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PRESIDENT REAGAN ON PARENTAL CHOICE 
•the primary right, duty and responslbtllty for educating children belongs to parents. their 
wishes should be heeded. In order to accomplish this we have developed Initiatives that provide 
faa•llles with greater control over decisions tn the education of their children . . .. • 

! I , 

•tuition tax credits aod vouchers on a national scale represent an Idea whose time h~s' Indeed cone.• 

•rarents would he much more involved tn deciding what type of education they want for their children. 
They would be More tncltned to work together with local school principals and boards of education 
and this would strengthen the local control of schools and assure that children receive an education 
which supports the values being taught 1t home.• 

--President Reagan, 1904 
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WIIO SUPPOnTS CHOICE? 

. 
WMO SUPPORTS CHOICE?.· THE 1985 GALLUP POLL 

fAVOR 

o Bl•cks (59 percent f•vor) 

o Puor (yr•d• school eduul.lon) 

. o Dig-city residents (l ■llllon plus) 

o Centr•I city resldtmls . 

OPPOS[ -
a Affluent (college-1duc,ted) 

o People who •r• 11tl1fled with 
their loc•I publlc schools 

o Older people (over 50) 

o P•rents (bolb publlc 1nd prlv•t• school parents) 
o Rur1I, 1uhurb1n and 11edlua-1l1ed 

city residents 

o Young •dulls of·chlld-r1lslng 191 o Hld~est residents • 
; I 

o People w~o •r• dlss1llfled with their loc•I publlc schools 

o ReslJenls In £•st, South. •nd Vest 

o Gener•I publlc 

·.::_ • 

. --lhe 198S G1llup Poll on educdton sponsored by 
Phi DelU K•PP• 
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~-mu SUP~•u111 S CHO l CE'/ 
PU.BL IC SUPPORT FOR 'EDUC AT I ON VOUCJ !f;!!S.~. 

THE 19B5 GALLUP POLL 
Favor ·(I) Oppose (J) Ho Opinion(%) 
--------- ---------- --------------Parents with chlldren tn school 51 40 9 

Public school parents 49 41 lO 
Prtvate school parents 63 32 5 

Ho children In school 42 40 18 

Blacks (Non-whites) 59 26 15 
Whites 43 42 15 

Central City 5) 32 15 

Con111Untty she 
l •11 llon plus 54 30 16 
5oo.ooo-999.999 40 51 9 
50,000-499,999 38 4l 19 
2,500-49,999 41 50 9 

• Under 2,500 40 44 16 
! . 10-29 years old 55 31 i 14 

30-49 years old 46 42 12 
50 and older 36 45 19 

College educated 43 46 11 
High School 41 36 11 
Grade school 43 34 23 

Protestant 42 4l 15 
Catholtc 51 33 16 

East 5) 31 16 
Midwest 35 51 14 
South 46 40 14 
West 44 39 11 

Rating of local schools 
A or.B 42 46 12 
C, D, or F 52 36 12 

Total .45 40 15 

SOURCE: Tha 1985 Gallup Poll on education sponsored by Phi Delta kappa. 
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WIIO SUPPORTS CHOICE? 

MINORITY PARENTS SEE·MOAE TO GAIN DY CHOICE 

.-.. 

In~ recent survey, Boston p1rent1 who could n••• • •good-to-excellent• school outside their 
nel,hborhood were 11k14 If they•d send their chlldrea to th1t school If they could. lhose 
11y ng yes were& 

I 
_I I 

I 

o Blick parents: eo, 
o White p1rent11 571 

--survey sponsored by the Basta~ 
City-Wide £duc1tlon Coalltlon, 1905 
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WHO EXERCISES CHOICE? 
- . 

Who Exercises Choice for Their Children? 

Location Public School Teachers General rubltc 

Chtcago• 461 221 

Htchtgan•• 201 101 

u Public school tP.achers 
are twice as likely ~s 
the general public to 
exP.rclse choice hy sending 
their children tu private 
schools,. 

*Chtcago Reporter, 1904 (based on 1900 Census) 
••uetrott Free Press, 1983 (based on 1983 survey) 
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lmlacks .• ,d,8nv 
stealing of 
education 

-~ 

. 
. llartf ord • (UPI)-
: Three black parenlt aaucSe .loluuoa., o, aa4 
, have pleaded Innocent lo .lllubctll lrowa. so. •••re Ill 

ll A..a ti f Supuior Coult lhq an er ilea n1 an ~uca on or -•an lttal ruJdcn.lt 1r 
their ~hUdrcn. •• ·1uoom11t1• ani1 U.tlr chO•. 

tile paruits wen me.sled dnll bl a rl&b& lo aUUd Ute 
Ill '91rcb ind fonnall1 ecbooL 
cbarscd la court 'l\aud•J Saundra l'oattt, 31. aald.: 

• .,,,b llnldcpw larc••J • .-r,, 11olea ■o tJuutloL • 
• Stat••• AllorDtJ Joh• 81Uc, &he lohl tbt Jud111b11114 

lioped alou4 th• UDP,. decided lo acad her IOD, b-. 
ctdemlc.4 use 11tOuld be "" ,or, 11. lo bloorallcld IUa~ 
Mlvtd w&llaou& &rlaL far a •l)ctt« eJucaUoa. • 

1bt cbUdrea ao loncn 
an ,llowed lo alltnd Dloo~ 
field lll1b School. IA a wul• 
tbr •hilt 1uburb, IA tbt cno 

. a l,wycr called a •,ui1,o1 
GI .. . upward mobUllJ. 

'lllt prouculor 1Uc1ed 
. tht ddcndanla wue red­

/ dcnla of UartJord aod uclt 
·1 1 1ucollallr bad 11.olua ft.001 

from Dloolnl&eld. tho CGII ., 
oJuullnt • 11u&lcaL 

11£8 LAWYER uld U.1 
quahlJ or cJuuUoa ••wlU be 
part •• the clcfcn11'" alona 
twllh quutlona of r11ldenc1. 

.. Do rou Ju1l Id rour chU· 
dua 10 doWll Ulc dnlAI" bo 
uktd. • 

Oo the qualllJ or tdun­
tloa luu'9 lht pro1e-c:ut.or 
uld: °'I donl think II h11 anr 
wrll u I lc11I arrurncnL • 

Joh1uoa'1 lawyer llld: •A 
1n111cr of rrtnclpla la lo• 
•olud. Th• cut bu b«ome 
• •ruiliol of . cducal1011.J 

-
J11d11 Edward O'C.C.nadl 

1ald ·• lnlibl llawo lo db­
iqualUr. ••w•II If lht c111 
•cnt. bid and qualHJ •I 
tduc1Uo1 wu nbtd bt the 
ddCDIC. O'CoDDdl'• .u. h 
principal •f a llanlonl 
auool 

Daller uLI lhtN •• ,. ... 
''"' ctlmlnal protc<\IUOnl 
•• lh•lr ,an4. l"r-nlou11,1 
aucb uses bu• 1,caa uttlN 
t&lmlDlf~Unlt. • 

• boundlliu. quallly of educ• . 
Uon aad upward mobUit,J.•. 
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Roll Call 

Schools Crack Down 
0~1 Illegal Enrollments 
By Nonresident Pupils 
Better Suburban Districts Use 

ln\'estigalors to Sniff Out 
Any 'Thefts' of Education 

The Arrest of Saundra foster• 

Dy ANSIE J.IArlCAf • S~ml 
Sia// llr,...rlrr a/ THt: WALL ST .. r.rt J-•••L 

Trtvnr Fostrr, 17 yun old. Wfll 10 
lilch school In Bloomlleld, Con1 .• for four 
months last yrar. Hr says llf wrolt tuays, 
playrd nrsily bashlball and "llayfd out 
of lroublr." 

Ills mothtt, Saundra, wasn't IO luclJ. 
She wu arr,i;ttd on April I for flrsl·~CTH 
tarcrny: lhrfl of fducallon. 

ti,, Fns1rrs w,rrn'I ac1ui11, Umr la 
Dloomfleld whllr Trrvor wrnt lo scllool 
lhur. and CoMttllcul ..... SlllfS and 
school dlslrtc:ls renrraJly, rtqulrn dial 
publlc-school 11udenlS be rrshlenlJ ol llat 
dlslrlc:IS. 

Dloomflrld's acllon wu ulremt. Mrs. 
Fosltt and Ulr parents II Ulrtt similar 
castS wrr, subJrc:I to JaU ltrms and lln,s 
If lh,y had htrn found rullly. The curs 
wrre ulllmatrly droppfd beta~ Ulrrt 
hadn'I bttn any nollu of Ulf anesl policy. 
But Bloomfleld now hu rtna IN>lk:t lo lu· 
lure Ykllaton of ILi policy. 

flnanclal lmpUcallons 
OUlc:1it,s In many of Ult nation's brtter 

public-school systrms arr slmllarly lryini 
lo rracl down on 1hr powinr problem of 
lllrral rnrollmrnlS In Ulrlr dlslnc:u. 

Th, problrm ran be up,nstvr • for 
schools. II cosu Bloomflrld lt.000 lo und a 
hl,:h-school sludtnl 10 school for a yur. for 
rumple, and officials say Uley must ftl 
nd qf lnlrrlopus. 

"ll lsn'l a mall,r of ellllsm or snob­
brry," says Waller Pufftt. us1s1ant school 
supenn1,ndrnt In Drnrly IUlls. ca.Ill. "ll's 
a 11uu11on of ltcall1y and finance." Th, 
Btv,rly HIiis sys1rm. which Hl)els aboul 
50 lllrcally rnrolltd sludtnU a yur. em• 
plllys a dtttttJve lo lnvuucatt m1drnc1 
claims. 

Bui patrnll, man, of lhrm In urban 
lrTU abulUnc rood suburban systrms. say 
lhry art JUJI lrytnr 10 1tt Ulr besl tduca• 
lion for thflt rhlldtrn. "I don't Ullnll ll's 
fair th:11 lhe poor art always tduc:altd wttJI 
OClltt poor In the poor srcllon of town, uld· 
m11,1, lttplnc us poor," says Mn. Fos· 
ltr. "l'Yf always lrtfd lo Ctl Ult besl I 
tould for mJ chlldrrn, and lhls wu Just 
anolhtt step In tbal dlrttUoa." 
flip Side of Coln 

Somr blr·cltJ school syst,ms havt 1111-
drnts lrytnr lo sneak In u •ell u oul In 
Washlnrton, D.C.. lpttlaJltfd academic: 
and vocallonal procn,ns auract students 
from outsldr lbe clly who must pay tulUon, 
says Thomas E. Ince. a school ofllclaJ. Bui 
many also enrolJ lllrcally, and 1r, lmpo.ul• 
blr 10 trll •hrUlrt the ell)' upertrncu a 
11r1 111a or loss. ~ adds. "I can't say II 
balancu oul. bN:aus. I Just don·1 blow." 

Many faclors may prompt parrnu to 
IW11cb school dlslrkts. Some rnroll lhelr 
chlldrtn In schools tlosr lo ttlaUwrs or 
baby slllrn who Utf for lhtm while par· 
ents work. Dlvoru ran cloud lht lssut of a 
ch1td·11r1aJ r,sldrnc:e. In a few c~s. par• 
,nu art loollnr for rood 11111,ucs pro­
rnms. 

Jllrral enrollmrnu. In any casr; atf an 
old lradlllon. Btlly SmltJI dtscnbtd 1hr 
prac:llce In htr nonl " A Trtt Grows 111 
Brooklyn," srt al Ult lum of llae un1ury. 
DonaJd Cu-dwell. the Foslrrs' anorn,y, 
says. "Almosl tvtrybody I Ulk lo says 
-lhry know somtbody or wrnt lo school w11b 
somebody who did II. or did II them• 
selvrs." 

Trrvor Fosler tnrolltd In Bloomfltld 
schools afttt ttlllnr oUlclals he wu Uwlnr 
WIUI his mol11er's cousin. town tts1drn1 
lfallit Williams. Mrs. Fosler madr Ms. 
Wllllams Trrvor·1 leraJ pardlan. and ht 
IPfnl most nlchu al hrr housr for a shon 
~nod. Tll•n 'be htcan commuunr from 
Hanford, t1s1nr 11 s a.m. 10 ret to school 
Y1a Ult publlc bus by 1:JO. 
Other Vlolalors • 

Hr wasn't Ule only on,. Mr. Fosler says 
anolbrt Hartford tfSldtnl and BloomfltH 
11udrn1 lrpl him company on tllt bus. and 
llf knew of a Ullrd who walllfd to rninulrs 
from llaMford pasl lhe Bloomflrld town 
llnr lo catch a school bus. "r,oplr wtll do 
I · lot lo ro to schools llllf Bloomfield," ht 
says. 

School otnclals In oUl,r dtlrs acrtt. 
Beverly HIiis' Mr. PuJf,r says hr hu sttn 
1iattnL1 use "enry conc:e1ublt ••1" to 
fllslf)' an address. Thry hue rrnlrd apatl• 
menls and movtd oul lmmtdlatrly wtlboul 
notlfytnr lhr school ; 111,, hue det,1fd 
property own,n· names on ullllly bllls and 
subslllultd llarlr on and Uley hut falltd 
trues. 

