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. I.{OVERALL PROJECT DESCRIPTION -, *

A. INTRODUCTION‘ < A L

e et

-

The'ﬁducational Youcher Demonstration was a large#scale educational
P . . /s
. and social intervention conducted over:atfive-year period (1972 1977) in

o .

”Alum Rock Union Elementary School Districéyﬁgan Jose, California In _’ ' .->

v

. .

e : April 19723 the Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO) awarded Rand Corporation ’

I [

ot a. chtract to act as independent evaluator of the Demonstration After OEO

was d1sbanded during the Nixon administration, the National Institute of "

PR

[

. hducation.(NIE) aSSUmed respons1b1lity for~the Demonstratlon and subsequently

_ renewed Rand's contract. -

1

L

.\l: ‘Definition and Theoryrof Vauchers . ..1 s o /

."Voucher' is a convenient label for a certificate issued by the,government

.

4 ﬂi to parents who, in turn, give it to an eligible School ‘which returns’ it to ?

the government for cash According to voucher theory, parents could use their

P
‘

- vouchers to translate their concern:for their children s education into\action.

3

: If the parents (or the child) did ot like the education the child WaSureceivine,

T r - . . t ‘. .
” . g

the child cou d use the voucher to g0 to’ another school ‘,cy encouraging both i /‘g-f
B “ P . ‘. ; . L ‘. - v“
active parental interest and educational variety, a voucher system should x-;_‘~fff &

1mprove all participating schools--publlc, parochial and private R@rents
» .‘~ . < '\.._,‘

would be able to band ;ogether to finance and form schools which reflected

.
t e

’{ﬁ]ali the1r special perspectives or the1r children s special needs" Even if no f

‘; new schools were established, existing schpols would become more rQSpon—:

sive to children s needs. Expanded and diversified sources of input re— k ’

-

;ff garding school program decisions would help tb overcome the public school(;

emphasis on uniformity A For instance, educators whose philosophies differed 'Th;

..,’;_ .

from those prevailing in existing schools would hawe the opportunity

‘-r..“

;‘;f‘




. . . e
. « el .
- . . R .« . . . * >

Ato implemenc Eheir ideas in new schools. Even entrepreneurs who felt thev

could teach children better and more cheaply would have an opportunity toa

LI °

do’ so under this system. o ' "hﬁ4' i S o

e

b s g,

‘ Despite these attractive theoretical ieatures, Snme educators and -
- A ~ ~ B . s

éocial scientists have ‘had grave resérvations aubnf voucher&\ \Test;ﬁying

&

before Congress in 1971 ‘the National Education ASCociatiQn said th° scheme

-4 L

‘.. was so pernicious that anY‘use of government funds to test 1ts strength

-

and weaknesses was 1nadv1sab1e. One charge‘leveled aoainst voucher _‘ .

. - » (Y

’ proposals was that rampant hucksterism could invade education. Confronted h

. t
[ . .

'with sales pitches and advertisements, the public would be unable to R

l

d1stingu1sh true claims from false and inadvertently fund inferior schooling._
. S
The cost to their children wouli be gfeat, on1y the educatlonal entrepreneurs

.
- -

‘would bemefit. - . . . i - e Foo
Another important\ohjectlon was that vouchers would destroy the .
.» ,

: democratic values that public schools share and 1nstlll,r Sacrificing

. L Nt ‘.
BT . K 3 s . . . .

<

: unlformity in favor of diver81ty could undermine a vita1 role'of American

: N : [ . : ) ot U B "L ."
Ppublic educatlon. .o . el A ,

K

Many -critics charged that vouchers would encourage segregatlon by

'SQCial class, race, and economic status.« By supplementing the1r vouchers

. e <

with additional payments, Wealthier families could band togethar as . .,

- -

.

. .- :
Lo~

clientele for expen81ve schools.-

¢

[s

The 1nclus1on o

parochial and’ private schools also raised objections.
,Allowlng paroch1al schools to partiﬂipate in voucher systems was viewed .
3>as an inﬁrinoemeit on the constitutional separation of chnrch and state.

«_i,:public educators feared that including privasﬁ schools would draw the

.:‘Pbright and the affluent away.from public schools, 1eaving only those students;."

o

'ff who were poor or less ableyer had difficult learning problems.,‘":

- el .- ",,Vf'.

¥




o

B entall administrative regulations aimed at ensuring that schools do not

iﬁlibregulations to provide tbe public with information about what each school

f'attempted to teach and how'well each succeeded.‘;dl"

."IA' _ o ~'7 S . . ' S
. H e . . . «s .
;..Faculty and adminisrrators saw vouchers as d threat to job Securitw

» / »

i and tenure, despite the theoretical safeguards against this possibility v

\
Finally, some believed that vouchers would increase the cost of

publlc elementary and secondary education. - - 4 \ .:v. ;' o

. . SN
Tv
It must be stressed that there is RO single voucher theory and that,

‘ ‘e
- .

as legitimate as these objections might have been, Some voucher plans offer
v ! [ .
" more assurances to the relevant publics ‘than others. " The next section
g , S

briéfly describes a number of alternative voucher models in an effort to

demonstrate the variety among them. .. ‘ ‘ : : R .

w: i

2. Voucher Models . - . S s T

» . N ' v

9

In the late 19603, OEO investigated vouchers as a way.to improve

s,
LN -

the educational opportunities of poor families and reta1ned the Center

P
.‘«' .

for the Study of Public Policy (CSPP) to stupy qhe voucher concept. The

< ‘.

models summarized 1n th1s section were described Jin CSPP s final report

(December 1970) ’ ¥ ¥ S . | .

- e .
.

Social theorist Adam Smith first proposed (1837) that the government .
'finance education by giving parents money’to hire teachers. ‘Since then,’

other theorists and economists have proposed a variety of voucher plans.,

r‘, -

..
.

;'dlfferences between these. plans is the way they regulate schools efforts.

e

"..Somo schemes advocate no fiscal regulations, while others involve cogsiderable .

‘i}fregulation to offset differences in parents incomes.f Still other plans

BN

. Tooeos
L " L

ﬁidiscrlminate again§t4disadvantaged children. Finally,'some schemes establish

>

. H . o .
.o R . | . e . IR

e

) vAll share the guarantee tha voucher schools will. be able to offer " e '“i;j
. PR S . - “
programs at costs comparablz\tQ\Ehoze of publlc schools. The major o=

Toe




~ ‘ -

¢< R i ;,. v R R s -
o Under the unregulated market model advocated by Fr1edman (1962) and -

. a. Unregulated Market Model L e e L g

othérs,‘ezery ‘child would receive a flat granr which parents could use to

pay tuition at the school of their choice. This. s«heme permits schools z

*to charge whatever add1tional‘tuition;tﬁe traffic will bPar The unregulated .
T -

market~modél‘has been criticized by some as favoring the ricH increasing

v economic segregation, and intensifying the present problems :j/§Ch°°1§'

) b. Unregglated Compensatory'Mbdel',." . "57 . ( e,
Pl PR ’ ’ R ' ' o
" As a\response to these- criticisms of the unreguIated market model Sizer
\ U ]
.and Philips (1965) proposed an(unregulated compensatory model which would : _
- \ increase voucher values for children from families with incomes "‘below the N

‘- "

e epmmen
?

o : national average Schools would.still be permitted to charge whatever they -
- wished. Many felt this plan . would probably result in a completely unregulated

situation because highly motivated low-income families might opt to spend
. more of their own money to send their children to a better school If legis-
) ¢
S latlon were designed to insure that everyffamily would get a fixed amount of

dollars per Chlld then schcols would most probaoly set their tuition at or L -
. : " . ’ . v ’ [ B N ’
near -that. amount. ; : ;/- < ' ' f;.‘\ ) b

c. Compulsory Scholarship Model T . o A - R \_ ;' ;.=:,
The compulsory Scholarship model resembes the unregulated market and un- R

° ' . /~ e e A e \ .

regulated compéhsatory models in that schcols would ‘be free to charge whatever -

':tuitlon they desired o However, participating schools would be requiredgﬁh ?
BRI -"‘&: s A
"‘,provlde enough.scho arships so’ that no family paid more than it could afford

chholarship eligibility and size would depend on a formula determined by an o

.

Educational Voucher Agency (EVA) ' This plan S drawback is that since tultion fl'i

is the same fon all students attending a: particular school,\the only way that-'V

-

schools can generate more money is to admit wealtb&er students. In effect, th ;'>ﬁf

‘if‘compulsory scholarship modél would become virtually identical to the unregulated

‘;;market'moéel. o

G

o
[mcglmﬂ—_rnanﬁarm




oL -ddi'E'ffort Mod
b ‘ : v
,oons and his associates (1570) offer a- Solution to the probléms

. i

/(// posed by the compulsory scholarship model' the effort model This model

\
allows every school to choose one’ of four different expenditure lévels, y»

- ‘
ranging,from roughly the efisting public school expgnditure level to two to

»

‘ ié o »
. three tihes that amotnt. Parents choosing high-expenditure schools would .

.- . \J .
° -

~pay more tuition (or tax) than parents choosing lcw-expenditure schools.
_, o . .\:'»'

11

However, the amount of money each family paysmwould depend not ‘only on

‘,°; the cost of the school chosen, but also on the family s ability to pay.,

.. 4 ~
The government would contribute the difference between what a family could

., pay and ‘what the Sdhool spent per "pupil. "Although the effort voucher -
"} Y
model would lead to a substantial increase in parental choice, it would

. also. lead to'a much greater spread betwten the "best" and the worst" ’

'\ ’ - . o . "";' o,

schools than exists within. most public schodl Systems today

. .- . Y -

~ e.s Egalitarian‘Model ‘ )

L -

‘,t.,

Another model, the egalitarian, would provide all chi1dren\w{th
I

vouchers of equal value and’ prohibit any school. accepting vouchers from >

charging tuition above the voucher's value. This plan assumes that~a voacher s

c < ..

s
' value would be comparable to the present and progected per pupil expenditures

of public schools Addltional'funding might be obtained from federal or

¢ * - ‘

Lfﬁﬂ;m_state government, or, in the case of private schools, from the church alumni .

\
or parents. thg an inszase in the voucher s value was felt necessary, T

Y

}‘schools could work together to persuade legislators to provide more funding
t;*i; A variety of observattons have been made about the egalitarian apprcach -~-;;

: it would produce less segregation by race, income, and abiIity than any

.‘ -

of the unregulatqd models' it would create a more equitable allocation of

. ‘ educational resources between the rich and the poor than the unregulated
- '\ . W “ ) . ) Qo

models"however, it would do less than the unregulated modeI§ for parents

,ff dissatisfied with the existing public school system. Nevertheless. this

— ,”;“a —

L e e e
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< model .would provide more satisfaction than the present system to parents seeking - 6

. -

to improve the way scthls.are run. - - B :;,.4 - . ~
, ' . ' T e . f .
>'f. Achiewement Model - 1 : LT , o . L L 7 o
‘ ' S
Another proposed approach differs from the foregoing models in that the : °

- ‘ ’ "-
value of the voucher is determined according to whether the school actually
) e

Suéceeds in teaching the child what" the state or the parent wants the child to +« -

'flearnr The basic assumption underlying this achievement model is that the

. -~
. ,effects of schooling can be measured using standardized instruments. On‘Fhe )

jbasis of test results, schools which produce good effects would be rewarded
/ o Dg . - ?‘.
/ while those which P duce poor effects would be penalized This" model has been :
: . B
,criticized “because it implies that standardized tests are ‘valid and rel iable

.

\

o measures of educational performance. Far more rese&rch on°the value of test
N » .

- . .
v Scores.as measures of”’ school output is needed before init1 ting a program which
- © L ] - . A . ,
Lmight encourage schools to emphasize such scores at the expense of other outputs ' Z‘i
ot - , - - : R
v‘of schooling. - . '8 o : - v .7 ,
‘ ) ) -.v” ' .. : A i _’.

- 'Regulated Compensatorngbdel

- A finai model, the regulated compensatory model was advocated by Jenbks

\

(1970) and others. It resemble the egalitarian apprpach in that every child

- v

_ would receive.a voucher roughly‘equal to the cost of public schooling in-, his/her

.r. (. o ’
district. Nb voucher school would be allowed to charge tuitiOn exceeding the.c

. . P

o voucher s value. Schools could-obtain additional“épecial purpose money by

‘.

-

. }.seeking endowments from- churches, federal agencies,_and foundations. Enrolling
by e
disadvantaged children wou‘d °enerate increased income, since the EVA would

- . - o - . . . . . "., “ X . ' A . "‘:‘\ ‘ '1
absorb the extra costs.»‘ o e T o j} A

.3"f*h. Summary of Models

Of the models proposed only the regulated compensatory model seems likely L

to increase educational opportunities for the poor.»lh t parochial Schools

might not find this model as attractiv“ as the egalitarian model, sin&e these

".fschools seldom enroll very difficult chi]dren.' on ,heless, it would give parochial f

e y
schools substantially more public money than they now. Teceive,

EKC @b@nmw)@md] |

JAruitoxt provided o Exic




7Thééé"§2ﬂef models have.been'proposed: the California‘model, in . \ :
”\which‘public schools whose students average reading scores a;e below N
the national average are eligible to receive vouchers' the escalation’ v
22921} which guarantees a fixed.ratio between the overall level of(tax “.
support and the overall level of private expenditures for tuition,vand the - i_ X
‘,1ncenﬁ§Ves for integration approach where the voucher s value- partially ‘ T h J
depends’on‘some optlmal;racial, economic,_or achievement mix.
) ;l‘ {it;,,:, ;-'y'f- ';325, Co o ‘ - .
-3 Events Prior to the Demonstration ) ‘ f
In March 1970,,CSPE“proposed and OEO agreed ‘Lhat d Voucher Demon—i
stration be initiated and that the regulated compensatory model be used .
‘.in this Demonstrati n. Th1s model included and }he Demonstration was~to .
:}nclude»:". ':i' ' ‘7:"ﬁ;“ffi’-fuil‘;;aﬂl, i:_A;. L }’5 , '; . t o T
..~Public and private schools."‘fﬁﬁyg;?z,iv,f ' ,T.;_‘fi; | -
) N 5{ basic vquchers equal in value to current per pupil spending . . i» a
h in the Public schools of the Demonstration districts. . B B _‘
o compensatory voucher% of extraovalue for poor children soB . N
that thesa children‘and their parenic would have ‘more. purchasing
. power.in the'educational marketplace. ;i : W_,j BN . ‘ N .
'y school "tuitlon" limiteg to Bﬁe local valuetofftheibaéic ; - ﬂucrl”';
. o voucher; B oo - '~fﬁyh - ‘; L b'; . ,;, i
o a, lottery admission-system for.schools receiving applications . ;";
ni_\# “-in ercess-of openings.VF | ﬂ;., e jfiri ! fﬁl_> kN ' ; ls’ .’i;f
ﬁ.‘;/:’i‘ . free transportation for children enrolled at Schools distant »
| ;;’\:\; ; " from their il);omesﬁ.qi_- .."' , : ,.~‘
cxuiééchéol'Fé?S;?éi;éntirely dependent.on enrollment.

