show the remarkable differences in educational
freedom among the states. Second, like the Eco-
nomic Freedom Index and the Political Free-
dom Index after which EFI is modeled, we seek
to make educational freedom a concept that becomes
the subject of policy debate. Third, we test whether
states that increase the amount of education
freedom are also likely to experience an im-
provement in academic achievement. We find
that students in states that have higher scores
on EFI also have higher scores on standardized
tests, even after controlling for other demo-
graphic and policy factors.

Ranking States on the
Education Freedom index

The Education Freedom Index is composed of
measures of five types of educational options:

1) the availability of charter school options;
2) the availability of government assisted

private school options (e.g. vouchers);
3) the ease with which one can home school

one's child;
4) the ease with which one can choose a

different public school district by
relocating; and

5) the ease with which one can send a child
to a different public school district without
changing residence.

The EFI is computed as the equally weighted
average of measures of these five components.

These five forms of choice capture the range
of education opportunities available to fami-
lies. Public policy in each state offers up to

September 2000 Civic Report
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Table 1
Ranking the States by the

Amount of Education Freedom

State EFI Score EFI Rank

Arizona 3.27 1

Minnesota 2.99 2

Wisconsin 2.74 3
New Jersey 2.59 4
Oregon 2.51 5
Texas. 2.49 6
Delaware. 2.43 7
Colorado 2.42 8
Maine 2.40 9
Connecticut 2.35 10
Michigan 2.34 11

Idaho 2.31 12
Nebraska 2.31 13
Iowa 2.30 14
South Dakota 2.27 15
New Hampshire 2.27 16
Arkansas 2.25 17
Ohio 2.23 18
Missouri 2.21 19
Washington 2.20 20
California 2.14 21

Massachusetts 2.13 22
New Mexico 2.11 23
Illinois 2.03 24
Indiana 2.03 25
Louisiana 2.03 26
New York 2.00 27
Vermont 1.99 28
Utah 1.97 29
Kansas 1.93 30
Oklahoma 1.93 31

North Dakota 1.91 32
Pennsylvania 1.87 33
Mississippi 1.87 34
Florida 1.85 35
Tennessee 1.85 36
Montana 1.82 37
North Carolina 1.81 38
Alabama 1.79 39
Wyoming 1.76 40
Georgia 1.69 41
Alaska 1.65 42
South Carolina 1.64 43
Virginia 1.59 44
Rhode Island 1.58 45
Maryland 1.55 46
Kentucky 1.49 47
Nevada 1.44 48
West Virginia 1.42 49
Hawaii 0.61 50
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five different options for families considering
alternatives for their children. Families can
consider a charter school, a government as-
sisted private school, home schooling, mov-
ing to a different school district, or
transferring their children to a different school
district. Families may also consider additional
options, such as paying private school tuition
without government assistance, but the avail-
ability of this option is not under the control
of public policy and is therefore not included
in the EFI.

We are focusing only on those things that are
influenced by public policy at the state level. If
a state wished to increase the education free-
dom available, it could expand the number of
charter schools allowed and ease the regula-
tory burdens placed on starting and operating
a charter school. A state could also expand ac-
cess to private schools with government
assistance by offering vouchers, tax credits or
deductions for private school expenses, and/
or offering direct subsidies to private schools
for certain expenditures. A state wishing to ex-
pand education freedom by increasing access
to home-school options could ease the regula-
tory burden placed on home schooling. A state
wishing to make it easier for families to relo-
cate to alternative school districts could create
additional school districts, such as by making
all school districts smaller. And a state wish-
ing to assist families to send their children to
schools in districts other than the one in which
they live could adopt inter-district public
school choice programs and reduce the restric-
tions placed on existing programs.

Education freedom is substantially under the
control of state policymakers, making it rea-
sonable to rank states on the extent to which
their policies provide education options to
families. In Table 1, the states are listed by their
ranking on the Education Freedom Index. In
Table 2, the same list is sorted alphabetically.
The method by which the EFI score is com-
puted is described in the methodological
appendix and in the following sections discuss-
ing each component of the EFI.
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The Highest and Lowest Ranking states

Just as the Freedom House index of political
freedom labeled countries as "free," "partly
free," and "not free," we are labeling those
states with the ten highest EFI scores as "free,"
those with the lowest ten scores as "not free,"
and those in the middle as "partly free." A map
of the United States contained herein shows
where the states in each category are located.

The state with the highest score on the
Education. Freedom Index is Arizona. Arizona
gets high marks for its large number of charter
schools, its relatively light regulation of home
schooling, a private school tax credit, and its
unrestricted inter-district school choice
program. Arizona is closely followed by
Minnesota, which scores well on the EFI
because of its generous tax credits and
deductions for private school expenses, its
large number of charter schools, and its
unrestricted inter-district public school choice
program. Wisconsin is ranked third on the EFI.
It receives a high score because of its
pioneering voucher program in Milwaukee,
inter-district choice, and openness to home
schooling and charter schools. In fourth place
is New Jersey, which is particularly
accommodating to home schooling, makes it
easy to move to a different school district, and
provides direct subsidies for certain private
school expenses. Oregon is ranked fifth on EFI,
largely because of its lack of restrictions on
home schooling and the existence of an inter-
district school choice program. Texas is ranked
sixth, primarily due to its accommodation of
home schooling and its large number of charter
schools. Delaware earned seventh place and
Colorado earned eighth because of their
strength in charter schools and inter-district
public school choice. Maine is ranked ninth
because of its significant efforts to assist
families choosing private schools and because
of the ease with which families can move from
district to district. And Connecticut is tenth
on the Education Freedom Index because of
its direct subsidies to private schools and inter-
district school choice program.

9

Table 2
Education Freedom in the States,

Arranged Alphabetically

State EFI Score EFI Rank

Alabama 1.79 39

Alaska 1.65 42

Arizona 3.27 1

Arkansas 2.25 17

California 2.14 21

Colorado 2.42 8

Connecticut 2.35 10

Delaware 2.43 7

Florida 1.85 35

Georgia 1.69 41

Hawaii 0.61 50

Idaho 31 12

Illinois 2.03 24

Indiana 2.03 25

Iowa 2.30 14

Kansas 1.93 30

Kentucky 1.49 47

Louisiana 2.03 26

Maine 2.40 9

Maryland 1.55 46
Massachusetts 2.13 22

Michigan 2.34 11

Minnesota 2.99 2

Mississippi 1.87 34

Missouri 2.21 19

Montana 1.82 37

Nebraska 2.31 13

Nevada 1.44 48
New Hampshire 2.27 16

New Jersey 2.59 4

New Mexico 2.11 23

New York 2.00 27

North Carolina 1.81 38

North Dakota 1.91 32

Ohio 2.23 18

Oklahoma 1.93 31

Oregon 2.51 5

Pennsylvania 1.87 33

Rhode Island 1.58 45

South Carolina 1.64 43

South Dakota 2.27 15

Tennessee 1.85 36

Texas 2.49 6

Utah 1.97 29

Vermont 1.99 28

Virginia 1.59 44
Washington 2.20 20

West Virginia 1.42 49

Wisconsin 2.74 3

Wyoming 1.76 40
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Education Freedom in the Fifty States