Jack Smith, Ulr a«rnd:inc:r otnrrr:ln 
Cl:ntmonl, C:tllf .. says partnls In Ult dis• 
lr1cl have dalmtd nc::tnl lots, rmptJ 
bu1ldlnrs. and In one case a car, where 
lhry worltd, u rtsldrncr,, In Sh:tk,r 
llrichts, Ohio, an otnclal says It ls com• 
monplac:e fnr Jl:llrtnts lo (1ve lrpl cus1ody 
of lllrlr rhlldrrn 10 lown rtsldents lo rtl 
Ule,n Into Ult sch1JOls. 

Some studrnts nrn dttlare lllrlr own 
trsidtncles. In Easton. Conn.. a hlah 
1chnol,r pllc:hNI a lrnl on some farmland 
and ronllnurd anrndlnc school afler his 
p:uents movrd. "Wr didn't discover lh:tl 
for a whllt." says uwrenre MIiier, suprr• 
tn1rnden1 of schools for Easton and Rtad· 
ln1. addlnc 11111 Ulr sludrnl found a family 
lo Uke him In befotf cold wtather. 

No onr knows how many students are 11· 
lrcaJly rnrolltd, " lrs a llltle blC 11kt ask• 

ln1 lht pollcf how many J>Nplr run nd 
ll1hts," says Frtdtrlc:ll Batrr. as.~lstanl 
super1nlrndrnl of Ulr Brookline, J.lus,. 
schools. Which Hptlltd 20 stud,nu la.st 
y,ar from towns as far u IS miles away, 
" If Cschoolsl find 50, Ulert arr probably 
anolhft 50 llaty mlssrd," says Grace 
Brlc:hu·Slmmons, auomey for lht £duca• 
lion Commission for lhe Slalrs. an advl• 
sory rroup. She rxplalns. "Som, p,oplr 
are slmply belier Ulan othen at pulllur off ,• 
dec:rptlons." 

Wbal constllul,s an lllrral tnrollmrnl 
dlffrrs from staff lo Sl:tlt. School admlnls• 
lralon In CaJlfomla and Massachm,111 
111 Ifs lrcaJ for a lludrnl to 111,nd the 
schools If ht Is ren11Jnrly IMnr wtlh a rrsl• 
drnl of lhe town. In Ohio. hown,r. 1h.­
parrnts cit ltcaJ ruanJlan must be resl• 
d,nis. I 'Shakrr lltlchts offlc:lal says. 

Connrcllcurs laws, now undrr rnltw, 
1111, simply lhal a stud,nl musl be perma• 
ntnlly rrsldenl " w11hout p11y.'' which ap­
par,nlly wu meant to prennl children 
rrom ~lnr boardtd oul for Ule ~n,m of 
schoollnr. Thr revle• commture Is trytnc 
lo ttsolvr lssuu of lnterpttlallon. 

Ours lhal a stud,nl may be from an• 
othrr ton romr from many soun:es: no 
lumtd school mall and rmerrrnc:y phonr 
11wntifrs for partnlS 111 a dlffrttnl clly ltf 
common. C:tllfomla's Mr. SmltJI says he 
rhttks compu1rr pn n1ou11 of homt ad• 
dru su: "Wlttn we rind out there ut five 
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--SPECIAL ADVANTAGES OF CIIOICE 

0 

.. 

SUCCESSFUL INDEPENDENT BLACK SCHOOLS 

•Probably the most dranatlc example of the quiet soclal revolution In America 
ts the success of poor, urban, black children In Independent black schools." 

o •1tny successful school has the following tn connon: 

m 
•parental tnvolvement .•• 
•strong principals .•. 
•emphasis on basics .•• 
•cOfllftltment to raising student achievement ..• • 

--Tony Brown, •etack Education tn Focus,• Tony Brown's Journal, 
July/Sept. 1903 
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SPECIAL ADVANTAGES OF CIIOICE 

MINORITIES BENEFIT ACADEMICALLY FROM CHOICE 
MORE THAN WHITES 

All R•ce, Ueneflt Ac•de•lc1lly fr0t1 Choice, But Minorities Benefit Nore. 
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READING MATH 
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_.,,,d._.~o "'s,._ill~ eµ.cJ. ,.olltl_O ••&lC. _.,,,t ...--:-- ·111'51' .. -.,_cJ. 

AVUAGE ACIIIEV[H[NJ fOH BLACK. HISPANIC, AHO WHITE SEHIOltS 
IN PUlll.lC AHO PRIVAJE IIIGII SCIIOOLS• 

'Publtc-prlvale co111g1arhons uu students with st1tlsllt1lly 
s liallttr soc h>-ccon0tllc bctck9rounds. 

SOUHCE: Colc11c1n et •I., llt9h Schoon AcMe'1e1ncnt 9 1982 
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PERSPECTIVES ON CIIOICE 

COMMUNITY ORGANIZER: VOUCHERS WILL EMeOWEA 
THE POO(J 

•"e 11111st design publtc pollcy to extend the 011tlon ot qU1llty eduutton to low-tncOlll8 p1rent1 1 

sll..-1l1tln9 ecluulors to provide 11ore resrons Ive progr111s 1nd giving h11I lies I greiler role . 
In selectlng schools for their chlldren. 

•Educatlon•I vouchers could provide • consumer choice for p1renll •nd 1ccount1blllty of educ1tton11 
tnstttutlons to the•• Voucl1ers would empower low-lncOC11e p1rents to choose 1ny publlc or 1ltglble 
non1111bltc school for their thlld with the provision th1t tuition would be plld where the puptl 
attends.... • 
11Chtldren froca low-tncnine 1nd alnorlty f1mllles should have the options beyond publtc school. 
In fact, we heltve th1t they hive• right to lh1t chotce.• 

--Robert Voodson. 1 high school dropout, 
grew up poor In Vast Phll1delphl1 1 his 
since 11rned I uster•s degree In socl1I 
work, 1nd now he1ds the V1shlngton-b1sed 
Natlonal Center for Neighborhood Enterprise 
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.PERSPECTIVES ON CHOICE 

ECONOMIST: CHOICE WILL MAKE SCHOOLS 
PAY ATTENTION .. TO JHE POOR 

• • 
•at parents ire given a choice, publlc school officials wtll lose the monopoly power they now hold over 
1 captive audience. lhat monopoly power Is greatest over the poor ••.. Publlc schools tn affluent 
neighborhoods where parents already have that option [of choice] Must pay some attention to those 
parents' wishes and be responsive. 

Out parents tn poorer neighborhoods and ghettoes have no such leverage to use to get attention. 
response or even com•on courtesy. The •ere prospect of being able to remove their children to private 
schools changes all that.• 

--Thomas Sowe 11, American Education, J\ugust­
September 1983 
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PERSPECTIVES ON CIIOICE 

r, 

CIVIL RIGHTS OFFICIAL: CHOICE PROMOTES EOUIJY 

•it has beccae tncreaslngly clear that choice can do •uth to prcnote equity. It does so by creating 
conditions which encourage schools to beco•e aore effectlve ••• by allowlng schools to sp1cl1ll1e and 
thus to meet the needs of sme students very wel I rather thin 111 students 1t I level of 111lnl11u• 
1de11uacy, and by Increasing the Influence of parents over the education of their chlldren In I way 
which h largely confllct-free. Ve h1v1 beccne excited 1bout the potentlal of choice for publlc 
education.• 

--Ch1rl11 Glenn, Director 
luri1u of [qual (ducatlonal Opportunity 
M1s11chusett1 Dep1rtment of Education 
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PERSPECTIVES ON CHOICE 

SUPERINTENDENT: "I HAVE NO FEAR" OF CHOICE 

"Whtie there are 11c1ny whu are conc~r11~J dboul c1 voucht?r s1slt!t11 0 we In ,Jctd sonv I lie do not share 
that fear since the high •1uallty of our public schools ts well recognized by the co111111mlty and 
the 11erformance of ovr students not only 111atches but surpasses that of the local private and 
,,arochlal students. a.s reflected by the National Merit Scholdrshlp rroyrd1n's academic competition. 
and other means. 

• 
"This nation Is built on the free enterprise syste,n and· as a publ le school superintendent, I have 
no fear of Including education tn that arena for I a,n confident that our parents In Jacksonville 
would continue to place their children tn our schools, ·because of the •1ualtty of our educational 
proyram, the services we offer and. the fact that It ts hard to .heat beiny free.• 

--llerb A. Sang 
Superl ntendent 
Duval County Schools (Jacksonville. Florida) 
Novenber l, 1985 
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PEflSPECTJVES ON CHOICE .... ' · ,. •, 1H•; ,t,i1: 

.--- \it-lAT 00 GOVERNORS SAY /\BOUT CHOICE:? 

Governors who .,,t keenly b•ck educ•tlon refor• hive successfully backed choice In their States. Responding 
to this leadership, Hlnnesot1 his p,ssed I choice refo.-. progr•• 1llowlng 11th ind 12th 1r1ders to 1ttend 
courses •t postsecondary Institutions. South D1tot1 h1s 1dopted I choice progr1n for s■1 I high schools In 
rural districts; Color1do his adopted tts •second Chance Prodr••• for dropouts; •nd Tennessee ts encouraging 
tnterdlstrlct tr,nsfers without leylsl1tlon. 1h11 ts whit the Governors of these St•t11 hive to say 1bout 
their programs --

_· Governor Rudy Perplch, Hlnnesoli: 

•what do we expect lo gain frDII 111 of thlsl I predict e1clllng lnnov1lton1 In so• schools. 
They 1111y redirect their c11rrtculu11. lhey ••Y dev1lop cooperative progr,as with other schools. 
Reseuch shows thlt when h111tl les are per■ltltd to select the puhllc school of their choice, 
1•arents become •re utlsfled with the eduutton1I syste•• student attitude l11proves, teacher 
1110r1la goos up 1nd c01111Unlty support for public schools lncre•ses.• 

- Governor DIii J1nklow. South D1kot1: 

•tf I small school Is I good one. parents ind students wnn't v1nt to leave tl for another 
hluh school. 10, 20 or JO ■lies •w•Y• If • school h not offering the opportunities that 
the young people In the 1rea really need to co.-.,ete tn· an ever-de111ndln9 110dern world. 
then the fa11tly Option l•w wll I st l11uhte loul debate ind, I hope, loul l111proveP1ent In the 
school •.•. Me put lhe power fnr declslon-•aklng where It should be-· with the p•rents.• 

- Governor Diet lam. Color•do: 

Publlc educators wlll h•ve lo become ~ore flexible and offer Mre choice -- and they can either bring 
•bout refnr• ratlon1lly, or they wlll he forced to do It Irrationally by speclal Interest groupso 

- Governor la111ar Aleunder • Tennessee: 

•what can you think of that h 111ore American than cholcel Other than hnd condeinn1tton and 
the •ti llary draft• I can think of 11olhln!J IM>re coerc he than American publtc schooh .. ee 

Py the l990's wo should try to let all parents choose th~ puhllc school their chlld attends. 
even across the dhtrlct I Ines.• • ·· : 
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SOCIOLOGIST: THE MODERN SOCIAL SITUATION 
REQUIRES FAMILY CHOICE ANO A NEW PHILOSOPHY 

OF EDUCATION 

•one of the ass1.111ptlons •.. on whtch hnerlcan public education ts based ... [ts] that the school ts properly 
an agent of society, or of the state, to . free the chlld from the constraints, limttattons, and narrow· 
vision of the family. Partly bolstered by thts assunptton ... publtc schools have become Increasingly 
distant from the families of the children they serve, tncreaslngly Impersonal agents of a larger society.• 

•schools operated by a rellglous c001nunt ty do not share the second assumpt Ion on which public education 
Is based. The school ts not regarded as an agent of the larger society or of the state, to free the 
child from the family. Rather, tt ts an agent of the reltgtous comnunlty of which the famtlj ts an 
Intrinsic part. The reltylously-based school Is thus In a better position than ts the public school to 
support and sustatn the family tn tts task of raising children.• 

•rerhaps, then, tf I dare to comntt heresy, the fundamental assumption on which publtcly-supported 
education tn the United States ts based ts wrong for the social structure tn which we find ourselves 
today. Perhaps the school should not be an agent of the state or of the larger society, but an agent 
of the conmunlty of fa,wtl les closest to the chlld •••• • 

•in the wake of this transformation [of the fa1111ly], there appears to be two alternatives ffor the 
role of f~wlltes In the socialization of children. One ts to accept their demise, and to substitute 
for the111 ne" Institutions of soctalhatlon, far more powerful than the schools we know, Institutions 
as yet unknown.• • 

