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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to find out under 

what conditions people would be willing to donate money to 

public education; and to find out if foundations as an 

alternative for financial support, are an option for the 

schools. The study researched two primary questions 

dealing with individual's willingness to give, a voice 

factor, and the conditions under which people will 

philanthropically support public education, a choice 

factor rooted in exchange theory. 

The data was collected by structured, open-ended 

interviews with a selected sample of thirty residents of 

the subject school district. The sample included fifteen 

residents who supported a recent, failed budget override 

effort in the subject district, and fifteen residents who 

did not support the override. The data was qualitatively 

evaluated to derive answers to the study's research 

questions. 

Analysis of the data found that eighty-three 

percent of the respondents would conditionally donate 

money to public education through a foundation. One of 

xi 
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the findings was the respondents' desire to have a voice 

in the functioning of the system through controlling their 

donations by manner of giving, or through designation of 

monies by earmarking for specific areas. Among the 

variables that affected the willingness to allocate 

private money to public education, perception of quality 

was the primary factor that wa~ direclty responsible for 

the decisions of the respondents. 

Conceptually this study looked at voice as an 

indicia of involvement, and as a way to reverse 

organizational exit. The ultimate goal of involvement 

becomes commitment or loyalty. Foundations may precipitate 

a process of increased community involvement in public 

schools. 



CHAPTER 1 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

Area of Concern 

After a decade of declining public attitudes, the 

1984 Gallup Poll of the public's attitudes toward the public 

schools showed "a more favorable disposition toward public 

school than any time in the last decade" (Gallup, 1984, p. 

24). Forty-two percent of the sample population gave their 

local schools an "A" or a "B" for their performance. This 

percentage is higher than any figure for this question since 

1976. According to the poll, Americans like their local 

teachers and administrators better than before. In 1981, 39 

percent gave teachers a grade of an "A" or "B", but the 1984 

figure increased to 50 percent. The average grade for the 

administrators has risen from 36 percent to 47 percent 

during the same three year period (Gallup, 1984). Perhaps 

the salient indicator o~ public support is wh~ther the 

public is more willing to pay the price for public 

education. The poll showed that the respondents willing to 

pay more taxes for education increased from 30 percent in 

1981 to 41 percent in 1984. Certainly, a positive shift in 

public attitude is encouraging, but the total picture needs 

to be examined. 

1 
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While 42 percent of the sample gave an "A" or "B" to 

their local schools, more than half gave them a "C" or 

below. Similarly, ,the rating of teachers and administrators 

indicates that a majority of raspondents still feel that 

educators are performing at an average or below average 

level. The third indicator of, citizens' willingness to 

support public education, through raising taxes, also needs 

to be examined more closely. A majority remained opposed to 

raising taxes. Among three categories of consumers, 50 

percent of those respondents with no children in school 

preferred no increase; 54 percent of the respondents with 

children in public school supported increased taxes; and 51 

percent of the non-public school parents said no increase. 

The 1984 poll, although encouraging to public educational 

institutions, still demonstrates, that a majority of the 

public apparently lacks confidence in the public educational 

system. 

Public education has been caught in a spiraling 

dilemma. As Seeley (1984) so aptly stated in a recent 

article, 

In order to get more money we need to show the 
public that we can improve the schools. But in order 
to improve the schools, we seem to need more 
money ... where public dissatisfaction causes cuts in 
funds--or failure to keep up with inflation--school 
programs begin to erode, which leads to even more 
public dissatisfaction and the potential for further 
loss of funds (po 384). 



3 

Breaking this cycle is a challenge for education 

today. Faced with increasing demands to improve education 

and diminishing resources, public education also finds 

itself in stiff competition for public dollars. Health, 

social and administrative services are receiving greater 

priority by government agencies and legislatures (Odden, 

1984). Decreasing federal revenues for education under the 

current administration and the fiscal condition in the 

states are making education a low priority (Clark, 1984:' 

Adams, 1982). 

This competition for public monies is an outcome of 

obvious demographic changes occurring nationally. The 

National Center for Health Statistics (1983) found a decline 

in birth rates and offered a solemn prediction for the 

future. "There may be little or no increase in the annual 

number of births in the future ..• because there was a decline 

in the number of women 15 to 25 last year and that group 

accounts for half of all births" (Arizona Republic, 1983). 

