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" FROM THEORY TO PRACTICE:.

EGNSIDERATIONS FOR IMPLEMENTING
A STATEWIDE VOUCHER SYSTEM

By Dems P Doyie

INTRODUCTION

Few sub;ects in ed ucation have recelved more theoretrcal andless
practical attention than. education vouchers:! Though vouchers
have captured the imagination of reformers on both ends of the
political spectrum; ex;. erience with implementation has been almost

nonexistent. Education vouchers apparently are $o controversial

that people have been reluctant to try them. Consequently; there

have been only weak incentives to develop a practrcal system to

implement-a vouche. plan There is, however a new set of events
unfolding that provides some sense of urgericy.

_Thete is no single voucher plan becauso vouchers are. snmply an
admlmstratlve device to accomplish some larger social policy objec-
tive: (Admlttedly; “administrative devices” are not neutral in their

effects but theg produce second-order effects; to understand them,

it is necessary first to understand what it is_they are supposed to

accomplish. )The purpose of vouchers is to permit ‘choice:” Inthe

case -of education the guestion is, chonce for what end? For all
voucher_theorists; choice is lmportant because it reinforces the
liberty and dignity of the individual by empowering the 1nd|v|dual to

Choose In education; the voucher recipient; rather than the bureau-
crat, would decide both what to study and where to study. The
reason such a choice is either desxrable or appropriate is that; as

Coons and Sugarman assert, “society’s indeterminacy as to the

child’s interest has permntted us to argue for decentralizing much

authority to the family level.”?
Education is necessarily value centered it serves the needs and

interests of different individuals and different communities differ-

ently. The most stirring defense of this peint of view is John Stuart
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Mrll s. He insists that state- sPonsored education
1S a mere contrivance for moulamg people to be exactlp llke
one another: and as the mould in which it casts them is that
which pleases the predomlnant power in the government,
whether thls bea monarch, a priesthood, an atistacracy; or
the majority of the existing generation, in proportion as it is
efficient and suiccessful, it establishes a despotism over the
mind.? -
Most voucher supporters would agree wrth Nn‘l in outllne but

agreement ends there: Juxtaposed to Mill’s is the mare tradltronal

view of Simon Bolivar; one that is wndely he]d in centra'tzed states

but is onlp infrequently expressed with such directness and vigor:
Let us give to our republic a fourth power with authority
over the youis, the hearts of men, public spirit. habits, and

repubiican morality. Let us establish this Areopagus to

watch over the education of the chtldren to supervise

. JER

national education; to purify whatever may be corrupt in the

repubhc to denounce mgratttude coldness in the country’s
service, egottsm sloth, idleness, and to passjudgment upon
the first signs of corruption and pernicious example.*

ALTERNATIVE VOUCFIER SYSTEMS

The three broad categories into which modern voucher con i

fall are: (l)umversal/unregulated {2) regulated compensatory; and
(3)« power equaliziiig.”

Universal Unregulated Vouchers

In (_,apttaltcm and Freedom Nobel laureate Mllton Frtedman

argues that education is best left to the private sector because

private education is better organized; more efficient, more econom-

ical, and more likely to.be consistent with the preferences of consu:

mers a's dtstmct from the prejudlces of providers.s Friedman's argu-

ment is as elegant as it is simple. Asserting that the private sector is
better ab]e to provtde hlgh quality education; he also recognizes that

private individuals are not equally able to take advantage of private

education. He further recognizes that there is an overrldmg publrc
interest in an educaled citizenry (the benefits of education do riot

accrue exclusively to the individual — society benefits as well).

i 6
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Accordingly; Friedman believes that the public sector should pro-
2 vide vouc heis of minimal value to all parents of school-age children
‘ to perniit them to purchase the education of their choice in the
private market. -

Friedman has no patlenw w1th bux sauc ldlIL conti ol and does not
support muchin the way of rule or requiation of the private sector.
Conced\ng that some irreducible minimem of regulation may be
inescapable - health and safety requirements; for example - he
never theless ergues tlmt mMost requla iors are undeslrable a'ld coun-

they llRe and rqect ,\« homever they hl\e,,hlre and flre as the spirit
moves them, offer the curriculum they think best, select the text-
books they think most sensible; and charge whatever they like {or
are able to) without public sector nterference. .

Tl<e power of the Friedman approachis its snmphcny of admmls
tiation and operation. Any child who could previde evidence of.
enrollment in a-school that satlsfled state compulsory- attendance
laws would-be ellglble for a state vou(;her. ,Vouchers mlght be mailed
out annually as income tax forms are by the IRS, they might be
mailed_monthly as are social security checks; or they might be

claimed at some distribution point. Alternatively, like social security
checks, they might be mailed directly to an account identified by the
recipient. School accounts could qualify, and the simplicity of this
transaction would be quite efficient.