•A second alternative ts to strengthen the family's capacity to raise Its children, building upon the 
fragments of collllllnlttes that conttnue to exist among families, and searching for potential conmuntttes 
of Interest. For this alternattve, the school ts the one soctal fnstftutlon that can--and fn some 
fnstances does--contfnue to emanate from famtltes and C0111T1untttes of famtlles. Out for the school to 
be such an Institution requfres abandoning the assumption of the school as an agent of the state, and 
substttutlng an assllllptlon closer to that tn the private sector of education: The school ts properly 
an extension of the famtly and the social conmuntty or value comnuntty of which that family ts a part.• 

•ror a minority of parents, thts means a religious co11t1untty. The Catholic schools on which I presented 
data are one example. Jewish schools, Lutheran schools, Conservattve Christian schools are other 
examples. For other parents, a value comnuntty, which shares the same va 1 ues about educatton--whether 

• baste educatfon, open schools, Hontessort methods, or Rudolf Steiner educational phllosophy--ts a 
stronger basis. For others, ethnicity and cultural background ts stronger. But whatever the basis for 
c0tnnunity, the role of the school ts, according to this alternative, to foster that coOIQuntty.• 

--James Colman, •schools, Famli les ., and 
CMldreno• the 1905 UnhersHy of Chicago 
Hyerson l ecture 
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~ ' PEHSPECTIVfS ON CHOICE 0 ·•· · 

SUPREME COURT: CHOICE IS A CONSTITUJIONAL RIGHT 

A 

•1ha funda11e11t1I thuory of llbdrty upon which 111 gover11111nt1 In this Union repose ••eludes 1ny 
uener•l power of the state to ,t1ndardl1e Its chlldren Uy forcing the• to ,cccpt Instruction frOII 
a,ubllc teachurs only. The chlld ts not the •ere cre1ture of the 1t1te; those who nurture hi• ind 
direct his dustlny have the right, coupled with the high duty, to recognize ind prep1re hlA for 
addltlonal obllgatlons.• 

-•UoS• Supre11e Court 
rterce v. Society of Sisters, 1925 
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PERSPECTIVES ON CHOICE 

ECONOMISTS: THE POOR MUST HAVE FREEDOM TO CHOOSE 

•1n schooling, those of .us who are tn the upper-tnc01ne classes retatn our freedom to choose. We can SP.nd 
our chtldren to private schools, tn effect paying twtce for their schoollng--once tn taxes to support 
the publtc school system, once hi school fees. Or we can choose .where to ltve on the basis of the 
quality of the publtc school system. Excellent publtc schools tend to be concentrated tn the wea1thter 
suburbs of the larger cities, where parental control remains very real.• 

•111e sttuatton ts worst in the inner ctttes of the larger metropollses--New York, Chtcago, Los Angeles, 
Boston. The people who ltve tn these areas can pay twtce for thetr chtldren's school tng only with 
great dtfftcul ty--though a surprising number do so by sending thet r cht ldren to parochial schools. 
They cannot afford to move to the areas with good public schools.• 

•0ne way to achieve a ~ajor improvement, to brtng learning back into the classroom, especially for the 
currently most disadvantaged, is to give all parents greater control over their children's schooling, 
stint lar to that which those of us in the upper-income classes now have. Parents generally have both 
greater interest in their chtldren's schooling and more tnttmate knowledge of their ca1,acttles and 
needs than anyone else. Soctal reformers, and educattonal reformers tn parttcular, often self-rtghteous­
ly take for granted that parents, especially those who are poor and have ltttle education themselves, 
have little Interest in their chtldren's education and no competence to choose for them. That ts a 
gratuitous insult. Such parents have frequently had ltmtted opportunity to choose.• 

" 
•0ne simple and effective way to assure parents greater freedom to choose ••. ts a voucher plan." 

--Hilton and Rose Friedman, 
Free to Choose, 1982 
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAWVER: GbV~RNMENT MONOPOLY 
VIOLATES THE CONSTIJUTION,,,ESPECIALJ:l 

f O_R THE POOB 

•1110 present poltttc1I ind flnanclal structure of lnerlcan schoollng ts unconstltutlonal.• The constl• 
tutton protects both the expression ind the fonnatton of bellef and opinion. Schooling ts (next to 
the f1ally) the 111Jor Influence on • chlld's bellifs ·and values& therefore, goverment control of 
sclaoollno constrains tnlelleclual freedora. The remedy ts a •separ1tlon of school ind state.• The 
stale •onoa,oly of publlc education vlol1tes tha First loenthent by applylng a sort of prior rastr1lnt 
to the formation of diverse opinions ind bellefs. 

•we have created a system of school finance that provides fret choice for the rich ind tOfflpulsory 
soctallzatlon for everyone else. The present aethod of financing '411arlcan educ1tlon dlscrl■lnates 
auatnst the poor ind the working cl1ss ind even I large part of the ■ lddle cl1ss by conditioning 
tho exercise of First Amendlllent rights of school choice upon 1n 1btllty to pay through the regressive 
collectlon of taxes used exclusively for goverment schools. This 1rr1n9e11ent see~s no ■ore de­
fensible than denying the right to vote to those who cannot 1fford I poll tax.• 

•n,e present 11ethod of ftn1nctn9 school Ing In lmerlt1 ts neither accidental nor tnnutable. It c1n 
be changed lo provide re•I f••lly choice In schooltng without destroying the syste~ of c011pu1sory 
educ•tton or undercutting equll eduutlon opportunity, At present we 1llow the •1Jorlty to dictate 
wha~ values school children wlll le1rn In government schools ind whit the 1llernatlves to those 
schools wlll be. To support this. process we collect t11 •oner frcn every citizen, yet do not 
1um1lt the dissenting f•11tly to hne the 1dunllge of those dollars. lhe fa11lly lhll does not 
wish to have Its children tntern1ltze I set·of values It finds 1bhorrent or suffer the confltct 
1nd •llenatlon that result from competing efforts to control the chlldren's 1e1rnlng 11111st pay 
prlv•te-school tuition 1s well 11 publtc-school tax. In effectl this syste• confronts the dissenting 
f•lly with I choice between giving up Its b1slc values ind bel efs 11 the price of gat~lng I free 
education In I govorment school or p1ylng twice In order to preserve Its First Atlendlllent rights,• 

--Stephen Arons author of 
Com&!llng Beflefs The Culture 
of rlcan Schoolln.9., l90l 
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAWYER: ABSENCE OF J;HOI~~ 
THREATENS PLURALISM 

•pJuralls11 ts a much praised characteristic of J\merlcan IHe. One way or the other e,,ch of u-. m•ms his 
or her presence, survival, and vftaltty tn J\mertca to plural Ism. Yet because of two structural flaws In 
tts design the ~•erlcan system of education undercuts plural Ism and strikes at the core of the lndlvldual 
liberty which sustains 1•1uralts111. Those famtlles ~Ith strong couwnltments and beliefs about their own 
heritage, their own Idiosyncratic values, and the education of their children, are discouraged by this 
structure fr0111 real lzlng their bel tefs unless they are wealthy. Those who support the consensus fashioned 
by publ le schooling often find that they have subscribed to the pursuit of a I He less mediocrity which 
soon dra Ins the excitement and meaning of education. Those who nel ther accept this bland consensus 
nor can go elsewhere find themselves either the victims of majority tmposltlons or Involved In a zero-sum 
game of establlshlng ·one set of values at the expense· of another.• 

•The two structural flaws are basic. First, the majority control of school pol Icy, especlally content, 
has 1neant that schooling Is used by those In power to establish their Ideologies and worldvlews or to 
stl~atlza the values of those out of power. The fact that what ts establlshed ts often a confused 
amalgam does not make It any less an Infringement upon the consciences of dissenting famllles. Second, 
the absence of school choice for most J\merlcan famtl les has dlsempowered them within the pub I le syste111 
and made It vlrtually lmposslble for them to choose to follow their consciences In matters of educating 
the Ir chtldren. The fact that ffflerlcan school finance sys tens must tax and spend In a way that dlscrl1nlnates 
against the non-rich In matters of choice increases the threat posed by majorltarlanlsm In schooling.• 
Pluralts111 cannot survive these restrictions without sertous distortion.• 

--Ste11hen Arons, author of 
Com~l 1 Ing Belief: The Culture• 
of erlcan Schoolln~, l903 

.. 

~ 



l; 
I 

I . 

SOCIOLOGIST ANO A L,\W PROFESSOR: VOUCI-IEl]S 
WILL GIVE PARENTS POWEB 

•Ever since Adam ~•Ith first proposed that the government finance education hy giving parents ~oney to 
hire teachers, tho Idea has enjoyed recurrent popuhrlty", S1111lh's Ideal of consmer soverelynly h 
hull t t11to I nuinber of goverment proyr11111 for f lnanclng higher education, notably the 0.1. Bl II and 
the various state sclaohrshlp progr1111s. Shalhrly I nui1ber of foreign countries hue recognized the 
prlnclple that puents who ire dlsutlsfted with their loul publlc school should be given 11ono1 to 
eshhl hh 11ternatlvu, In t.nerlu, however, publtc financing for elementuy 1nd secondary education 
has been largely confined to publlcly •anaged schools,• 

•consorvat.tves, llber1h, and r•dlcah a.II hue complllned 1t one time or another lhll lhe polltlcal 
11echanls11s which supposedly 111t.1 publlc schools accountable to their cllents wort d1111slly ind In­
effect lvely. Parenti who think their chlldren ire gelling Inferior schooling can, It ts true, take 
thel,. grievances to the local school bond or stile hglshture, If leglshtors and school hoards 
ire unres1>onsh1 to the co111f.hlnts of enough citizens, they •ay eventually be unseated. Out 111011ntlng 
,n effective ca111palgn to c 11nga local publtc schools takes an enor11ous Investment of lime, energy, 
•nd money. Plsuthfled though they ••Y be, few parents have the polttlul sllll or conaltment to 
solve lhelr proble111 this way. As I result, .eftectlve control over the character of lhe publ le 
schools ts l •rgaly vested In leylslators, school bo1r~s, ind 1duc1tors--not parents.• 

•u puents ue to like genuine responslblllty for their children's education, they cannot rely 
exclusively on pollllul processes. lhey must 1ho be 1bl1 to take lndlvldull action on behalf of 
their own chlldren. Al a•rasent, only rehttvely affluent. parents retain 1ny effective control over 
the cduc1tlon of their children. Only they are free to ■ova to 1r111 vllh •good' publlc schools •••• • . . 

•A voucher systeta seeks to free schools frM the restrictions 1ehlch lne~ltably 1ccomp1ny their proscnt 
11onopol lstlc 11rlvl leges.• 

•Even If no new schools were est.ab I lshcd under a voucher syste111 the res pons lveness of all sting 1111hllc 
schools would probably Increase. lie bel ten that one of the 11ost lniporllnt advantages of I voucher 
syste11 ts that It would encourage divers Uy ind choice within the pub I le syste11. Indeed, tr tho 
1•ubl le syste111 were lo beCJln ■atchlny students 1nd schools on the huh of Interest , rather than 
residence, onu of the •aJor objectives of • voucher syste111 would be ml!t without even lnvolvlny the 
private sector. Popul.ir· publtc schools would get 11or1 appllunts, and they would also hue Incentives 
to uco11,1odale the11 1 slnco utra students would bring extra funds. Unpo1,ular schools would have fe-, 
students, and would either have to ch.n!Je thetr ways or close up and reopen under new 1Hnt1!Je111ent.• 

-: -Christopher ~e11cks -and Judi u~ Aree~, 
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PEnSPECT·IVES ON CHOICE 

TEACHER UNION PRESIDENT: THERE SHOULO .BE 
• CHOICE AMONG PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

"l bd lu~u that we In the teacher union move111ent ought to support the greatest poss Ible choice among 
public schools by parents, students and teachers. The current system of placlng kids In school on 
the basts of geoyraphy ts one that was designed a long time ago.• • • 

•students who drop out or attend high school only sporadlcally may be tell Ing us not necessarily that 
they don't want school at all but that they don't want the particular school they're going toe Attendance 
Is much higher and dropout rates are much lower In those public schools --vocational and option academic 
high schools --that students themselves have chosen to go to.• 

-- Albert Shanker, President of J\merlcan 
Federation of Teachers, 1905 
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PEOSPECTIVES ON CIIOICE 

• FUTURIST; VOUCHERS COULD BE THE MOST EXCIJINe 
AND SUCCESSFUL EDUCATIONAL EXPERIMENT IN lilSJOAY 

Q: WIIAT KIIIO OF (DUCAJIOHAL HODEL 00 YOU SEE CHERGIHG [IN lllE FUIURC]t 
. . 