That is, fewer women are having fewer children. At the same 

time people are living longer, beyond their self-interest in 

the public schools. In Arizona 80 percent of the population 

does not have children in school and the states fastest 

growing age category is 65 years and over, having increased 
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91 percent in a decade (Valley National Bank Progress, 

1983). 

Resources for public education have traditionally 

come virtually entirely from tax revenues. Education was 

established for the public good and resources for it were 

primarily provided by local taxation; therefore, public 
I I. 

I '1 • 

education has always funded growing needs.by increasing 
I 

taxes through bond elections and budget overrides. But these 

traditional avenues have become narrowed, by voter action and 
L' 

legislative reaction. In the Economics of Home/School 

Relationships, Lareau and Benson (1984) summarized the 

fiscal mood in the country: 

When the Reagan administration came to power, the 
real value of the federal contribution to education 
began to decline. Moreover, tax-curbing initiatives 
became the order of the day at state level. 
Proposition 13 in California, which abolished local 
discretion with regard to property tax rates, 
powerfully influenced voters in other states to 
limit both state and local revenues ..• by 1983, 39 
states had adopted consititutiona1 or statutory 
curbs on revenues at the state level, the local 
level or both. 

As a result, public avenues can no longer be counted on to 

be the .sole source of revenue. An ancillary method of 

financing education is needed. 

Private donations have been a crucial source of 

funds for private schools and for higher education for 

decades. These institutions' methods of obtaining voluntary 
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support are germane to public education today as the need 

for new financial resources has become of paramount 

importance. The approaches generally used by charitable 

institutions to raise private funds are based upon studies 

in philanthropic motivational and marketing behavior. 

Studies done by the Independent Sector (1982), Gallup 

(1982), Bakal (1979), United Way (1983), The Filer 

Commission (1977), and Kotler (1982), in his book Marketing 

for Nonprofit Organizations, have all attempted to define 

the characteristics of donor,s, the motivations behind the 

donations, and the conditions under which prospective donors 

will give. 

Public education has not been without voluntary 

support. Volunteer ism has been part of the schools as long 

as there have been interested parents (e.g., band boosters, 

paient teacher organizations, classroom aides, athletic 

boosters), and recently, according to Sandra Gray, Director 

of the National School Volunteer Program, all facets of 

society are becoming more involved in education and 

volunteering their time and expertise (Gray, 1984). Yet the 

push by public education to solicit philanthropic funds has 

only recently surfaced with the increasing creation of 

non-profit school foundations across the nation. Several 

hundred local foundations are now operating from coast to 
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coast. In California alone, more than 60 foundations provide 

funds to public educational programs (Neill, 1983). Instead 

of solely relying on public revenues, the public schools 

need to examine the option of philanthrophy as a source of 

additional funds. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study is two-fold: (1) to find 

out under what conditions people would be willing to donate 

money to public education; and (2) to find out if 

foundations, as an alternative for financial support, are a 

viable option for the schools. 

This study utilized political economist Albert 

Hirschman's (1970) theory of exit, voice and ~oyalty in 

declining institutions. Hirschman believes that human 

reactions to dissatisfaction are manifested in three forms: 

(1) people will choose to exit a system or choose another 

product; (2) they will prefer to voice their opinions about 

their dissatisfaction; or (3) they will be loyal to a system 

or product even if they are dissatisfied. Hirschman 

postulates that all three of these mechanisms operate with 

varying degrees of influence in human reactions. Seeley 

(1981) argues that declining or restricted tax money has 

precipitated a decline in educational quality. Thus, he 

proposes a paradox: how can education reverse or stop the 



7 

decline of quality and the public's negative attitudes 

toward the school with no increase in funds. A decline in 

public revenues, reflective of voter behavior in rejecting 

budget override, bond issues and other increased taxation 

for education, is a form of public exit, as well as a 

manifestation of declining loyalty. 

Public education is bound up in a destructive helix 

presently. The absence of a voice mechanism in public 

education is also injuring it. Even those consumers willing 

to commit more resources to the educational system receive 

no voice for they cannot control how the dollars are spent. 

Loyalty has declined, and exit is occurring both by 

increasing private school attendance and by voters defeating 

budget and bond issues. Public schools have been totally 

non-voice oriented. The present mechanism is inflexible 

because voters receive no voice in how taxes are to be 

spent, only in whether to raise taxes or not to raise taxes. 

At present there is a reduced tax generating commitment 

among the taxpayers. 