Computers and telecommunications revolutlomze and SImpllfy

the admlmstm >n of experl'nental flnancmg methods Verv lll ely,

ity — often alleged 10 be a barner to implementation of social
experimments — is not a barrier to providing vouchers as a means of
school finance.

' current systél Aof fmancmg pubhc schools. Adminisirative cczmplex

The second voucher system in thns typology isone deueloped by
Chnstopher Jenrks and his colleagues in the late 1960.3, in the
closing days of the Great Socne ty.6 Described as a “regulated com-
pensatory voucher system,” it self-consciously ¢ and deliberately dis-
tinguishes itself from the Friedman sysiern by it acceptance of
féétilatioii as a boSitiVé good and its enibhaSis on the needs of the




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

open-enrollment. if a schoal is popular and over-subscribed; seats
are assigned by lot: Insofar as poor children partncnpate they would
be awarded a “compensatory” voucher in addition to the basic
voucher rha! is zssucd to cover the cost- ofcore educatron Compen

fo} chrldren +n need and (2) to make poor children more attractive to
schonls and teachers.

The lmportance of the compensarory vorr,her |dea is tr at it
rahonahzes the incentive structre of the school.. Normarly poor
students are. a “liability” to the school to leam they need extra
human and financial resources. The typical teacher prefers the
easier-to-educate, “good” students. Enter compensatory vouchers:
{ur the first time, the difficult child, the child with special needs;
brings extraresou.ceswith him or her. No. longer aliability, he or she

is literally an asset.. The institutional calculus is transformed:

_E nally, the dencks plan does not permlt partlcrpanng schools to

charge more than the value of the. voucher. In short, Jenclfs has
attempted to compensate for what he perceives to be the weak-
nesses of Friedman’s laissez faire vouchers plan. Jencks shows a
prefererice for a self-consciously- egalitarian vcucher model. To
oversimplify the case only slightly, the Friedman aporoach is libertar-
ian, tne Jencks approach is egalitarian.’

“Power-Equahzmg Vouchers

Not surpnsmgly, perhaps the thlrd major voucher varint is a

voucher plar it attempts to maintain some of the hbertarlan empha
sis of Friedman’s while it retains some of Jencks’s egalitarian

emphasis.® The Coons-Sugarman model is neither so simple nor so

easily explained and understood as either the Friedman or Jencks

model. The most comiplex part of the plan is also its niost interesting

part somethmg Coons and Sugarman descnbe as “power equahz

work." It refers to a system in which |nd|v|duals or schools mlght find
ways to increase funding levels for their school without doing vio-

lence to Coons and Sugarman'’s notions of fairness: And fairness; it

must be emphasrzed, is_ uppermost n therr minds: Coons and

Sggarrr}an arz concerned .with . the 1mportance of moriey — the

advantage that havmg it offers the well-to-do and the disacvantage
its absence causes the poor. The Coons and Sugarman voucher

8 8
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pldn permits the ambitious  not just the weaithy to spend
more;

VUUCHERb AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS

lmpltClt dnd expltut in eoch of iliese three major vOuC her systems
is -the idea that private schools would or could participate. This
raises a very special issue, as much_for. rcasons of custom and
practice aslaw. Theissue.is religion. It is unavoidable; because more
than 90.percent of the nation's private schools are religiously affil-
iated: ! In this essay; | attemrt to restrict myself to the admtnnstratnve
lntpllLd(IOHS of tncludlng religious schools atid do not deal with the
ledal and coristitutional issues except as they have administrative
conseqguences.

- The recent decision.in Mueller v. Allen; handed down by the U: S,
Supreme Court.in_1983; upheld the anesota system of allowmg
tax deductions ror any educational expense including tuition paid to
denommatronal private schools. This decision may. signal a stgnlfr
cant shift in the Coiirt and may presage a major shift i Strategy on
the part of private chool aid supporters. That is, they may now be
inclined to direct their energies and attention to the tax code rather
than the education code.!? .