( ..‘ E o - )
- © rights of students tc/transfel from one school to anothere .;

u 7 I I .

at any time and to take with them proratéd portions of their '
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) @  an autonomous public/agency, the Education Voucher Agency
&» . .o
9 (EVA), to maniage the Demonstrationm, including’ its fiscal ' ‘

]

. atrangements and start-up activities, and to provide information

- "f to, parents. (The local board of education might or might R o

-

v : ‘ : L . . . . \ -
. : not.farve as the EVA). : A T . . ,5\ -

’, ® no guarantee of survival for any public or private school,

newly 3
created or previously operating, unless voucher income covered '

-

a /l ‘ DR

expenses., L B ,.f B L . EUE T §

‘ In'1971,,on the basis of the CSPP'report OEO funded voucher feasibility

&
Y Ky ] \ <
fj. studies in four school districts.vSeattie Washington, Gary, Indiana,_; .
Saﬁ?Francisco, California, and Alum Rock, (San Jose), California., The . T e

"first three d1stricts decided not to participate for a variety of reasons. )

"fears that parental choice could lead to racial segregation, relictance Lo

tto serve as gu1nea pigs for an untested model- general decline of support

.t:for OEO" 1n1tlat1ves by organized leaders of poor people, opposition by : Tv;:“: ;

- 14 / — ‘..} . \ ’
(ﬂ teacher qrganizations, and absence of state legisIation,permitting ‘Private e

school part1c1pation. Only the fourth district;/Zlum.Rock was w1llir ) ' ¢:gf=
Coad

tantry the youcher concept.
‘» \

‘ -4 \
The Alum Rock Union,Elementary School District is in the eastern . v

At N
e t

section of San Jose, California and serves children in kinde*garten
.‘. . ,\ / - &

through e1ghth grade. At the beginning of the Demonstration, approximately

g .

half Of'the 15, 000 SCh001 children in Alum Rock were Merlcan—American,u40 R f*ffff

i \ -
percent weﬁe Anglo, and 10 percent,were black

Most were from lower—middle: ;,,

P

class(or lower-class families.

. ‘,." '

- pattern of ethnic op racial housing segregation existed.

| was 1ittle effect1ve po’itical mobilization or focus for organized social . .

. ‘Q-'l . L o
< Change in the distr1ct T B - T )

.\., . B T T . * ‘ N

The population was: highly transient and-no

Surprisingf;: there

- .7 U e s T e - -
B Lo L 3 Lo
) Y i ‘ y A

: D
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s
>
o
o

a Theﬂannual district budget.exceeds $17 million; however,-fhevfr

R district Has one of the lowest asseSSed property valuationster student

. _r_. N . .,
in California. Dé pite high tax rates income from local revenue .v'iJ o A
R i '
. l
’ sourccs continues to be low° This factor no doubt contributed to local
Lo —

r
interest in the OE init1ative for a Voucher Demonstration._

‘ - Teacher organizations had Succeeded in obtain1ng teacher salaries
' o \

: comparable with those in more affluent d1stricts. Their relations - s

\_

ewith the d1strict Superintendent were cordial and cooperative. Appointed

1
’ . \ .f:¢ -

:-in 1968, the superintendent had worked to decentralize decisionmaking

- * .

f to the sehool level, to increase parent participation in schools, and

»

to recruit minority staffqactively

N /' : "\ . . .
7 Alum Rock s Superintendent saw . the Voucher Demonstration as,a means . .
. . B 0 R
of br1ng1ng fcderal dolldrs 1nto the financlally Strapped d1strict and )

1 . also as a means of furtéering the’ POllCleS of decentralization and parent ;

participation he had been attempting\to\lmplement since 1968. - s .

The Center for Planning and Evaluatlon (CPE) co ucted the Alum\ ;v .

Rock feasibility study : CPE, the research arm of the Santa Clara\County

NG

SR Board: of Education, held public forumsqwhich"drew large audiences, but ?f\#l\\;
comments*about the Demonstration were overwhelmingly negative. A CSPP ‘

field agent who attempted to obtain minority group SuDDort also
2

: encountered resistance and indifference. State legislation;to permit

v

A QState'funds for private schools was pending and it wasffeared that the

-EVA,would'recommend not .to authorize vouchers. However, CPE surveys: : .1 .

cf parents and.teache;s yielded more:promising resultS‘whichvthe“super-

intendent and other voucher proponents uSed to bargain for more time.’

" The strategy proved successful: a moratorium on further discussion of = o
L B . - o -
~ vouchers was passed. . .= T - . i <

TG
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By winter of 1972 the Californla legislature still had not enacted

';. i ~

‘.legislation permitting private School participation in ' a Voucher

Demonst*ation.and OEO was under considerable pressure to produce such

LN

T

a Demonstration or forfeit additional planning monies The»solutiondto.these

two-problems was, the'transition voucher model - In January 1972/ the OEO ?

;_ experimental director and the Alum Rock superintendent met and developed A
/ ) :
”l ) the concept of a public schools only" Voucher Demonstration. Under
._ this ;oncept parents would choose among public . schools only, and there- :-::
':'fore, no\legislative ac! ion would be required“ The program was termed a ‘)
| transition model Lsince it was 4n.intermediate step betweéh current #
: public school practices and a full voucher model involving both public . ﬂjz : b‘
.‘.a and orivate schools.j”". " . - ‘{ - f‘.
| The transition model had the following features . ’ . '
o fo. Initially, it would‘involve only public schools, with—six~w;--
| of the district s 24 schools partic:pating o ;R i i »
o Participating Schools ‘would offer two or more distinct ) ‘
| programs or minischools : o . ‘f f'j“‘f_l-‘ .
-'_‘bﬁHThe district would prov1de the ‘basic voucher from its. currentl
.f, ",:? P;.;i'income and OEO would provide a\compensatdry voucher for '

-

qualified children

" e -Teachefs -job tenure and seniority rights ‘Were guaranteed

o The Alnm Rock Board of Trustees cnd the superinEendent .

o )]

B N R : . 1 7 . AR B

o . were»tOMmanage the Demonstration., An Education VOUCEEE?———‘

g . Advisorx Cqmmittee (EVAC), composed of voucher schoolAstaff : «
’ -and parents, was established - IR

. -
. - N
!

~ o The district contracted with the Sequ01a Institute to .

. Lo o .
establish a central voucherestaff responsible for/assisting

R ) in Start-up, inEFrnal evaluation, and parent counseling

el | 14
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b, Imglementation Prior to the: Beginning of the Demon;tration,/

Dl

In the 1972 73 school year, six.Alum Rock schoo//vparticipated in .'

\ . e T

rﬁthe.Voucher Demonstration,,,Particlpation was initiated by the principals:

of each of the six schools, but ‘was subfg:t\to approval by a majority
nf.¢eachers Five of these ‘voucher QEEQZ{S were elementary and pne "“N”'hkff\
was a middle schgpl each shared the ge;erallsocioe&en:mic characteristics

-

g -

“of the district as a whole. o /” . ;

A ~
4 .

f”{f During the formative stages of 'the Voucher Demonstration, Alum

" Rock parents were more concerned with preserving the neighborhood school

’ ~concep§\than with increasing choice.; These‘concerns were not unfounded.
. .As a- safeguard against discrimination, the original CSPP proposal favored
.a lottery system to determine which ‘schools’ children should attend

’ Parents succeeded in obtaining a squatter s rights provision which ‘

> . " o ..
st S

guaranteed every‘child a place in the school s/he was presently attending

' \
Sibllngs who had not yet begun school also had "squatter s, rights

The OEO‘experimental director suggested that ach voucher school

\ ~N
be required to offer at least twc distinct program o that parents would
] i . ‘

have a-choice at their neighborhood schoo]. In the first year, thern

. 0

.were’ a total of twenty-two min1schools in the six part1cipating schools.

'; Teachers Joined together in minischools, either because they agreed . 4,§

Er
X \
with a minischool s philosophy or because they wanted.to work together

s ) -

Pérents were informed about the 22 programs and about the voucher planS‘

- e [N - ~ ! . T - ; . 3

both in writing and at: open—house meetings. { f_

-~

| * ‘ : o
By July, 80% of the parentS'had-enrolled their children in minischools.

Orig1na11y, enrollment limits had been forbidden, but as’ applications

0
came in, classrooms grew so‘large that some teachers had to be shifted
) e . ; _:fft. = ' “

k]
. from one program to another. As a result,vteachers who hadiworked to

L 15
o S —_— _
gﬁnﬂﬂmnm@@mtﬂ k
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o : .
design an%)plan one minischool .ended . up teaching in another.; However,

- in November,ﬁ76/ of the teachers indicated they were teaching in the

' program they wanted most, and” virtually all students began the school . a:‘

year-in the minischool the1r parents listed as first choice.
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B. THE RANDTECHNICAL ANALYSIS PLAN - R R .
: % N ’ T y.
. In February 1972 Rand presented a Technical Analysis Plan for .- T

-

.'the evaluation of ﬂhe Elementary Education Voucher Demonstration (EEVD)T

»

' The purpose of the evaluation was to describe and assess the political”

[N . ot .

,social economic, and educational outcomes of the Voucher Demonstrationr,
The Technical Analysis Plan set . forth the basic ypotheses of the EEVD

~as well as the basic public policy issues and maJor evaluation questionS'

. 1

: to be cpnsidered. ‘These were organlzed intg a- framework consisting of '

« 9

twelve information categories and forty outcome dimensions.« Of these

"40,-30 were politica1/s0cial outcomes, five related to economic/cost

'3factors, and flve ‘to educatiun.‘ After considering the design of a large-
0 ©
. scale demonstration, the plan identified the relevant indjicators which

: helped to specify *he value and quality of program outcomes. F1nally,

the plan presented sources of data, data ‘collection methods, and analysis
) | g ) §

e techniques.

-
°

1. Hypotheses-
The EEVD scught to generate empirical data to test the»following
g e v . . 1

° ,Voucher arrangements will increase parental'choice.. Among

A -~

general hypotﬁeses. .

options open to parents were.newly-organized schools,

. _parochial and private schools, and a larger set of existing

Sl .

; PUbllc schoolS. B ‘ . o ,,‘,3,;hm.;vli

'_o-'eThe Voucher Demonstration will assist in the developgent of

‘

'parental preferences.; Parents would receive information about

"c.

v0ucher arrangements and variations in programs,vcurricula,

r. . o e
<

vy _teaching practices, student qomposition, and other differences

- to helﬁ‘bhem make rational decisions among programs.:

-(617) 969-54¢
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' ) o 'f—“ . . . . N . . )
Parental influence will increa°e School responsiveness., SEREREE

v .

'Administrators would" be motivated to considgr parental
m,g‘5preferenoes in the areas of program development, optimal ' fi’.’

. B . ! : il ¢ }. ‘ . .
o . N levels of Student pOpulation, and the indices parents used A
i . T e B $

. - a -
2 e L«

. to measure organizational performance. Administrative . _:_' S

o ' fﬂ. ’ respons1veness to parental ghoice would be an incentive to.

;’ﬁi ._fs“;* "further pprental participation. ‘ ~hlﬁcﬂ, '

e - The Voucher Demonstration will cause school systems to change.

.

"The most important changes expected were new methods for .f_”

.
ERn

.distributing ‘resources among schools and mdre’ variety in A '

. . curricula and programs topmeet.variations in parental
o | ’ ‘ . ' L e
preference. . ) . , ¢ ' i . - F.

B hd * : .
. s . °
. - . .

* @ Student achievemert will improve. Increased congruence between
: A

;oarental preferences and school outputs would facilitate the )

1 [\ L]
0

- growth of” students cognitive ‘and noncognitive achievement.

B . -
.

® The Voucher Demonstration will increase parental satisfaction

o w1th the schools. gfhe factors contributing to increased , NP
L : : - . .
A parental satisfaction with schools were'the choices availaﬂle

. and the . 1ncreased conLrol and influence parents would exert.~

-These would result in higher student achievement and changes
R . '1n school programsiand'curricula.

'
R W ‘ - . . L . - ~

RREENE N Publi‘t: Policy Issues e .

Implicit in the foregoing hypotheses is the asSumption that the‘; g
o \\' ‘ oo i.“
finterests of\many groups of individuals might be affected by both the

—

M -

bf~processes and outcomes\of\the EEVD Students, parents, community members
;;;.v AT T - \ : ™ v " 1)
IS and leaders, educators, ﬁnd public servants1 all had a. stake in the

.., . 0 -“,

.

: Demonstration._ In addition, the public education system,‘parochial E -

(617 969-94€



- . oo ,' S a 15 -
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- . : . y .
~ e schools, government institutions, and professional organizations might .
" be deeply affected by the EEVD Other important but more elusive, - N

S e : 0¥
dimensions of public interest the Demonstration might influenge'-nclude

.or . !. .

fas ;)-;';_o 5economic and efficient expenditure of public resources,“‘“_
. :‘.‘_ . . R 5'.\\ - o ‘,‘.f'

. o'-amelioration or reduction of social conflict' S e

° .the effective education of the nation s children,

~

e o?*maintenance and imprgvement of fair and workable relations ‘ e

L

- 5between ci: izens and their government. o - . f. : R h'f;;'
T s Deriving from this complex set of private and ‘public interestc _ )
;':) e - Lo N . : e

" .wds the general question, What is the deS1rability of extending the

4 g
‘voucher mechanism to other communities? To answer this basic question, ‘ \

it was necessary to ask a set of more specif1c questions. 5 v «

-e
-

ot . e What is the desir%bility of implementing some mechanismS‘ . l !

&ﬁ enab11ng parents ‘to have a more d1rect voice in choosing the

schools their children attend? A T R

~-

® Sﬁould public policy encourage educational diversity, especially B

‘the creation of new schools If so, how?

ES

« Should some form of public support for private and parochiab

1

;; p schools be 1nitiated° If so, what form? - f C T o
L 0T e To what “extent should marketplace" incentives be’ introduced

: o o . ) .
S ﬂf” o into educationb_ What form, if any, should such incentives take? . .

e ot . . .

f,\These questions imply one further inquiry-

To what extent are (a) vouchers, and (b) the manner in . e,
- A "which vouchers were implementEd in’ the EEVD ‘a necessarz "t : '_r7;1_

and sufficient deviCe for attaining the objectives of public

:policy, including those which are the subject of the questions :

B 0‘ -

[Eﬂ[m@ﬂﬁlﬂﬂﬁﬂ N1 EYINRTAN €TOCE



e 'f3. EvaImation Q_estions and Information Categories

RO - L | I I U

R}

Tbe ﬁey pré%bsitions of the EEVD s- theory and a review of the

PN o

public pc_acy questions this rheory implied posed questions for the

. R

evaluat:iom -to address. - '_*

S Lo,

'g; Wmat has been ‘the effect of the Demonstration on, the

n

é' education of elementary school students, especially the if{

: leadvantaged9 — ‘j-; K et ;;#’/;,,~»r?" I
. - * .v - . '/‘ . . . " * ‘vv .

-

o TWhat has- been the effect of the Demonstration on the

evailable range of choi/e among educational programs’ .ﬂ T
lzw S ;fii*_ghat has been the impact of the Demonstration on equality _—
- “ cf educational opportunity9 ) - . _
,6‘ hnat has been the impact of the Demonstration on the :conomics ";’: ﬁf
B i ';”cI,public education? S g. o o ' R \

1S @@lhenmw@meﬂ

»
i ¢

e Eow.has the Demonstration affected the relationship between'

.. cltizens and their schools9 L; S ~ N I

-

e . What has been the impact .of ‘the Demonstration'on-social

'-\: and political tensions9 Before the broader implications-

of public policy could be, addressed it was. necessary to :

find comprehensive answers to these questions.