This study manipulated voice by using a private 

mechanism for public use. In regard to public funds, there 

is no mechanism to allow voice for all. By virtue of its 

monopolistic stance for the "public good," education does 

not permit itself to be a component of an exchange process. 
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Philanthropy, conversely, is exchange oriented: it is an 

inherently voice-based option, because there can be no 

monopoly. Indeed, the donor has total choice, as one can 

give or not give. Philanthropy is an alternative which 

always involves voice. This study transfered a voice 

mechanism to a public educational institution, using a 

philanthropic device, and questioned whether voice was a 

viable mechanism to generate additional resources, so 

necessary for public school systems. Private money could 

mean new resources to assist schools to help reverse 

decline. Therefore, private money arising with and through 

voice can be a deterent to public exit by stopping decline. 

With private donations education can create voice, through a 

vehicle such as a foundation. Foundations provide for the 

empowerment of earmarking, and earmarking gives the consumer 

control of funds. Voice and a foundation are mechanisms 

which allow consumers allocation of resources. 

The model is suggestive rather than prescriptive. 

The key elements of Hirschman's theory of Exit (Choice), 

Voice and Loyalty are always going to be in existence as 

optional responses to dissatisfaction. The voice conditions 

under which individuals make their decisions about 

donations, a non-exit choice, were the variables. Loyalty 

does not lend itself to manipulation, as it is both 



irrational and less quickly affected (Hirschman, 1976; 

Seeley, 1982). 

9 

The study researched two primary questions dealing 

with individuals' willingness to give, a voice factor, and 

the conditions under which people will philanthropically 

support public education, a choice factor rooted in exchange 

theory: 

1. Would individuals, likely to give to education, be 

willing to give to public education beyond taxes 

thereby increasing their voice? 

2. What are the variations in exchange conditions which 

would persuade these individuals to donate? 

Assumptions 

The following assumptions underlie the problem: 

1. Willingness to give can be manipulated by 

conditional factors. 

2. Members of the sample will be willing to discuss 

their reactions to the questions in a candid manner. 

3. The questions the researcher selected will elicit 

the proper responses and provide insight into the 

conditions, and willingness of donors to 

philanthropically support public education. 
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Limitations 

1. Not all variables that account for variations in 

private giving are included in this study. Variables 

selected are those that are generally accepted 

determinants of giving. 

2. The study is limited to a category of citizens who 

give to charities, such as educational institutions. 

3. The study is limited by the reliability and validity 

of the instrument developed to evoke the conditional 

responses of the donors. 

4. Since the population of this study is narrowly 

limited, any extrapolation to a larger sample may 

not be valid. 

Definition of Terms 

Below is a list of terms utilized in this study: 

Citizen, Taxpayer, Consumer. These terms are used 

interchangeably. A consumer of education refers to those 

individuals who pay taxes in the school system. 

Theory of Exchange. Is where two individuals engage 

in a voluntary transaction which is mutually beneficial. 

Exit. The economic choice in a competitive market 

when there is a perceived deterioration of the quality of 

the product or service provided. Consumers can exit by 



either not buying a firm's product or by leaving an 

organization. 
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Voice. An effort to improve the performance of an 

organization or the product of a company through complaint, 

argument, or political action. 

Loyalty. Faithful adherence to a person, government, 

cause, ideology. In Hirschman's theory loyalty holds exit 

at bay and activates voice. 

Foundation. A tax-exempt corporation existing as a 

legal entity separate from the public school comprised of 

concerned citizens. 

Private Schools. Any non-public school including 

parochial schools. 

Quality. In education certain characteristics 

. attributable to teachers, standards, curriculum, 

administrators, and methods. 

Philanthropy. The desire to help mankind as 

indicated by acts of charity, usually through gifts, acts, 

or services. 

Parent. Any person who has a child who has not yet 

completed the 12th grade. 

Non-parent. Any person who no longer has a child in 

a K-12 system but who had children. 
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Support. The term support refers to the willingness 

of an individual citizen to favor a position that would 

require the expenditure of tax funds for public education. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Conceptual Framework 

Public ed~cation finds itself in a declining 

situation. This is marked by the negative attitudes of 

consumers of education. Their actions toward the public 

educational systems: tax revolts, weak public support, and 

declining public confidence are symptomatic of their 

praxis. As the recent Gallup Poll suggests, the majority 

of those polled exhibited a deterioration of confidence 

toward the public educational system (Gallup, 1984). 