.. Assuming.that the general drtft of court decnsnons moves as tt has
in the recent past, however; it is clear that a constitutionally valid
voucher system would have to meet two tests: (1) it could nexther
advance nor tnhtblt mhgton and( ) it could not become excesslvelv
entangled with religious institutions as it is implemented. 11.¢ . irst
Amendment conains both a brohibition against the estainSHment

state maynot adopt a state rellgnon or pl efer one rehgton to another
or prefer reiigion to irreligion;, it may not at the same time in any way
inhibit the freedom of an individual to exercise his or her own
reltglous behefs :

- In the rase of schools thrs haS led to a number of 1mportant
decrstons Pierce v:- Soctety of Sisiers; for example was an Oregon
case in which the Supreme Court ruled that a child_has a right to
attend private school; religious or secular:!? In language rentiniscent

of Mill; the Courti assert"d




The fundamental theory of llberty apon whlch all govern
ments in this Union repose excludes any generdl power of
the state to standardize its children by forcing them to
accept instruction from puqllc teachers only. The chlld is
not-the mere creature of the state; those who nurture him
éhd di'r'e'ct his deSiiny have the righi C6Ubled with the high

} obhgatron&” R

. The Court did not assert hOWever that a chrld has a rlght to
receive pubhc funds to attend non- publlc schools. Indeed, the gues-
tion of the day is- whethor or not a child may consmutlonally accept
such aid if it is offer 2d. In this connection, it is worth noting that for
many years in this country; such aid has been forthcoming.!> To this
day; nearly one-third of Vermont’s school districts do not operate

their own. schools; and resident children are given vouchers to
attend other schools:

THE ADMNISTRATIVE DlLEMMA

lN VOUCHERS FOR PRIVATE SCHOOLS

If rehgluus schools cannot be reasonably excluded f*om a theoret
ical discussion of vouchers, how might they be included as an
admiristrative matter? Because of the complexity and ambiguity of
the law; it is extremely difficult to design the administrative means to
include them. Consider this: religious school tuitions are uniformly
lower than public_school costs. A voucher of equal value for all
children would provnde more morey for rellglous schools than they
currently propose to collect from their students. The ‘vindfall would
be substantial, and even supporters of voichers would be
perplexed. -

. Alternatrvely, the voucher mlght be pegged to exnstmg tuition; as
long as it was less than the amount of the public school voucher:

Religious schoals, if they had. their wits about them; would simply

raise. tuition to capture an amourit equal to the public school

voucher: This too poses “windfall” problems.

Conceptually, the solution might be that any voucher redeemed
by any religiously afflhated school should be worth less than the
voucher made available for children who attend public school. The
reason is to develop the arbitrary but deiensible position that public

monies are not being used to support religion: The alternative is

ni0
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ornate pedagogical and firancial bookkeeping by the religious
SChool to demonstrate that the money received is used purely for
secular purposes.- This approach; however; raises the specter of
“excessive entariglement” as laid down by ‘he Burger Cor:rt. Simply
put the krnd of bookkeepmg, audmng, and verrfrcanon procedures
becorne so complex that the state would be 1ntrud"1g on the
church’ sdomarn A fanlure to sort out religious and secular activities;
on the other hdnd wotild mean unconstitutional suppori of religion:
To illuminate the matter. _imagine that_a_school. offers a course
entitled “The Bible as Literature;” many public high schools do this
today. Suppose a religious school used the same course description.
How would the state treat it?

To escape this dilemma, then, the legrslature mrght decree that
vouchers for rehgrous schools be proportionally less than those for
secuilar schools — 20-percent less, for example — to. demcnstrate
that the legislature did nct intend that the voucher be used to

recover the costs of religious education: This is precisely what is

done in most other industrialized democracles (thouqh not for that -
rezson). That.is; pubhc funds for private schooling are the rule in
Canada, Australia, Denmark, Holland, France, and the United
Knngdom but full reimburserment is usually not provided. The fami-
lies make-up the difference between the pubiic voucher and the
private school tuition. Only in America — and Eastern block coun-
tries —- is aid to religious scheols. prohrblted

Second, the legislature, in both its enabling statute and in its
subsequent lrnplementrng statutes ‘must maRe 1t clear that the
point is both regally and pedagogrcally lmportant because it estab
lishes the primacy of the intended beneficiary: And it will be ¢ upon the

slender reed of “child benefit” theoryjhatvouchers will lean: Just as

we permit public monies to be spent for babies to be born in Catholic
hospitals; welfare recipients to be treated in Jewish hospitals.
(former) social security beneficiaries to use public burial benefits in
Baptist cemeteries, so too will the yiestion of public aid to families
who enroll their children in private schools eventually be accepted:

Lack of a Slmple Admmrstratwe Remedy

,,Unfortunate]y, there is no ready admnnrstranve solutlon to thp
religious school dilerrima. From an administrative standpoint, the

"1
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ninst obuious solution is to permit religious schools to act as the
voucher bookkeeper and banker, collecting fixed-value vouchers
and rcdeemlng them from the staie. As | have suggesied; however;
this is not tikely to survive judicial scrutiny with today's Court. But
the alternative; the issuance of vouchers directly to all clatmants who
are eligible, with no intervening religious school intermediary; leaves
l()wer iiiconie (hrldren in the lurch..