As ••• I think th11. we have to do soiaethlng dr1111Uc. such II adopt 1 •voucher• 1y1te•, one In wlllch 
schools wou14 co.ap1t1 for vouchers Issued to students. Ve have (16.000) sepuate schools districts. 
The schools within the .. could compete not only over quallty of education but In subject 1re1. 
•coi1e to r,q sch~ol. We have the but-ccnputer tnlnlng.• We have to develop tOlllpetltlon 1111ong 
schools. 

q: WHO MOULD DECIOU 

As The parentsl What•s the 1lt1rn1tlvel I think that tt Is elttlst to s1y that r•rents c1n•t decide. 
lho 11ternat ht h to hive goverment bureaucrats decide. forget ttl n I llke voling. The 
peo11le decide. TIiey don't always 111ke the right decision. but they often do. and the alternatlve 
ts soi11elhlng far worse. SoH puenls 11lght v1nt to send their chlldren to I school thll Is w11l-to­
w1II co,a11uten because they provide for ert1 1nd ltteuture 1l hoM. But lhere again, I -- the 

• parent ... 111 deciding, not the goverMent. 

lho school$ neo4 to co-apete to 1ltract students. the voucher syste11 would 1111t■ for I helter quallty 
uf eduutlon. 1ml It h one 1111thod of Introducing ccnpetltlon. ll could be the ■ost exciting ind 
successful educatlonal experl•ent In history. It wuld be hr better thin whit Is h1p11enlng now. 
The products cDlllng out of our schools each year 1r1 less sltllled th1n the ye1r before. I don't 
know how 1nyone CIR defend such I syste11. 

I 

--John H1lsbltt (author of the best-selllng 
He91trends), Interview In lhe futurist, 
August 1905 
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SOME EXAMPLES OF CHOICE ACROSS THE NATION 

VERHOHT 

HAltlE 

COLOHADO 

HIHNESOTA 

WASIIIHGTON 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

LOUISIANA 

CALI FOHN IA 

o Since 1090, aore thin one-third of the state's 246 towns hive penaltted 
parents lo use lax funds In choosing among publlc 1nd private non­
sectarian secondary schools. 

o About 160 towns l1cklng high schools pay their students tuition at 
either another district's publlc or 1n 1pproved prlv1l1.hl9h school. 

o Governor Lim signed •second Chance• leylslatlon In 1985 which allows 
students who have dropped out of school for at least six Months to 
re-enroll 1t 1nother p1rtlclp1tlng school or school system. 

o Governor Perplch signed I blll In 1985 that now supports 11th I 12th 
grade students who enroll In non-sectarian courses 1t both publlc and 
private postsecond1ry Institutions. 

o Since 1955, Hlnnesota has per•ltted state tax deductions for school 
e•penses (up to S6SO for each elmentary student and $1,000 for each 
high school student Is now allowed). lhe U.S. Supreme Court uphuld 
this law In Hueller v. Allen (1981). 

o Since 1911, the stile of Vashlngton has helped support educallonal 
clinics that work with public school dropouts a~ed ll-19. Currently 
there ire ten cllnlcs around the state, two of which ire run by 1 
private. for-profit corpor1tlon 1 the others by prlvate 9 non-profit 
organizations. 

o f;overnor Janklow signed I blll In 198S which Includes the •Famlly 
Option• progr.n to pemlt students tn districts between 35 •nd 45 
hlyh school students to choose between their district high school or 
any nelghhorlng district hlyh school enrolllny more than 45 students. 

o A kln~~rgarten voucher passed one house of the leglslature In 1905. 
Propos,ls are beln9 prepareJ fur the leglsl•lure to consider In l9ij6. . 

o In late 1905 Cal trornl• adopted • new law that creates an education 
cl h1lc proyra.11 fur school dro1mut1.. Publ le and private nonsectarl«m 
agencies are ellglble to 01>erate • cHnlce and irecehe rel111hurse1nent. 
ffr~11 the slate for dhgnosUc and educatlor!c1! service, remlured to . ·- -... 
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EDUCATIONAL CIIOICE IN ACTION 

TENNESSEE 

NEW YORK CITY 

HASSI\CIIUSETTS 

NATIONAL GOVERNORS 
ASSOCIATION 

FEDERAL GOVEltNHENT 

SOME EXAMPLES OF CHOICE (CONTINUED) 
o Governor Alexander is advocating Increased choice within publ le schools 

ht visiting local boards of education to 9et them to let parents have 
more choice of schools. About 40 percent of the state's school dis­
tricts now allow students to choose any school within the district, 
and about 30 percent pennit students to go to any district In the 
county, with funds following the student. 

o Parents of hanclicappeJ children may use pub I le funds to ilttend any 
school. (A recent review found that competition tended to 11111,rove 
the programs, that parents liked the opportunity to choose and that 
non-publ le schools attracted a racial and socioeconomic cross-section 
of the po11ulation.) 

o In Spanish Harle111, junior high school students exercise complete 
educational choice by selecting a school to attend rather than being 
assigned, while parents of elementary students can select among 
alternative proyrans offered by the public school syste111 and apply 
for admission, which is determined on a first-come-first-serve basis. 

o Nation's largest system of magnet schools of choice. Thirty t1iousa11d 
children voluntarily attend 60 magnet schools. 

o Governor lauvn of Colorado and Governor Castle of Delaware will direct 
a new education task force to study educational choice among 1>ubl le 
schools. 

o The Reagan Administration's TEACH bl 11 wll I allow parents of dis­
advantaged children to choose conpensatory education services from 
among public and prlvat~ schools. 
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F.OUCATIOHAL CHOICE IN ACTION 

CIIOICE IN OTMEA WESTERN DEMOCRACIES 

Austral la .., Education cholco h fostered by goverr.nent aid to private schools through per capita 
~rants for 011erat Ing t05U and through subsidies for textbooks and trans11ort,t Ion. lhe Comonwealth 
(fedura I) Gover11111enl. also 11rov Ides private schools with general s1.11111ort grants (hy which low .. resource 
schools receive higher subsidies than hlgh .. resource schools), capital grants, and c1tego~lcal grants 
for the education of disadvantaged chlldren and other speclal purposes. A federal t11 deduction 
also uKlsts for education exvenses lncurrud In either public or private schools. 

Canada - Since IU67 parental choice of education has been promoted through provlnclal sup11ort of 
bolhpubllc and private education. Finance arran9e1nents differ across the provinces. In Ontario, 
for eu,aple, there are two publ lcly .. supported eles11entary school systet■s: tho nonden0t1lnallonal 
public schools and the 11rudm1lnantly Roman Cathollc schools. In British Columbia, publlc support 
fur 1•rlvate eduutlon takes the for• of per uplt• grants, and private schools 1111y choose either• 
low or high level of yovernAll!nt subsidy, euh re11utrlng • dlUerent level of com1•lhnce with 9overn111ent 
rugulat Ion. 

Denmark - Since the start of coaapulsory eduutlon· In the early 191 h century, f rl!edOfll of choice has 
been• leadlny prlnctple of D•nlsh education. Parents have the rlyht to st•rt their own school at 
public cx1•ense and can obtain loans froua the govern111ent on favorable ter•s to meet their capital 
costs so long as these schools enroll a 11lnl .. &n nmber of chlldren. lhe governinent also provides 
subsidies to tndepundent or private schools for up to 85 percent of their operating expenses. 

Netherlands .. Puents •ay send their chlldren to any publlc or private school of their choice. 
lhu yovcrou~nt funds pttbllc and private schools on the sa~e basis. The arrangements for funding are 
soiuowhat coc1pl teated, but essenthlly Involve direct fln.ncln!) of teachers• uhrles and separate 
yr11nls for other school e1111endltures o P•rents tn the Hclherhnds can also est•bl lsh their own schools 
and receive public 11oney when they 11eet certain requlronents. 

[n~\aid .. 1-arenlal choice ts supporhd through subsidies that cover all oper•tlng costs of ru g ous)y .. dfflllated pr~v~ll! schools (e.g., Church of ,England and Rocnan Catholtc), and thh,ugh 
ln~lre,t yrants that cuvor abuut 00 percent of operating cusls of other private schools. In 
,u.ltlltlon. pr0t1lsln'.J studamts fr0t1 yovernmcnt schools un get schol•rshlps to •llend ellte Independent 
schuoh undl?r the •Au Isled Placl!1111?nt Scht!11~. • 

•·r.ancl! - All levuh of ~uvl!rnu1cnt ( locc1I • proi lndjl and centr.sl) offer a wide variety of supg1ort 
lu 11rlvdll! ~danuh o l11du,ll111J st:l1lll.Jrshl 1•s to puor nu,lenls O 111111 subshlles 8n Uh! fur11 of dllrt!tl 
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Japan - As llart of education refon11s of the 1960s, Japan established a Foundc1lio11 for lhe Promotion 
of Private Schools which a1l111lnlsters c1 grant and loan proyram for both secondary and 110sts1!condary 
Institutions. About 301 of their expenses are· subsidized by the government. 

Belgium - Virtually all of ,,rlvate school expenses are paid by the state. 

Sweden - There are very few private schools In Sweden, but those that do exist ohtaln government 
assistance In a variety of ways. For exc1mple, mu,,iclpalltles often make buildings availc1ble at 
subsidized rentals • 

German - The Federal Re1mhl le of Germany's Land (State) governments gr,rnt subsidies which can amount 
to 90 of the current costs of private education. Even so, 1 ess than 51 of the el e111entary c1n1I secondary 
school-agecl children attent1 German private schools. 

I re land - Virtually all of private school expenses are paid for by the st,1te. 



WILL CI-IOICI; DESTROY .THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS7 
HYTII : Choice wtll destroy the puhllc schools. 

REALITY: 

o Given I chotce 1 most parents sttll choose publtc schools. . 
In Minnesota, 1 State tuTtlon tu deduction for private (ind publlc) school parents has not Increased 
prlv1te school enrollments. (Uhen Hlnnesot1 hid I tuition tax credit tn the e1rly 1970s, the proportion 
of students tn private schools dropped.) 

- In Haine and Vermont, •ost families who have the choice of publlc or private schools stlll select 1 
noar-by public school. . 

- In Australia, followlng I new program of aasslve government 1sstst1nce In 1978, the prtv1te school share of 
cnroll100nls rose only 2 percent by l90l (from 21 to 23 percent), 1nd It ts projected to go to no more thin 
26 percent (where It w1s In the 1960s). 

- In British Columbia, where private school enroll~ents were already rising before I voucher-type pro9r1• 
went Into effect, the private share ts projected to go to no more than 9 percent (up frm 6 percentJ. 

o lnnovattvu.uhltc educators believe choice stren thens ubltc schools. 
lferbA. Sang, Superintendent, uva ounty coos. ac sonv •• Flortda): 

•while there are •any who ire concerned about I voucher syste111, we tn Jacksonvlll• do not shire that fear 
since the high qu1llty of our puhllc schools Is well recognized by the connuntty ind the performance of 
our students not only ••tches but surpasses that of the loc11 private and p1rocht1I students, as 
reflected by the Hatlonal Herlt Schohnhlp Progra11's 1ude1alc competition, and other 11e1ns. 

34 

•This nation ts hullt on the free enterprise systffl and as I public school superintendent, I have no fear 
of tncludtng education In that arena for I 111 confident that our parents In Jacksonville would continue 
to place their chlldren In our schools, because of the quality of our educatlon1I program, the servtces 
we offer and 1 the f1ct th1t It Is hard to beat being free.• 

o Researchers believe choice strengthens publlc schools. 
- A review of choice pro9rams {by Hary Ann Raywld) found public schools of choice have •ore freedom to offer 

untquo prograNS 1 1nd 1chteve a better ~alch between progr111 and students' needs. lhls better match appears 
to tncrease s1tlsf1ctlon for students, parents. 1nd teachers. 

- Since the llld-1970~, New York City has provided vouchers to parents of handicapped children who wanted to 
send their children to nonpublic schools. A recent study (by Hlchael Rebell) found that the resulting 
com11etltlon . spurred pubi le schr,oh to Improve their handicapped pro9r1ms. 
Research on choice In Ent Uarle111 shows dramatic Improvement fo student achievement test scores following 
1do1at Ion of choice. 

o OnlE the worst schools wlll suffer fro,11 com etttlon. The ood ones wlH thrive. 
-ov. Lamar AlexanJer of Tennessee on hctng as ed c olce wouldn't make some schools close)& 

•Jhat 0 i the whole point of the Idea. Hayhe H h a lousy school o llow fair h tt to ll'!ake 1ny thlld __ qo to . 
that schooll The honest thing to do ts to close the sthool or reorganflze flt untll tt can attract 1 -- •. 
~rnu,t lnttfnn n:i,rnnt~ rl,nnc:n crhnnh wtH n p t O'bl.l irPnOit mn,r6!> Onvnluf\11 In thPlr rhtl,1 9~ ptf11r"ttnn 
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EDUCATIONAL CHOICE IN ACTION 

WILL CHOICE BENEFIT ONLY PARENTS "WHO CARE"? 
MYTII : Choice will benefit only pdrents who are dlready Involved with their children's education, 

not those parents who "don't care." 

HEALi TY: 

o Few ~arents "don't care." 

Most parents care very much, hut some lack resources (money and pol ltlcal skllls) to get 
Involved In decision-making about their children's education. The Gallup and other polls 
show minorities, the 1mor, and Inner city residents -- t.e., those who are Sclld to be 
most "uninvolved" -- are the strongest supporters of choice. (For example, blacks went 
vouchers by more than 2-to-1.) t-bre affluent parents already express their concern by 
exerclsl~g choice; they move to a "right" neighborhood school or select a ~rlvate school. 

o Choice will encourage all ...e,arents to be more involved. 