Political economist Albert O. Hirschman's 

perceptive essay, Exit, Voice and Loyalty (Hirschman, 

1970) focuses on the problem of how members of a group 

respond to a deterioration in the group's functioning, 

activites or output: 

No matter how well a society's basic institutions 
are devised, failures of some actors to live up to 
the behavior which is expected of them is bound to 
occur. This book undertakes initially a 
reconnaissance of those forces as they operate in 
the economy; the concepts to be developed will, 
however, be found to be applicable not only to 
economic operators such as business firms, but to 
a wide variety of non-economic organizations and 
situations (p. 1). 

13 
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Exit and Voice 

Deterioration in a system's performa-nce, quality 

or service offers the consumer two alternatives: to 

express dissatisfaction to management or some 

authority--the voice option, or to switch products or 

leave the group--the exit option. As Seeley (1981) has 

summed up Hirschman's theory, "exit" is withdrawal from a 

product or organization and "voice" is an effort to 

improve. the performance of an organization through 

complaint, argument or political action. Either action is 

affected by the individual's "loyalty" to the product or 

organization. 

Hirschman's thesis appears relevent to the current 

problems in public education. The taxpayers perceive 

decline in quality and are showing their dissatisfaction 

accordingly. Seeley says that while voice was the dominant 

way people have related to public education from the 

middle of the 19th century to the present, exit is the way 

many people are responding today to their dissatisfaction 

with the public schools. 

Hirschman's essay addresses the issues of 

"institutional malfunction and the human response of 

withdrawal when one is dissatisfied with an organization's 

products or policies. His discourse is a litany of 
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negatives on the decay, corruption and deterioration of 

institutions" (Seeley, 1981, p. 67). Exit and choice in 

education has been traditional, as David Tyack (1980) has 

pointed out. "Prior to 1940, when the crusade for public 

education gained momentum, the typical attitude of the 

public toward education resembled a common attitude today 

toward religion; attend the school of your choice" (p. 

253). Millions of parents exercise this right of choice by 

sending their children to private or parochial schools and 

millions more made a choice about schooling when they 

selected their place of residence. 

Voice and Exit are only two of the elements in 

Hirschman's theory. The third is Loyalty, the irrational 

element. As Seeley so aptly states, "this is a mystical 

bond among people who care for one another beyond 

self-interest and, ultimately, is essential to the 

long-term survival of public education" (p. 48). 

Loyalty 

Tyack, Hansot and Kirst's (1980) essay Educational 

Reform: Retrospect and Prospect, describes three major 

periods of educational reform: the common school movement 

of the mid-19th century, the progressive era in the early 

20th century, and the "great ferment" of the last 

generation. Each brought subtle and pervasive changes in 
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the belief system that supported citizens' loyalty to 

public education. "Most ominous today are signs of a 

declining loyalty to the ideology and institution of the 

common school" (Tyack, 1980, p. 254). 

Today there may be declining consensus that public 
education is a public good and an increasing 
tendency to see education as a consumer good to be 
purchased in the market. If all the people most 
attuned to quality in schooling and most capable 
of acting on their choices begin to find 
alternatives like private schools and vouchers 
attractive, a danger exists that exit from the 
system fo public schools rather than voice to 
improve it will become increasingly common (Tyack, 
1980, p. 254). 

Hirschman's third component, the theory of loyalty 

is more complex than the other two components. Exit, being 

the most direct and easiest option, can supplant the voice 

option; it is easier to look for alternatives or 

substitutes than to try to change the problem. Voice 

generally plays an important role only in the rare 

instance that exit is not available. However, Hirschman's 

concept of loyalty explains behavior not explained by 

voice; the co-existence of the two with the loyalty factor 

illuminates the reason why some people still buy a product 

after it is less than satisfactory or still belong to a 

group after it has declined. Some human affairs such as 

buying products in the market place, entail so little 

loyalty that voice, individual selection, is the only 
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element involved in the decision. In other matters, such 

as membership in a close-knit family, loyalty is so 

important that individual exit is unthinkable. In such 

cases, voice is the only option for those who want change. 

Most human situations, however, are more complex, as 

Hirschman poiht~ out, and the mix of voice, choice, and , . . 
. I 

loyalty is mo~e intricate. An individual is rarely 

completely able to make decisions only for himself without 
I 

affecting oth~rs. 