) quhly mobile, low:income youth many of wnom are mlnorrly
youngsters, are precrsely the population that is most in need of
sound schooling; and it is precisely this population that is least likely
to seek it out. They would be least lil{ély to know about the existence

of vouchers; least.able to know how to.securz and redeem them; and

least lrkely to make eft’ectrve use of alternatives within the system

The expedrent needed to help hem. — let the school of attendance

initiate and manage the whole votrcher process — is the one admi-

nistrative arrangeiment that the Court is likely to find excessively
“entangling.”

_The difficulty of the present situation is absurd. The. government,
rf it so chooses; could give every child in the nation a cash payment in
any amount the Congress approprrated It mrght be five, five
hundred, or five thousand dollars Inideed, cash beneflts for children
— famrly allowances — are the-rule in every developed country,
totalitarian or free. Such an ,allowance,,so long as it were not
earmarked for education, would withstand scrutiny in the U.S. Asa
cash grant to be used for any purpose; from drink to transportation;
it would pass Court muster; similarly, if it were dedicated for food,
housrng, or health care; it would pass Court muster, but not if it were
for education. :

lt is certarnly posstble lhat at sofre pomt the U S. Supreme Court
will hand down a decision that will put U.S. practice on a par with
that of every other developed democracy in the world. That is; it will
permit; without equivacation; public monies to be spent on behalf of

children in private schopls; secular and denominational. But pre-

cisely when such a decision wrll be handed down is unknown; even
though a number of revisionist legal hlstorlans are agreed that the
current. ifiterpretation of the Court is iriconsistent with the rnten
tions of the Fourding Fathers and makes little serise as public
policy.’¢ -

Regardless; ihe present situation calls for the two. awl\ward expe
dients skeiched in above to establish_child benefit, not institutional
benefit: For these administrative reasons as well as the controversy

12
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schools is not likely to be adopted in the near future. '
Is there. then, another model, or is the debate purely acadcmic?

ALL-PUBLIC Vouci{ﬁﬁs

ition to tlre fhref’ ma)or cateqorres of voucher systems
described above; another variant warrants discussion because of
the administrative problems ralsed by voucher systeinis that include
rolxgnous schools It is-an all-public voucher--model, one in which
private schools would not participate at all. s In its most basic
incarnation ii is an outgrowth of public finance developments; not
the product of an_education reform movement. California is the

most likely site for its spontaneous appearance because of two

long-term trends:

School Fmance Trends in Cahforma

The flrst trend is fax cuffmg bg referendum — specnflcally Propo
sition 13.. The proposmon s most sfnlcmg effect has been to trans:
form California into a de facto statewide schiool system. Because the
lmplem ation of Proposition 13 so seriously eroded the local tax

base; California moved to virtual statewide assum ption of school
finance. Nearly 80 percent. of the school finance burden s now borne

by Szcramento {exclusive. of federal funds); and the r remammg 20

percent is borne bg localities. Ft'rthcrmore the amournt. raised
locally is defermnned and collected according to rules, regulations,
and procedures set in Sacramento.

Now, state preemiinence as a formal matter is not Hew. Local
schooidisiricts have always been creatures of the state in a legal
sense. But solongas most funds were raised locally; school districts

enjoyed substantial aufonomy Since the money was raised and
spent locally, state legislators tended to be less rather than more-
interventionist. But as the locus of fundmg control shms to fhe state
capltal S0 too does the locus of pedagogical and-administrative
control, The most extremie example is Hawaii; which for years has
been a single statewide school syst"’ 1 under_the direction of a state

board of education and run by a single superintendent of schools:

Together with the centralizing pressures of Proposition 13 are the

w;;
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centralizing effect : the Serrano v. Priest decision. ' The Serrano
decision requires equal ¢xpenditures for similar categories._of chil:
dren. It-is the oldest rule of public policy. — equal ireatment of

equals. Dissimilar children — poor;, héndlcapﬁed gifted; and the like

— may have dissinilar amounts spent on them, but the great major-
lty of typical children must have the samie amouirit of money spent on
thern on a child- by chlld basns statewnde :

~ All of this would b. -f only academic interest were it not for the
syniergy inherent in the combined impact .of Proposition. 13.and
Serrano. Statewide assumption of education costs, together with an
equalization_mandate, means equal state aélléré for all similarly

situated children in California. In a sense, California’s school finance
custen Iready is an all-public-school voucher system.

Vamshmg tocal eontroi

The quesnon arises: What role or. rationale remains for local
school boards and school districts as they are currently organized?