‘Twelve informatlon categories were selected to aid in the collection

.
< . - . .

of" 1nformation bearing on theé mAJor questions of the evaluation. These

.

categories helped to organize large bodies of data in a way that maintalned

. their relationship to the ultimate purposes of the. evaluation. Figure 1 shows".

the linkage between the information categories and major evaluation questions.~¥"

4.~ Evaluation Outcomes

L

o

The outcome dlmensions of interest to the evaluation were suggested by the
theory and design»of the Voucher Demonstration, by the major questions posed and

by ‘the information categories. nThe relationships of the outcome dimensions to

the information categories are shown in Figure 2

on
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-~ Evaluation questions

| Educuhon of elementafy | R Ay N S A ,‘ : :f']:
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e

3Equa|ny of educuhonu| Tolat ol A
| opportumty | X X,A‘ X XX XV N X
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:5. Design Considerations _' | c -
~ ‘ ' )

;if : The objectives of the Demonstration included tracking its effects

on knowledge, attitﬁdes, motivations, and behavior, as well as on the

social Sy tem Target groups’and institutions included parents, other

members of \the Demonstration communéty, educational officials,and . _ - -

¢

adminlstrato s, téhchers, private educational entrepreneurs, schools, e

-

A ’
and community groups To capture thL variables relevant to these compIe;d’/’

and diverse PTr i:am objectives, an open-ended design was needed. An

evaluation Plan hich established causal links between well-defined - . ol

.

1ndependent and déizndent var1ables could not be employed in a large-' -\

scale spcial demons ration where principles of experlmental design
Low

L4

cannot be rigorously applied.

PN - In addition to the\multiple Program objectives of the Demonstration e
there werc»wide-ranging andddiverse units of analysis. Where the=u t- ' L
SR A .
" unit of analysis was the individual, the attributes studied could be

absolute (about the individual alone or concerning :he,individual s relation-
. ship to others), comparative ‘¢in which the individual was déscribed

relative to others on some attribute(s)), or contextual (where the

Q ’

individual was described in terms of .2 larger social unit in which s/he .
! res1des) If the un1t of analysis is collective, the properties of

‘interest can. be analytical (about members of the unit), or global (data

.

On the group as a whole). - A o - ‘.. , o ,k "4-ql‘ ﬁ
:T;t_'lv,’ "The’ evaluation plan provided a ”decentralized"-approach to major ‘ , s
: ‘jp”evaluation tasks Specialists from various discfplines concentrated’on a\\‘.‘_ jﬁyf'?S
B éPPrOpriate data collection an%:analyfis tasks.- Their findings were bgobght \_,Y“‘fl ;

together in an interdisciplinary analys1s of aggregate outcomes

Coe . . . R c e ’ P
. N . . !




’

~into three types of outcoﬂes.

.Demonstratlon outcome.

i

Methodology :
® . . 4 . . " . .

As indicated previously, the 40 outcome dimensions were'subdivided

6.

social/Political outcomes"economic/cost

outcomes; education outcomes:[ Tables 1 -2 and 3 summarize the complex

methodology Rand used toﬁanalyze the numerdus outcomes of the EEVD

Speciflcally, the tables present the indicators usad to measure each

a_.
w

They also include the sources of data, the

'method of - collectibn,\and the preferred analytic technique. Finally,

Table 4 cites the type of data collected during each year of the Demonstration.
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A 1 X
- » K
| . TABLE 1 9 .
’ L] ' .‘, . -
; ¢ SOCTAL AND POLITICAL DATA i . e
: . ; «
i =
REE : - B Dats . ‘ .
“Politicel/Social B i L Collection Preferred Data e
Outgons Dimensions Indicetors Dete Sourcee - — Hethods .Anslysis Techniques -
?pctitlopu agsessments | Exprassed stticudes towerd ‘School peragnnel Intervievs Lescriptive snslyste
"of ‘locel schools . reletive merite of own gchool, : i - 9] SR P n
. ldcel schools, schools glaee- Tranefer ',-“"d' _ I“'”:-‘““ °'id .-
whare; judgnents of moat-eig- :  transfer records E -
nificent school probless, . : . Y e« .
schoole' use of public moanay. Tt : . ' . N S .
School pareonnal ‘trensfers, o : . R ‘
raszone for tranefecr. .. S, .
L * 2
;duénuonnl goales of Expressed sttitudes tovard im=- | School pcnbnnll Intervievs ) Descriptive nnll&nii N
. prectitionars. - portence  of educetion, school . - t. R ¢
. ve. psrent contribution to . C . ’ e T .
, aducetion, msjor eims, : ) ' : N
. T
Prectitionsr opinione Locsl school current stu-- School parsonnel . Intexrvievs Descriptive snelysis ’ @
_about ‘school intagra- dent distributions; expressed ) y - ~ : v
‘tlon . . sttitudas toverd importanca $°h°°1 records :“;g;:fi::‘;:. ; : & -

Lo | of sthnte/ractal idanttey . o 1.t _ , . ) e B
o _ [ batveen etudants, teschers, ; [N o ) L. \
. - .3 adainistrators; opinfons - . i R ] ' -
= about curxent distributions - .. . )

’ of sthnic, racisl groups. S ST : . . D
Practitionsr opinions Expressed attitudes toverd School parsonnel .- | Interviews ' " Desctiptive‘anslyste = ) N
f&‘bwt EEVD, school problens, perant role L : o . : °
KA in echools, altemative - - ) s - : .
specisl programe in ochools; o B i . i »
expressed judgmente about o o ) T . . ) el
c who benefits wost froa, R E o ORI B . N ’ . : .
EEVD., . . L L E T ' \ ; e
Locus and scops of Cheracter and impact of policy Records and minutes. Inspaction of Pélitllcl_l and hluo'r_lcd e T
authority for policy -decfaiona origineted, rati- of District school ‘public records - anslysis ) ’ y
'gvr_liinltlon, ratifica- fled, .lnd_élplcllnlld for -{board, EVA, profen-d'_ I : - ul -‘1 . ] . \
tion, and implesents- - |- demonstration arse by district |efonal orgenizeticns, :::;::::: of c°“"“‘\"ff yeis LT _
‘2ion for the demonstrs=- | echool board, EVA) profes- and citizen's groups ) 0 v S ;o
‘ion aress - .#ionel organizations, citizen ° - tatute Personal inter- fee . R
T groups, and faderzl end state Diractives, o F“":' views < w0 e ‘
letd: nd . orders, policy reso ) PR et _ )
llill‘ stive end executive lutions, and guide- ) : , o . R U -
bodids.. ' 1{nes promulgated ) RS o P \ ) ’
’ by federal and state, 1 T A :
~ "~ .. " {1lsgielative end exscu-i . R : : L :
L . tive bodies, District . : . .
- B school board, EVA, and £ - o
Cos : o _ | other groups . N S . o S
i b .| tcont*d.) ) Faom i - . ~
. L : o
N , - _ ) . . Yy ) K
S ~ . . N : [ ’ : . ‘ ) v .
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N . TABLE 1. (cont'd) . = ., ,', *
\ ‘.f v "o ) . R : B .
: A y . " ~ - -
e . ~ * , , ‘ ‘ ~
~ ; o o . Data ~ <. R
Political/Social ) . e Collection - Preferred Data T
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‘c. THE n’mzmmm'rmn YEARS S L

Proponents of: the voucher system had env1sioned a unified structura1 ~'f' -

T -

-'change in a school system However,‘the Alum Rock District and the E ;.if‘.a _.b
'Sequoia_staff the group hired to implemEnt the Demonstration, lacked

. . u ' N -
the rcsourres and expertise to- tragsform Alum Rock automatically 1nto a CE

- N ’

vqucher system. Mechanisms for operating the Demonstration needed ro be‘ff

e . g -
. Q . s - S

?developed‘ The proposed new budget and information systems necessary to .

lthe functioning of the voucher system posed technical problems which

N t

fdemanded considerable-time to solve. For these reasons, the implementation S

of the Alum Rock Demonstration was accomplished using an incremental-“

. . . _ , . . ;;_,‘ - .
.appréach Thus, the components of the voucher system-*parent choice," T
p_rent information,.evaluation, and per pupil budgeting were implemented ot

’
©

\eequent1a1ly 1“rom a political perspectlve .as well thé incrementa}

;"w ,aoproach was desirable"if the voucher system was to function, all parties R N b
o _ , Puhbinr) e

S 'involved would have to agree on major decisio s affecting them. Therefore,_?"ﬂ'
g ¢ : , .

;.decisionmaking was a negotiation process among the major participants in

. - C g .
R ’ ! . [
L ]

the Demonstration.. The major deciS1ons andoevents of. each year of the‘

, ‘o . -

o

’

-{'. Demonst ation are described in the next few pages and Summarized in Table 5

.

R \L,\ ) SR .,,;.. . -l» . . ".
p . R

i,l. 1972 -73 (First Year)

The firét year of the Demonstration cons1sted mainly of on~the—jo

(~organlzation.; A mechanism for parent choice was created with the

~ Ty l/ . 3 . . : >

~

hestablishment of m1n1schools. To encourage parents to take full advantage

-

ATl
‘e

of the minischopl options avaiIable to them, program descriptions were . : (iﬁ

"«.

'provided Another major task chis first yearxwas to plan an income-'

c P

‘ . . . 'l. 7

) outgo budget tying dollars to school enrollment on a continuous basis.

. . . A,
R . »o",. . - .
. N .

. . . . © . -

s O P cnlot e - . . . : oL
o . b R IR P PP " s
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| TABLE 5

THE 1 LLMENTATION YEARS

S
\

IV Jaa o
. e

| o

. d -

r}‘.‘—

ear , I Dominant Theme

S ‘Voucher Components .

""Other Rel

3

ated Events

l

’ T
2-'73 : On-the joh organi-

..,zation o

T T /-

| Parent choice expands with establish--v
Ment ment of minischools L :
Per pupil budgeting-planning of voucher
‘budget system; $200 per pupdl in
. extra federal funddng . ,;'
. “gEstablished,p__ent infornation system |

/ . y I ¢

Six schools participating (about 5800 ‘
students) R
Established Educational Voucher Advisory
| " Committee S
+ Central vouche staff:
Parent Advisory Committees

3.,:-'7‘4‘ ‘

rrggg pgpil,budgeting-operation.of‘pre-7f'
. viously. planned system; $200 per pupil,’
- In extra federal funding; voucher schools
| (not minischools) begar to receive State -
L Compensatory educational funds (about
©§75 per pupdl) R
Parent: choice further expanded as

' minischools are formed. " Six new
prograns created, three of which
failed; attempted- Private school |-

participation failed . “'ﬁff:'

Ty

Seven Tore schools joined Demonstration o
Satelliting of popular programs attempted
ahd failed < ‘
Carryaover funds renoved
Agreed to fix total school gize and allowed
" ninischool size tofloat till June ',kf
-Squatter's rights abolished =, .
Advisory Boards required for all district
"~ schools * i
‘Parent counselors subordinated to principals
“HRC hired to do communications training
Sequoia Institute more readilly identified
asipart of~theldistrict | :

L

>Brogram edpansion'ﬁ
.- and attempt to 'in--
o clude additional
- earlier proposed
“t'.‘;features
RS
PRI ';-Dominated by

budgetary concerns -
-and trend toward |
recentralization |
beglnning .

B S

‘schools

LA

Per pupil‘hudgeting-previous income-
. outgo voucher budgeting systen re-.
placed by a twice annual budget ad-
¥ Justment; ;$100 per pupil in extra

federal funding

Parent Choice-Sl minischools in operan
+ tion; minischools limited student
| transfers: SRR

|~ Parent. Information-parents received

repdrts-on student cognitive per~ -
formance and attitudes tovard '

,‘~‘Teacher/aide layoffs adversely affecting

| Consuner interest. in minischools decreasing

One mote school joined totaling 14
(over 9, 200 students 1in Demonstration)
Local revenve bage decreasing, inflationary
district costs, ‘federal voucher .- "f 'W:
. funding near end carryover funds re- S
moved again . - v L

- minischools
Glass 8izes fixed

Minischool size maintarned a,;
507 of - orlginal Advisory Boards still
functioned b Lo

. o A . ’ . N
. to ' . .
- s -
' s LT e R
W - Lo R
B T} S ety : R
i L . . : o
Ty R IURET i 'y I
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 TABIE S (contﬁ&)' .

minant Theme

*

hool- recentrali-
tion continuing; -
ucher concept
luted

Voucher Components

'Parent Choice-minischool diversity

eroding as programs per school were
limited to three; schools'given option
to return to single school-wide edu-
cational program; planning and budget-
ing done at-school level rather than
minischool level

" Per pupil budgeting-$100 per pupil in '
._extra federal funding -

Y

‘Voucher-funds allocation to total not

Other Related .Events

Size'and number of minischoois maintained~f
Minischool autonomy lessened '

minischool
Non-voucher schools given- the option to
+ . offer multiple programg
Merged diScretionary funds into one pot’
", and allocated to schools based on .
achievement scores

o — s r——

ucher concept .
ving way to
ltiple option
stem -

‘._Parent choice-twenty school-within-
school alternatives . N

Seven of the fourteen Voucher schools . | -
- continued minischool form of organi-: -
zation;-. two nonvoucher schools
joined o .

District termed all of its schools

"alternatives"

periment with
rent choice’
ong distinctive .

ucational programs | .

s ended

Parent Choice-only two schools were
offering more than one educational

" program; open enrollment.

P




Other operating mechanisms established durin*nthe first year

.

were a central voucher staff and the Educational Voucber Advisory

*

Committee (EVAC), an advisory group composed of Voucher parents and

teachers.

- -

2. 1973474 (S'econd Year) N T

The second year was characterized by prog_am expansion ann attempts

- to include additional earlier proposed features of the Demonstration.

~

In the first year, six. ‘schools: and 22 minischools had participated.

Qéiwnuring the second year, 13 schools and a total of 45 miﬁischools

'ffparticipated. ‘Attempts to satellite, i.e., to expand enrollment in

&

s.~popular programs by annexing available space, failed due to management

' problemsx The school district also tried to decentralize utilization of

T e -

urriculum coordinators and psychglogical services to the minischool level.,

-j4~WWﬂHowever the d1strict incurred financial losses by pay1ng salaries of

personnel whose .services had either not been used or had not been charged .

B properly.

The operation of the previously planned income-outgo budget was an .

A"jimportant part of the'secondfyear effort.. The budgeﬁiﬂg system worked

;:(di~ well technically and was expanded to all Schools An. the district during

B year three.

, Afrer extensive negotiations with teacher organizations, *a private
7J' school was finally admitted to the Demonstration. Unfortunately,fthe o

long delay caused many parents to lose interest ultimately;'the.school,j,

- sy e

‘, e

did not part1cipate due to underenrollment.&_.‘

AN

N

o At the end of the second year, three neq_programs had been created

~v'.

and three prev1ously created programs had failed due to lack of demand.

'%Parent choice was expandedzby abolishing squatter s rights which had




ggaranteed every child a.neighborhood school. . The fragmentation and
suspicion previously existing among_the central staff Sequoia, ‘voucher
and nonvoucher‘principals had abated. The Sequoia Institute became identified

-~ 13

asgpart of the district rather than as ‘an outside group.

‘.\‘
.

~ -

3. 1974-75 (Third Year) ~ =~ .’ e ‘ T

- 3
£ Budgetary concerns dominated the third year of the Demonstration

"~ .As the end of federal voucher funding drew near, the local revenue

TR

-base was decreasing due to declining enrollments and district costs were .
o

- .

mounting due td inflation Teacher laygffs, an inevitable economy

e measure, had adverse effects on minischool programs since thq»layoffs

~

‘bwere based on seniority and failed to consider'the impact of the loSSﬂof h

teachefs who had special skills (e g » bilinqual ability) required by

special programs.