RAs a rule, loyalty holds exit at bay and 

activates voice" (Hirschman, 1970, p. 78). To Seeley 

(1981), loyalty is of the greatest importance in 

educational institutions. It makes the difference between 

a school that is effective and human, and one that is 

unproductive and uncaring. Educational bureaucracy tends 

to program caring and loyalty out of schools. 

Urban public schools typically lack loyalty. A 
sense of membership is difficult to develop among 
heterogeneous and transient populations divided by 
class and ethnicity. The power of loyalty can be 
seen clearly in many private schools. The 'old 
school tie' is more than a cliche. The item that 
binds alumni, students, and teachers often 
provides the motivation and matrix that makes a 
school work (Seley, 1981, p. 95). 

Exit, The Economic Choice 

Hirschman describes exit as belonging to the realm 

of economics. Exit stimulates the recupterative aspects of 
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a declining institution or an organization's quality. Of 

course there are some economic assumptions operating here. 

In order for exit to be recuperative, alternatives or 

substitutes must be available to the consumer, and in a 

free market situation that normally is the case. However, 

education has enjoyed a monopolized market for years, and, 

as economist Jacob Michaelsp.n (1977) succinctly states, 

the present structure has "the assurance of a budget 

independent of satisfied customers." seeley sees exit as a 

natural reaction to dissatisfaction with public education, 

as this option simply allows dissatisfied parents to pick 

a school better suited to their children's needs and their 

family's values. 

The literature certainly bears out the public's 

negative attitudes and perceptions about education. Polls 

conducted by the National Center for Educational 

statistics (NCES) revealed that while public confidence in 

most institutional leaders declined in 1978, the public 

confidence in the people running educational institutions 

fell to its lowest point in six years (Coons, 1978). 

Paralleling the decline in the public's confidence in 

those running schools is the public's increasingly 

negative attitudes toward the quality of public schools. 

In 1980, for example, only 35 percent of those surveyed in 
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the Gallup Poll would give the schools a grade of an "An 

or "a", that figure lowered to 31 percent in 1983 (Gallup, 

1980; 1983). significantly these attitudes were the same 

for parents with children in schools as they were for hte 

general public. An explanation for the publics' negative 

attitudes toward schools may be found in the public's 

identification of the schools' major problems: lack of 

discipline, lack of proper financial support, use of 

drugs, poor curriculum/poor standards, difficulty getting 

good teachers, teacher's lack of interest, parents' lack 

of interest, integration/busing, annd pupil's lack of 

interest (Gallup, 1983). These 10 areas of concern can be 

encapsulated into one major concept, quality~ poor quality 

as defined by poor standards, poor curriculum, poor 

methods, and poor outcomes. 

In a 1981 study of support for public schools, 

Philip K. Piele (1981) concluded that 

The public's willingness to support the public 
schools, both in terms of attitudes and finances, 
has weakened significantly during the past two 
decades. It has been largely a phenomenon of 
white middle- and upper-middle classes. The 
evidence also leads to the conclusion that while 
support for schooling in the abstract remains 
high, the publics' attitude toward the quality of 
education provided by the public schools in 
particular has reached an all time low (p. 9). 

The reaction of the public to this perception has been to 

seek alternatives. As Coons and Sugarman (1978) suggest in 
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Education by Choices: The Ca~e for Family Control, ftwhere 

systems produce user dissatisfaction, the common course is 

for Americans to experiment with alternatives. And there 

are few areas of public activity in which user vexation is 

more common than public education ft (P. 161). 

Two other trends have affected the educational 

system adversely: demographic changes and voter and 

legislative reactions. E. G. west (1981) making a case in 

The Monopoly of Education for reforming the present 

monopolized system contends that the mere fact of 

demographic change in America is leading to a shift in the 

voting payoffs for politicians. As the average age of the 

population increases, the day approaches when the average 

voter will shift from having two school age children to 

none at all. That voter will be less and less enthusiastic 

abouc collectivized spending on education and will begin 

to display a preference for more direct provision of 

education by parents. west (1981) says that ftgovernment 

intervention and regulation, compulsory education, 

attendance boundaries, and the undue financial burden of 

paying 'twice' for private school options have left the 

middle to upper middle income parent with no choice 

available to them in a free market society" (p. 1). 
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Several studies have investigated reasons for 

parents choosing private education over public. One of the 

more recent studies by Gratiot (1981) asked why parents 

chose private education and what were the reasons involved 

in that choice. The most statistically relevant reason was 

dissatisfaction with the public system. Gratiot concluded 

that "the private schools' parents perceived their schools 

as providing better quality and higher standards than 

public school parents perceived their schools." Private 

schools are an alternative to those who can afford them 

and parochial schools are certainly an alternative for 

those wishing to maintain a certain moral or religious 

perspective in their child's education, but for the 

majority of people, the study found, the religious factor 

was not the compelling reason parents chose private 

education. The most influ~ntial factor was essentially a 

perception of a decline in quality, quality in educational 

standards, curriculum, methods and outcomes. 