Aside from a nostalgic attachment to their amlque form, is thereany
reason for local school boards to be retained? Iri fact, the movemerit
to a centralized state role suggests that local school boards should
tx reorgdnized and rationalized on pedagogical lines, rather than
along lines suggested by historic accidents of geography or political

and administrative_ convenience. It is worth noting that this is pre-

cisely how good private schools are organized -- their enrollments

haVe no. geographlc boundanes They are orgamzed around an ldea
pnvale schools frequently accept boarders o

‘A final major event, of more recent vmtage glves thls scenario
addmonal plausibility. [t is the “excellence” movement, a product in
large part of Secretary of Education Terrel Bell’s Excellence Com:-

mission; which issued its report; A Natron At Risk, in the spring of
1983: The fall-out has been the creation of more than one-hundred

“excellerice commissioris” across the nation, and the impact will be
— is, ifi fact, already — more state mandates about education. State
capitals across the country have already begun to lose whatever
reluctance they once had to interfere in the life of the school: They

will establlshistiandards for teachers and students; they will require

examinations for promotion;, they will require exaininations for grad-
duatlon, they w:l‘ cnange condmons of certlflcanon and salaries,




excellence as it is presently being perceived in state capitals means
— more centralization.?°
What appears to _be happening “naturally;” then, .is_the raprd

movement to statewide systems of public education; without benefit

of planning or organtzatton Juxtaposed to these Centrallzmq finan-
cial and pedagoglcal trends is a strong hlstorrc antnpathy on the part
of most parents, teachers, and studeiits tc centralization of educa-
tioni. This aritipathy is neither new nor romantic — there are- per-
fectly sound reasons to support local control. The rules, regulations,
and procedures characteristic of centralized systems are hostile to
the education enterprise because they deny local officials — and
more important, classroom teachers — the single most important
attribute that professionals bring to the job: judgment: And it is
precisely to suspend the exercise of judgment that rules and regula-
tions are adopted. "'hat is their purpose.

In addition to sound pedagogrcal reasons for retaining a tradmOr
o{ local control; there is a powerful administrative reason. The Span
of control of the larger unit of organization — the state or even the
large_schogl district — is simply not able to_deal effectively either

with pedagogy or with the minutiae of day-to-day school operations:.
Centralization, then becories either a fiction to which everyone
pays lrp service, or it becomes an onerous burden. Conversely
“subsidiarity” is used to describe the organizational necessity of
décentralizing; the lowest level of an organization that is able to
manage should do so. As Coons and Sugarman describe it:

[Subsndlarrty rs] aterm UnCOmmon to American politics but

rich in potential appltcatton to any. polmcal order concerned

P— wtth maxnmtzmg personahsttc values Thts prmcrple holds

to the smaller and more intimate rather, than t,he larger and
more anonymous communities to which the individual
belongs.?!

Indeed; as modern industry. and contemporary pubhc admtrustra
tion theory suggest, the overail organizationis strengthened when it
relies on progressively lower levels in the hierarchy for guidance and
direction. -

_Finally; there is. tho pohttcal reallty of local conitrol. Americans
srmply prefer it. We are convinced that our historic practices of small

local units of 90vernment and management are essential to building
and sustarntng democracy.
We are, then, confronted with two major sets of trends — one

[
|
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leading to increased centralization (Proposition 13, Serrano, ard the
“excellence” movement), the other historic commitment to local
control. Can the two be reconciled? As | have tried to suggest, they
can, but to do so requires a commitment to local control and a
willingness to adopt dramatically ifferent funding mechanisms and
organizatio;al structures. The _answer 1s. state-funded education

vouchers for. any chrtd who wishes to attend publrc school This
means state funding of a statewide open-enrollment system, ari idea
tnat finesses the thorny admlnnstratnve issues that a Voucher system
including private schools does riot.

- Because ediication vouchers have rot been wrdely tr1ed at the
elementary and secondary levels there 1s st'll hesrtatmn about
vouchers_be made to. work or would they become an unwreldy
bureaucratic mghtmare" In social science research there dre essen-
tlally two techmques to answer sucha duestion - a sc1ent1f1cal Y
valid” experlment,orthe ldentlflcatlon of analogotis practice which
informs us about the prospects for success or failure of the untried
venture.

Alum Rock an Expenment

L... o scale expenmentatlon n the sacial und educafion. realms
was a staple of the 1960s and 1970s; a_period in. wlich there was
boundless faith in the social sciences: As Albert Shanker, president
of the American Federatlon of Teachers, has observed education
experlments were doomed to succeed Th|s was so for perfectly
good reasons — 1o .one had any interest in experimenting-on chil-
dren {or on teachers) in earnest, because the business of education
was considered too serious to toy with. An experimenter or demon-
strator, then; had first to convince himself that the experiment was
lrkely te turn out favorably and then convince his. subjerts of the

same thlngr The sallent example in. thls case is the Alum Rock

1970s. -- : :
A rellef to opponents and a d|sappomtment to voucher sup
porters, the Alum Rock project was “doomed to succeed.” That it

did, in important ways. That is; there were no real losers in the

prc zct; neither teachers nor students. It emerged as a truncated
and bemgn test of an all- prllC school voucher coricept. 22 What it
did reveal, however, was the administrative ease of operating a
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pubﬁlrcﬁschoolvoucher systeﬁ for elernentary educatlon isno harder

to operate than the existing school financing system. It is only
different.