Class sizes were fixed’ to allow ﬁhe district to predict accurately B
how many~teachers they.would need. This,change meant that programs could-
”fno longer acquire more'money by enrolling more students. This "carryover : A

money had enabled schools to operate autonomously, when i was removed

. .

- for the second year in a row, minischools fiscal-independence decreased

I\,_w.ﬂ.----.,;.._l,,l,r.,. R R G

:”}substantially.'

[y

Continuous, income-outgo budgeting was replaced with.a budget
”'that was adJusted twice a year.v Pr1ncipals fqlt that this new system

would give them the .same income and discretion as the older system and

~.

'f:would decrease the large amount of work frequent budget adjustments required

Although parent advisory committees had been established for all
ﬁvoucher minischools, only 507 of these advisory groups still functioned at

s

;the close of the third year o e .'~ R




. . P
] . . B4
. .

At the end of the Demonstration s third year, a pattern of

—‘—“—“recentralization ‘was- apparently forming ‘at both the district and the

-]
school levels. At the district level, maximom school and class sizes_

had been fixed, portable classrooms had been removed “and a rule that

N
"

schools could not hire personnel in order to lower class 31ze had been

established. These decisions “to depart from the earlier voucher concept -
reflected the district s response to its precarious budget sysqem., A
qontradiction impeded voucher innovation, the: desire to decentralize

'decisionmaking conflicted with an ‘economic needffor strong»fiscal,controls.

¢

4. ~1975-76 (Fourth Year)

P

School-level recentralization cont1nued during the fourth year

° o
A Y

- of the anonstratlon as all discretionary funds were merged into one pot.

These funds were distributed to schools, not minischools, on. the basis
e of read1ng scores, Wlth larger amounts given to lower—achieving schools.,'
Arguments-for recentralization at the school level were that it

decreased paper work and that the previous 1ncentives for a decentralized’h

v e

\
vnow preferred to control the total school budget. Fixed class sizes

~ and the removal of basic carry-over funds ‘diminished the incentive for -
o miﬂlschools ‘to administer their own funds, especially since most principals
- allowed mlnlschools 1im1ted discretion over expendit%res.‘ By ‘the

'yﬂDemonstratlon s fourth year, minischools appeared to be losing program

'diversity and thelr autonomyﬁwas eroding as’ the planning and budgeting was

done at the school rather than the minischool, level.
‘( . . :

~

5. 1976247 (Fifth Year)

Minischools, the mechanisms for increasing parental choice among

- distinctive educational programs, contlnued on a more limited ba31s., As

LR

.

38

system had been removed. Without their own di. ﬁretionary budgets, principals

hh.k<ifsiﬁ :t't,':‘:-::f?' /}f.‘;vﬂ o




.S

‘ tattempt to differentiate themselves by program theme.

6.

._.programs within the public schools.

mentioned previously, the removal of carry-over funds, the merging -
of discretionary funds, and the fixing.of'class sizes served.to~lessen

the miniSchoolsN power and}autonomy.

'gonly Seven of the original voucner Schools'maintained the minischool form

s

of organization.

In the fifth year of the Demonstration,’

When these seven schools were Joined by two non-voucher B

-.‘u

schools, there were a total of twenty school—vithin-school alternatives.

. At this time, the district\chose to @alliall of its schools’
- o P . . .

. L oo N : ‘_‘

alternatives.

¥

program schools served mainly as neighborhood schools which did not‘

»

In addition, only

25 percent of the teachers in single—ptogram schdols preceived themselves

RN
as teaching in an alternative program;a.

Y

1977-78 (Sixth Year)
For all practical purposes, ‘the Alum Rock Demonstration ended in'

the Spring of 1977.. Its

original objective, namely, to observe what
would happen if a .school district gave Pparents the opportunity to enroll

their children in the public or private school of their choice, at the

-~
.

d1strict expense, was never realized . The Voucher Demonstretion became,

jinstead a test of the 1dea of free parent choice among alternative -

+

z
p2S

By 1977-78, only two -schools: in Alum Rock still offered more than
.'.\’

“one educational program, although Apen enrollment continued to be the

1district policy. 'The voucher concept assumed that parents would act1vely

"f.:use their power of - choice to make’ the system operate for their children s

o -

, benefit and that programs would compete with each other for resources.

. .
,The d1strict s experiment did not bear out this assumption as fully as

~

t-‘

.. expected..'f' e .‘;.: 2

6

The_term‘"alternative"-was somewhat misleading, since single- o

<+
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II. SUBSTUDY DEECRIPTIONS

A..* DEMOGRAPHIC DATA BASE |

1. Background and Purpose

Creatlng a Demographic Data Base was *he result of an admin1strat1ve
data collection and data process1ng effort to support other evaluative
activ1ties performed during the Elementary Education Voucher Demonstration

Speclflcally, the demograph1c data were used by the Demonstration research

: sta%} to assist in sample selectlon, to generate class llStS, and to-

perform analyses when used in combination w1th.other Demonstration

data. - | ' . " o ’

. 2. Sample
The Demographic Data Base describes three populations‘

minischools, voucher students, and voucher/nonvoucher ‘teachers. The

entire universe was the target population for each of these groups.

3. Data Base Designs. .’

The files comprising the Demographic Data Base were designed by the
- data management contractor (DMC) in ant1c1patlon of the research needs
of the Demonstration research staff. Since the staft requ1red comprehensive.
.}andfup-to;date_information,on‘minischools, students,.and teachers, a
;‘five;year longitudinal.data basegwas'constructed.' Several types of
:Pinformation were.included in this data base. .
'identifying information"‘ |

'Noﬂiind1v1dual and famlly demographic 1nformation~

_____ &

s 'program information (e.g., dates of openings and closings,
. size, grade levels, etc.);

.

- e attendance information;

R R L
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e federal program‘participaﬁion;
o transfer information;
° 'teacher employment/salany/credential information. IS T

Flle-level documentq prov1de detalled 1nformatlon on the structure -

of the Student Teacher, and MlnlschodidDemographlc Files.

Data for the Demographlc Data Base were not generated by a speclflc

6

‘ 1nstrument rather, they ‘were obtained from a varlety of sources, shown

in Table 1

o

TABLE 6

‘Sources of Demographic Data

2

Pogulatlouv , , - Source

MlnlSChOOIS» 2 Student Demographic File
. . : : Teacher Demographic File
Voucher Dollar Reports

Alum Rock Attendance System (ARAS) Voucher School Data.
. v - Fields computed from other
, minischool fields - :
L _;.:4‘_.._. T P, , R . e e e ’ . e Teacher‘ Rosteps U P - Cm e e e
L - i : ) S Rand Quarterly Reports
Students ° - 5 * School Attendance Records
‘ ) : R " School Registration Records
Parent Requests for Transfers

Teachens L © - Alum Rock Employee Payro%& File

y, Statistical Analysis o

In addltloa to cleaning and merging data, the DMC checked the
con31stency and range of the values of varlables in the Demographlc Data‘
Base. However, no statlstlcallanalyees were performed on these data
ae;part of data base‘construction. These ?'”

*

: questlonnalre data and analyzed in the context of several other Demonstratlon -

lgwere°combineddwith other

substud1e§5 A:i o '_ : " .
e '73.
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= 5. fFindiﬁés- L
Siﬁce no ;pecific ahalyses of these data Qeré peffdrmed, theré(i
‘are ho‘findinés to fepgrt; -
6. File Deséfiptioﬁév
 Thete'a:e,three files éorreépbﬁding;go each poﬁulation in the : ﬁ?‘
'ngog:aﬁhic,déta base. | . | .
"a. Minischo§1~Déﬁogfaphic§‘

ne Thé pﬁ:pose of collecting the data in this'file was to_track

| physical'change;’ih%tﬁeiAlum;Rdck séhool buildings and'g%\aeécribé

| £he opefating chataétgristipé'bf eaéh minischool.,‘Tb:ﬁeet‘;ﬁis énd,

g such infdrma;ionias locafion, teaéﬁeng administratbt, éhroliments,
number of classrooms, and voﬁcher funés was collected. The file covefs
five yearsfand contaiqs Qpé fe;ord f;r'éééh-ministhool;

; 1972-73 - 26 s S
> 1973-74 - . S8 76
1974-75 . 61 76"
: 1975-76 - N 87 . L T8
1976-77 100" - L 76_ 
. 318
~ b. Student Demographies- o

The data-in this file describe voucher students iﬁ the Eleméntary.
Education Vouéher Demonstration. Desighéd to aésistvresegrch sféff%;it
contains infarmatibn.ép a number of student cﬁaracteristics,.amoﬁg theﬁ;‘
iden;ifiéa;ianﬁcédé; véﬁchg:»statué,‘birth.ygéf;iééx;ie?hgicit§, gﬁadé;“%bva

 'éphobl, p%oéraﬁ;‘éntoiimén£id§té; atiéndaﬁce'qééegé:y,'hgndicapé; first§2 >

el
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language, federal program participation residence, family status,

- transfers. The data for each of the 5 years of this study have been

- merged and the«resulting file contains 33 090 cases and 155 dsta items.

. . N H . -
i
-

c. Teacher Demographics
"“»Likgwthe other files in the Demographic Data'Base;[this‘file covers
. five yearsI' Its purpose was also'to assist tesearcheréf'it serves as a

basis for generating lists for, surveys. The data it contained were often

combined and analyzed with questlonnaire results. It contains data on both
voucher and nonvoucher teachers. This file contains 1,980 cases- and 73
data items.
¢ h e . !
~

:
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. B. PARENT/COMMUNITY SURVEYS
X S
1. Background and Purpose

3 .

The question of paréntal choice in schooling has been of limited

interest in the past‘because there has been'very-little variation in

" school decisions;f Most Amerlcan chlldren (897) attend the publlc scnools in
their ﬁelghborhoodS' however, a 51zeab1e m1nority (10/) attend

\ : >
paroch1a1 schools, and a small proportlon (1/) attend other prlvate

-«

schools (Grant, DHEW 1973).

1
i
|
I

When parents were dissatisfied with their. ch11d s schooling, their
o

range of optlons have usually consisted of: (a) moving famlly re51dence

to a preferred attendance area, (b) requestlng an inter-school transfer,
"{e) asking for a partlcular teacher, classroom, or program, (d) golng
~.outside the pnblic school system to a prlvate or parochial school,‘or (ei

keeping the child out of school altogether.
\ ra , . '
thile these optlons have trad1tlona11y ex1sted they ‘have -always been -

» PRI IS

*strong1y~influenced by families' financial resources and social

, “ o | L o
influence. Families with low resources and little influence have had

L o ~ o
difficulty taking advantage of the mechanisms necessary to provide

13

educational altermatives for their children. °
" Those in favor of Further increasing Pafental choice, see a number of '

"benefits for their ch%ldren and their families:
First, some view increased parental choice as a means of giving
. ~ : N ;

N - L : . ! ) o ~ .
N R families more control over schools.  The underlying assumption-is that

" teachers will work harder under such a system,‘thereby 1mprov1ng student

performance.

-
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Second, alterhatives in schooling wil3 prov1de an ouélet for those

parents who hold views different from those prevalent in the public school

.

* Third, parent 'werlessness and,alienatiOV can i1 ise

their participation an their children's SChOOla.

Fourth, parents may indeed prove ‘to be better?at matching their children .

with a specific educational program than the professional educators, thus

*
maximizing overall student progress.

'” B The Educational Voucher DEmonstration in Aium Rock California was not
5 onlygan attempt'to increase parental choice, it also Sought to give parents
a set of”distihct program alternatives from which to"choose. -fhe
o DEmonstration hld so by stimulating competition between schools and
. by creating letlple programs w1th1n the publlc school system. 'Fostering.
competltio/ between minischools presumably would improve'the qualitp of _
“these pro%rams by introducing the market motive into the educational system.
Howe{er, rapid and complex changes in organization‘and‘proceoures‘
occurred in the Alum Rock district as a result of the Demonstration. These
changes rai;v’ IR ng»qcions ahoutithe problem that other districts WOuldw
'encounter in attempting to implement a System;of'educational.alternatives.‘ f
Among some of the questions on which the evaluation.focused_in Alum Rock weret
' e How oocparents react to the Demonstration?
h ] : . ’
' e Do parents understand their choices under this new s;stem?
e How do parents exercise their options?
,To provide answers to these questions;'six Ihrent/Cbmmunity'Suryeys‘- ‘
were conducteu o _r the five years'of,the:Alum RcckﬂVoucher Demonstration.
The six surveys were conducted at the following timesﬁ
héf:fﬁﬁ : | L3 Fall 1972, ¢
| fof Springh1973 »
B n‘}all-1973jv:-i:1#-g, o ;‘F: jzvp o ;1,’ o l"s'
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e Spring 1974,

o Fall 1974, - :

. 4Fa11‘1?76- |
2. vSampleA

New'samplé; of families &ere'sélectéd dﬁriﬁg Qctober of each year
of the_Demqnstfa;ion; The‘responden;s.to the Parent/tbmmunity Sgr&ey
-interviews wefe_drawp,iﬁ order to Tepresent two factorsireleﬁant tcl
the éQaluatiqn &esign:-péreﬁtal s;atus,(i.él, parent or non parént) and
residence (within the<voucher area or outside.the voucher areé). -
Thds;'thevevalu ;i@n saﬁplés seiected for the analysis of'edugationalA

. ) , _ _ :

quchgf dém&ﬁéiiation were

o\"vou¢her pérénts,

° “vouchef'non—parents,

® non—voucher pérents;v
o é'; non—voﬁ;her non pareﬁtsf‘

R The latter three subsamples served as control groups. These control
“ . : v . ‘/ .

groups helped to eliminate thé influence of parental ‘Status and

<

>

residential location on the attitudes and béhavior 59Ward eduéational

vouchers and to study more cloEe1y~the effects oﬁ/gouche:s qﬁ the subsample

of major interest, the voucher parents themsé€lves. a

3

- = .A number of supplementary samples wefe gdded,to the sémp}ing design

in order to investigate the effect;'of refusal rates, outmigrétioﬁ:of
panél_members, and program/sghool changiqg behavior. Thus, samples were
broadly classified as éxperimental sampléé in contrast to_fhe )
purely evaluative samples described above. The major types'of exﬁerimental 1 

samples are listed below.

e Outmigrants sample ,

.

_,,i _0_‘, _Immiéra'nts' samp"le > 78 , T
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’ . Changer 'sample,
..I Panel sa'mple .
Iay ¢ne fo! lowied .set:'tion, ‘the leva'lu'agion and kexp;rim‘enytlal samples
drawn in each of the six parent/community surveys ‘is defingd ‘and S
?we‘ method of sample selection is briefly described.: i
~.a. .Fall 1972 Parent/Community Survey |
'l;heré were six .subsamp]:e;, in the Fall 1972 survey. | | . ‘
‘o' '.Vbuche_rv Pare‘n_g:'.%:- 'v»'l’.arént.:s‘ who “nav‘e. childréh‘“at.:ter’lcﬂlﬂ{r‘lé' vauc_.hér
..'..'_:scho‘ols - B L _
‘ o Cha'ng‘erf:i: R .Ra'renté?‘v:rho ‘have children att‘g;nding
'voufzhér ._.scl'i\ovolsa who changed the ;c.:ho’ol N s
.7 L ‘ , .“,. : that any one o‘f"thebir children in voucher .
| o o 'schoal:s attend .‘ ‘ -
°. ,Vot.léhe;:, , I‘bn- . ‘ R _ '
Parents o Adults liy‘ing. in 't:he voucher - area who do
“ _'not have children ‘a't:tendi‘ﬁ_g voﬁcinef sciools
e  TWO subsamples { |
,of MNon-‘oucher - - _ , T . S ,
Parents: . Parents whb-hgve children in gradgs Kto8 °
' A . 'w:nolifre ‘outsi'de t:h"e ,vou(:her'. demdﬁétrafion‘
'are‘z;. "Two separate's;bsample_s of non-voucher
. : s o N K ~
) | ‘pérents were di:'awn, one ‘using block quota '
. ,g sampling techniqges and't;he oi:her using proba~
) ay “ bility l'sampli.ng from li$t§ of'parentf:s in selected‘i“_
~ . = (REcAP) schools - ‘ -,
.‘ e _.Nt.';n':—"buchef,' o ' - : _ , S |
¥on-Parents’ - Adults ' living outside the voucher dgmonstration

' - area'who do not have children in grades K to 8
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o method and a block quota sampling technique.