Nolan Estes reported to the council of Chief State 

School Officers in 1979 about the need to market the 

public educational system during the 1980s. He said that 

while education represents a different commodity than 

private enterprise, managing and developing educational 

services may bear many more similarities to the business 
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community than differences. Business and industry have 

long known that in order to promote acceptance and 

ultimate use of their products by the public, the 

development of an appropriate 'marketing mix' is 

essential. A marketing approach aligns the product which 

would best satisfy the consumer with the appropriate 

consumer. Estes pointed out that education is increasingly 

in competition for public dollars. Estes projected that in 

the 1980s the product is a "child adequately prepared for 

life as a productive citizen and the consumer is a society 

at large, and a parent of today" (Estes, 1979). He 

believes that there will never be a merger of the private 

and public educational systems, because it would reduce 

the fundamental freedom of choice. However, freedom of 

choice is available for private school parents, but not 

for public school parents who cannot afford to make the 

economic choice. The fact of having chosen a specific 

school was proven in Gratiot's study as the key 

determinant in the absence of negative attitudes about 

private schools. 

Estes mentions several reasons for society's 

negative attitudes. One is that education has become a 

"political instrument and a form for highly emotional 

causes" (Estes, 1979). The ambitious social goals begun in 
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the 1960s have had the effect of eroding local control of 

public education and undermining the stability and 

predictablity of the public schools. L. Harmon Ziegler 

(1977) assessed the use of schools as an instrument of 

social reform. 

They reflect the nuances of our society and thus 
have been sed as a medium to address a plethora of 
social ills. In attempting to use education to 
promote solutions of pressing ills from 
desegregation to drug abuse, we have allowed those 
causes to erode the credibility of the 
institution. 

School control has been taken out of the hands of 
the people and has been used as a political 
scapegoat. The courts and the legislature may well 
have sealed the fate of public education. Due to 
busing regulations, public schools have lost what 
was onnce a significant edge of the convenient, 
neighborhood school. The demise of the 
neighborhood school in this country has had a 
devastating effect on public participation and 
knowledge of the schools (Ziegler, 1977, p. 534). 

These perceptions are important in understanding 

why the perceptions of private schools have remained 

positive, according to Gratiot, and those of public 

schools dimished. Kirschman also supports this view. "Exit 

is not a particularly powerful recuperation mechanism in 

ths case of public schools .•. it is far more so in that of 

private schools, which have to make ends meet" (Hirschman, 

1970, p. 52). Whether or not they have better programs, 

the private schools of this country have promoted an image 

of quality and choice. In Estes' (1979) plea for a 



marketing approach, he pointed out that private schools 

have aggressively sought to market the quality of their 

product. 

The public schools, have not employed such 
approaches because they have enjoyed a sort of 
monopolistic advantage in the education market. To 
the contrary public schools may have become an 
agent of mediocrity in promoting and accepting 
minimal performance standards--concentrating on 
the needs of the minorities and the poor and 
failing to provide appropriate services to the 
'average' student. The American middle-class whose 
'average' students' needs are not being met is 
becoming more demanding in its expectations of the 
schools, and the private schools are responding 
and benefitting (p. 82). 
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The results of a recent NIE study indicate that 

private school curricula is more acceptable to private 

school parents than the public school curricula is to the 

public school parents. Yet the single greatest feature 

which distinguishes the private and public schools is that 

the pivate school parent pays a direct tuition to the 

school--a sum of money out of their pockets. It is not a 

tax assessment on property value, but a standard fee 

imposed by the school. In return the parent expects to 

receive something of value and demands that the school 

provides a return on the dollar. The conditions of the 

exchange are understood and are seen as mutually 

beneficial. In the taxing structure of public education, 

the direct payment concept is lost. 
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Conditions of Exit and Choice 

In summarizing the literature on declining 

confidence and attitudes toward the educational system, 

four conditions are apparent that have created "exit" from 

public education, both in reduced financial support and 

withdrawal of students to private schools. 