At the bottom of the Education Freedom In-
dex ranking we find Hawaii. Hawaii receives
low marks for having only one school district
for the entire state, making moving to another
district essentially impossible and precluding
any inter-district choice program. In addition,
Hawaii offers no assistance for private school
expenses, has few charter schools, and heavily
regulates home schooling. Also bringing up the
bottom of the EFI ranking is West Virginia.
West Virginia is highly restrictive of home
schooling, has no charter schools and no inter-
district choice program. The third lowest rank-
ing state on the EFI is Nevada, which has large
school districts and does not have an inter-dis-
trict choice program, making moving or trans-
ferring to a new district very difficult. The

Civic Report September 2000
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Free States

Not Free States

Partly Free States

H

MA

CT
RI

NJ
DE
MD

fourth lowest score on the EFI belongs to Ken-
tucky, which has no charter schools, no assis-
tance for private school expenses, and no
inter-district choice. Maryland is the fifth low-
est ranking state, due largely to its large,
countywide school districts, lack of charter
schools, and lack of inter-district choice. Sixth
from the bottom is Rhode Island, which is highly
restrictive of home schooling and has no inter-
district choice program. Virginia is seventh from
the bottom because of its lack of assistance to
private schools and absence of an inter-district
public school choice program. The lack of pri-
vate school assistance as well as heavy restric-
tions on home schooling puts South Carolina
eighth from the bottom. Alaska is the ninth low-
est-ranking state primarily because it has such



The Education Freedom Index

large school districts, making moving to a dif-
ferent district very difficult. And the tenth low-
est-scoring state is Georgia for its lack of private
school assistance, large school districts, and re-
strictions on home schooling.

Both high and low ranking states vary. High-
ranking states are found in the West (Afizona,
Colorado, and Oregon), Midwest (Minnesota
and Wisconsin), South (Texas), Mid-Atlantic
(Delaware), and Northeast (Connecticut and
New Jersey). Low-ranking states are similarly
dispersed, with Alaska, Nevada, and Hawaii in
the West, Rhode Island in the Northeast, Ken-
tucky, Maryland, and West Virginia in the Bor-
der States, and Georgia, South Carolina, and
Virginia in the South. Some top-ranked states
on EFI have high median household incomes,
such as Connecticut, New Jersey, Minnesota,
and Wisconsin, while others have low average
incomes, such as Arizona, Maine, and Texas.
Similarly, some states that score poorly on the
EFI are wealthy, such as Alaska, Hawaii and
Maryland, while some are not, such as Georgia,
Kentucky, and West Virginia.

The states with high and low EFI scores are also
diverse in their politics. Among the ten high-
est-ranking states, Oregon, Minnesota and Wis-
consin have voted for each of the last three
Democratic Presidential candidates, while Ari-
zona, Texas and Colorado have voted for two
of the last three Republican nominees. So, too,
with the ten lowest ranking states: Hawaii, West
Virginia, Maryland and Rhode Island are among
the most Democratic states in the Union, while
Virginia, South Carolina and Alaska are among
the most Republican.

The diversity of states that receive high and low
rankings on the Education Freedom Index in
terms of geography, wealth, and party affilia-
tion, suggests that the obstacles to offering
greater educational freedom have more to do
with politics and policy than with any inherent
characteristics of the states. Policymakers can
choose to adopt programs that expand, educa-
tional options and therefore increase educa-
tional freedom if they have the will to do so.

In the following sections, we discuss each of
the five components of the Education Free-
dom Index and rank the states on each of those
measures.

Charter SchooD Options

The measure of availability of charter school op-
tions is itself comprised of two indicators: the
percentage of all schools in a state that are char-
ter schools and the score given to each state by
the Center for Education Reform for the extent
to which it has regulations favorable to the cre-
ation and operation of charter schools. The
sources of the data and other details are dis-
cussed in the appendix.

As can be seen in Tables 3 and 4, Arizona has
by far the highest score for making charter
school options available to parents. More than
a fifth of all schools in Arizona are charter
schools. (Because charter schools tend to be
small, the percentage of students in Arizona
that attend charter schools is much lower). This
concentration of charter schools is more than 4
times that found in the next highest-ranking
state, Michigan. Not surprisingly, Arizona also
receives the highest score from the Center for
Education Reform (CER) for its charter school
laws and regulations. Arizona has many char-
ter schools in large part because its regulatory
environment makes it easy to start and oper-
ate them, not simply because there is heavy de-
mand in Arizona for alternatives to traditional
public schools.

Michigan, with the second highest percentage
of schools that are charter schools, also has
the second highest score from the CER for its
charter laws and regulations. The third high-
est total charter score belongs to North Caro-
lina, which places fourth in its concentration
of charter schools and seventh in its charter
law and regulations.

Fifteen states tie with the lowest total charter
score because they have no charter schools.
These fifteen are: Alabama, Indiana, Iowa, Ken-
tucky, Maine, Maryland, Montana, Nebraska,

September 2000 Civic Report
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Table 3
Ranking the States by

Availability of Charter Options

State Charter Score Charter Rank

Arizona 4.84 1

Michigan 1.96 2
North Carolina 1.72 3
Colorado 1.68 4
Delaware 1.65 5
Florida 1.62 6
Minnesota 1.54 7

California 1.54 8
Massachusetts 1.53 9
Texas 1.48 10
New Jersey 1.32 11

South Carolina 1.25 12
Pennsylvania 1.24 13
Louisiana 1.24 14
New York 1.19 15
Wisconsin 1.19 16
Missouri 1.16 17
Alaska 1.11 18
Georgia 1.05 19
Connecticut 1.03 20
Ohio 0.97 21
Idaho 0.93 22
Illinois 0.89 23
New Hampshire 0.83 24
Utah 0.79 25
Nevada 0.69 26
Rhode Island 0.54 27
Kansas 0.47 28
Wyoming 0.45 29
Hawaii 0.43 30
Virginia 0.36 31

New Mexico 0.35 32
Arkansas 0.17 33
Mississippi 0.05 34
Oregon 0.01 35
Alabama 0.00 36
Indiana 0.00 36
Iowa 0.00 36
Kentucky 0.00 36
Maine 0.00 36
Maryland 0.00 36
Montana 0.00 36
Nebraska 0.00 36
North Dakota 0.00 36
Oklahoma 0.00 36
South Dakota 0.00 36
Tennessee 0.00 36
Vermont 0.00 36
Washington 0.00 36
West Virginia 0.00 36
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Table 4
Charter Options in Each State,