Analogous Practlces

- Food stamps, the G. I Blll the social security systermn — each of
these is a program for which elxglblllty i5 established accordmg to set
criteiia, and resources are made available to the recipient; usually by
means of a paper transaction. The paper check for social security.is

transformed into cash at the bank; food stamps are redeemed for

food; and G.L. Bill benefits support the student while he or she is
enrolled in an accredited institution.

Vouchers for elementary and secondary chxldren would not be
functlonally dlfferent The only problem of consegiérice is student
mobility, a problem of great magnitude in some school systems and
ior some children. For example; 100 percent turnover per year is not
unknown in school districts that serve highly mobile children; such
asmembers of migrant farm labor families: But that problem too has
a straightforward solution: Modern computer and telecommunica-
tions technology makes it poss|ble to aitomate fund transfers for
even the most moblle student any place in ibe state. Indeed;-if a
school’s iricome is contingent upon idéﬁﬁfylhg a child with a
voticher, the incentive to seek reimbursement is quite high.

Admnmstratwe Feedback

: Admlmstratlve dlmenslons of course; feed baCK into the system;
mﬂuencmg the type of voucher system we might want to adopt: In
this case; it further. strengthens the case.for an all- publlc voucher

system:. Early in this essay, | observed that voucher systems are
administrative devices to secure other, more important ends.  also
observed that admnmstratrve devices are not “neutral.” lndeed they
are not, as subsequent analysis has revealed. The problem is that
administrative devices interact with both practice and law. Thus; the

simplest voucher arrangement — a system in which the school in

which the child is enrolled attests to his attendance and then is

relmbursed by the state — might not survive )ud1c1al scrutmy if the
school i question is rellglously afflllated That is, it might not survive
the “excessive entanglement” test. .

Biit in the case of an all- public- school voucher system no such
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lmrrter ?\bls lt would be found both polttlcally and legallj acccpta
ble. And there is 1o great mystery as to how it would work the
sC hool of dttendance would, as it does today, attest to the student’s
enrollmenit, and oii that basis would earn its state, local, and federal
imcome. No legal issues would arise, no intractable administrative
praoblems would ensue. :

Even the questlon of student mobtltty can be handled on as
fine-grained a basis as pubiic officials think useful and appropriate. It
poses o insurmountable difficulty: For example. in the Alum Rock
Project, each stude 1t was b udgeted accordmg to the precise
number of days in at tendam ¢ at agiven school. Thus, a student.who
transferred on the sixtieth day of a 180-day school year would have
i his “account” 120 days' credit, which would be transferred to the

new school.

Role nf the State

all- publtc school voticher system what remains to be done? The first
step is to complete the transformation of school financing by elimi-
nat:ng the last. vesttges of direct property tax support, at least at the

local level. (The state could continue to levy and collect property
taxes for education, but they would become a part of the general
fund from which education: funds would be: drawn ) Havtng accormp-
lished this; the state board of education should be vested with the
power appropriate to a statewide system of-educ>tion, but the

board’s responsibilities should be clearly imited to ideitifying broad
goals and outcomes for the schools; including such things as state-
wide testing and measurement Indeed,; in a rational world; the state
would identify measurable outcoities of schooltng — test scores In
subject-matterareas — andleaveit to local schools to achteve those
objectives as they see fit. Replacing traditional quantity measures
—number of books. in the library, number of hours:of study in a

particular course; number of minutes in_the school day — with

irleasures of acadeimic achlevement {not_ability). would _ finally
rationalize both the task of the school and the role of the state:
For example, outcome rmeasures would permit schools to escape
rigid student-faculty ratio requirements; individual schools could
provide small classes where appropriate and large - Jectures where

appropriate: Similarly; schools could eliminate the arbitrary practice
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of age-grouping and begiri to group children by achievemeni levels.
As well, courses couild be desigried around siudent mastery; instead
of sixteen: or eighteen-week semesters; subject-matter instruction
would be provided until a specified level of mastery was achieved.