1. The Gallup Poll (1983) Gratiot (1981), and Coons 

(1978) have all concluded that a perceived decline 

in the quality of public education is the major 

factor causing the public's negative reaction, a 

decline in the quality of standards, curriculum, 

methods, and outcomes. 

2. Another factor, identified by Estes (1979), is the 

erosion of local control, and thus a loss of 

choice to the consumerd 

3. Ziegler argued that the demise of the neighborhood 

school has had a detrimental effect on public 

participation and the public's knowledge about 

the schools. 

Voice, the Political Choice 

Hirschman (1970) places voice in the realm of 

politics. Voice is just the opposite of exit. "It is far 

more messy because it can be graduated all the way from 
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faint grumbling to violent protest. It implies 

articulation of one's critical opinions rather than a 

private, secret vote in the anonymity of a supermarket" 

(p. 16). Voice is defined as any attempt at all to change 

rather than to escape from an objectionable state of 

affairs. 

Hirschman's (1970) apocalyptic scenario is worth 

stating here: 

Suppose at some point the public schools 
deteriorate. Increasing numbers of quality 
conscious parents will send their children to 
private schools. This 'exit' may occasion some 
impulse toward an improvement of the public 
schools but this impulse is far less significant 
than the loss to the public system of those member 
customers who would be most motivated and 
determined to put up a fight against the 
deterioration if they did not have the alternative 
of the private schools. Private schools being 
costly and income distribution unequal, the public 
school will be de~erted by the wealthier parents. 
The willingness to make a financial sacrifice for 
the sake of improving the children's education 
differs widely within a given income class, 
especially at intermediate levels of income. In 
its pure form, the phenomenon here is best 
visualized for a school district with many 
middle-class parents for whom the decision to send 
the children to private school is a significant, 
yet tolerable burden. One characteristic is 
crucial in the foregoing situation: those 
customers who care most about the quality of the 
product are those who would be the most active, 
reliable, and creative agents of voice are for 
that very reason also those who are apparently 
likely to exit first in case of deterioration (p. 
51). 
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It is seeley's contention that present 

governmental and judicial intereference with public 

schools is in part caused by the bureaucracies' unresponse 

reaction to voice. During the 1960s, students, minorities, 

special interests, unions, and the media all voiced their 

concerns and were not heeded. nWhat was discovered was not 

just that many people felt the need to voice their 

concerns but that the institutions were unresponsive to 

the idea of voicen (Hirschman, 1970, p. 80). 

Seeley believes that frustrated parents and 

citizens believe they have little influence in public 

school policy. He notes that some of the private schools 

set up by dissatisfied parents come closer to reproducing 

the democratic characteristics of the public schools in 

Horace Mann's day than does the typical modern public 

school. Donald Erickson (1978), who has conducted many 

studies of private and public schools, has pointed out 

that private schools are now more compatible with family 

and community values and more responsive to parental 

wishes, virtues which were once the characteristics of the 

public schools. 

The 'no one is ignored' is the secr~t of the 
democratic process. A person need not win to feel 
respected, but if his voice is not listened to, he 
feels worthless and irrelevant. It is ironic that 
mdoern public education, which is so full of 
rhetoric about the teaching of democratic values, 



has ended up making so many people feel worthless 
and irrelevant because their voices cannot, or 
will not, be heard (Seeley, p. 74). 
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Seeley's main premise is that unresponsiveness of 

the ureaucratic system causes an alienation among the 

factions involved. He contends that if hte system would 
, I. 

begin to look at parents, teachers, adiintstrators and 

citizens as partners, there would be commitment on 

everyone's part to make the schools woDk. 

Such philosophical and ideological changes would 

come very slowly, if at all. Citizens want action now and 

the only route available to them is through negatively 

exercising their voice by voting against increased public 

funds to education and thus showing their dissatisfaction 

with the bureaucracy by dminishing its sources of 

revenues. The present structure of financing public 

education, through assessed valuation on property and 

through voter approved budget overrides, has become a way 

to punish an inadequate, unresponsive system. 

In Public Support for Public Schools, Piele found 

that voter support for school finance referenda has 

changed considerably. 