Arranged Alphabetically

State Charter Score Charter Rank

Alabama 0.00 36
Alaska 1.11 18
Arizona 4.84 1

Arkansas 0.17 33
California 1.54 8
Colorado 1.68 4
Connecticut 1.03 20
Delaware 1.65 5
Florida 1.62 6
Georgia 1.05 19
Hawaii 0.43 30
Idaho 0.93 22
Illinois 0.89 23
Indiana 0.00 36
Iowa 0.00 36
Kansas 0.47 28
Kentucky 0.00 36
Louisiana 1.24 14
Maine 0.00 36
Maryland 0.00 36
Massachusetts 1.53 9
Michigan 1.96 2
Minnesota 1.54 7
Mississippi 0.05 34
Missouri 1.16 17

Montana 0.00 36
Nebraska 0.00 36
Nevada 0.69 26
New Hampshire 0.83 24
New Jersey 1.32 11

New Mexico 0.35 32
New York 1.19 15
North Carolina 1.72 3
North Dakota 0.00 36
Ohio 0.97 21

Oklahoma 0.00 36
Oregon 0.01 35
Pennsylvania 1.24 13
Rhode Island 0.54 27
South Carolina 1.25 12
South Dakota 0.00 36
Tennessee 0.00 36
Texas 1.48 10
Utah 0.79 25
Vermont 0.00 36
Virginia 0.36 31

Washington 0.00 36
West Virginia 0.00 36
Wisconsin 1.19 16
Wyoming 0.45 29
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North Dakota, Oklahoma, South Dakota,
Tennessee, Vermont, Washington, and West
Virginia.

Government-Assisted
Private School Options

The measure of government-assisted private
school options is computed as the equally
weighted average of three items: 1) the percent-
age of students in a state attending private
schools with government-paid vouchers; 2) the
maximum dollar value of tax credits and deduc-
tions for private school expenses; and 3) the ex-
tent of direct state subsidies to private schools
for expenses such as transportation, textbooks,
and health care. As shown in Tables 5 and 6,
the state with the highest score for private school
options is Minnesota. Minnesota has generous
tax credits and deductions for private school
expenses and offers private schools a broad set
of direct subsidies for transportation, textbooks,
and "auxiliary services." Following Minnesota
on the ranking of private school options is
Maine. While this is little known, Maine actu-
ally has the largest "voucher" program in the
United States whereby families are given gov-
ernment money with which they may opt to at-
tend private, secular schools. This practice is
known as "tuitioning" and occurs in rural ar-
eas that decided not to build public schools. In-
stead they offer families vouchers that they can
use to attend a private school or nearby public
school. Nearly 2% of all students in Maine at-
tend private schools with these vouchers. A
similar program exists in Vermont. In addition
to hosting the largest voucher program, Maine
also offers a range of direct subsidies to private
schools for transportation, textbooks, and aux-
iliary services. Illinois ranks third on the private
options measure. It offers a moderately gener-
ous tax credit and provides private schools with
a full range of subsidies.

Thirteen states tie with the lowest score for of-
fering families government-assisted private
school options. They have no voucher programs,
no tax credits or deductions for private school
expenses, and no direct subsidies for their
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Table 5
Ranking the States by

Availability of Private School Options

State Private Score Private Rank

Minnesota 2.96 1

Maine 2.59 2

Illinois 1.61 3

Vermont 1.51 4
Iowa 1.23 5

Wisconsin 1.23 6
Ohio 0.99 7

Connecticut 0.85 8

Louisiana 0.85 8

Nebraska 0.85 8

New Hampshire 0.85 8

New Jersey 0.85 8

New York 0.85 8

Pennsylvania 0.85 8

West Virginia 0.85 8

Arizona 0.77 16
California 0.57 17

Delaware 0.57 17

Indiana 0.57 17

Kansas 0.57 17

Massachusetts 0.57 17

Michigan 0.57 17

Oregon 0.57 17

Rhode Island 0.57 17

Washington 0.57 17

Florida 0.28 26
Alaska 0.28 27
Colorado 0.28 27
Maryland 0.28 27
Mississippi 0.28 27

Missouri 0.28 27

Montana 0.28 27

Nevada 0.28 27

New Mexico 0.28 27

North Dakota 0.28 27

Tennessee 0.28 27
Texas 0.28 27

Alabama 0.00 38
Arkansas 0.00 38
Georgia 0.00 38
Hawaii 0.00 38
Idaho 0.00 38
Kentucky 0.00 38
North Carolina 0.00 38
Oklahoma 0.00 38
South Carolina 0.00 38
South Dakota 0.00 38
Utah 0.00 38
Virginia 0.00 38
Wyomirig 0.00 38
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Table 6
Private School Options in Each State,

Arranged Alphabetically

State Private Score Private Rank

Alabama 0.00 38
Alaska 0.28 27
Arizona 0.77 16
Arkansas 0.00 38
California 0.57 17

Colorado 0.28 27
Connecticut 0.85 8

Delaware 0.57 17
Florida 0.28 26
Georgia 0.00 38
Hawaii 0.00 38
Idaho 0.00 38
Illinois 1.61 3

Indiana 0.57 17

Iowa 1.23 5

Kansas 0.57 17
Kentucky 0.00 38
Louisiana 0.85 8
Maine 2.59 2
Maryland 0.28 27
Massachusetts 0.57 17
Michigan 0.57 17
Minnesota 2.96 1

Mississippi 0.28 27
Missouri 0.28 27
Montana 0.28 27
Nebraska 0.85 8
Nevada 0.28 27
New Hampshire 0.85 8
New Jersey 0.85 8
New Mexico 0.28 27
New York 0.85 8
North Carolina 0.00 38
North Dakota 0.28 27
Ohio 0.99 7

Oklahoma 0.00 38
Oregon 0.57 17
Pennsylvania 0.85 8
Rhode Island 0.57 17

South Carolina 0.00 38
South Dakota 0.00 38
Tennessee 0.28 27
Texas 0.28 27
Utah 0.00 38
Vermont 1.51 4
Virginia 0.00 38
Washington 0.57 17

West Virginia 0.85 8
Wisconsin 1.23 6
Wyoming 0.00 38
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private schools. These states are: Alabama, Ar-
kansas, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Kentucky,
North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina,
South Dakota, Utah, Virginia, and Wyoming.

Home Schooling Options

The home-schooling measure is the average of
two indicators: the percentage of students in the
state that are home schooled (when this figure is
available), and the absence of state restrictions
and regulations on home schooling, according
to information collected by the Home School
Legal Defense Association. When the percentage
of students home schooled was not available
(which is the case in ten states), the second indi-
cator was used as the total home-schooling score.
The states are ranked by their home-schooling
scores in Table 7 and alphabetically in Table 8.

The highest scoring state on the home-schooling
measure is Oregon, where, according to conser-
vative numbers collected by the U.S. Department
of Education, nearly 2% of all students are home
schooled. In addition, Oregon placed no restric-
tions on home schooling in six of the seven cat-
egories of possible regulations monitored by the
Home School Legal Defense Association
(HSLDA). Three states tied for second place on
the home-schooling options score: New Jersey,
Oklahoma, and Texas. In none of these jurisdic-
tions were data available on the percentage of
students who are home schooled, but all three
placed no restrictions on home schooling in six
of the seven categories tracked by the HSLDA.
Trailing these three states was Alaska, which
places no restrictions on home schooling and has
more than 1.5% of its students home schooled
according to the conservative estimates collected
by the U.S. Department of Education.