Ct,olce will encourage a healthy rlvdlry ~nong schools to attract parental support. With 
the power of choice, parents--not "experts"--wlll be treated as the most Important 
decision makers. As Gov. Lamar Alexander says, "letting parents choose schools wfll get 
parents more Involved In their chi Id's education. And the more parents . do, the more a 
good teacher can do." 

o Choice benefits all children. 

Choice benefits all children, not Just those of parents who choose to move their children 
to other schools. For example, after Ec1st llarlem schools (HYC district no. 4) Implemented 
an extensive choice system, students went frorn the very bottom to the middle of NYC's 
rankings for c001nuntty school districts. 

The advantage of choice will spill over to all children -- even those whose parents are 
"pass Ive.• 
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HYTII : Parents don't c•ra and won't exercise choices anyw,y 

REALITY: 

o A majority of parents 1lready exercise choice -- through selecllng • residence tn the •right• 
public school district or private schools. Those who lend not to exercise choice In these 
ways are less affluent and sl"1ply cannot afford ta do It. 

o llhen • well designed choice progra~ helps those with few resources lo participate. they usually 
participate. 

!I o The tncroased exclte111Cnt for parents and teachers benefits 111 children. not Just those vho have 
puents who partlclpde. In cOMr.1unlty school district n~. 4, In Hew York City (East Harlem) 
students went fra.1 the very l\oll0ta of Hew York's nnklngs for coi111wntty school districts 
lo the 11ld1lle, after l11plementln9 1n extensive choice progr111. Hlnneapolts, with an extensive 
choice pro~r••• bnnsts 1 60 percentile ranking on natlonally standardized tests for Its students. 
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lITLE 1/CtlAPTEA 1 

THE EFFORT OF TITLE ILCHAPTER . 1 

Expenditures 

Total expenditures (1965-1985): J 46.3 Dillion 

FY l 9U5 appropr-lcJt Ions for-
local school districts : S 3.2 Dillion• 

Chapter 1 per pupil spending 
(FY 1985 estimate) : S 6~0 

• The total Chapter l appropriation, lnclu11ing State grants, Is $3.7 Ullllon fn FY 19135. 
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TITLE 1/CIIAPTEFI 1 

JttE EFFORT OF TITLE I/CHAPTER 1 (CONTINUED) 

Students served 

Tot1I nW11ber (FY 1985 estlm1te)1 5.0 •llllon students• 

Host p1rtlclpants ire Minority: 

o "hlte (not lllspanlc) 1 451 
o Hlnorlty: 551 

-Bhck (not llhpanlc): 291 
-llh11anlc : 2ZI 
-As hn/Plc I fl c 

hland/A,nerlcan 
Ind Ian 41 

•or the 5.0 ■lllton studentsr 4.Bl ~llllon (96.61) ire estl~•ted to be In publlc 
schools, 0.11 allllon (l.4lJ are In private schools. 

40 

.... . ... 



·· j ' 

I , 
i 

,- J ,.;i . ' . 
I 

! 

if 
• 'j 

·1 

. :1 
'.-: ·; 

• i 

l 
i 

1 
· l 

TITLE 1/CIIAPTEA t 

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF 'COMPENSATORY EDUCATION 

An ana lys 1s of 47 studles docunent tng the over al I effect lveness of compensatory educ at Ion re1mrted: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Findings on Effecttveness 

The proyraans have a posit Ive. though small, effect on the achievement of dis­
advantaged students. 

The results of most studies are overstated because of the upward biases Inherent 
In several standard statistical procedures. 

The gatns appear to be greater in earlter years, and the evidence ts fairly 
strong that early gains are not sustatned. 

Ho significant association exists between dollars spent and achievement gains. 

Ho approach or program characteristics were consistently found to be effective. 

--Stephen Mullin and Anita Summers, 
Phi Delta Kaee.!!!,, January 1903 
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TITLE 1/CIIAPTEO l 

IlJEJ;FFECTIVENESS OF TITLE ILCUAPTEA 1 

A review of ·over 20 evaluations of Tltle I/Ch1pt1r l founds 

o There Is no evidence of sustained or delayed effects by the t 1111 for11er Chapter .l students 
reach Junior hlyh school. • 

Q 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

• 

The aost dls1dv1ntayed students show no r1l1tlv1 l•provement In achleve•ent. 

Children who gain 1nost -.ere those least behind. 

Ooll1rs spent ind achievement gains are not 1tgnlflc1ntly associated. 

Schools often spend Ch1pter I funds on 1111 productive acttvltles thin on •ore 
effective pr1ctlces such 11 ho,aewort. tutoring. and te1cher-p1rent cooper1tlon. 

Hore •oney has been spent on non-poor thin poor students • 

Certain sites 1r1 •ore effectlv1 thin others. 

... Herbert V1lberg 8 •rederal 1Ch1pt1r I) Spending and 
[fleets on Poor Chlldren• 1984) • 
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,/CtlAPTER ! VOUCHER 

CHAPTER 1 CHOICE: A MATTER OF SOCIAL JUSTICE 
AND EDUCATIONAL EXCELLENCE 

The Hca9an Administration's TEACII* bll 1 wll I allow parents of disadvantaged children to voucherlze 
ctH111>ensatory education funds. • 

Chapter l vouchers wlll promote social Justice, equtty, and educational excellence because they 
,,rov tdc--

o Educationally deprived children wtth a greater range of compensatory educattonal 
alternatives; 

o Poor famtltes wtth some of the educational choices already avatlahle to affluent famlltes 
who now select the school of their choice through choice of neighborhood or of private 
school; 

o Market Incentives and competition that wtll Improve Chapter ' I services; 

o Higher quality Chapter l Instruction as a result of greater parental Involvement In 
their children's education; and 

~ 

o Greater job satisfaction and convnttment among teachers In choice programs. 

*!he fqulty ~d Choice (TEACH) Act of 1985 
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Cl IAPTER t VOUCHER 

CHAPTER 1 CHOICE: A MATTER OF SOCIAL JllSTICf 
AND EDUCATIONAL EXCELLENC~ 

Tho lteagan Ath11lnlstrilllon•s TEACII• bll I will •llow par,mts of dludvantaued children to voucherlze 
co11111enutory eclucat Ion funds. 

Chapter I vouchers wl\) procnote social Justice, equity, and educational Hettllence because they 
provldo--

o [ducctllonally dea•rlved chlldren with a greater range of compensatory eduutlonal 
a lterna t Ives; 

o Poor fc111tlles -,Ith so,ne of the educational choices already avallahle to Affluent famtlles 
who now Sl!lect thu school of their choice through choice of neighborhood or of private 
school; 

o Hdrket tncent Ives and compel ltlon th•t wt II 11111,rove Chaptur I services; 

o llluhur c1ual lty Ch11pter I Instruction u • result of greater parental lnvolve,nent In 
their children's educc1tlon; and 

o Greater job sat lsf act Ion and conHltml!nl among teachers In choice proura,.s. 

*The Equity Ami Choice (1£ACII) Act of l9U5 - - - -
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CHAPTER 1 VOUCHER 

• 

CHAPTER 1 VOUCHER: NO EXTRA COST 

A Chapter I voucher would entail none~ Federal expenditures. In fact, It could save 
taxpayers aoney tr parents choose to use the Chapter l Voucher to send their children 
to private schools. Each public school student currently costs state and local 
taxpayers $3120 • 
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TESTIMONY OF 

WILLIAM J. BENNETT 

Secretary of Education 
U.S. Department of Education 

Presented Before 
The Committee on Labor and Human Resources 

Subcommittee on Education, Arts, and the Humanities 
United States Senate 

January 28, 1986 

Hr. Chairman and members ~f the committee , I am pleased 

to ha,,e th is opp or tunity to testify before your Subcommittee on 

the accreditation of postsecondary institutions. In ort3er 

properly to consider this topic, however, it should be placed 

within the context of broader issues concerning the quality of 

postsecondary education. So I will discuss both the particular 

issue of accreditation and the broader issue of quality in my 

remarks today. 

THE ACHIEVEMENT OF AMERICAN POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION 

Let me say at the outset that our nation has created the 

world's finest system of postsecondary education. · At its ' best, 

it combines the finest research and teaching with the greatest 

variety of educational programs available anywhere. It offers 

more choices, more second chances, and more intellectual freedom 

to students and their teachers than any other system of educa­

tion in all of history. It is a system composed of universi­

ties, colleges, junior colleges, trade schools, and professional 
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and technical schools of almost every description. Together 

they provide our citizens with multiple opportunities to tailor 

an educational program to their changing goals and circumstances 

throughout life. 

Today 62 percent of American high school graduates go on 

to enroll in postsecondary instituti6ns, with to~al enrollments 

at almost 18 million. Expenditures by postsecondary institu­

tions bave nearly doubled since 1966; they totalled $90 billion 

in 1984. Funding from federal, state, and local governments 

accounted for almost half this total--$44 billion in 1984, up . 
from $26 billion in 1966 when adjusted for inflation. The 

private sector has also provided substantial and steadily 

increasing support for postsecondary education. Last year 

private giving to higher education totaled $5.6 billion, 

including $1.25 billion from American corporations and 

$1 .billion from foundations. 

It is clear that the American people have been generous 

to our institutions of postsecondary education. This generosity 

derives from the knowledge that these institutions are an 

indispensable foundation of our economic progress and national 

well-being, and from the firm belief that they offer a gateway 

to the American dream. But, given the importance and the 

growing cost of postsecondary education, it is only reasonable 

that students, parents, government officials, and others should 

look for -- and should expect to find --evidence that they are 

getting their money's worth. This is a particularly important 

matter for students from less .financially fortunate homes, 
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students for whom postsecondary education may be a crucial 

avenue to success. 

This morning, I would like to discuss signs of 

inadequate quality in postsecondary education; evidence of 

practices that ill-serve students and taxpayers; some indicators 

that the postsecondary education community is beginning to work 

on behalf of quality improvement; and what I believe may be the 

largest single challenge facing our postsecondary education 

system, namely the development of very substantially improved 

mechanisms for determining whether its institutions are in fact 

achieving the results to which they aspire. 

Then I will talk about where responsibility for quality 

improvement lies, emphasizing that the primary burden should be 

borne by the institutions themselves, by voluntary mechanisms 

.,:.,:-_ of the ·postsecondary education community such as accreditation, 

._:..; 

and by the states. Finally, I will review some ways in which 

the federal government may be able to help in these matters, 

paying particular attention to t he complex system by which we 

rely on private accreditation as a major indicator of eligiblity 

for federal financial assistance of many kinds. 

CHALLENGES TO THE QUALITY OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION 

As I said at the beginning of my remarks, many students 

receive an excellent education from our postsecondary institu­

tions. But the health and vitality of these institutions depend 

upon the creation and maintenance of rigorous standards of 

achievement for students, faculty members, and institutions 
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themselves. From a growing number of sources, both inside and 

outside the walls of the academy, concern has recently been 

expressed that many of our institutions of postsecondary 

education are not establishing or applying suitable standards of 

quality. 

1. Areas of Concern in Vocational and Professional Education 

Among the diverse parts of our postsecondary education 

system different problems have been identified. A 1984 General 

Accounting Office study of proprietary schools found that many 

do not establish or enforce meaningful "ability to benefit" 

standards. The Higher Education Act requires that stud~nts 

admitted to postsecondary institutions have either a high school 

diploma, its equivalent, or -- in lieu of these --the "ability 

to benefit" from the training offered. But when 61 percent of 

Pell grant recipients admitted under the "ability to benefit" 

clause do not complete their educational programs, one can 

wonder how vigorously this standard is being applied. The GAO 

study also found situations where federal aid recipients who had 

never graduated from high school enrolled on the "ability to 

benefit" basis -- but then had in fact no chance to benefi~ from 

the training, because state licensing standards for employment 

in their field required a high school diploma. 

Audit reports and program reviews, as well as other 

indicators, suggest that some institutions have been admitting 

students without adequately assessing their ability. The 

program reviews conducted by the Department of Education show 
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that many institutions do not give admissions tests or conduct 

other assessments of ability. Even in instances where admission· 

tests are given, they are sometimes geared to third and fourth 

grade level questions. Often there is no relationship between 

the test and the educational subject matter the institution is 

offering; often passing scores have never been defined. 

In an effort to address this problem, the Department 

submitted legislation with its FY 1986 Budget Proposal to 

allow only students with high school diplomas to qualify for 

financial aid, thus eliminating the "ability to benefit" 

exception provided in the law. This has yet to be enacted. 

A related problem is the fact that some proprietary 
• 

schools, accredited by the state or by accrediting agencies, 

are graduating large numbers of students who fail the relevant 

state licensing examination. Without their professional 

license, these graduates .cannot find employment. 