-b._ Spring 1973 Parent/Community Survey

@

The two methods used to draw the subsamples were a probability

Two methods were used
because the probability method would not represent all of the non-voucher

schools.

v .
)

Six subsamples were drawn in the Spring 1973 Survey
8 ”*cur{y_37Changer Sample. This is a sample of families who again-
i exercised their. voucher option to trxansfer the child who qualified them

I for inclusion in the fall 1972 changer sample Only six familles
o yere targeted for this subsample.

t

® New Changer Sample: Families comprising this sample exercised’
their voucher option to change the school(s) or program(s) of one -
. or more of their children for the first time between October 1, 1972

and October 1, 1973’ Sixty—nine families were targeted for this
subsample. B [

i B ' \‘\ .

e Post Changer Samp;e. These families are a sample of changer fami‘ies
from the fall 1972 /survey, who still residpd in the demonstratica . .
area and did not choose to transfer the child who initially. qualifieo:

them for inc1u5ion in the 1972 changer sample The target population Q

- this subsample was 50° families.

e Panel Sample: This Subsample of families cu*rently reside in the school

district and Was/interviewt: in the fall 1672 survey. The target
group was 150 families. .

1

° ,Panel Control Sample: This subsample consisted of parents not pre-
viously interviewed. This. subsample became part of the panel sample-

for the third &ave of th= survey.. Fifty families were targeted for
this subsample. ' .

e

<

° 'Immigrant‘Sample: This subsample of families migrated into the

Demonstration area after the fall 1972 survey had-been administered.

It was used to replace members of the pan2l sample who +had migrated
out. :




Respondents for each of the six groups ‘were selected in'a probabillty

sampling of lists of parents who met the eligibility criteria. The panel

sample was stratified by school and ethnicit}, the panel control sample -

“was stratitied by ethnicity alone.' Although the inmigrant sample was not ’

stratified, each inmigrant family “was of the same ethnicity as the out-.

"\r
< .

_.migrant family it replaced.» The changer samples were not stratified by
the ethnicity of the fall survey because such a distribution would differ

-

from the population as a whole and, therefore, bias the sample,

c. Fall' 1973 Parent/Community Survey
Seven4Suhsamples were drawn in Fall 1973.
° fVoucher:farents: _‘§”‘ ‘ ' Parents_whe'have children
attending voucher schools
e Voucher Non-Parents: ‘ People living in the voucher
‘h_ ’ :s' o area Who do not havevchildren
. | attending voucher schools
o_‘Non-Voucher‘Parents; ‘ . Pecplevliviné outside the noﬁcher

s i errier wha e 8

district who have chiidren in
grades K-8 in public, non—voucher
‘schools
e Non-Voucher, Non-Parents: . . People living’outsideithe!voucher»
‘district'whofdo not hane children
in érades ngkinfpublic schedls*”’ o
e '?arent Panel: oo ,d . Parents in theﬁbenonstraticn*»w;J
district who had previously 1nterviewe
. , _ - ime November 1972 and/or June 1973
é e Panel Control: - » | T ’Parents who “have lived in. the
- o !Demonstrationudistrict since

Ncyemberkl972}and‘have :

[:R\f;; }

rm[lﬂsumum@m@]
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not been previously . interviewed. )
. In-migrants - . . Parents who had'moven infn‘ﬁhe: .
Demonstratian'dis;ricﬁ since_Jnne
L T © 1973 )
., The subaamnlas for this survey were drawn in two §;§s: fromglists of
iparcnta with children in voucher schools (vauchnr‘parenns, parcnt panei,
.contrgl, 1n—m1grants) or by a random oelectlnn of houoehold using a two-
stage area probablllty sample cnn51st1ng first of clty blocks, then house- B

holds (voucher non-parents, non-voncher parents, nonvvoucher non—parents).

-

d. Sprimg 1974 = B ; ' -
This survey consisted of ;hrée‘separateQSubsamples.

e Changer Sample o ‘Parents of children in voucher

~ schools who changed schools or

'programs'during the 1973-74 school
o ' ' 7 year
e _hanger Contrnl Sample . Parents of children in voucher

: schools who did not change schogqls
s . o ) - v PR :

or. programs during the school year.

e e . 1973-74
f;'“ ° Alternate Changer Céntrol . | o : - 'Lj :
< - Sample : ~ This subsample was identical to the!
_ : | Changer Contrnl-sanplel The famiiies: ’l
bw1th1n thls subaampla ware naed when; ‘{;
oo E | ‘ ever a family frop theiformerfaubsampléég
. t i conld.nnn be inéervieﬁed.; - Qi_-ﬁl;;
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N . < . - . '
. 'ﬂ;!V?.,All'three samﬁles“for»the,spring 1974 survey were séleceed randomly

f;nm?”iists of\parents“in the voucher schoolstv‘The changer sample
was selected f1rst and the changer control‘famll1es were. the“ chosen'and
matched ~ch11d by child, accord1ng to sex, ethn1c background school,
- :program;:grade,‘and classroom. The alternate‘changer control samplef
was drawn in-tbe'same manner as'the'cbanger‘controlrsamp;e;r | .
e 'ra11=:i'974- Parent/‘C.ommo'nity‘ Survey o o ‘

\

Three  separate subsamples were surveyed in fall 1974.

e . ) ‘ . 'i; -
¢ Voucher Parents: .. Parents who have/children attending

. SR : o - - voucher schools

e Non-Voucher Parents: Parents living in the voucher district

S

L . ‘1' \ . who haiefchildren.in grades K-8
. in publiec, non-voucher schools, andlwhO;
have been previouslykinterviewed'

s Non-Voucher Parents: Parents living in the voucher district

< B ;’ nho haﬁe children in ,radesxk-q in |
| public, non—voocber‘schools,,andﬁwbofbave
I SRR L _vl:_ . notdbeén preVlously lnter;iewéd | \
’;be samples for.thls\survey were drawn‘tovmeetfqootas defined.by schooly
:f»buildrngnandirespondent‘ethnicity. Tbe en;irefsanble;of‘"voucber parents{
and the ma}orlty of the sample of non—v0ucher parentS» 'were draﬁn-from
'llsts‘of voucher parents who had been ;:terdlewed durlng the‘fall 1972 or

e »fall 1973 surveys but who had not been interviewed subsequently A sufflclcnt

g

nunber of fanilies were dra:n randonl",for each bulldlns/ethnlcltv cell so

that the completlon quota for each cell could be met, g1ven reasonable

..“

.. . -completion rates within cells.

. s
3o~ o ~
LI
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£. Fall 1976 Pareht/Conuhunity Survey |
'The‘sutvey samp}e:for this study consisted of three subsamplesg
o_. Oldvvoocher Ra;entet . .Parents‘who reside in the

| area‘defioed as 'old vouchef

°

catchment areas"

P

® Voucher 2 Parents:? Parents who reside in areas

> . o , . *  definéd as '"new-voucher catchment
3 “ . . o . . ) ‘ .
. .
b : - areas"
° Non-vouc%er Parents: Parents who reside in the non-

Q

voucher catchment areas

3. Study Design - ) o ‘ o : : o

‘_;ﬂﬂ,,_,——wf"“Thé”5tudy design can'best,be described as a:grease'experiﬁent.
‘ The Demonstration occurred in a natural setting where random
assignment to experimental grouyps and laboratory controls were impossible

to achieve. However,-the—study-deeign;coﬁtaiped,longitudinalvelemehtswandh
control groups where possible, ‘and attention Vas_giveh to the ‘best

group assignment possible, given the realities of the situation. ‘-
:[ , . . . . E . '
. o . . . A

. o . [ )
.The‘two purposes-of the survey design were‘l);to‘obtain sufficient

- ' o : 3 .
data from\voucher parents, so that 1nferences could be made about the A

.

effect of the Voucher Demonstratlon on parental attltudes and behav1or,
- and, 2)}to investigate important methodolpgicallissues‘that occur in the

S » : o
evaluation of large-scale social experiments. : o v .
In accordance with these two expressed purposes, the survey design
w; . . A . N ' ) . - CoLv
e .cbntaided:both'an"evaloation«and-aniexperimenta1~oompohentfw~To~accomblish -
Q0 T T R .o AR R

o&l

" . l,’:;‘-.‘
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thi’s first purpose (evaluation), it was necessary to 1solate the 1mpact

:of educational~vouchers on voucher parents. This involved collectlng

v
“ B

;data from other populations likely to be affected by the demonstratlon,.
namely, nonfparents and parents 1n non-vou:her catchment areas- Thus,

'four subsamples consisting of'theffocal group.voucher parents andithree
dcontrol éroups ’formed an experimental design‘which crossed an factors:

parental status,and'residential location (See Figure 3.

EVALUATION DESIGN )

Parental Status .

: P - NP
Residential | - R . , .
Area v | X .. 0 : X = focal group
ﬂvf‘ _0 ‘ 0 " .0'= control group
/// \ ‘ ) )
- _ Figure 3 : Ct -
( c

In order to determlne how parents. felt about educational vouchers,

whetherethey understood them, and 1f they used them, the' survey des1gn
. \ . )

1nvest1gated several methodologlcal problems assoclated witl," the evaluation

of social programs. ThlS:an&Stlgathn represents ‘the experlmental
component of the deslgn. It was exper1menta1 becadse, while 1t was not

necessary for the evaluation‘per se, the methodological investigation
. ' w
) attempted to d1scover alternative approaches to the evaluation. LI
L4 .
. . ol S
Three experlments were performed 1n this phase of.the study the -

panel experiment, the changer~exper1ment,'and the probab111ty sample -

block quota sample experlment. ' ,e-."' ‘ -f
ey The panel éxperiment attempted to-contrast the relative merits of
i . .

2
cva

7\ a panel deslgn versus an independent sample des1gn. Mhis experiment explored

. S
.

the factors that led to attr*tlon and the extent to which inferences from
£y . r

panel des1gns tended to be biased because of attr1tion.»

l . .

Pl B A AdAn R



The‘chéngervéxPeriment.sought-to'develgp a model- to predict,séhool‘

1o

changes and to explore the reasons parents changed their children's schools.

-

The probability saﬁple—biack quoté éxperiment‘wa§‘;nflﬁehcéd ﬁy
Sudman (1968)‘whb has contended that biOCk,quqta';amﬁlingjtéchﬁiqﬁes _ T
are-more4é§st-effective than probé?ility:saﬁpling metﬁods;'<Sudman’s
'imﬁréssion Qé;bfdrmed;usiﬁg'nafidnalylgvgl;data; the voucﬁer‘study

soughf to test his hypotheses on the local level. - C T

4. Statistical Analysis

The ParenQ/Commhn%ty SurQey'daga were analyzédSUSingvé‘
»Qariety gfistatiéticél féchniﬁués. Much-of‘;hé.déta-in this’survpy
L ‘ we;e analyzéd'hsing simple deécripcive’st;tisficsl(é{g;{ f;equencies,_?
- proporﬁipns,.raﬁkings,'meang, andistandard devia;io;s)f ﬁsing-approﬁriéts'
testgxof\étafistical signifiéaﬁce (thgﬁsqﬁare énd.mediah'te§t), thé‘ ‘k\

independence between and within groups of parents were determined for

each étudy year and across study»years;“;Group differences weré analyzed ‘ \;
4 R ’ T : .
using analysis of variance. A path analytic model was constructed to mote - \

the effects of parental characteristics on the decisions they-made about
their children's sclooling. When significant trends were apparent in parental
attitudes and behavior qver(time,fMaxwell tests (1963) were used to

partition these trends into linear-and nonlinear components.
. i . B ) . . - ’ . , v

-
°

5. Findings"
" The findings of the Rareht/Commuqity Surveys aré.summarized below

Lo ¢ e . 0T . - T B : .
‘under the three topics: a.. parental information levels about educational

alternatives; b. parental schooling decisions; and- c. parental attitﬁaes '
about'eﬁhcational altéfnatiYgs. c wiw~——mm"wp'”2“"‘ .
' P B T L : PR
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Parental Information Levels

'.Information levels were - higher among soc1a11y advantaged

families' educational background emnrged ‘as an especially ,'-

C ,important factor.«vb

'Parenta1~Schooling Decisions

- than their daughters!.

_Geographic location remained the most important factor in

' set standards: .~ = .

The variabi1it, among parents information levels decreased'

:[as parents became more. experienced with the choice system._
uLess edUcated families put more reliance on information*~¢(@

. 8leaned from personal contacts with more educated parents - The

more educated parents relied more on printed information.:

Regardless of'educational background,bmothers were more

involvediin schooling;decisions.” Less‘educated;fathers

appeared somewhat more involved with their sons' educations .

v

parents' placement decisions, even when free transportation

was prov1ded - v AL o
Ihe‘more distinct programs were from each other and the older

the child, the léss important~geographic location became

\,
N,

in parents’ lacement_decisions;

‘\ -

} -
 On the whole, curr1culum factors were 1ess important than -

~

'noninstructlonal factors (SES school compos1tlon, ma:ntenance_"v

i

of sibllng and fr1endsh1p relationships, school.locatlon, etc )

- .
Ty R

-Less educated parents are more likely to emphasize ch11dren s

obedience and IEspect for author1ty than more educated families

' who tend to_encourage;creativity and reliance unonvinternally -

‘»

LI
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L) When parents have free choices, children from socially
. B
advant'ved families will tend to be over—represented
in less structured, open classrooms;

B Lo

.~ C. Parental Attitudes
° Parents' global evaluationsAof the schools were generally

lower than their evaluations of the classroom teachers

‘ .
who came in ‘contact with their children. i"
= ‘ __‘;uq_lThe more powerless parents felt ‘the less satisfied ‘they.
\\ “‘ o "tended to be with the educational system and the performance '
» of school personnel. | o o,
NPTRE In general, parents 'satisfaction with the schoolslincreased t
at the .outset of an innovation and;then began{to fall.as
: ‘ s .
: ‘thelsituation failed to live up to. ‘their original expectations.
e Parents' 'sativsfaction t:ended to deérease when their schooling
\f’ ‘alternatives were limited ‘after avperiod of~wider choice.’
71\.. T 6. File Descriptions |
; S There are six Parent/Community Survey files; each corresponding to -
. - an administration of the survey. Since the type of data.and kinds of
- respondents-have been described earlier; only information on_respondentsr
~and number of variables is summhnized here. ) »!' ll;ﬁé:7
‘File/Administration | 71.L \BgsEondents IRV | Variables
Fall 1972 SR TYY a2
', spring 1973 . 39 574 |
- 'Fall‘l'l97‘3' "'_ . . 1,_5.0.2 A L 556 - c
.ASpring’-"l'97l+',",_ Lo 233 S .'“534' | .
l-‘all 1:974‘ e BaToe - 435 |
o Fall '1'97V"6t. o . osus I L334 K

o *oIotal;nnmberfof:recordég(number.of'cascs}not:égéﬁlable);

N1 EYINGTAN eTDC!