The lowest scoring state on the home-school-
ing options measure is West Virginia, which
places restrictions in all seven areas tracked by
the HSLDA and has only a tiny fraction of its
students home schooled. Rhode Island and
Tennessee tie for second lowest. Both states
restrict six of seven areas tracked by HSLDA.
(Data on the extent of home schooling are not
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Table 7
Ranking the States by Availability of

Home-School Options

Table 8
Home-School Options in Each State,

Arranged Alphabetically

State Home-School Home-School
Score Rank

State Home-School
Score

Home-School
Rank

Oregon 3.52 Alabama 1.68 30
New Jersey 3.37 Alaska - 3.36 5
Oklahoma 3.37 Arizona 2.29 13
Texas 3.37 Arkansas 2.53 11
Alaska 3.36 California 1.28 38
South Dakota 2.86 Colorado 1.74 27
Mississippi 2.81 Connecticut 1.35 35
Wisconsin 2.75 Delaware 1.43 33
Montana 2.60 Florida 1.77 26
Wyoming 2.54 Georgia 1.30 37
Arkansas 2.53 Hawaii 1.56 31
Kansas 2.41 Idaho 2.24 14
Arizona 2.29 Illinois 1.40 34
Idaho 2.24 Indiana 2.21 17
Missouri 2.24 Iowa 1.73 29
New Hampshire 2.23 Kansas 2.41 12
Indiana 2.21 Kentucky 1.22 39
Vermont 2.14 Louisiana 0.97 43
Nebraska 2.12 Maine 2.01 20
Maine 2.01 Maryland 1.88 23
Washington 1.98 Massachusetts 1.12 40
Minnesota 1.96 Michigan 1.79 25
Maryland 1.88 Minnesota 1.96 22
Nevada
Michigan

1.82
1.79

Mississippi
Missouri

2.81

2.24
7

14
Florida 1.77 Montana 2.60 9
Colorado 1.74 Nebraska 2.12 19
New Mexico 1.74 Nevada 1.82 24
Iowa 1.73 New Hampshire 2.23 16
Alabama 1.68 New Jersey 3.37 2
Hawaii 1.56 New Mexico 1.74 28
Virginia 1.44 New York 0.60 47
Delaware 1.43 North Carolina 1.30 36
Illinois 1.40 North Dakota 0.77 45
Connecticut 1.35 Ohio 0.64 46
North Carolina 1.30 Oklahoma 3.37 2
Georgia 1.30 Oregon 3.52 1

California 1.28 Pennsylvania 1.03 42
Kentucky 1.22 Rhode Island 0.56 48
Massachusetts 1.12 South Carolina 0.84 44
Utah 1.12 South Dakota 2.86 6
Pennsylvania 1.03 Tennessee 0.56 48
Louisiana 0.97 Texas 3.37 2
South Carolina 0.84 Utah 1.12 40
North Dakota 0.77 Vermont 2.14 18
Ohio 0.64 Virginia 1:44 32
New York 0.60 Washington 1.98 21
Rhode Island 0.56 West Virginia 0.16 50
Tennessee 0.56 Wisconsin 2.75 8
West Virginia 0.16 Wyoming 2.54 10
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available for either state.) Just above them is
New York, which restricts six of seven catego-
ries tracked by HSLDA and has a low percent-
age of home schoolers.

Inter-District Transfer Options

This is the least satisfying of the five measures
that comprise the Education Freedom Index. We
sought measures of intra-district choice pro-
grams, such as magnet schools, as well as inter-
district choice. Unfortunately, reliable and
consistent data on intra-district choice are sim-
ply not available at the state level. For inter-dis-
trict choice, we sought a measure of the
percentage of students who actually take advan-
tage of the programs and/or a detailed measure
scoring the state law for how easily families
could choose to transfer their children to another
district. Unfortunately, these data are not avail-
able, either. Instead, we were obliged to use the
simple measure of the existence of inter-district
choice programs as reported by Education Week
in its annual Quality Counts.

According to that report (and listed in Tables 9
and 10), 18 states have full inter-district choice
programs and therefore receive the highest score
on this measure. Those 18 are: Arizona, Arkan-
sas, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Idaho,
Iowa, Minnesota, Nebraska, New Mexico, North
Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, South Dakota, Tennes-
see, Utah, Washington, and Wisconsin. Another
12 states have limited inter-district choice plans,
giving them a middle score on this measure. The
twenty remaining states have no inter-district
choice program. These states, which receive the
lowest score on this measure, are: Alaska,
Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Illinois, Kansas, Ken-
tucky, Maryland, Mississippi, Montana, Ne-
vada, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania,
Rhode Island, South Carolina, Vermont, Vir-
ginia, West Virginia, and Wyoming.

While this measure does not capture the full
range of options for transferring within the pub-
lic school system, it does provide some infor-
mation that helps rank the amount of education
freedom available in each state.
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Table 9
Ranking the States by Availability of

Inter-District Transfer Options

State Inter-District
Transfer Score

Inter-District
Transfer Rank

Arizona 2.27 1

Arkansas 2.27 1

Colorado 2.27 1

Connecticut 2.27 1

Delaware 2.27 1

Idaho 2.27 1

Iowa 2.27 1

Minnesota 2.27 1

Nebraska 2.27 1

New Mexico 2.27 1

North Dakota 2.27 1

Ohio 2.27 1

Oregon 2.27 1

South Dakota 2.27 1

Tennessee 2.27 1

Utah 2.27 1

Washington 2.27 1

Wisconsin 2.27 1

Alabama 1.14 19
California 1.14 19
Indiana 1.14 19
Louisiana 1.14 19
Maine 1.14 19
Massachusetts 1.14 19
Michigan 1.14 19
Missouri 1.14 19
New Hampshire 1.14 19
New Jersey 1.14 19
New York 1.14 19
Texas 1.14 19
Alaska 0.00 31

Florida 0.00 31

Georgia 0.00 31

Hawaii 0.00 31

Illinois 0.00 31

Kansas 0.00 31

Kentucky 0.00 31

Maryland 0.00 31

Mississippi 0.00 31

Montana 0.00 31

Nevada 0.00 31

North Carolina 0.00 31

Oklahoma 0.00 31

Pennsylvania 0.00 31

Rhode Island 0.00 31

South Carolina 0.00 31

Vermont 0.00 31

Virginia 0.00 31

West Virginia 0.00 31

Wyoming 0.00 31
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Table 10
Inter-District Transfer Options in Each