Indeed, this problem, whether due to lax admissions 

standards or inadequate instruction, is not limited to voca­

tional or proprietary institutions. Some colleges and universi­

ties also graduate large numbers of students from such profes­

sional programs as accounting and pharmacy who are unable to 

pass certification examinations. Also, the advent of state 

teacher testing has produced shocking evidence of poor perform­

ance by some institutions. In some states, as many as 70 

percent of the graduates of certain accredited teacher training 

colleges fail the National Teacher Examination. 

Institutions are defrauding students, and in many cases 
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they are ripping off the American pub,iic, when _they admit 

individuals who are manifestly unprepared for the work that· will· 

be required of them, or when they graduate students who cannot 

satisfy minimum standards in their field of study. 

2. The Decline in Quality of Undergraduate Education 

There is also widening agreement that the quality of 

undergraduate liberal arts education at many institutions is not 

what it should be. 

We have all heard reports that many of our graduates do 

not possess the knowledge, skills, or, in some cases the civic 

virtues of a highly educated person. Some evidence is .fragmen­

tary, anecdotal, or impressionistic; other evidence is more 

tangible: student performance declined in 11 of 15 major 

Subject Area Tests of the Graduate Record Examinations between 

1964 and 1982. 

We have seen five major reports in just over one year 

that have been critical of various aspects of undergraduate 

education. These reports contain some troubling findings. For 

example, a 1984-85 survey by the Amer i can Council on Education 

indicates that a student can obtain a bachelor ' s degree f_rom 72 

percent of all American colleges and universities without having 

studied American literature and history; from 75 percent without 

having studied European history; and from 86 percent without 
-

having studied the civilizations of classical Greece and Rome. 

The Modern Language Association ~eports that, in 1966, 89 

percent of all institutions required foreign language study for 
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the bachelor's degree; this dropped to 53 percent in 1975, and 

to 47 percent in 1983. 

As the recent Association of American Colleges report 

("Integrity in the College Curriculum") states, higher education 

has gone through a period in which there seemed to be more con­

fidence "about the length of college ·education than its content 

and purpose." The simple accumulation of credit hours -- what 

is sometimes called "seat time" -- became the primary yardstick. 

The neglect of the real purposes and goals of education strikes 

at the very integrity of higher education. 

I am encouraged by the signs that our colleges and 

universities are now recognizing the need to improve tqe quality 

of undergraduate education. For, while construed by some as an 

indictment of higher education, these reports are, in fact, a 

promising sign. They have recognized the danger of declining 

quality and provided guidance on how the problems can be 

overcome. These reports are, for the most part, products of the 

academy. They are _£lits members to its members, and it is the 

members of the academy who must take the lead to solve these 

problems. 

THE IMPORTANCE OF ASSESSMENT 

I therefore believe that the quality of postsecondary 

education must be improved, but also that the primary force for 

that improvement must come from the institutions themselves. 

These institutions, and particularly our traditional colleges 

and universities, must do a better job of providing a coherent 
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and rigorous curriculum for students. They must do a more 

conscientious job of stating their goals, of gauging their own 

success in relation to those goals, and of making their results 

available to everyone -- students, prospective students, 

parents, citizens, and taxpayers. As a recent report by the 

Association of American Colleges stated: 

As difficult as it may be to develop the most searching 
and app_ropriate methods of evaluation and assessment, an 
institution that lacks refined instruments of program eval~ation 
and rigorous instruments of student assessment is contributing 
to the debasement of baccalaureate education. 

Apart from the essentials.kills and fundamental knowl­

edge that we expect all colleges and universities to impart, 

there are individual institutional goals that vary enotmously 

from school to school. It is only sensible that each school 

appraise its own progress toward those goals. This is the 

surest way to turn the lofty statements of college catalogues 

into actual classroom practice. If we are to keep our promises 

to students, we must be willing to honestly assess our strengths 

--and our shortcomings. Such acknowledgment is ~he s_urest way 

to maintain institutional integrity; it is also the best way to 

maintain institutional sovereignty and self-government. 

Some institutions of higher education are in fact' 

beginning to assess student outcomes as a means of assessing 

learning. While their methods vary, colleges and universities 

• 

are beginning to set competency levels in certain conteqt areas 

that must be met before a student can be promoted. For example, 

the University of Arizona requires all students to pass a writing 

proficiency examination near the mid-point of their undergradu- • 
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ate career, and the University of Ma~sachusetts at Boston 

requires undergradua~es to _pass a writing proficiency examina­

tion before they can take upper-division courses. 

Assessments can use many di f feren·t methods~-standard i zed 

tests, interviews, questionaires, reviews of students' 

written work over four years, reviews of extracurricular 

activity, studies of alumni and dropouts, surveys of students' 

use of time, and surveys of graduates' use of time. Some 

results could be expressed in numerical terms; many obviously 

could not. In large, complex universities, assessment might be 
. 

conducted separately by schools, colleges, or departments. 

But no matter what the form, judgments need to be made 
• 

so that institutions can assure the public and themselves that 

they are doing what they say they are doing. Such assessment 

should also hold a central pl ace in the accreditation of all 

postsecondary institutions. Today that is not the case. 

STATE GOVERNMENT RESPONSIBILITIES 

Because they are responsible for licensing, or otherwise 

recognizing, the educational i nstitutions that operate within 

their borders, state governments also play an essential role in 

any effort to improve the accoun t ability of postsecondary 

education. A number of states have recently beg un to take 

action to assure that their institutions meet tougher standards 

of educational quality. On the national level, the National 

Governors Association (NGA) has ident i fied raising standards in 

higher education as one of its major initiatives for the next 
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five years. Governor John Ashcroft of, Missouri, who chairs 

NGA's College Quality task force, has resolved to investigate· 

what States can do to improve consumer information about higher 

education, the assessment of undergraduate performance, and 

institutional management. NGA hearings next month will focus on 

postsecondary assessment. Governor Thomas Kean of New Jersey 

has said that the Education Commission of the States should 

"think deeply about how to inspire effective State action to 

improve undergraduate education." 

One of the strategies some States are adopting for 

strengthening higher education is mandating requirements for 

evaluating student performance. "Value-added" testing, or 
• 

testing at entry and graduation, is beginning to gain acceptance 

in a number of States. State coordinating boards in South 

Dakota and Tennessee already require this form of outcome 

assessment. Colorado, New Jersey, Maryland, and Virginia are 

considering value-added proposals. 

In 1982, Florida adopted a "rising junior" examination 

policy. This policy requires that all students from community 

colleges or in State colleges or universities pass the Florida 

College Level Academic Skills Test before being given juni?r 

class status. The requirement has been expanded to private 

college students who receive financial aid from State sources. 

State governments are also beginning to take important 

steps to promote excellence by awarding a portion of the1r 

financial support to colleges and universities on the basis of 

reliable measures of institutional quality. Tennessee is 
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currently employing a performance funding program that uses 

assessment as a way of making decisions about a portion of 

higher education funding. It rewards institutions for per­

formance on established criteria. This effort emphasizes 

student learning in general education, student learning in a 

major field, and other criteria. 

REVIEWIN'G ACCREDITATION STANDARDS 

Although the Department of Education is prohibited by 

law -- and properly so -- from pre~cribing the curriculum of any 

school, college, or university, the Department is required by 

law to determine the eligibililty of inst i tutions to receive 

federal funds. Rather than evaluate thousands of separate 

schools, the federal government relies upon the private and 

voluntary accrediting bodies through which the postsecondary 

community determines its own institutional membership. 

The 1952 Korean War GI bill required the Commissioner of 

Education to establish a list of accrediting agencies that he 

determined "to be [a] reliable authority as to the quality of 

training offered by an educational institution." Although this 

list was not exclusive, the 1952 law established the principle 

that accreditation by a recognized private agency was sufficient 

to make an institution eligible for federal funds. 

The 1958 National Defense Education Act provided-that 

one way for an institution to participate in NDEA programs was 

for it to be "accredited by a nationally recognized accrediting 

agency or association." Although it left the responsibility of 
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"recognizing" accrediting bodies to the Commissioner of 

Education, NOEA again indicated Congress' intention to accept 

"accreditation" as established by nongovernmental agencies as a 

sufficient condition of quality assessment for eligibility for 

federal funds. 

Today, to be recognized, an accrediting agency must 

demonstrate that it is capable of evaluating the educational 

quality of an institution by virtue of meeting ten criteria~ The 

National Advisory Committee on Accreditation and Institutional 

Eligibility, a group established by statute and appointed by the 

Secretary, is responsible for advising me as to whether an 

• accrediting agency meets those criteria, and also for advising 

me as to the content of the criteria. There are now 83 

C: accrediting organizations recognized by the Department, and they 

confer their approval on nearly 9,000 institutions. 

Accreditation standards, following the standards most 

commonly used by ins~itutions themselves, have traditionally 

measured quality in terms of institutional resources -- such as 

endowment per student, percentage of faculty with doctorates, or 

the number of books in the library -- with little or no atten­

tion paid as to what effects they have or what results they 

yield. A 1978 survey of 208 colleges and universities that had 

engaged in institutional self-studies in preparation for 

accreditation visits found that only l in 3 had either generated 

or examined data on student learning and growth; only 23 percent 

had examined students' knowledge in their major fields. 

I believe that accrediting agencies, and postsecondary 
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institutions themselves, should place as much emphasis on 

student learning as on the resources and procedures of the in­

stitution. Unless they examine student learning, they cannot 

really gauge educational quality. 

Accrediting agencies and our colleges and universities 

must also reexamine the narrow vocationalism of some current 

profes~ional requirements in order to restore scope and depth to 

liberal education. A clear distinction must be made between 

technical training and the broader goals of higher education so 

that a sound professional curricu~um does not preclude rigorous 

standards in the general curriculum. In many cases, we have 

neither. 

Thus the guidelines of one professional accrediting 

association confine one-half to two-thirds of one student's 

baccalaureate program to courses in two areas. Another 

association prescribes approximately 70 percent of the student's 

four-year program and confines that percentage wholly to two 

subject areas. And according to the standards of yet another 

association, the bachelor's degree programs must involve as much 

as 80 percent of the student's work in the professional field. 

As a result, some employers are confronting job applicants with 

a bachelor's degree who are unable to write competently, speak 

lucidly, or perform more than the most elementary mathematical 

procedures. 

I am concerned that the criteria for determining whether 

an accrediting agency should be recognized by the Department 

--last revised in 1974 -- and the Department's procedures for 
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determining eligibility for recognition may no longer be 

adequate to their important task. Consequently, I will ask the 

National Advisory Committee on Accreditation and Institutional 

Eligibility to conduct a review of the current "Criteria for 

Recognizing National Accrediting Agencies and Associations" and 

• 

also to examine the federal process of recognition to determine 

whether and how these can be strengthened. I will also ask the 

Committee to examine the statutory definition of institutional 

eligibility and report to me their recommendations for improve­

ments within the limits of our statutory authority. I 

welcome additional discussion on this subject -- by the post­

secondary education community, by the public, and by legislators 

at all levels. 

At least one regional accrediting body has begun to 

assess the quality of higher education through the measurement 

of student outcomes, not just institutional resources. The 

Commission on Colleges of the Southern Association of Colleges 

and Schools, which is the regional association for postsecondary 

institutions in most southern states, has taken the lead in 

developing new quality criteria for its member institutions. 

The Southern Association requires institutions to evaluate the 

effectiveness of their resources and processes in achieving 

educational outcomes. In addition, institutions are encouraged 

to follow changes in the academic achievement of thei~ students 

by tracking student scores on standardized examinations or 

locally constructed examinations, the performance of graduates 

in graduate school, and performance of graduates of professional 
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programs on licensing examinations. ) • _ 

While the southern Association prescrib~s no unifor~ set• 

of procedures or minimum standard for use by an institution, it 

should be commended for encouraging Southern colleges and 

universities to review their thinking about educational results. 

OTHER INITIATIVES BY THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

The Department of Education is taking a number of steps 

to help improve the quality of postsecondary education. o·ur 

Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI) is working 

to improve its ability to provide the nation with accurate 

and timely information about the quality of education at all 

levels. Two of the 10 newly funded OERI Centers will be 

encouraged to foster better assessment measures. We will ask the 

new Center on Postsecondary Management and Governance to become 

a clearinghouse on State and institutional assessment activities 

and information, and the new Center on Postsecondary Teaching 

and L~arning to develop new quality indicators. 

In addition, we will assist institutions ·and others in 

their efforts to develop methods of assessment. Earlier this 

year the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education 

adopted the assessment of student learning and institutional 

effectiveness as one of its major funding priorities. 

CONCLUSION 

Improving the quality of postsecondary education will 

require the cooperation of the faculties, administrators, and 
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trustees of individual institutions,., state governments, the 

accrediting organizations, and the federal government. In my 

remarks this morning, I have suggested some steps that each of 

these groups can take to meet the problems face by postsecondary 

education today. First, and foremost, individual institutions 

-- their, faculty, administrators, and trustees --can undertake 

a serious effort to assess and improve student learning. 