R - BIBLIOGRAPHY

P . LT 'péfen;/Community.Substudx
| 'R. Gary, Bridge. | |

Family Choice 1n‘Schooling. Parental DecisionnMaking in the Alum Rock - ‘?
Education Voucher Demonstration. . WN 8806 NIE. ‘
Rand’ Corporation, 1974.

R. Gary. Bridge. :

"Parents' Sources of Information about Vouchers. ‘ :

In Daniel Weiler et al., A Public School Voucher Demonstration. The First'
Year at Alum Rock. Technical Appendix. WN 8806 NIE.

Rand Corporation, June 1974. '

N

:'R. Gary Bridge. -~5: ' ' ' ' S o |
A Study of Alternatives in American Education. ‘'Family Choice in Schooling.
Rand Corporation, 1977. . .

,R. Gary Bridge and Julie Blackman.'/ ‘ &
. A Study bf Alternatives in American. Educati n.
* in Schooling. R-2170/4-NIE.

‘The Rand Corporation, 1978.-

Volume‘IV:‘Familnyhoice

PPN

Fleld Research Corporation

Code Book for Community Survey, November 1972.
San' Francisco, 1973.

Field Research Corporatiom. - ' S R : o

v Code Book for Panel Survey, June 1973.
- 'San Franclsco, 1973. ,

Field Research Corporatlon. - T | T ‘).

Code Book for ‘Community Survey, November 1973.
. . San Franclsco, 1974

Fleld Research Corporation.
Code Book for Community Survey,,June,1974,
San’ Franc1sco, 1974., oL

Field Research Corporatlon. C o ) A

Code -Book -for Communlty Survey, November 1974.
San Franclsco, 1975

'fField Research Corporation.
" Code Book for Pareéemt Survey, November 1976.

-

.San Franc1sco, 1977. L ' - e '3v ‘\
:fCAU, 6. H. Gallup., ;-“' BRI o : S v LT
T - "The Annual Gallup Poll of Pub11c Attitudes toward Education. : SRR
Phi Delta Kappan 53(1). 1972 *55(1) 1973.7. . . e

-

nm'm"@ ' S e L T Gt i e e L s R e T
E[EL—E Eintiointle 430 LEXINGTON STREET. » - NEWTAN MASRACHISETTS o Ro18R ‘o't 18191 0R6. 04 A



80

«

viThomas Jerdee and Benson Rosen. o
- "parents' Evaluations of Schools: An Approach to Estlmatlng Consumer
Preference in Terms of Monetary Values.'
A paper presented ‘at the meetings of the American Psycholog1ca1 Assoc1a—‘l
- tion, Consumer Psychology Division, Montreal, August 1973.

Leslie Kish.
) Survey Sampling.
N S John W11ey and Sons, 1965.

~ K.A. Hogue and M.H. Thomas, compilers , S - <
' Fall 1972 Voucher Demonstration Parent/CommunltyAggestlonnalres WN 8676
- NIE. , , . ST
Rand Corporatlon, 1974
s o Co . ) : .
K.A. Hogue and M.A. Thomas. ' ” ’ ‘

Spring 1971 Voucher Demonstration Parent/Community Questlonnaires."
Rand Corporation, 1974,

" _Robert T. Rlley with the _assistance of Robert L Crain. " LS )
Block Quota and Probability Samples: Their Precision and Potential for
Site Intensive Surveys. WN 9118 NIE. - . -
Rand Corporation, 1975.

 R.J. Riley and D.K. Cohen. \ .
) © Attitudes toward Education in the Clty of Boston. . :
Report to the Massachusetts State- Department of Educatlon, 1970

T [ ' . . - . : . . . .

ABA T EVIMATALM OTOCET. L MEAITAL 2 1AR s A immern .

RV O



g1

. C, TEACHER SURVEYS

LY

iV 1. Background and Pupose L L ‘ : o ’ :. -

The Teacher Surveys_were a -part of the overall evaluation of the-

Elementary Education Voucher Demonstration.i The primary purpose

-

of the-’ evaluation was to measure changes in the Alum Rock district

-

'attributable to the Voucher' Demonstration.and to determine, specifically,w

the re1ative impact of various aspects of the Demonstration on educational, 5‘
'political, and social developments in the community.- Periodic meacnrement :
of voucher and-nonvoucher:teacher attitudes toward the~Demonstration'was ’ff‘,
an essential component of 'this evaluation. Seven Teacher Surveys |

were conducted,itheifirstbin fall 1972 and the last in.winter 1977. The. *

=
nes
X3

Archive contains information on the first six surveys. : o

The purposes‘of the individual!surveys differed somewhat. " For
- A
instance, the ﬁirst survey ‘emphasized the expected outcomes of the EEVD -

ju

and the w1nter 1974 survey attempted to discover possible norresponse

'bias. However, all of the Teacner Surveys shared a. common purpose, namely,

'3,to elicit teachers attitudes toward and. eXperiences with the Voucher

Demonstration in Alum Rock.

2. Samples - e f,’ o »

~

The universe of Alum'Rock teachers was targeted for ail but one. - R

3Teacher Survey. The. major reasons for tajgeting the total population ' : :

5;”; -were 1) the desire to” obtain the largest possible response and 2) its.

~

size (600 to 700 teachers), which posed no distribution or. coding problems

e
o

for the evaluators.
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'The overall response to the seven surveys wéslrelatively
substantial, with‘rétes ranging from 63.17% to 87%. Follow-up pProcedures

were used to improve response rates, and, in later sufveys, the
. ’ . .

" questionnaires were distributed énd completed during conference time,

rather than mailed to teachers' homes. A study of possible nohresponse

bias showed no signifiéant:differenceé between respondents and ﬁon-
respondents in the Teachgr‘Surveys. - ' | - o -
All but one survey drew a sample from the uhiverse.of Alum Rock teachers.
.Becéuse the Winter 1974 Teacﬁér Suryey ﬁas conducted by telephone, it |
was too cpstly to taréettthe universe, thch numbered 636 teachers at that
time. This §urve§.targeted 252,0f Alum Rock teéthefs (159)’and had a

response rate of 94%.

3. Data Collection

‘Since there were several administrations of the Teacher Survey, information

‘on the date, type of 3urvey, and numbei and length of the Questtonnaire Lorms

&

is best related in a-tabular’ fashion
TABLE 7: Teacher Survey Forms - S
. ‘ Y "t,‘ o R C : Number of Data
Administration © Type .- -+ Forms :1tems Per Form
Fall 1972 ) self-administered voucher F\ 338
4 'A’ o mailed - . nonvoucher .-
Spring 1973 self-administered = voucher = - 236
S mailed - expansion -
. ~ nonvoucher L -
Winter 1974 - ~ telephone, - . " voucher -
’ interview. .'~ . nonvoucher” = . - )
Sbring 1974 : self-administered . voucher '}"-.‘ .94 -
) ’ mailed = = ~ nonvoucher =
1 spring 1975 self-administered ~ voucher ~ 14l
: - B at faculty meetings - nonvoucher . -
: Sﬁfing 1976 ‘ seIf-administeréd ‘ vqticher” : . 109

‘at faculty meetings j nngoucher‘ .

v E@Dﬂ@ﬂ[ﬁl@l’]@ﬂ[ﬁ]@ 430LEXINGTON STREET ‘. NEWTON MASSACHUSETTS ¢ 021RR o IR17Y QRQ.Q4RN




The changes made in the Teacher Survey instruments for each adminis-
tration are discussed generally below. In this discussion, only .the vOucher

forms are treated. SubSidiary forms (nonv0ucher and expansion forms) were

-

always shorter versions of the,voucher form since questions about partici-

1

pation in the Demonstration were omitted. . ' ‘ A

~a. Fall 1972 o

The fall 1972 instrument was the longest version of the Teacher Survey

~

Its general content areas were o o . .

o teacherjbackground data; .

o descriptions of the educational situation in Alum Rock before vouchers;
"o attitudes and expectations concerning the Demonstration;

. . N ¢
° opinions about'educational_problems. '

- be Spr1ng(1973 B ' : : o ' . s

.
3

The 1nstrument used in the spring 1973 Teacher Survey was a shorter

“ .
~ .

version of the £:11 1972 Survey. ,The following types-of questions were deleted:
® questions relevant only at the outset of the Demonstration;;
. seasonal question3°

e ‘questions about attitudes that were not expected to change- over the
" short tunj’ :

~ .
~ L

X questions that did-not‘provide useful answersfin/the first administration. -

" The most imporfant difference between the fall 1972 andvspring 1973
R o ‘ - X PR o
version; was that the spring version tried to uncover»teachers"actual exper-

1ences with the. Voucher Demonstration now that it was\gnde*way. A questio?

;: in the fall 1972 version concerniug expectations was reworded to draw out

exPeriential data. - L o

-2

c. Winter 1974

The winter 1974 Teacher Survey was administereo by telephone. As a

¢

'quesult, this. 1nstrument d1ffered dramatically in form and in 1ength from the

&7'"“7“ i 93
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other six instruments.. The instrument was similar to previous instruments only
insofar as it included an ogen-endedequestion about general attitudes toward

the Demonstration which appeared in every other inStrument as 'a closed-ended

question. Other open—ended questions posed in this Survey concerned changing
teacher roles, positive and negative features of the Demonstration, and

changes teachers woula regommend.to improve the voucher system.
. '] ) : . . =

d. . Spring 1974

Like the preceding and Subsequent survey 1nstruments, the spr1ng 1974

a

. Teacher Survey 1nstrument sought to gather information about teachers

,characteristics and general attitudes toward the Demonstration. Some new -

question areas. ‘were added. costs ‘and benefits of the Voucher Demonstration -

to teachers; educational offerings and outcomes uglthe Demonstration; and S

_‘teacher control over mlnischools, includlng ‘the use of the income/outgo

1]

budgets. Despite these new topical areas, this instrument was the shortest

\ - -

of the self-administered Teacher Survey questionnaires.

e.” Spring 1975

The <nstrument used in the spring 1975 Teacher survey was longer,
due to the inclusion‘of a‘36-item work environment'Scale (WES).

Questions

aho t*background and general att1tudes toward the D
£ \ l 'v

rotalned. Questions about community/school relations w=re added to the

emonstratlon were

L I

!

parent/School section, and a new topic, educatlonal diversity, was in-

corporated.. ThlS latter addition reflects a shift in emphasis in the

Demonstration. The or1g1na1 voucher concept sought to increase parent

- ~

choice through minischools; now educational alternatives w9r2'being created

R

“at the ‘school level. Other new queStions in‘this instrument concerne.l

the organization of schools .and m1n1schools, perceptions of change in

Alum Rock- decentrallzatlon and . decis1onmak1ng, and’ economic incentives and

expendlture decisions,_*
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£.  Spring 1976

In Spring 1976 the .instrument used varied only slightly from'the '

Spring 1975 version.

4. Studnyesign

»

The Teacher Survey was. longitudinally designed with the first

‘survey (fall 1972) forming a baseline against which teachers attitudes, .

3

expectations, and experiences in the subsequent implementation y°ars could

\ . be compared. However, over the years of implementation, ‘the Vouchor o

\\\ Demonstration deviated increasingly from the original transition model..

This was most dramatically evidenced in the minischool s loss of autonomy and

power which tended to remove teachers incentives to maintain new mini-

school programs. o - .

"As a reSult now iSSueS and pProblems arose (e iy 1nterest in the
school as a aork env1ronment) which necessitated changes in the Teacher

Survey instrument._ While a core of items remained in all of the Teacher )

—
.

Survey instruments, much of,the data lacked comparability from survey to_
survey.- To some extent, this limits the usefulness of the friginal

o f . A
. . . ¥

. . Iongitudinal design. T - o I

5.2 Data Aaalysis ,;\-.~ _ o

the same thing " Percenta es and crosstabulations were used to show the

¢

degree of favorable,teacher d sponse to questions about the Demonstration ) R
" and teachers aEsesSment of specific-factors of the Demonstration (e.g., - ; SR
class size, discipline, and instructional equipment) 1gnif5cance tests
.. -f N g B’

were performed to compare’voucher and nonvoucher school teachers background

R <

rcharacteristics and gereral predisposition to the Voucher Demonstration.

. s R . - » . \ “ ‘,I - ‘, 7.>‘n. '_:. J ;b
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S
¢

Eight indices were corstructed from the survey data using.a variety of

. - N . .
PN . :
i

-techniques: simple summation, correlation,fand factor_analyses. Regression

analyses were'used to develop general paraheters of teacher responuc and
a7 N

to‘determine the best predictors for teachers' overall support of the .

Voucher Démonstration. "

6. Findings S S L '

AMany teachers liked the\Demonstration'primarily because it meant

extra money, cholces for parents )and more influence for teachers. However,

1 -

« as the Demonstration progressed teachers Joss of influence over curricu;um,i*
o .

budget, -and staffing decisions contributed to the demise of m1nischools.g

- Most voucher teachers in1tially thought the quality of education in

« PR

Alum Rock would be 1mproved but by the fourth year, less than half thought

-~

v

"that it ac.ually had improved. The average nonvoucher teacher thougnt the

,Demonstration would'not affect the quality of education 1n Alum Rock one ° ;,~

'way or another.. o e K

Throughout the Voucher Demonstration, a large minority of teachers
felt that parents lacked the necessary information to make‘the best ; o
. . _ - ) co [
program choices for their children. 1In-1977, after a(major,reorganfzation
. ‘ ] S ’ . . . o .

‘of programs, only 16‘percent of the teachers in Alum Rock”felt con%ident' ~E:
o~ that-parents had enough information tobmake good choices. »

-

Teachers'in the original six voucher ‘schools were morz enthufiastic
than\the expansion school teachers about the alternatives.the Demon-

; N : . ) @
.d . .

;'stration afforded. Of the three teacher groups, nonvoucher teachers-

were least enthusiastic about the Demonstrati®m. Consistent with their

S level of support for the Demonstration, voucher teachers were most likely .

s, % to favor parent choice. The bestjpredictor,of support for;parentlchoice
T . [ | N ]
Sy was the . teachers assessmenc of the Demonstration s effects on students.

. . «
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.. T7. File Descriptions

 Since descriptions of the

e

" . have béen présented earlier-in this section, the description of the files. .

»'héré‘isﬁlimitgﬁ to a listing of the number of'reépondenté_and'the number 8

$ < !

. 2

~’;f vériablés ih each adqinistratfbn.

..

®

v

L File/Administration

.

o ... Fall 1972

Spring:1973

=

A

v

.