State, Arranged Alphabetically

State Inter-District
Transfer Score

Alabama 1.14
Alaska 0.00
Arizona 2.27
Arkansas 2.27
California 1.14
Colorado 2.27
Connecticut 2.27
Delaware 2.27
Florida 0.00
Georgia 0.00
Hawaii 0.00
Idaho 2.27
Illinois 0.00
Indiana 1.14
Iowa 2.27
Kansas 0.00
Kentucky 0.00
Louisiana 1.14
Maine 1.14
Maryland 0.00
Massachusetts 1.14
Michigan 1.14
Minnesota 2.27
Mississippi 0.00
Missouri 1.14
Montana 0.00
Nebraska 2.27
Nevada 0.00
New Hampshire 1.14
New Jersey 1.14
New Mexico 2.27
New York 1.14
North Carolina 0.00
North Dakota 2.27
Ohio 2.27
Oklahoma 0.00
Oregon 2.27
Pennsylvania 0.00
Rhode Island 0.00
South Carolina 0.00
South Dakota 2.27
Tennessee 2.27
Texas 1.14
Utah 2.27
Vermont 0.00
Virginia 0.00
Washington 2.27
West Virginia 0.00
Wisconsin 2.27
Wyoming 0.00

Inter-District
Transfer Rank

17

Moving to a Different District

One of the most common ways by which people
exercise choice in education is by moving to a
different school district if they are unsatisfied
with their current prospects. The flight to the
suburbs and the prominence of school quality in
housing selection illustrate this common, but little
recognized, form of school choice. Relocating to
a new district, however, has costs. In addition to
the barriers some people face affording homes
in areas with high quality public schools, relo-
cating can force parents to leave attractive jobs
and can disrupt their networks of family and
friends. State policy can help alleviate these costs
to some degree by altering the size and popula-
tion of districts. If switching to another public
school district does not involve having to move
a great distance, then families can relocate with-
out the parents having to change jobs or leave
networks of friends and family.

Our measure of relocation options is an aver-
age of two items: the average number of square
miles per district in each state and the average
number of students per district in each state. The
ease with which one can move to another school
district without having to change jobs or break
social ties is a function both of the distance be-
tween districts and how densely populated
those districts are. In California, for example,
the average school district is approximately 147
square miles, making its districts geographically
smaller than those of 30 other states. But the
population density is greater than all but 12
states, meaning that it is harder to commute
across those miles. The number of miles from
the center of the Los Angeles Unified School
District to neighboring districts is not great, but
given the population density, the commute
would be much worse than covering the same
number of miles in Montana. States can make it
easier to choose alternative school districts by
moving if they made their districts smaller in
terms of population and geographic size.

As can be seen in Tables 11 and 12, the highest
ranking state on this measure of moving options
is Vermont, which has the second smallest
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average population per school district, with a
little more than 300 students per district. Ver-
mont also has very small districts, about 27
square miles on average, making it relatively
easy to move to another district without chang-
ing jobs or friends. New Hampshire has the sec-
ond highest score. It has under 900 students per
school district and an average school district size
of around 36 square miles. (Keep in mind that a
square-shaped district that is 36 square miles is
6 miles on each end, making a commute from
the middle of the district to the middle of a
neighboring district a matter of minutes in thinly
populated areas.) Nebraska closely follows Ver-
mont and New Hampshire on the measure of
moving options. It has a little more than 400 stu-
dents per district and an average district size of
around 100 square miles.

On the other end of the spectrum, Hawaii re-
ceives the lowest score by far on this measure.
It has only one school district that encompasses
more than 200,000 students and more than 6,400
square miles scattered over a string of islands
in the middle of the Pacific Ocean. Choosing to
move to a different school district would require
traveling thousands of miles and leaving the
state. Alaska similarly receives a very low score
on the moving options measure. Though the
average number of students per district in
Alaska is actually lower than in 30 other states,
the distance to the next district is usually very
great, with more than 10,000 square miles per
district. Nevada has both a relatively high num-
ber of students per school district, more than
15,000, and districts that are geographically
large, averaging more than 6,000 square miles.

Does Education Freedom Heip Student
Achievement?

For many, freedom is a good in its own right.
They contend it is desirable for policymakers to
promote education freedom simply because it
makes available to families a broader set of op-
tions to satisfy their diverse needs and priori-
ties. But does freedom in education also boost
student achievement? The evidence suggests
that it does.
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Table 11
Ranking the States by Availability

of Relocation Options

State Relocation Relocation
Score Rank

Vermont 6.30 1

New Hampshire 6.29 2

Nebraska 6.28 3

Maine 6.28 4
New Jersey 6.28 5

Massachusetts 6.28 6
Illinois 6.27 7

Oklahoma 6.26 8
Ohio 6.26 9
Iowa 6.26 10

Connecticut 6.26 11

Michigan 6.26 12

Missouri 6.25 13
Arkansas 6.25 14

Wisconsin 6.25 15

North Dakota 6.24 16
Pennsylvania 6.24 17

Montana 6.24 18
Minnesota 6.24 19

Indiana 6.23 20
Rhode Island 6.23 21

Kentucky 6.23 22
New York 6.23 23
Kansas 6.22 24
South Dakota 6.21 25
Delaware 6.21 26
Washington 6.20 27

Texas 6.19 28
Mississippi 6.19 29
California 6.18 30
Arizona 6.18 31

Oregon 6.16 32
Virginia 6.14 33
South Carolina 6.13 34
Tennessee 6.13
Colorado 6.11 36
Alabama 6.11 37

West Virginia 6.11 38
Georgia 6.11 39
Idaho 6.08 40
North Carolina 6.05 41

Louisiana 5.95 42
New Mexico 5.89 43
Wyoming 5.83 44
Utah 5.68 45
Florida 5.60 46
Maryland 5.59 47
Nevada 4.43 48
Alaska 3.49 49
Hawaii 1.06 50
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Table 12
Relocation Options in Each State,

Arranged Alphabetically

State Relocation
Score

Relocation
Rank

Alabama 6.11 37
Alaska 3.49 49
Arizona 6.18 31

Arkansas 6.25 14
California 6.18 30
Colorado 6.11 36
Connecticut 6.26 11

Delaware 6.21 26
Florida 5.60 46
Georgia 6.11 39
Hawaii 1.06 50
Idaho 6.08 40
Illinois 6.27 7

Indiana 6.23 20
Iowa 6.26 10
Kansas 6.22 24
Kentucky 6.23 22
Louisiana 5.95 42
Maine 6.28 4
Maryland 5.59 47
Massachusetts 6.28 6
Michigan 6.26 12
Minnesota 6.24 19
Mississippi 6.19 29
Missouri 6.25 13
Montana 6.24 18
Nebraska 6.28 3

Nevada 4.43 48
New Hampshire 6.29 2

New Jersey 6.28 5

New Mexico 5.89 43
NewYork 6.23 23
North Carolina 6.05 41

North Dakota 6.24 16
Ohio 6.26 9
Oklahoma 6.26 8

Oregon 6.16 32
Pennsylvania 6.24 17

Rhode Island 6.23 21

South Carolina 6.13 34
South Dakota 6.21 25
Tennessee 6.13 35
Texas 6.19 28
Utah 5.68 45
Vermont 6.30 1

Virginia 6.14 33
Washington 6.20 27
West Virginia 6.11 38
Wisconsin 6.25 15
Wyoming 5.83 44
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According to a simple regression that predicts
the percentage of students scoring "proficiently"
on the National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP) by each state's EFI score, a
state that has a one point higher score on the
EFI can expect an additional 5.5% of its students
to test as proficient. Given that the average state
has 26.5% of its students scoring at the profi-
cient level on the 1998 Reading NAEP, the 1998
Science NAEP, and the 1996 Writing NAEP, an
increase of 5.5% is quite an improvement.