Tradition of Reform

.. Thereasons for proposing an all-public-school Voticher system at
this time are several, but aniong the most imporiant is the long
tradition of American eduication reform. It is typically incremental
and additive, riot radical. And while many observers would regard an
all-public-school voucher system as radical; it flows logicaily from the

trends and activities. this essay. has identified. Rationalizing and
equalizing school finance — in particular, the complete assumption
of education costs at the state level — leads logically to the free

movement of students among schools and the dissolution of existing
districts. Indeed, it permits parents, childreri and schaols o escape
the legacy of arbitrary fieighborhood assignment of students and
encourages schools to design their curricular offerings and pedagog:-
ical style in ways that are consistent with their interests arid capaci-
ties. For too long, public schools have tried to be all things to all
people. In so doing; they lose whatever opportiinity they might
otherwise have to develop distirictive personalities, to do well those
things that they are well-suited to do. U
In conclusion, then ari all-public-school voucher system offers o
great acministrative or financial challenge: We currently possess the
requisite technology to.implement the policy decisions embodied in
an all-public-schocl voucher system. It raises no legal or procediiral
issues either; so long as the civil rights of all children are respecied.
-There is one final note that might make-an all-public-school
voucher system. attractive to traditional liberal opponents of
vouchers. It should at least make them take stock, because it raises
for the first time the realistic possibility of meaningful racial integra-

tion on a large scale, The most pervasive barrier to continuied racial
integration iddég}j§ jééi@gntja! segregation.— de jure segregation is
largely a thing of the past. But there is no likelihood of widespread

court-ordered metropolitan remedies, given that municipal bound-
aries were not deliberately constriicted to cause racial isolation in
the schools. An-all-public:school Voucher system would eliminate
historic (and arbitrary) school boundaries; paving the wag for sigriifi-
cant and lasting racial integration:
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ENDNOTE
t The standard. contemporary literature on education ‘
youchers begins with Milton Friedman,; Capitdlism-and Freedom,
particularly chapter VI (Capitalism and Freedom; Chicago: Uriiver-
sity of Chicago Press, 1962). See also; Christopher Jencks, et al.,
Education Vouchers, Center for the Study of Public Policy, Cam-
bridge; Mass.; and John Coons and Stephen Sugarman, Family
Choice .in. Education, (Berkeley, Calif.: ‘University of California
Press, 1982). Most analysts cite Adam Smith in The Wealth of
Natioris as the first modern source of the voucher idea, with John

Stuart Mill, On Liberty (cited later.in the narrative) as its most

persuasive spokesmian. The occasional literature on vouchers. is
very extensive. One bibliography runs to seven pages (typeset), with

dozens of entries. See Denis P. Doyle, The Question of Standards,
Washingfon, D.C.: The American Enterprise Institute, 1982

2 Coons and Sugarman, Ibid, p. 68. 7

5 Joh Stuart Mill, quoted in Stephen Arons’ Compellinig Belief,

New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co:; 1983; p. 195.

+ Simon Bolivar, Address to the Congress of Angostura.

5 See Endnote 1.

¢ loid.

? For a iore complete discussion of this idea see; Denis P. Doyle,

“The View from the Bridge,” in Parents, Teachers and Children,

San Franciscn, Calif.: The Institiite for Contemporary Studies. E—
8 See Endriote 1. 7 ‘
9 |t is noteworthy that Coons and Sugarman have done the most

important conceptual work in the school finance field as well as
some of the most important work in vouchers. Their early s:chool
finance contributions played an important role in influencing the
thinking of the California Supreme Court in its Serrano.decision
(Serrano v: Priest). One of the remedies eriumerated by the Court
was a statewide voucher system. , )
10 There are other voucher systems, but they are basically per-
mutations. of the three described here. The reader who cares to

explore this terrain more completely should see the original dencks

boak, Education Vouchers; which contains the most complete and
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comiprehensive description and comparison of Volichér §ystems
available.

I For a reasonab‘y compiete descnptmn and analysns of the
natlon s private schools, see Denis P. Doyle. “A Din of Inequity?
anate -Schools Recon51dered, Tedchers Collegé Record, 82; no.
4:661-674. - .

12 For a more complete dlscussxon of the dnfferences between.
educatton vouchers and tuition tax credits; see Denis P.-Duoyle;
“Private Interests and the Public Good: Tuition Tax Credits and
Education Vouchers,” Collete Board Review. no. 130 (Winter 1983-

84), pp. 6-11.