Second, state governments can examine their criteria and 

procedures for recognizing educational institutions. Third, 

accrediting agencies can take a hard look at their standards and 

practices. The Department of Education is eager to join with 

each of these groups in appropriate efforts to strengtpen 

postsecondary institutions. 

Today, Mr. Chair~an, you are sending a message to the 

postsecondary education cormnunity that we in the federal 

government share their concern for quality. I thank you for this 

opportunity to appear before t hi s Subcommittee, and I look 

forward to working with you and with others to improve the 

accreditation process and the overall quality of postsecondary 

education. 
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INTRODUCTION 

On November 13, 1985, Secretary of Education 
William J. Bennett transmitted to Congress a legislative 
proposal entitled, "The Equity and Choice Act." 
Subsequently introduced as H.R. 3821 in the House of 
Representatives, this proposal would convert the existing 
Chapter l program of the Education Consolidation and 
Improvement Act, which provides remedial educational 
services to disadvantaged students, into a tuition 
voucher program. 

Because of the attention this bill has received 
and the numerous questions it has raised, I have 
authorized printing of this Committee staff report which 
discusses the various problems inherent in this voucher 
proposal. 

Augustus F. Hawkins 
Chairman 
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THE ADMINISTRATION VOUCHER PLAN: PROBLEMS, QUESTIONS, CONCERNS 

On November 13, 1985, Secretary of Education 
William J. Bennett sent to Congress a bill to convert the 
existing Chapter l program for the education of 
disadvantaged children into a "voucher" program. This 
proposal was subsequently introduced in the House as H.R. 
3821 by Congressman Patrick L. Swindall. The bill would 
require local school districts to take the Federal 
Chapter 1 funds which they now receive to provide special 
remedial services to low-achieving children in poor areas 
and instead give those funds in the form of a voucher to 
the parents of these children, at the parents' request. 
The voucher would then be used by the parents toward the 
tuition of a private school or the cost of another public 
school. For several reasons, the bill represents a 
deception for parents and a disaster for publ i c policy. 

I. The Voucher Bill is Objectionable on Philosophical Grounds. 

A. THE VOUCHER PLAN WOULD HARM PUBLIC EDUCATION BY TRANSFERRING 
PUBLIC MONEY TO PRIVATE SCHOOLS AT A TIME WHEN FEDERAL RESOURCES 
FOR EDUCATION ARE SHRINKING. 

--This "anti public education" bias is consistent with 
President Reagan's efforts to eliminate the Federal role 
in public education by cutting funds and proposing block 
grants and phase-outs of education programs. 

--Even assuming that the voucher bill would double the 
percentage of the student population attending private 
schools to 20%, we would still need a strong public 
educational system for that remaining 80%. Universal 
public education came about because a haphazard 
assemblage of private and community schools was unequally 
able to prepare children for their roles as citizens: the 
voucher bill ignores this history~ 

--If the Administration were truly committed to quality 
in education, it would be increas i ng funding for public 
schools to improve them, not bribing people to abandon 
them. 

B. THE VOUCHER BILL IS BASED ON THE UNFOUNDED ASSUMPTION THAT 
"ANYTHING IS BETTER" THAN THE CURRENT SYSTEM. 

--The bill assumes that private schools, without being 
required to do so, will do a better job serving 
disadvantaged students than public schools have done with 
mandates to serve such students. 
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• --It also implies that disadvantaged students would 
receive a better education in the "regular" program of 
the private school than in a special program in a public 
school. 

C. THE VOUCHER BILL IS BASED ON A CONSUMER ECONOMICS, MARKET 
PLACE MODEL THAT I$ NOT APPROPRIATE TO EDUCATION. 

--Assuming that fostering competition will, by 
definition, improve education ignores the reality that 
some services or institutions are not responsive to 
market place forces, but are better provided on a large · 
scale by government. Imagine issuing vouchers for 
defense on the assumption that everyone could hire his 
own militia. 

--A consumer choice such as purchasing a washing machine 
does not have the lasting effect on both the consumer and 
society at large as is the case with . education. 

--The "healthy rivalry" between public and private 
institutions that the Administration envisions will occur 
under the voucher bill is really an unfair match in which 
one competitor -- the private school -- does not have to 
play by the same rules as the other. The private scpools 
do not have to enroll all students who desire and and do 
not have to meet the accountability standards required of 
public schools. 

D. AIDING POOR PARENTS IS NOT THE ADMINISTRATION'S PRIMARY GOAL. 

--The Chapter 1 voucher is just a way station en route to 
the "voucherization" of all education. As Undersecretary 
Gary Bauer stated, this bill is a "first step" toward a 
more extensive voucher plan that would award all parents 
vouchers. "We had to start somewhere," he said. 

--The Administration espouses the rhetoric of parental 
involvement even as it has consistently sought to and 
often succeeded in eliminating requirements for parental 
involvement in existing Federal programs.* If the 
Administration officials were truly concerned about 

*For example, the 1981 Education Consolidation and 
Improvement Act, which was enacted as part of the ·· 
Administration-initiated Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act and which converted the Title I 
program into Chapter 1, repealed the Title I requirement 
for parental advisory councils in districts and school 
buildings, substituting a less specific requirement that 
programs be implemented in consultation with parents and 
teachers of Chapter 1 children. ' 
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• parental involvement, they would strengthen the parent 
provisions in existing law,s and regulations instead of 
wiping them out. 

--The parents receiving vouchers would not all be poor. 
Once funds flow to the poorest schools, children are 
selected for participation in Chapter l based on 
educational deprivation, not income. 

E. VOUCHERS IGNORE OTHER BENEFITS OF PUBLIC EDUCATION. 

--The goals of exposing students to a common culture, 
preparing them for citizenship, providing equal · 
opportunity, and offering education in the best interests 
of the . child will not be better served by a voucher 
system. 

--For example, if parents under a voucher plan selected 
schools with pupils whose backgrounds are the same as • 
their children's, the result could be more stratification 
and less tolerance rather than the greater diversity the 
Administration claims. 

II. Poor Parents Would Not Really Have the Choice of Schools the 
Voucher Advocates Claim. 

A. THE VOUCHER AMOUNT DOES NOT COVER ENOUGH OF THE COSTS OF 
PRIVATE EDUCATION TO GIVE THE POOREST FAMILIES A MEANINGFUL 
CHOICE. 

~-The average private school tuition of $1,480 in fall of 
1983 (the last year for which data is available} is only 
38% of the $563 expended per pupil under Chapter 1 in the 
school year 1983-84, according to the Congressional 
Research Service in the Library of Congress.* Where are 
poor parents, with little to no disposable income, to 
obtain the other 62%? 

--There is a tremendous range of expensesr the National 
Association of Independent Schools reports that in school 
year 1985-86, median tuition of its member institutions 
ranges from $3,300 to $4,400 for grades K through 6 and 
is $5,300 for secondary schools. These schools would be 
out of the question for voucher parents. 

*The Administration estimates the Chapter l per pupil 
expenditure for school year 1983-84 at $650, using the 
unorthodox method of averaging the State averages and 
giving greater weight to small States, rather than the 
more accepted method of dividing the national number of 
partipants by the national . appropriation, which yields • 
the number cited above. 
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--The voucher amount would vary widely from State to 
State, and this would unfairly constrain choices. A 
voucher of $280 in California would hardly make a dent in 
the tuition of the average private school. 

--LEAs could decide to pay no transportation costs under 
the bill, which would make certain schools even more out 
of range for poor parents. 

--The schools that charge tuition closer to the average 
voucher amount of $600 are largely parochial schools. 
Many parents may not want to send their children to a 
parochial school where they will be taught a religion 
different from their own. 

--The costs for educating disadvantaged children are 
often higher than average, so private schools would have 
to subsidize costs beyond their tuition charges, which 
they may be unwilling to do. 

--There is nothing to prevent a religious school 
receiving a voucher from charging higher tuition to 
non-church members. This may make sense for the church 
but is not equitable public policy. 

--The average per pupil expenditure for public schools 
was $3,429 in school year 1984-85, according to the 
National Education Association's estimates of school 
statistics. Many public school districts charge tuition 
to non-resident students, so the voucher would be 
inadeauate to cover this amount. 

B. PARENTAL CHOICES WILL BE CONSTRAINED BY A NUMBER OF OTHER 
FACTORS. 

--The 69% of the eligible children who are not receiving 
se.rvi ces under Ch~pter l would have no voucher choice at 
all, because the funding is inadequate to serve all poor 
or low-achieving children. 

--Selective admissions requirements would keep 
disadvantaged students out of some the best private 
schools. Enrolling low-achieving children would be 
counter-productive for private schools whose drawing 
cards are selectivity and high-achievement scores. 

--Private schools are not evenly distributed across 
geographic regions. Some areas have few private schools, 
or the ones that exist are too far away to transport 
children to. 
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. --The bill offers no protection for students who enroll 
in a p·rivate school and are later expelled or dismissedQ 

--The option in the bill to transfer to another public 
school has numerous limitations. Transfer to another 
school within the district is subject to the LEA 
permitting such transfers. Transfer to a public school 
in another district would not be a viable option if the 
receiving LEA prohibits such transfers or charges a high 
tuition for non-resident students. 

C. PARENTS' CHOICES WILL BE LIMITED BY THE TYPES OF INFORMATION 
THEY RECEIVE ABOUT THEIR OPTIONS. 

--As the Alum Rock, California, experiment on vouchers 
demonstrated, even in its fourth year, one-quarter of the 
parents still did not know that the voucher program 
existed, and many more lacked accurate information about 
it. • 

--Over half of the poor families in the country are 
headed by a person without a high school diploma. These 
educationally disadvantaged parents will need assistance 
and special information to make informed choices. 

--Many poor parents may have limited English proficiency. 
Some school districts have a multiplicity of language 
groups in their attendance areas, and information would 
have to be provided in every language if these parents 
are to be well-informed about their choices . 

--The voucher bill provides only that LEAs inform parents 
in writing of voucher options and hold an annual public 
meeting. The information needed for school se l ection is 
too complex and varied to be adequately communicated in 
this fashion to disadvantaged parents. 

--Parents may be taken advantage of by profiteers and 
choose a school with the most aggressive promoter instead 
of the best program. 

O. PARENTS OFTEN CHOOSE SCHOOLS FOR REASONS OTHER THAN THE 
INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM. 

--In the Alum Rock experiment, parents primarily used 
non-educational criteria to decide on schools. Even with 
the provision of transportation, geographic location was 
the most important factor. 
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I.II. The Voucher Bi 11 Would Neqat i vely Af feet Chapter I . 

A. VOUCHERS WOULD NEEDLESSLY' OVERHAUL A PROGRAM THAT IS 
CURRENTLY WORKING WELL. 

--Nothing could be more erroneous than the 
Administration's implicit assumption in the voucher bill 
that Chapter 1 has not been successful and is in need of 
major surgery. 

--Research shows that Chapter l is one of our most 
successful educational programs. The program is reaching 
its intended beneficiaries and resulting in higher than 
average achievement gains for disadvantaged children who 
would otherwise be falling farther behind~ 

--Former Secretary of Education Terrel Bell said of 
Chapter 1, "The effectiveness of it is 
well-demonstrated." 

B. VOUCHERS WOULD FURTHER CUT THE NUMBER OF STUDENTS BEING 
SERVED UNDER CHAPTER 1. 

--Chapter 1 is already serving several hundred thousand 
fewer children than five years ago, due to Administration 
budget cuts. Department of Education data shows that 
participation dropped from 5.4 million in school year 
1979-80 to 4.7 million in 1982-83. Participation in 
1983-84 (the last year for which State figures are 
available) stands at 4.8 mill i on. 

--Currently, we are serving only 31% of the children in 
need, according to a Congressional Research Service 
analysis of achievement data from the Sustaining Effects 
Study, a national Chapter 1 evaluation.* 

--Even fewer students would be served with vouchers 
because the bill would result in increased adminstrative 
responsibilities and costs. If, as Secretary Bennett 
states, the voucher bill will not increase Federal 
funding for Chapter 1, these administrative costs will 
have to be covered by reducing services to children or 
decreasing the number served to an even greater extent. 

--The problem could become sel f-perpetuating if children 
exit the public schools with vouchers. As fewer children 
are served in a Chapter 1 program in a public school, the 
per pupil costs are likely to rise, and the number of 
participants will have to be further reduced to offset 
rising costs. 

~This figure is derived by defining program eligibles as 
children below the 35th achievement percentile. 
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--Parents who wish to send their children to private 
schools may pressure the local educational agency (LEA} 
to increase the voucher to a more meaningful amount and 
further cut the number of children served. 

C. THE VOUCHER BILL WOULD DESTROY THE VERY FEATURES OF CHAPTER 1 
THAT HAVE CONTRIBUTED TO ITS SUCCESS. 

--The voucher p~oposal would dissipate the procedures 
that have been established over the years to ensure 
Chapter l's effectiveness, such as its focus on 
supplementary, compensatory services. Private schools 
would not have to comply with these requirements. 