From other regressions that use the EFI to pre-
dict SAT scores, we would expect that a one
point increase in the Education Freedom Index
score for a state would lead to a 21 point increase
in the average SAT verbal score and a 22 point
increase in the average SAT math score. Put sim-
ply, states with more education freedom have
higher average student achievement.

But does education freedom actually cause
higher student achievement? Proving causation
with relatively few cases (there are only 50
states) cannot be done with certainty. Even to
suggest that education freedom helps contrib-
ute to student achievement requires controlling
for other factors that might explain that achieve-
ment. Accordingly, we constructed a simple
model that uses the Education Freedom Index
scores to predict student achievement in each
state, controlling for the percentage of minori-
ties in each state, median household income in
each state, per pupil spending on education, and
the average class size.

As can be seen in Table 13, the results are strik-
ing. Even after controlling for these other factors,
EFI is a significant predictor of student achieve-
ment. We would expect that a one point rise in
EFI for a state would increase the percentage
performing proficiently on NAEP by 5.5%. In
contrast, a one percentage point increase in mi-
nority population would lead to a .3% decline
in the percentage of students performing profi-
ciently, while a $1,000 boost in median
household income would lead to a .3% increase
in the percentage of students performing profi-

. ciently on NAEP. (Per pupil spending and

September 2000 Civic Report



The Education Freedom Index

average class size in each state have no signifi-
cant effect on the percentage of students who
perform proficiently on NAEP.)

We observe similar results when we use the
model to predict SAT scores. A one point in-
crease in the Education Freedom Index leads to
a 24 point increase in SAT verbal and math
scores. Among the control factors, an increase
in the minority population of one percentage
point is associated with a 1 point decline in SAT
verbal and math scores while household in-
come, per pupil spending, and class size are not
independently significantly related to SAT
scores, although the income measure is close to
significant in predicting SAT verbal scores.

Increasing education freedom is one of the
most practical ways for policymakers to im-
prove the quality of education. To achieve the
same benefit as a one point gain in EFI (which
is about the difference in education freedom
between #3 ranked Wisconsin and #40 ranked
Wyoming), state policymakers would have to
find a way to increase average household in-
come by $19,000, which is simply not feasible.
While increasing education freedom can re-
quire politically difficult reforms, it is certainly
a more attractive course of action for
policymakers than the nearly impossible or un-
desirable alternatives required to produce simi-
lar gains in academic achievement.

Comparison of South Carolina
and Texas

The effect of education freedom on student
achievement can be illustrated by comparing
South Carolina and Texas, two states similar in
many respects but different in the educational
options they offer families. Both are southern
states with a high percentage of minorities.
(Around 41% of Texas students are African-
American or Latino compared to 31% for South
Carolina.) Both states have median household
incomes below the national average, South
Carolina at $34,665 and Texas at $33,072. South
Carolina spends $5,827 per pupil compared to
$5,815 in Texas, both below the national aver-
age. The average student/teacher ratio in both
states is smaller than the national average, with
15.7 students per teacher in South Carolina and
15.5 in Texas.

While these two states are similar in character-
istics that are commonly thought to influence
pupil achievement, they differ significantly in
the amount of education freedom they offer.
South Carolina has an Education Freedom In-
dex score of 1.64, putting it 43rd among the
states. Texas has an EFI score of 2.48, putting it
in 6th place among the states.

Texas also has higher test scores than South
Carolina. In Texas, 24.0% of students score at

Table 13
Regression Models of the Effect of Education Freedom on Student Achievement

Variable

NAEP Proficiency

Coefficient P-Value

Education Freedom Index 5.5 0.00
Household Income (000s) 0.3 0.04
Percentage Minority -0.3 0.00
Per Pupil Spending (000s) 0.6 0.59
Class Size -0.5 0.20
Constant 15.6 0.15

Adjusted R-Squared 0.63
N 43
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SAT Verbal SAT Math

Coefficient P-Value Coefficient P-Value

24.3 0.01 24.4 0.02
-1.7 0.06 -1.1 0.25
-1.1 0.00 -1.1 0.01

-10.5 0.13 -8.9 0.23
-0.8 0.75 6.1 0.99

636.1 0.00 .592.2 0.00

0.31 0.22
50 50
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the proficient level on the NAEP compared to
17.7% in South Carolina. The average verbal and
math SAT scores in Texas are 494 and 501, re-
spectively, compared to 479 and 474 in South
Carolina. Texas has 6.3% more students scor-
ing proficiently on NAEP, 15 point higher scores
on the SAT verbal, and 27 point higher scores
on the SAT math.

Many factors undoubtedly contribute to these
differences in test scores, but Texas may have
significantly higher test scores than South Caro-
lina in large part because it offers greater edu-
cation freedom. The Lone Star state does not
spend more on education per pupil, it does not
have significantly smaller classes, it does not
have wealthier families, and it does not have
fewer minority students. What Texas has is more
freedom. Texas offers more charter schools than
South Carolina. Texas places far fewer restric-
tions on home schooling. Texas offers a limited
inter-district school choice program while South
Carolina does not offer any. And Texas has
smaller school districts than South Carolina,
making it easier for families to move to differ-
ent districts without having to disrupt work or
social connections.

By offering families greater educational options,
Texas helps students learn. This higher level of
student achievement produced by more educa-
tional options could be caused by families be-
ing better able to find schools that address the
particular needs of their children. If one has
more options from which to choose, it is easier

to find the school that is right for a child and
that will help the child learn more. If there are
more educational options, schools also have to
be more attentive to student needs to attract stu-
dents. Schools cannot simply take students for
granted if families have alternatives.

Conclusion

Freedom matters in education. Simply provid-
ing families with additional options in the edu-
cation of their children has a larger
independent effect on student achievement
than increasing education spending or reduc-
ing class size. In addition, the magnitude of the
benefit of education freedom for student learn-
ing is comparable to the benefit of significantly
increasing median household income. Note,
too, that it is far easier for state policymakers
to expand education freedom than it is for them
to increase median household income by sev-
eral thousand dollars. Education freedom is not
only a good in and of itself, but it also appears
to help students learn.