.abs

417 .

purposes and forms of the Teacher-Survey . ,
: N h - . g

‘ . \
-Respondents

s

s

) v

. Variables* e s
: SR .
S .. :?45‘

282

P AR

: ‘Winter 1974 151 S U/
 _'Spring 1974 . 4R , =95 R
Spring 1975 "534 {45
- . . ~ - i A + ‘ B <] .
- .. . spring 1976 . 505 . 113 S
) . : ’ i e *
* This number perﬁainéfto the vafiabléS’in the voucher Version. i»> e
+ 287 of these variables related, to nonvouchker teachers. . = ..~
. . e s . . ‘ . - . A \_
: . ‘ Rl ‘
- . . . g
a - . "' 3 :l
n . o/‘ ' - .
Q \ ) . '
- v‘ . . . = - -;
. . ) - c e
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D. =tudent Metropolitan Achigvement Test .
° ‘_ . - i . _ ‘ B '.\ A o » ) :
. : ' o N *o. : ] . o : e e, ‘ .
) » . ! . . . i . . . . -
1. >Sackground and Purpose - AR : SRR -
¢ .. . TWeither the theoretlcal model of educatlon vouchers, nor the mod1f1ed~
k- Y

" .,,,...',_‘: ; R

system of alternat1ves-1mplemented 1n Alum Rock 1ncluded exp11c1t plans

D

for _mproving the educatlonal performance of students 1nvolved 1n the

Bemo:stratlon. Stude t performance was never cons1dered a sole cr1ter10n

of tme Demonstratlon s success. Regardless of whether part1cular per~

. . .. e

°form=nce standards were ach1eved

YN ’0"

1f parents were more Satisfled w1th the

&

educatloh their chlldren rece1ved the Demonstratlon would haVe succeeded ) g;.f

» i -~ .
. 1n m=et1ng one of its stated obJect1ves.J However, the Demonstratlon could -
not de cons1dered completely successful

1f’the‘performance'of'participating
.stﬁaents declined, Forpthis'reason, it

. , .. .-

e , . . oy L

‘was necessary to evaluate whether

T

. o -7 L R .
or not students did as well-as might be expected il uo innovations Kad.
L B ° e SR . ‘

been introduced oot Do ) Soe SR .

. . . .
: . . . . PEYRY
S . . RN -

, '" R K
" Tt . .

. . '-
- The u’?~ef student outcome measures ‘hds been, and cont1nues to be, the R E
# . , . TN

L)

3 S
subJect of mwé€H controversy among educatlpnal researchers. A pxrtlcularly D R
7 _

3 OGRS : N Co
. 1mportant 1ssue in th1s debate is the eXtent to wh1ch outcome measures‘

= - .
(N )

should be tallored to spec1f1t proqram ob3ect1ve§ (Ebel 1978 Pouham, 1978)

’. °

Standardlzed ach1evement tests prov1de a common' yardstlck" for comparlng : th,‘ﬁ
! - n"" B} R . . '
: one program with another‘ they are relatlvely easy ‘to use since they are - ° P

' i

"accOmpanled by simple. gu1de11nes for maklng comparatlve, norm—referenced

A ._.o

1nterpretat10ns.' Opponents of standardlzed tests argue that these benefits

~ \.

are obta1ned at the cost of relevance and speciflclty and that meanlngful

- ") e . -‘\

assessments of program 1mpacts should employ measures wh1ch perm1t "obJect1ve

. . P - C e
L a. :

based" comparlsons.' Such cr1ter10n-referenced tesos are. de51gned spec1f1cally

. Y -
.

to/determlne whether a_partlcular program or treatment i° achléying 1tsastated
R

Sl S kI . P : . - ":‘

-




s

iR as "do norm—referenced measures.

 the best available data. g . _5:VMMM“"“ Al .‘ﬁ

' The cohort sample sizes varied from analys;s to analysis. Roughly GOA of
'-for’lree.lunch. More than 604 of each sample were voucher students. The,

;‘s1nce.by the sixth grade many nonvoucher students hat begun to move to m1ddle

vx;3 Study Des1gn - : :”;:. R R ~.[.fjffflf5

:”the ach1evement data used.as dependent me%sures in the analys1s.

measures of ethnicity, language SPOREH at home and socloeconomic

.goals. .These tests.do.not employ a neutral orvcommqnly—agreed-upon goal.

C
B ¢ - ]

\The Demonstration evaluation staff was well aware of the issues assoCiated

A L} .

N

4
.

with us1ng standardized achievement data for measur1ng academ1c student
* © - ' . L1 .
outcomes.. The staff chose to. use these tests because they would generate

O

— A o

. - . ’ ' ’ e : .
In ana1y21ng student standardized ach1evement the evaluation attempted

‘to answer two-questions,'- A - ’
o 0 o . N

.o, To what extent has the Alum Rock Demonstratlon modified the perw .

' formance of part1c1pat1ng students’ B % ‘. L

o N

R ' U - .

. e What measured features of the Demonstration can be' shown to account _
fpr<var1ations 1n.Alum Rock student outcomes’ L g .

Py
N - . . : Y 1 N

2. Sample SR R

B . N , . . . " . A} e
AT . o . : . : .
. Two -samples for this substudy ‘consisted of four grade-level cohorts

‘

"~

. a e % . .

(3xd throughhﬁth grades) which.hadtusable_test data:and were*in7the elementary-f

A
. \

grades throughout the thitd, fourth and f1fth years of the Demonstration.

D e *

¥ —

KS
o N ‘

these cohorts were Span1sh surnamed and the same percentage were eligible Ffo

-

a ,

'gfade ‘six cohort.contained a somewhat hlgher percentage of voucher students, k\l

. o
SR . J VI
~ ..~7-

scﬁﬁols. wh1ch were predominately voucher schools. N K \" T °‘hf““?f;ﬁ

- E 'S

=

»

. . . e ' e ®
- .

Total reading scores from the Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT) were

Background;f

».4,

_status ©T

N i N




PSRN SR

L, were used as covariates<in the analysis; specific variables utilized were’
' oo . ’ L . ) ‘ : * .
limited to°those available on the longitudinal student file in the.Demographic -
. . l “ . . [ . i

L 4

. N . . r . . . . = . 7 ) K
.. Data. Base. ‘Dummy variables were used to 1nd1cate whether a student was .

Spanish.surnamed and whether'Spanish'was spoken{in the student;s»homﬂ

e . RET . i . ,

- Eligihility 'for, the federally-funded free lunch program was used to approx1—
; ‘hate SES 51nce eligibility for the program 1s determined by family size

*o -

. - ,

'and 1ncome. Absence from school was also’used’asfa covariate in'the analysis,

: as a possible intermediate level program effect and consequent cause of
achievement differences..3~ - : o ’

, S : S .
e , - , , ) S ~

*The Student MAT'substudyiwas'designed as a’duasi-experimental comparison
N . . \- . . - e . - b -

' \. ' ’ " v ) . . . ¢ L : )

of voucher students' scores on the MAT with those of a "control group" uot .

- . exposed to the "treatment." The control group was composed of Alum Rock

o ..t . . . L ’
elementary students who didinot participate in the Demonstrationz

To telated certain features of the Demonstration to student performance, v

A

1nformation was drawn from teacher surveys admi nistered in the third and

. -
a S .

fourth years of the'Dembnstration'(1974-75 1975-76) ‘Some of the variables' RS

'drawn‘from these surveys;were teacher attitudes toward the"Demonstration'as T

-
s
S~ . 'o )
. \

a whole and their perceptions of the. school env1ronmen4 and changing rates under

. the Demonstration. “To explain student achievement on. the MAT

other 1nformatior

S -was considered in the'analysis. This other 1nformation 1ncluded student pro-~.'
T gram enrollment3»place of residence,eand perceptions of the school env1ron-fpjf
& RS e el . ‘f"‘.‘

R ment, as well as»indicatdrs of school and program characteristics. T T

L4, Statistical Analy51s ~?:V“A. .

et B

" P S
Analy51s of covariance was used tg assess the effect of the variable LY

school type"(i e., voucher or. nonv0ucher)'on feading achievement. Control"-‘

variables used to adJust for pontreatment or nonpartxc1pation related to

T e




T

" 5¢ F1nd1ngs

preexistlng dlfferences among students:-ethnic:ty (Span1sh Surnamed or -,

other), Spanlsh spoken at home, ellgibility for. free lunch and number‘of;“'

e e, —

T

days absent durlng the period of the analysis."“ .'rf'i."

AN

. . P . B -
- . . . EEP .
- -

Analyses ‘were performed on four cohorts of srudents—-thltd f

PR

o

‘MAT adminlstered 1n fall 1974 served as the pretest

- The maJor fJndlngs of th1s substudy was that students who particlpated

1n the Demonstratlon performed less well on’ standardlzeq,achlevement measures,

L4

than students who were not d1rectly 1nvolved 1n the Demonstratlon., The

: “

reasons for th1s dlfferenge appear to %e unrelated to the ex1stence of ;Pea

o
.

Demonstratlon, and to have been largely uﬂaffected by the Demonstratlon.
. ~ e S . '“-."
Regardlng features, of the Demonstratlon llkely to affect student MAT
: a -
-scores, only m1n1school size seemed'related. However, thxs effect was.. x,

2

pos1t1ve during the third year ofe.xe Demonstratlon and negatlve dur1ng the

Q\ourth year. Moreover, students whoachanged m1n1school orograms d1d not
Y

. 0 ’ . : LIS . .
achieve'more educatlonally. o ' _ ' co :3- .
s ’

The attltudes and perceptlons of teachers and students toward the

_‘a . - Y

i Demonstration also appeared«to be*unrelated to reading achievemert .in voucher
R T ' . . - . - ¢ v : )

. and nonvoucher schools. : ‘fbp

Ta
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6. File Descriptlon - S e

bThe Student MAT data is housed in one file which covers ftve,years of

fhe ngpnstration. ‘This f11e contains 25, 878 cases- and 730 data items.
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.E. CHILDREN'S SELF+SOCIAL CONSTRUCT TEST (CSSCT)' °*
1. wﬁackgrbund and Purpose R . o

- . o

Thev@VéIUétorsnof the Elﬁgentary Education Voucher Démonstraticn - .
°°“d“°téd a study Jo'explore ﬂQQber of student outcomes. Among'” ' -

LI '

. 7 ‘.._
.Athesesoutcomes were both cognitive and noncognitive effects. Spec1f1cally,

vcognitive effects were measured using the 12ad1ng component of the

w

;Métropolltan<AchieVement~TeSt (MAT), which was adm1n1stered several
b)p

'7t1mes during the Demonstration Examples of the goncognitiVe effects

P
i the evaluators sought to measure were teachers perceptions of their

.

schools and attitudes toward the Demonstﬂation, perceptlons of change | '.‘

C .

-

" “in Alum Rock school—community relations,cstudent perceptions of the 3

0
&

,'Demonstration, and a variety of. psychosoclal effects of thé Demonstration
’

~“on students. : : . R . . .
T ° . . . 4 °

The Ch11dren s Self—Soclal Construct Test (CSSCT) wa§ one attempt T A
. Y .
to measure certain noncognitive student outcomes. Based -on work by . .
Ziller (1973) th1s nonVerbal 1nstrument measured the. dlmenslons of.

self—esteem, social distance from signifi sant others 1n the school en-

-

v1ronment, scope of peer attachment and perceived 1ndrv1duati6n. ‘The
. v . - * b . 2
,nonco##;;lve,psychosoc1a1'constructs mei}ured were important to the ‘ :

’

»
-

'_Demonstratlon both as outcomes in themselves .and as medlatlng ef fects on

. . . -
-c- . :

school achlevem@ht o .- . N ( .
L Y ,_: . i, .t .. | | . ' ‘

The sample used 1n*the CSSCT substudy was

Studegt MAT data f11e which contained data o] 7,149 students in 1975 and -
- ck ,? P

2 252 students 1n 1976 PTIOleaLeLy 65/ of these students in Klndergarten

. .
v

-throuoh eighth grade were 1n voucher schools.

-
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A 3. Study Design =~ i//f o o o S
J : , N T g - . .

-~ *

+ , The basic pre-'post-test design wasvused.».However,rsince the data

- ‘used were gathered_in;the Spring of'the third and fourth years of the o

Demdnstration,'the,examinatioﬁﬁof effects was limited to those occurring
in this int:.val.’ Cradeylevels wer® combined in the analysis, since =

e : . . ~7 -
.

the instrument was appropriate for multiple grades. In,addition,}to

»

'~1nvestigating overall Voucher/nonvoucher student differences on ‘the

.

» MSSCT the study explored school type (i e., voucher/nonvoucher) by - ,
. , , . _ S8
gfade level interactions. - T ' ‘ ; B )
. . » . » i ' T : C . o ) . L Al
) _ Similar items on the CSSCT were averaged to form four measures des—"
b

criped'below. These measares were used in the;CSSCT substudy both as

- . -

> ;‘ - - " ’ . ' - . -. ‘
. independent variables in analyses of achievement outcomes and as out-

C e

comes in ‘themselves. I R , - .

c' Two types of items measured social distance from significant
"others in the school env1ronment (i.e., from both’'teachers and
peers) and lack of social interest. . The last in a row of circles-,

. was marked to represent the’ target figure (teacher/dr peer) The

T -

circles. "Social distance" was the/distance between the Student' 's
circle and- the’ target figure' s circle. Itéms measuring lack of :
social interest Presented a-sét of three circles representing parc’

4
. - ents, teachers, and friends and formed a social influence triangle. - .

The .student was.asKed to represent himself by drawing a circle any-
A where on/the/page. -These items were scored according to whether the
studenth c1rc1e fell w1thin ar outside the triangle. L 7

-

T p tudents were told'to choose ] self-reprew’
T : ;sen ng circle from 4% erticaI or horizontal rocw of circles. -

‘Choosingxa circlehigh on- the vertical TOow Or mear. Lhe left end of
the\horizontal ‘TOW indicated high self-esteem.f‘ JEN IR

. v
. . * B . . .

(o A determination of the scope of peer attachments was formed using

; .i - ;
o To g&asure self—esteem

. " . items which directed the student to draw any number- of lines be—ia
o ‘;tween circles representing othcr students and himself ’
. . ;' ! L6l . ’ . D - -‘\ : . ‘o /

Pe;ceived individuation was . measured by'asking the student. to choos

'+ .a self-representative circle from a collection of circles, a few.of .
- which differed from the maJQrity of circle i‘ y , : 4o

°

-,

‘o
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g,

Analys1s of cdvarlance was used to 1nvest1gate the CSSCT data.

'The covariates used were free lunch ellglblllty, Span1sh surname school.
L PR \ L

i
1 =

.ktype, and the releyant premeasure. Due to a lack of variance on, the‘

P ) B ‘l' » -

- e ‘ : LT e A
aé{_from the analyses. \v,' . . o ' .

. \ - .

o vV
B 4

, SLp"Findinés )

. . . . . .
s . . . .

'"ﬁ;"’ The CSSCF results showed that voucher and nonvoucher student scores
became iucre531ngly s1milar to each other from the third to the fourth ‘

~

-years of the substudy. An 1ncrease 1n soc1a1 distance was noted between

“voucher and nonvoucher students.e Voucher students 1ndicated that they

,"felt closer to the1r teachers and peers and more-a part of the doma1n of

A

”social in‘luence.‘ As compared to nonvoucher students, voucher students

“had somewhat 1oWer self estee;rand\a" omewhat narrowerrscope‘of peer
-attachmentsc?~ o ;
'6.'_File Descrlptit; , e B _ TN

- ~.

The CSSCT f11e conta1ns 46 data items for. 7, 149 students in 1975 and.

2 252 students in 1976.: - ’ N “‘. ~ﬁ

'fourth scale of the CSSCT (perce1ved 1nd1v1duatlon) th1s scale .was’ dropped

AN

s .
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| ' _ PROGRAMMER'S. GUIDE - .- - .. ...
5 . ‘ e L A :

fé\ ' This Guide provides a programmer with deScriptions of linkage‘variables

Y

&L .
to assist in the merging of various existing archive files to produce T

y

o new analysis files. First, it describes archive;file categories: student,

teacher, parent/community, and minischool. Then, it explains how theff )
data in each of these categories are related or linked .and how these

ot
data an-be merged

AT ARGHIVE FILE CATEGORIES
 All archive files fall in one of the following categories. These categories

'represent units of observaﬁion for the: particular file:. ’
T . . *.5‘
‘ ° student;(demographic~and test data files);
‘s§§’ Vteacher‘(demographic and survey files); ) _ ’

. parent/community (survey files),,', o ‘ -

° minisdhool (various program’Hataji_____—_"‘__“__

v

~

1. Student Files-’

:

There are 3;types of student files, they are structured as follows._

° Individual survey . and test files'
3

- identification data (STUDENT-ID -FAMILY ROOT)

- selected demographic and location data
f:,'_“v- survey and test data o j - -,' ..j £
, ° Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT) 1ongitudina1 file o
. é .