13 Pierce V. Soc:ety ofS:slcrs l‘S Supxeme Court 1926

14 lbld

__Is Pubhc ald for pnvate scnools was a common pract:ce in the
early 19th century: The most wideiy known program was the Lowell
Plan, which provxded puohc funds for what were euphemlstlcally
descnbed as “Irish Schools.” The practice was discontinued by state
legislatures, as Protestant dominations became more complete and
anti-Catholic sentiment more fully developed. e

A serious attempt to make such aid unconstntutlonal was launc hed
by Speaker of the House dames d: Blaine; a confidant of President
Grant; who hoped to outlaw. — by constitutiorial amendment — aid
to rehglous schools The Blame Amendment failed at-the- federal
level, but many states adopted Blaine Amendments. The issue is
tmportant because there was a presumption of constitutionality for
suich aid until the late 1940s when the Supreme Court ruled against
such aid schemes. ]

.. As most legal scholars are qmck to admlt one of the most endur
mg practices of the Court is to reverse itself. Thus, the recent
Mueller v. Allen decision, finding Minnesota’s system of tax deduic:
tions for education legai, may set the stage for a new round of Court

lnterpfetatxons

- 15 The United States is the only mdustnal.zed democracy that
does not have a well- developed systerm of public aid to children who

attend private school. I or a more complete description; see Denis P.

Doyle and Bruce Cooper; entry in the International Encyclopedia of

Education, and Denis P. Doyle, “Family Choice in Education: The
Case of Denmark, Holland, and Australia,” Unpublxshed paper,
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Washingion, D.C.: Ametican Eriterprise Institute. (Prepared under
the terms of a contract w.th the Nattonal Instltute of Education.)

, Intexestmg]y, 4 limited model could be destgned that would
proba bly pass Court mustcr, and that would be oie limited to

“compensatory vouchers.” In this case, every puor child — or
whatever category is designated as needing compensatory services
— could be given a compensatory voucher worth several hundred
dollars. In turn, the child could carry the voucher to the school of
choice, public or private, where it would be redeemed. In the public
sector it would be in addition to the amouxt already available for the
child’s education: in the srivate sector it coild be treated as partial
paymenLof tuition. This low-cost voucher would meet the rhtld
bemnefit test and would presumably pass the entanglement test. Its
shortcommg is the Small size of the voucher: it helps the poor most in
public schools, least in private schools. For additional discussion of
this idea, see Denis P. Doyle, “Let Title | Fund Pupils Rather Than
Schools,” Wall Street Journal, October 4, 1983 and Doyle; “Pubiic
Funding and Private Schogling: The State of Descriptive and Ana-
lytic Research,” Private Schools and the Public GooA: Alternatives
for the Eighties; Edward McGlynn Gaifney; ed. {(Notre Dame Indi-

ana: University of Notre Dame; 1981).

1% When the Serranc decision was handed down, the Court was
moved to :note possible remedies to demonstrate to the :eglrslatu,re
aid people of California that a solution was within reach. The
pertinent language reads . .

There exist several alternatlve potenttal methods of fmanc
ing the public school system of this state which would not
produce wealth-related spending dtsparmes These alterna-
tive methods which are “waorkable; practical and feas ble

mclude “( ) foll state fundmg, W1th the 1mposmon of a

1 ,067 school dnstncts mto about five hunared dtstncts wnth
boundary realignments to equalxze assessed valuations of

real property among all school dlstncts (3) retentlon of the

present school district boundaries buit the removal of com-

mercial and industrial property from local taxation for

school purposes and taxation of such property at the state

level; (4)school district power equalizing[,] which.has as its

essential mgredlent the concept that school districts.could

choose to spend at different levels but for each level of
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e\pendlture Chosen the tax effori would be the sanie for

each school district choosing such level whether it be a

htgh wealth district: (5) vouchers: and {6) some combina-

. ,ll()ll of two or more of the above.”

his idea is more fully developed i a papvr prepareci for NlE s
Family Choice series. [t is available from the American Enterprise
Institute. See Denis P. Doyle and_Chester E: Finn, Jr., “Family
Choice in Education” {prepared under the terms of a contract with

the National lnstltute of Education, Washmgton‘ D.C. )

1® Proposition 13 is not ihe sole reason for the Shtff to state
centralization; it is simply the most dramatic and visible. The
National Center for Education SlallSllCS reports that by 1980 more
than half the_funds raised to. support elementary and secondary
education was. raised by states 1ot iocalities. This is part of a
longer-term national trend to support social services with broadly
based taxes on sales use, and income, rather than property: Cali-
fornia is noteworthy because the future arrives early there.

w For a more complete descnptlon ol thiis phenomenon _see

Denis P. Doyle and Chester E. Finn, Jr. “After Local €ontrol:
What?,” The Public Interest, lorthcorr.tng Those who doubt the
stretigth of these centralizing trends should cast their minds back to
the imraediate post-Proposition 13 week. The Governor's first act in

response to its passaoe was a statew1de freeze of teachers’ salaries.
' Coons and Sugarman‘ ibid.; p: 49:

"

See Endnote 7.
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