We hope that the Education Freedom Index
draws attention to the importance of freedom
in education. Some states are beginning to rec-
ognize the importance of this freedom and are
expanding the education options available to
families. Other states have done little in this re-
gard. The Education Freedom Index will per-
form its task if all states begin to debate the
extent to which parents should have the free-
dom to choose how to educate their children.
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APPENDIX

The Education Freedom Index is an equally
weighted average of five measures: charter
school options, government-assisted private
school options, home-schooling options, inter-
district transfer options, and relocation options.
In this appendix we explain each of those mea-
sures, including the sources for data and how
they were computed.

Standardizing Scores

All items were "standardized" so that the score
each state received is the number of standard
deviations above the lowest scoring state. A
standard deviation is a measure of variance. By
transforming all scores into units of standard
deviations we are able to make scores of unlike
things comparable. For example, by standard-
izing we are able to average scores that are per-
centages of charter schools with scores that are
rankings of charter regulations. Having twice
the percentage of charter schools as another state
may not be as big of an advantage in terms of
freedom as having twice the score on charter
regulations because there may be more variance
in the charter school percentage measure. That
is, having twice as many charter schools may
be easier than having twice the regulation score.
Converting all measures into units of standard
deviations allows us to treat all measures as
comparable and therefore makes averaging
across them meaningful and valid. We there-
fore standardized all components of the Educa-
tion Freedom Index as units of standard
deviations above the lowest scoring state on that
item. Converting all scores into units of stan-
dard deviation does make it a little harder to
interpret the scores, but it is necessary if one
wants to combine several scores from unlike
measures.

Charter Scores

The charter school score is an average of two
measures, the percentage of public schools in a
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state that are charter schools and a score for the
laws and regulations governing the creation and
operation of charter schools. The total number
of public schools in each state was obtained from
the National Center for Education Statistics' web
site at: http: / /nces.ed.gov /pubs99/digest98 /
d98t098.html. The number of charter schools in
each state was obtained from the Center for
Education Reform's web site at: http:/ /
www.edreform.com/pubs/chglance.htm. The
percentage of schools that are charter schools
was computed simply by dividing the number
of charter schools by the total number of public
schools in each state.

The extent to which each state's laws and regu-
lations enable the creation and operation of char-
ter schools was scored by the Center for
Education Reform (CER). This score considers
numerous factors, such as whether there are
multiple chartering authorities, whether char-
ters are exempt from regulations, and whether
they are free from collective bargaining require-
ments. The CER score can be found on-line at:
http:/ /www.edreform.com/charter_schools/
laws /ranking_2000.htm.

Private School Assistance Scores

The government-assisted private-school options
score was computed from three measures: the
percentage of students attending a private
school with a government paid voucher; the
maximum benefit available from tax credits and
deductions for private school expenses; and the
range of direct state subsidies to private schools
for certain expenses.

To compute the percentage of students receiv-
ing a voucher we obtained the total number of
public and private students in elementary and
secondary school for each state from the Na-
tional Center for Education Statistics on the web
at: http:/ /nces.ed.gov/pubs99/digest98/
d98t040.html and http:/ /nces.ed.gov /pubs99/
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digest98/d98t064.html. To the best of our
knowledge, publicly financed vouchers are
available in five states. The number of students
receiving vouchers in Wisconsin, Ohio, and
Florida was obtained from George Mitchell of
the Institute for the Transformation of Learn-
ing at Marquette University. He can be reached
at mitchco@execpc.com. The number of students
receiving vouchers in Maine and Vermont was
obtained from Richard Komer of the Institute
for Justice in Washington, D.C.. Mr. Komer can
be reached at rkomer@ij.org.

Information on tax credits and deductions for
private school expenses in each state was ob-
tained from the School Choices 2000 report issued
by the Heritage Foundation. It can be found on
the web at: http: / /heritage.org/schools.

The range of direct subsidies to private schools
was a four-point scale computed from data col-
lected by the U.S. Department of Education. In
its June 2000 report, The Regulation of Private
Schools In America: A State-by-State Analysis,
Table 3 indicated whether states provided sub-
sidies to private schools for pupil transporta-
tion, textbooks, and auxiliary services, such as
school nurses or educational materials. A state
received a score of 3 if it provided subsidies in
all three categories, a 2 if it provided subsidies
in 2 of these three categories, and so on. Table
three of the report can be found on-line at: http: /
/www.ed.gov / pubs /RegPrivSchl / chart3.html.

These three measures were then standardized
in the same manner as described above. The
government-assisted private school options
score is an equally weighted average of these
three standardized measures.

Home-Schooling Scores

The home-schooling options score is an aver-
age of two measures: the percentage of students
in each state who are being home schooled, as
reported by estimates from the U.S. Departthent
of Education; and a measure of the extent of re-
strictions on home schooling in each state com-
puted from information collected by the Home

School Legal Defense Association. The percent-
age of home-schooled children was computed
by dividing the number of home-schooled chil-
dren as estimated in a U.S. Department of Edu-
cation report, available at http:/ /www.ed.gov/
offices /OERI/SAI/homeschool/
AppendixA.html, by the total number of el-
ementary and secondary school students, avail-
able at the web sites listed above. The
home-schooling estimates, for school year 1995-
6, were available for forty states.

The measure of restrictions facing home school-
ing was based on descriptions of each state's
laws and regulations governing home school-
ing found on the Home School Legal Defense
Association web site at: http:/ /
www.hslda.org/central/states/. The web site
describes seven categories of state regulation.
Each state's score on this measure was the per-
centage of those seven categories in which there
were no restrictions placed on home schooling.

Both of these measures were then standardized,
using the same method described above. The
total home-school options score was the aver-
age of these two standardized measures when
both measures were available. For those ten
states without information from the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education on the number of home
schoolers, the total home-school option score
was simply the same as the home-school law
measure.

Dotter-District PubDic SchooD Choke Score

The inter-district transfer options score is a
single measure obtained from the Quality Counts
2000 report published by Education Week. This
report, available on-line at http:/ /
www.edweek.org/sreports /qc00 /templates /
state-comp.htm, says whether each state has no
inter-district school choice, a limited inter-dis-
trict choice program, or a statewide inter-dis-
trict choice program. From this description we
calculated a 3-point scale, where a state received
a 3 if it had statewide inter-district choice, a 2 if
it had limited inter-district choice, and a 1 if it
had not inter-district public school choice pro-
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gram. This measure was then standardized in
the manner as described above.

Relocation Score

The relocation option score was calculated as
the average of two measures, the state's aver-
age number of students per school district and
the average number of square miles per district.
The number of districts in each state was ob-
tained from the National Center for Education
Statistics at: http:/ /nces.ed.gov /pubs99/di-
gest98/d98t092.html. The number of students
was obtained from the sources described above.
The number of square miles per state was ob-
tained from the U.S. Census at: http:/ /
www.census.gov/population/censusdata/
90den_stco.txt

Both of these measures, square miles per school
district and student population per district, were
then standardized in the manner described
above. The total relocation options score was then
the average of these two standardized measures.