- identification data (STUDENT-ID FAMEL!—ROQI)

d N "
i,;f,_,,“;f - selected demographic, location, and voucher data

U ,- . -

- HAT scores S ’ I




)

8 - e . - e : e
- . . :

° Master longitudinal file : . T o

- identificatiohidata (STUDENT-ID FAMILY ROOT) Lo - r
- demographic data_ . _ 4
S location.andvattendance datatw, B R " "Y_ f%i

. ,.‘e.voucher applicationidata |

- - transfer data ;f“"'.‘ S ", - ,f R

- teacher data (TEACHER-ID) o . .;\.f
. L4 . - ) . R
- . - catchmént data S e .

. . 2
‘o

g{eueral—program data (AFDC, free and reduced meal eligibility)

Tt - compensatory voucher data .

o

"i5 " In ‘the student files,uall Tecords (or cases) are associated with -and o
\ . .

~describe, students. Each case is identified by a unique identifier called

STUDEN{fID or DMC-ID. S;UDENT-ID is nine-digit number derived from the

o, o‘
following information. o PR S 45
o X .

e e FAMILY ROOT: . digits 1-6,

A T e, SIBLING SEQUENTIAL NUMBER: digits 7—8 | | A
T e modulus 11 check digit digit 9 o N [”,) L fl ' . ~/’*dwm&

ghen the files ‘Were first created each student was assigned a FAMILY e
‘ ROOT All sihlings in a family were designated by the same FAMILY ROOT

and differentiated from one another by a SIBLING SEQUENTIAL NUMBER

" As’ new cases (students) were incorporated during the file maintenance‘f‘

. u

’”‘process, it was necessary to’ determine whether a voucher student had Lo
. 4 \. :

,‘i .:siblings who were also participating in the Demonstration.‘ If so, the i

new" student 's ID consisted of the FAMILY ROOT of his/her siblings and

vaithe next SIBLING SEQUENTIAL NUMBER.A If not, a new FAHILY R00T1"88 cfeatEd =

B ‘--

nd the student was assigned the SIBLING SEQUENTI%L NUMBER 01 For a,:fzhz'

asubsequent Demonstration yearsVZ 3 u 5, the initial SIBLING SEQUENTIAL

;nuunzns assigned were 11 21 ;31 41, respectivelyh



V. ° e .

Then, a standard modulus 11 check digit was*generated. Since all

Demonstration students from one family share a,FAMILY ROOT a one-uay

-t . L

s >

frequency analysis on FAMILY ROOT could be used to determine the total

’

|

" number of families, the number of participating siblings in a given family,

. .:“‘ LN AR o ~ Ca

‘ the average number of participating students per family, and family size CoT
& \

.. . . ‘ B .o
e . . R R .

distribution.- S 7E.f? DR "'.fj..j_ ~'. ,: f.. . iy”' N

N

— L
In summary, each family is identified by a FAMELY ROOT and each student &
o ~within each family is identified by-a different—SIBLING-SEQUENTIAL~NUMBER~ R
Combined with modulus 1! check digit, this method results in a unique nine- ;

digit STUDENT-ID for each participating student.
>3 .

. 2. Teacher Files : - ""':"; R ff_.

. . °
» . :

-

The two groups of teacher’files are structqred in the following manner.

#
L ve Individual survey files .. _ f !
- identification data (TEACHER-ID) B ::; RO
’ - survey data L v . g «f“:e' f‘ | S
° ’Haster longitudinal file . o N
- identification data (xEACPrR-ID) A f' S o ;s
éf,‘ ’ - uemographic data ' _' ~;;. - 4 ' o
.‘ - employment data ) ~':f . . )
) - assignment data o ;__' o °j -
« - transfer data o - | . | ; ,
. absence data ii} ftn,y x ‘.,‘ o f:r B ’.- L l‘ f“

e e

,‘;f': 'In these files, each case unit of observation represents one teacher PR
. S / . - ) e T :

_Mho 1s uniquely identified b; a six-digit TEACHER-ID (DMC-T-ID) ‘The

identification number uas created as follows.ybf]i ii:'f%ﬁfl” ;f o _;f%u:

f . unique five-digitwnumbe ¢ digit 1-5~ s

] ; “'.""‘
- o modulus 11 check di@it.\digit 6,»‘\\a;\\

' . -

As new teachers (cases) were identified during file maintenance, they ;"

| :7 were assigned next available sequential TEACHER-ID.vELIH -




P . ; . . )
2 . . ) r«.‘; <. » -
.3.' Parent/éommunity Files LT - R ,_ ai ’ _
.‘, " Each parent/community surveyrfile contains :ﬁ,ég' ) 1; k
- . e idenrtification data (FAMILY ROOT); 8 ) AU C
e selected background data, -l*ln"' ,.'. bnx' f&‘ s i
tf ] survey data.,f.ff -f»;‘:“i;,)~.J _i’if'.d,. - 'l;.,T.fé)?l.t fu ‘ ;; ;f
Each parent that is, mother (or father +if mother was not available), ,'v
' is one case unit of~obser\ation, identified by a u unique six-digit e .
FAMILY ROOT Parents whose child(ren) participated in the Demonstration .
: 7have the same FAHILY RDOT as their child(ren) !
) Hini’school éhé" ST o
Minischool file cases are organized into these sections.>; . | \
) ° identification data (HINISCHOOL-ID), .
BT ‘ e _school data, ' ’?f . | . a
e minischdol staff data (TEACHER-ID), ~ IR N
ho"minischool,facilities data, | . )
e enrollxnent:“data, d \
) o‘vclassroom data, . , "
of}budget data,,“"' . ‘ ) ‘ )
L _o‘ voucher dollar data, o L . ) . }i 4_ _ P,.‘ ‘ -7
S ,.}comments data. ) __‘Ai | N |
‘ The.unitlof observation, or case, in this file is one minischool f .
;lff:lprogram., Each case is uniquely identified by MINISCHOOL-ID oravoucher *- L o
. .n'program number.‘- *f7;1;:i , ;‘ | %




. UBUCFILE LINKAGE - o . \
In order to use. specific Ldenti’iers to match cases from different dih", w

. archive files, it is necessary to unders and several general characteristics
B

, of identifiers._ B .;"-»:*~* ’*‘"_ s R

N . . e

— Once- ‘an identifier had been assigned it remained’ﬁnch;;;ed‘from T

»/ -

v —

year to year.l S S ”;,/5//*f/-
' b To merge data from different files meaningfully, data extracted ,.'

_must pertain to the same time frame within the five-year Demonstration.
- . D -
That is, if one combines data from the files of a 1975 survey, s/he must -,

) select 1975 data from- longitudinal files. | ’ s e o -

S Q. To merge data from different files for a portion of a year

, only, additional matching is necessary. o ':’ S ST

d“ One or more TEACHER-IDs may appear in each case in the student

0y . “

longitudinal file. There are two reasons for this° 1) the student

transferred from one school or minischool to another school or minischool'

n2) teachers were re-assigned classrooms. To indicate when a student was

-

in a teacher's classroom, a starting date was assigned to each TEACHER-ID
in the student longitudinal file., Consequently, when merging student
iwi and teacher files for a given period within a school year, a TEACHER—ID
o corresponding to the student's teacher at that time must be selected.,

2 Linking,Data

The data desired for secondary analysis may reside on different

E archive tapes and, furthermore, may be stored in more than one of the

’ categories described above.‘ Therefore,‘thc first step in creating a




e
&y

: match and link corresponding cases

.‘_1;1 i ) .‘ - . . ) ..\ . .

-

.

. ‘new-analysis file is deeermining which‘identifiers:must'be used to -

s -
-

.

In this section, we describe all possible linkage combinations for

any two‘file catégories. .Ifxthree or more files.are to be linked two
o b
files are linkedﬂfinst.to createua'simple-merged file; then‘the»third

1
o

. Lo :.\ .. - . N ~_"A .
file is linked to;the\merged file using the same procedure.

\ N . . . X . V‘ -

\
StudentAParent Link

\

-~

.ijective: link student transfer activity and parents'
o feelings and attitudes about voucher programs

Variables describing student transfer data wiil de extracted from

| the student master longitudinal file; variables describingrparents'-'

feelings and’ attitudes will be extracted from the parent/community survey

file. Cases will be linked by matching FAMILY ROOT. (first 6 digits of
SIUDENT-ID) of student cases and FAMILY-ID oB parent survey cases..

b. Student-TeachSr Link

b

' ObJective‘ link student attendance and»teacher experience*

. 1 The’master longitudinal student file provides attendance data

_ and the employment section of the master longitudinal teacher file

provides teacher experience data. Cases from both files will be linked
X

. using TEACHER-ID from the teacher file and matching these TEACHER-IDS with

' with those in the teacher data section of the student file. »

. ‘~
-

-

"Student-Minischool'Link".

Objective._ ‘1ink student HAI scores and minischool classroom
: data N : S :

Student location data (school, uinischool and classroom) in the

HAT longitudinal file Hill be matchcd with MINISCHOOL-ID in minischnol



data and. MAT score variables (from MAT file) Classroom data (from

'minischoOI file) will be extracted for matching cases. 4 i
- .

.! . ' B .. L } ) ) )

bal Parent-Teacher Link‘
Objective° link parent's and teacher's survey responses
on minischool programs.

/,

The files will "be linked by matching minischoql data (TEACHER-ID)

from the parent file and TEACHEB-ID from the teacher file. Selected.

L

' ,'variables then will be selected from each matching case. S ¢

. ¥ : ST , {?“ . ) . _ - >
'.'e.' Parent-Minischool Link 'g.}ﬁ( T o ;,m o \
. , PR
Objective. \link parent's educational background and minischool
e ,X ‘budget . data. : .

R )

Cases will be matched using the minischool data (MINISCHOOL-ID)

in the parent file and the MINISCHOOL-ID in the minischool file. Selected " @ -

o+

' demographic data on parents and minischool budget will then be extracted
'.from both files. o

3

f. Teacher-Minischool Link _ o ey

’ _ e .
' ijective' link teacher absence data and minischool voucher - - | = ¢
S - dolldr data. - < L _ §§

Variables describing teacher absence data uill be extracted froxz-

: the teacher master file- variables describing voucher dollar data will -

R

be extracted from the minischool file. Cases will be' matched on TEACHER-ID

'-from the teacher file and TEACHER-ID from the . minischool staff data of. . -

e "

'ﬂ.the minischool file. | '_ D S 3 e 53_ ' . S

el PiE Hsnciuc~
. 2 . Lt ,
. Creating a work analysis file usually involves several steps. The

7b;,example below illustrates the procedure used to merge student MAT o ‘r,\‘rh ’ |

V'i‘jscores and teacher experience in- the second year of voucher demonstration.

PP




"Two’ utility programs are used in this example. SELECT and TAGUP e
(NORC, Unizersity of Chicago) - o . -

V : , . N L Y

'St_pflt Select Appropria;e Files . ‘ - . . v

) . s -
Iy . . N

’ In our. example, the appropriate files are the Student MAT o 5

t

' rbnsitudinal file and the longitudinal teacher master f&le. C Ce -
. ] >

. \ o
AR ) Fhd
e T .

f Step 2 Create Reduced "Answer" File.

The MAT file containing TEACHER-ID and MAT scores 1is used to B »

create the reduced an;wer file. First, use . th/ﬂhQT codebook to identify e

-

fthe appropriate variables and their locations. In our example, TEACHER-~ *
IDs 4 were in locations 21-26 and year "two MAT scores uere in logations
" 101~ 150 (10 variables in qgnsecutive locations, each one occupying five-

character fields). The SELE: 3T utility program contrbi statements are - 4

L]
(VN

100_EQ *2'.

T S\ . M21-26 To 1-6-
. M 101-150 To 7-56 - . )

This statement Hill select the MAT scores of only those students .“_

present and was tested in Year Two. . The resultant output recoﬁs will
be 56 characters in length since TEACHER-ID Has moved into 1ocations .

1-6 ‘and MAT scores were moved to 1ocations 7-56. = - -f: —

. .'.:3 a '4 . R R ' B ) . . ~
Step 3: Sort . k §-- . : ‘

Sort created answer file on TEACHER-ID that is, on major sort key
in locations 1-6. _ L R _ o f.

~

Step'h- Create 4 Second Reduced Answer- File |

d . SR
o

g - The aecond reduced "answer" file will be generated using the teacher

. r
c. master file containing TEACHERFID in locations 1-6 and variables in lpcations

- 4

df7_3o_ The retrieval program SELECT described in Step 2 will be used. 3

- . . . o ~ - -




-
¢
.

, Step 5- Sort Teacher,Answer File S L ; b

ﬂ_ )

The teacher answer fileofs,sorted by TEACHER—ID using the procedures applied

' to the MAT .answer filevand described in SteP 3- | . . )

%e;%he Two AnsweruFiIES K R - L m )

- . . . ) . - -
] . L .. . - 4 . ¢ . .

Step 6:

B . PR i B . . L. Yoem L N .

S . . S . ) e . ;,. o . *\ .n.‘ . ]
A . . . . - T . - ‘ . - "

'\ ’, . . oo - - PR -

" .

Now there are two answer files, each having a different number of cases.
Since the MAT answer file describing each student's MAT scores has TEACHER-- “ .«

Iﬁ as ‘an identifier, all students from one classroom have the same .

" v | 7
N

TEACHER . ,3;; } : :;9: , . . e
R !TAGUP is a suitable utility program ror cheating ‘the new combined :
' analysis file. TAGUP is capable of merg-ﬂg, or “tagging %f,“ data from

"group“ records to corresponding-segs o *Individual™ records. *In our
3 \ < -
I example} a ggoug is a teacher and an individual is a student. i -

gﬁ'

The inputs to TAGUP will be. the MAT answer file, described to TAGUP
" as INDIVIN; and the teacher answeg - file, described to TAGUP as. GROUPIN. e

f!The output will be an MAT answer file with teacher data “tagged“ to it
'1and described to TAGUP as INDIVOUT. The TAGUP control'elements‘will " o

0 ¢ A [

‘then be: |, L 3 - L , . _. .
S " GROUP = 1, INDIV = 1, LEN = 4. .

; . ' - TAG 24 7 57 . : : '
A ~ The first statement describes the starting positions of matching
3 4 ‘ -

%sequence numbers (TEACHER-ID) and their length (u digits) The second

R

statement will "tag“ teacher data 2H characters in length (in locations et
B 7-30) to each matching‘student record (locations 57-80) S f‘

The final Iunxvonr analysis file will have the following layout columns’ o ?f

. 16 - Teacher-id ‘-';_ - _”'“Q' S \' R
7-56 Student MAT scores = .. N R SR
- 57-80 Ktacher data describing teacher's experience. '




LI HE R

. ST L ) R \
. . Y . o

TéﬁPOPaFY ansver riies can now be discarded since the new merged tile

/

“ Will.be used as input to analysis programs. ' - -
° NI . " K ‘. ‘ . . - . o ) o ) - : " .
. - R . ’/./-'—v .
“f - . . [
. N - 4 \ .
N - 3 . ? ’ o '
. : L i, * . ! -
Y ! S -
A - - Py

]
-
~

ERIC:

Aruntext provided by exic il