--The voucher bill would dismantle the concept of 
concentrating services in the neediest schools by 
shifting funds from public schools with high 
concentrations of poor children to private or other 
public schools that have few such children. 

--With fewer children and fewer dollars, the public · 
school may no longer be able to offer a Chapter 1 program 
of sufficient size, scope, and quality for those students 
who remain. These factors have been keys to Chapter l's 
success. 

O. THE VOUCHER BILL IS ANOTHER IN A LONG LINE OF ADMINISTRATION 
ATTEMPTS TO DISMANTLE CHAPTER 1. 

--In a bill submitted to Congress in April, 1981, the 
Administration advocated combining the Title I program 
(the predecessor to Chapter 1) and the Education of the 
Handicapped Act into a single block grant. 

--President Reagan has requested a cut for Chapter 1 in 
every one of his budgets except fiscal year 1985, when he 
requested a freeze. For instance, in fiscal year 1983, 
he requested a 33% cut in Chapter 1. 

IV. The Voucher Bill Would Irresponsibly Offer Public Funds 
Without Demanding Public Accountability. 

A. THE BILL WOULD UNFAIRLY EXEMPT PRIVATE SCHOOLS RECEIVING 
VOUCHERS FROM THE REQUIREMENTS GOVERNING PUBLIC SCHOOL CHAPTER 1 
PROGRAMS. 

--The private schools would not be required to provide a 
Chapter 1 program -- or~ special services-- to the 
voucher students. They could use the funds to redecorate 
the principal's office if they wanted. 
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--Private schools would not have to evaluate or report 
disadvantaged students' progress and achievement as 
public schools do, so it would be impossible to verify if 
the program is accomplishing its objectives. 

--Private schools would be relieved of the 
non-supplanting requirement affecting public schools, so 
parochial schools could use the voucher funds to supplant 
funds they now receive from the church. 

--Private schools would be exempted from maintenance of 
effort, comparability, and other requirements 
longstanding in the Chapter l law to ensure the 
supplementary nature and integrity of the Federal 
program. 

--Private schools would not have to comply wi th certain 
general provisions tied to the receipt of Federal aid 
that affect public schools, including certain c i vil 
rights laws, the Buckley Amendment affecting privacy of 
student records, or even the Hatch Amendment affecting 
student psychological testing. 

--If handicapped children are eligible for Chapter 1, the 
private schools receiving vouchers would not have to meet 
the Federal requirements to provide free and appropriate 
education to these children·, as public . schools do. 

B. THE BILL LEAVES PRIVATE SCHOOLS ESSENTIALLY AUTONOMOUS, WITH 
NO ENTITY CHARGED WITH MONITORING THE QUALITY OF THEIR PROGRAMS. 

--Private schools in some States do not even have to 
provide a core curr i culum or meet State standards 
regarding teacher certificat i on, building codes, safety, 
etc. State Courts in Ohio and Kentucky have struck down 
State requirements regulating private schools in this 
manner. 

--The bill offers no protection for parents f r om "fly by 
night" schools that spring up to take advantage of 
Federal dollars. As Assistant Secre t ary Fi nn stated in a 
1983 paper co-authored wi th Deri i s Doy l e , competi t i on 
could "produce charlatans, dec epti ve advert is i ng or 
chronic instability." 

--The bill defines a private "elig i ble educational 
institution" as one nwhich provides a full-time program 
of elementary or secondary education" and meets certain 
non-discriminatioh provisions, but contains no further 
clarification of what a full-time educational program 
includes. 
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. --There is no recourse for parents if a school falsely 
advertises services it does not deliver or if a school 
receives the money and then closes. The Swindall bill 
contains no complaint procedures for dissatisfied 
parents. 

C. IT IS INEVITABLE THAT GREATER REGULATION OF PRIVATE SCHOOLS 
WILL FOLLOW THE SUBSIDY. 

--The public's concern that tax dollars be wisely spent 
and the parents' concern that their children receive a 
quality education will surely lead to pressure to 
increase accountability and regulation of the private 
schools. 

--As Congressman Swindall said in his introductory 
statement on the bill, "with Federal dollars come [sic] 
Federal control." 

--Other countries, such as the Netherlands, that provide 
substantial public assistance to nonpublic schools 
enforce a relatively high degree of government regulation 
of these schools, according to a Congressional Research 
Service paper on vouchers. 

--If regulation occurs, the independence and special 
character that makes private education attractive to some 
individuals would be lost. As researcher K. Alan Snyder 
commented in an analysis of a Canadian program of public 
aid to nonpublic schools, "No longer did the private 
schools seem special in any way. They became clones of 
the public schools." 

--If the LEAs, the States, or the U.S. Department of 
Education failed to develop regulatory assurances and 
accountability standards, it is inescapable that the 
courts would, when disgruntled parents brought suit 
against schools that misuse or abuse Federal dollars. 

V. The Voucher Program Will Be an Administrative Nightmare. 

A. THE LEAS' ADMINISTRATIVE RESPONSIBILITIES WOULD INCREASE 
SEVERAL-FOLD. 

--The LEAs would become responsible for such duties as 
ensuring that vouchers are properly used, recovering 
misused payments, verifying that the private schools have 
a full-time program and do not discriminate, making 
contacts with undecided parents, and other auditing, 
bill-collecting, and enforcement activities. 
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--The responsibility of ensuring parents use the funds 
only for the purposes authorized would go far beyond the 
monitoring of individual behavior required of LEAs by any 
existing Federal education program. Schools already 
report some problems simply verifying parental income in 
programs such as school lunch. Short of hiring teams of 
investigators, how could an LEA, especially in a large, 
urban area, be reasonably expected to enforce such a 
provision? 

B. INCREASED ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS WOULD EAT UP FUNDS NOW USED 
FOR CHAPTER l SERVICES. 

--The new administrative responsibilities will entail 
greater administrative costs. 

--If the parents urge the LEA to provide transportation 
to implement the voucher options, these costs could be· 
enormous and would have to come off the top of the 
Chapter l program, leaving less for public schools. 

--Paperwork could be extensive, as administrators attempt 
to make determinations about which students will he 
staying and leaving. An issuing and redemption authority 
would be needed. 

Cc VOUCHERS WOULD THROW LOCAL PLANNING AND BUDGETING INTO 
DISARRAY. 

--Superintendents and school boards would have difficulty 
determining their budgets and making decisions about 
teacher contracts in the spring because they would have 
no control over how many children will be in the program 
from year to year. 

--Vouchers would damage teacher morale, as uncertainty 
increases over how many teachers will need to be hired 
for the public school program. 

D. ANNUAL CHANGES IN THE ELIGIBILITY OF CHILDREN FOR VOUCHERS 
WOULD RESULT IN CAPRICIOUS ATTENDANCE PATTERNSo 

--Eligibility for. the voucher is determined the same way 
as Chapter l elig i bility, which means it is dependent on 
a number of changing factors. Consequently, it would not 
be uncommon for students to attend private schools for a 
few years under a voucher and then be required to return 
to the public schools when their Chapter 1 eligibility 
runs out. 
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--For example, Chapter 1 requires that within a 
designated Chapter 1 school, the program serve those 
children who are most in need according to achievement 
measures and related factors. Thus, a student could 
receive a voucher to attend a private school for a period 
of time and then no longer be eligible, if his 
achievement increased to the point that he was no longer 
among those most in need. 

--LEAs generally do not receive enough funds to offer 
Chapter 1 programs at every grade. Thus, when a student 
reaches a grade level beyond which the district does not 
provide Chapter l services, he would no longer receive a 
voucher. 

--According to the Sustaining Effects Study of Chapter 1, 
there is an annual turnover of 40% in the students served 
by Chapter 1. This is due to such factors as students_ 
"graduating out" of the program, students being promoted 
to unserved grade levels, new students moving into the 
attendance area, and students being cut from the program 
due to budget decreases. 

VI. The Voucher Bill Could Have a Negative Effect on Civil 
Riahts and Desegreoation. 

A. THE BILL DOES NOT PROHIBIT DISCRIMINATION BY PRIVATE SCHOOLS 
ON THE BASIS OF SEX,· HAND.I CAPPING CONDITION, OR RELIGION. 

--The provision in the bill stating that the voucher does 
not constitute Federal aid could be construed as an 
attempt to exempt private schools from the c i vil rights 
requirements that are now tied to receipt of Federal aid 
by public institutions, including Title IX (prohibiting 
sex discrimination) and Section 504 (prohibiting 
handicapped discrimination). 

B. THE BILL DOES NOT CONTAIN ADEQUATE PROTECTIONS AGAINST RACIAL 
DISCRIMINATION. 

--The annual, uncontrollabl e movement of students among 
schodls could wreak havoc on desegregat i on p l ans . 

. 
--The bill gives t he Attorney General unprecedented and 
exclusive authority to make determinations about whether 
a school has a racially discr i minatory policy and thereby 
prevents interested parties from seeking a declaratory 
judgment regarding the discrimination policy of a voucher 
school. Apparenily, only the Attorney General may take 
such action, and if he does not, no one else can seek 
judicial relief. 
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--According to a legal analysis by Americans United for 
Separation of Church and State, there is some question 
whether the bill's anti-discrimination language covers 
faculty hiring policy. 

--The Administration claims the bill would promote 
voluntary desegregation; just the opposite could occur. 
The voucher could encourage "white flight" of the 45% of 
the children in the program who are white, according to 
Department of Education statistics. These white parents 
could use the voucher to send their children to a private 
school with few minorities, leavinq the public schools 
less desegregated. If minority parents send their· 
children to a private school, it may improve the 
diversity of that particular private school (which is not 
affected by court or voluntary desegregation plans) but 
have a negative impact on the racial balance of the 
public schools, which may be under obligation to 
desegregate. 

VII. The Bill Raises Serious Constitutional Problems. 

A. VOUCHERS WOULD STILL MEAN ENTANGLEMENT WITH RELIGIOUS SCHOOL 
AUTHORITIES. 

--LEAs would be consulting with p~ivate schools about 
their programs, tuition, and anti-discrimination 
policies and would be making administrative arrangements 

. for transfer of the vouchers. 

--Because the voucher funds go into the general operating 
budget of private schools, the Federal funds could 
subsidize religious instruction and thereby have the 
effect of promoting religion under the Court's test. 

--The redemption of the voucher for Federal funds by the 
private schools would create a direct dollar pipeline 
from the Federal government to the private schools. 

B. VOUCHERS ARE NOT COMPARABLE TO TUITION TAX CREDITS OR 
EXISTING CONSTITUTIONAL METHODS OF AIDING PRIVATE SCHOOL 
STUDENTS. 

--A tax credit is· "redeemed" by the parent and ultimately 
ends up in the parent's pocket. The voucher funds would 
be redeemed by the private school and ultimately end up 
in that school's coffers. 

--Under the current Chapter 1 program, the public schools 
retain control of the Federal funds and use them to 
provide services to private schoolchildren. Under the 
voucher, the public schools would not control the funds 
that go into the private schools. 
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VIII. The Voucher Would Be a- $3.2 Billion Experiment Based on 
Inaaeauate and Inconclusive Evidence. 

A. 1HE CONCEPT HAS NOT BEEN ADEQUATELY TESTED. 

--Congressman Swindall conceded in his introductory 
statement that the voucher idea "certainly has not been 
widely tested." 

--Testimony by Assistant Secretary Chester Finn conceded 
that, •There is little empirical evidence based on 
studies in the American context about some of the most 
widely discussed choice mechanisms. This is not 
surprising because, for the most part, these mechanisms 
have not been tried.• 

B. THE AVA-ILABLE RESEARCH SHOWS NO CONCLUSIVE EVIDENCE THAT 
VOUCHERS HAVE A BENEFICIAL EDUCATIONAL EFFECT AND REVEALED MANY 
PROBLEMS. 

--As Assistant Secretary Finn summarized the Alum Rock 
experiment: "When parents actively chose a school, their 
children did not score higher (or lower) on 
reading-achievement tests as a result of the choice." 

-The voucher experiment conducted by the Rand Corporation 
at Alum Rock, California, demonstrated (1) that the 
parents who used the vouchers were more socially 
advantaged: (2) that there was no evidence vouchers 
resulted in improved educational or social outcomes: (3) 
that parents primarily used non-instructional factors 
such as ethnic makeup and proximity to home to decide 
which school their children should attend: and (4) after 
four years, one fourth of the parents still did not know 
the voucher program existed, and many more lacked 
accurate information about it. Most interestingly, the 
researchers concladed (5) that the voucher program had 
"reams and reams of rules and regulations." 

C. THE PRECEDENTS CITED BY THE ADMINISTRATION ARE NOT 
COMP ARABLE. 

--For example, th~ private school subsidy situation in 
Vermont cited as precedent applies only to non-sectarian 
private schools and arose because of a unique situation 
in very sparsely populated areas where the private 
schools preceded the public schools and where creating a 
public school for a very small number of children was 
inefficient. • 

--To cite another example, comparing vouchers to higher 
education student aid ignores the court cases which treat 
higher education church and State issues differently. 
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