Additional measures were obtained for the re-
gression models. The information on NAEP pro-
ficiency scores was obtained from Quality Counts

Civic Report September 2000
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at: http: / /www.edweek.org/sreports/qc00/
templates/state-comp.htm. The percentage of
students scoring "proficient" on the NAEP was
the average reported as proficient on the 8th
grade reading test in 1998, the 8th grade science
test in 1998, and the 8th grade math test in 1996.
If scores were not available for all of these tests
(due to a state's non-participation in NAEP),
then the average of those available was used.
The average SAT verbal and math scores for
each state were obtained from the National Cen-
ter for Education Statistics at: http:/ /
nces.ed.gov/pubs99/digest98/d98t134.html.

Information on median household income for
each state was also obtained from the National
Center for Education Statistics at: http://
nces.ed.gov/pubs99/digest98/d98t020.html.
The percentage of African-Americans and
Latinos in each state was obtained from the U.S.
Census at: http: / /www.census.gov/datamap/
www/. Per pupil spending was obtained from
Quality Counts, which adjusts spending to ac-
count for differences in the cost of living by state.
The student-teacher ratio was obtained from the
National Center for Education Statistics at:
http:/ /nces.ed.gov/pubs99 /digest98/
d98t067.html

24



Wcdcl you paw to
contacting

retie ye tIN@, o 0 oc 16075) w4k, .56( of to,
ut§gg tni@manhatten-i stouteoceg oQ Mo3° 9-7

p ease
000

supply Math Wale WriThe)a

Pagwiiow pubbzgitibow t® eAgo eveiR5bOlgo

address

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Henry Olsen

ADVISORY BOARD

Stephen Goldsmith, Chairman
Mayor Jerry Brown
Mayor Susan Golding
Mayor John 0. Norquist
Mayor Bret Schundler

FELLOWS

John J. Dilulio, Jr.
Chester E. Finn, Jr.

Floyd H. Flake
Jay P. Greene

Byron R. Johnson
George L. Kelling

Edmund J. McMahon
Peter D. Salins

Roger Starr

The Center for Civic Innovation's (CCI) purpose is to improve the quality of life in cities by shaping
public policy and enriching public discourse on urban issues.

CCI sponsors the publication of books like The Entrepreneurial City: A How-To Handbook for Urban
Innovators, which contains brief essays from America's leading mayors explaining how they improved
their cities' quality of life; Stephen Goldsmith's The Twenty-First Century City, which provides a blue-
print for getting America's cities back in shape; and George Kelling's and Catherine Coles' Fixing
Broken Windows, which explores the theory widely created with reducing the rate of crime in New
York and other cities. CCI also hosts conferences, publishes studies, and holds luncheon forums
where prominent local and national leaders are given opportunities to present their views on critical
urban issues. Cities on a Hill, CCI's newsletter, highlights the ongoing work of innovative mayors
across the country.

MANHATTAN INSTITUTE FOR POLICY RESEARCH
52 Vanderbilt Avenue New York, NY 10017

www.manhattan-institute.org

Non-Profit
Organization
US Postage

PAID
Permit 04001

New York, NY



0. DOCU

U.S. Department of Education
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI)

National Library of Education (NLE)
Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)

RC PRODUCT110M RIELEASE

ENT IDENTIFICATION:

(Specific Document)

O

),]

(itoo3scio5

Title:
risee_Jow,

Author(s): may P re.A..0/

Corporate Source: Publication Date:

, 2-000

REPRODUCTION RELE SE:
In order to disseminate as widely as possible timely and significant materials of interest to the educational community, documents announced in the

monthly abstract journal of the ERIC system, Resources in Education (RIE), are usually made available to users in microfiche, reproduced paper copy,
and electronic media, and sold through the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). Credit is given to the source of each document, and, if
reproduction release is granted, one of the following notices is affixed to the document.

If permission is granted to reproduce and disseminate the identified document, please CHECK ONE of the following three options and sign at the bottom
of the page.

The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed to all Level 1 documents

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS

BEEN GRANTED BY

\q)

ct>
TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES

INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

Level i

Check here for Level 1 release, permitting
reproduction and dissemination in microfiche or other

ERIC archival media (e.g., electronic) and paper
copy.

Sign
here,--)

The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed to all Level 2A documents

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN

MICROFICHE, AND IN ELECTRONIC MEDIA
FOR ERIC COLLECTION SUBSCRIBERS ONLY,

HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

2A

c§)
TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES

INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

Level 2A

Check here for Level 2A release, permitting
reproduction and dissemination in microfiche and in

electronic media for ERIC archival collection
subscribers only

The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed to all Level 2B documents

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN

MICROFICHE ONLY HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

2B

C§)

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

Level 2B

Check here for Level 2B release, permitting
reproduction and dissemination in microfiche only

Documents will be processed as indicated provided reproduction quality permits.
If permission to reproduce is granted, but no box is checked, documents will be processed at Level 1.

I hereby grant to the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) nonexclusive permission to reproduce and disseminate this document
as indicated above. Reproduction from the ERIC microfiche or electronic media by persons other than ERIC employees and its system
contractors requires permission from the copyright holder. Exception is made for non-profit reproduction by libraries and other service agencies
to satisfy information needs of educators in response to discrete inquiries.

Sign ure:

Organization/ ress:
please -rx,_ a-Ma - 4 ;-1ie

52 ti-

ii/ Y,dur I 001-7

Printed Name/Position/Title:

0
Telephokx
-412 g -7-000

FAX:
S-441 .3 i cc

k-Mail Address:
ol in a Flea...q

I,. 4--,4 1.)

Date:
,

(over)



III. DOCUMENT AV IL DUTY ONFOR ATDON (F' -OM ON-ERIC SOURCE):

If permission to reproduce is not granted to ERIC, or, if you wish ERIC to cite the availability of the document from another source, please
provide the following information regarding the availability of the document. (ERIC will not announce a document unless it is publicly
available, and a dependable source can be specified. Contributors should also be aware that ERIC selection criteria are significantly more
stringent for documents that cannot be made available through EDRS.)

Publisher/Distributor:

Address:

Price:

IV. REFERRAL OF ERIC TO COPYRIGHT/RE ''RODUCTION RIGHTS HOLDER:

If the right to grant this reproduction release is held by someone other than the addressee, please provide the appropriate name and
address:

Name:

Address:

V. WHERE TO SEND THIS FOR

Send this form to the following ERIC Clearinghouse:

ERIC Clearinghouse on Urban Education
Box 40, Teachers College, Columbia University

New York, NY 10027

Telephone: 212-678-3433
Toll Free: 800-601-4868

Fax: 212-678-4012

WWW: http://eric-web.tc.columbia.edu

However, if solicited by the ERIC Facility, or if making an unsolicited contribution to ERIC, return this form (and the document being
contributed) to:

ERIC Processing and Reference Facility
1100 West Street, 2nd Floor

Laurel, Maryland 20707-3598

Telephone: 301-497-4080
Toll Free: 800-799-3742

FAX: 301-953-0263
e-mail: ericfac@ineted.gov

WWW: http://ericfac.piccard.csc.com
EFF-088 (Rev. 9/97)