The profile of voters supporting local school 
finance referenda underwent a change during hte 
last two decades. Although younger, well-educated 
persons in professional or managerial occupations 
and with higher-than-average income continued to 
be the most likely yes voters in referenda, 



support among those with children enrolled in the 
public schools declined (Piele, 1981, p. 25). 
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Th political climate affecting education in the 

last decade certainly has been turbulent. Voter demands 

for accountability and cost-effectiveness, and the 

increasing concern over the inefficiences of the public 

system have caused the politicians to attempt reform of 

the present system. proposition 13 in California 

represented a wave of voter dissatisfaction which rippled 

throughout the country. In 1980 the Arizona state 

legislature established a 7 percent budget limitation that 

changed to a 4 percent limitation in 1984. The percentage 

is projected to lower in 1985 because it will be tied to 

inflation (as measured by the Gross National Product 

deflator index) (Tate, 1983). The Arizona legislature 

passed a law in 1980 equalizing the sources of financial 

support for school districts, another form of regulation 

taking choice away from parents. The funding formula 

relies on enrollment, compounding the districts' problems 

in supporting existing programs where older populations 

reside and declining enrollmennt exists. 

The voice of the senior citizen certainly needs to 

be considered in Arizona. In Arizona 70 percent of the 

population does not have children in school. A breakdown 

by age of the 1970 and 1980 Arizona population shows that 
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65 years and over is the fastest growing age category. The 

number of these retirement age persons in Arizona 

increased 91 percent form 1970 to 1980 (Arizona Progress, 

1983). Overall, the younger age groups (under 18) have 

. been growing more slowly than the older age groups (45 

years and over) in Arizona~ The median age of the 

population is rising and "this trend to an older 

population will continue into the future, to the year 2000 

and beyond" (Valley National Bank, p. 3). 

Conditions of Voice 

A summary of the elements covered in voice: 

1. Seeley's point is that citizens have not been able 

to have their voices heard because education has 

been an unresponsive system. 

2. voter demands for accountability and 

cost-effectiveness reflect a desire to remove the 

inefficiencies in the system. 

3. Demographic trends of an aging population means 

that more citizens will have less self-interest in 

public education, unless they can become involved 

in the system. 
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An Alternative Voice and Choice option 

The question arises as to what choices are 

available to public ~ducation. The present 

administration's reduction of federal support for 

education set the tone nationally for education as a low 

priority (Clark, 1981). Chances of Federal money being 

increased seem slim. Arizona's school funding is tied to 

the GNP. Even if Arizona does well economically in a given 

year, the schools still suffer if the national economy is 

not healthy. The last available source of more funds is 

through tax increases and budget overrides. However, 

voters are less willing to increase taxes, due to an older 

population, a more conscientious tax-payer, and a desire 

to use the schools as a scapegoat for voter 

dissatisfaction with government (piele, 1982). 

School districts can approach the voters and 

legislatures through conventional avenues of massive and 

costly public relations and lobbying campaigns designed to 

convince the populace and legislators that the system is 

producing a quality product and spending their money in a 

cost effective manner, or the districts can look to a less 

costly means of alternative funding involving both choice 

and voice by turning to private sources. 
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Philanthropy 

During the seventeenth century, a new word was 

created enlarging the concept of charity from the idea of 

single, small donations to a larger view of sustaining and 

endowing gifts. This word was a combination of two Greek 

root words--philo, meaning love, and anthropos, meaning 

all humanity--Wphilanthropy" (Filer Commission, 1977). 

Historically, the motivating force of 

philanthropic gifts has been a religious one to do good in 

the world, to help one's fellow man. Although this is 

still one motivating factor, many others have evolved 

which are easier to discern, such as giving to a worthy 

cause, benefiting from tax deductions, or being personally 

involved. 

School districts have traditionally turned to the 

corporate community for support (Neill, 1983). However, 83 

percent of monies donated nationally come from individual 

sources. Until last year, education was the second largest 

recipient among the five major categor.ies of beneficiaries 

of donated funds. In 1984, it was surpassed by health and 

hospitals, reflecting the national demographic trend of an 

older population (see Table 1) (Giving USA, 1983). 

According to a study done by the Independent 

Sector, philanthropy is increasing. Almost 9 out of 10 



Table 1. Recipients of philanthropy, 1983. 

Beneficiaries 

Religion 

Education 

Health and Hospitals 

Social Welfare 

Arts and Humanities 

Civic and Public 

Other 

TOTAL 

(Source: Giving USA, 1983) 

Billions of 
Dollars 

31.03 

9.94 

9.15 

6.94 

4.0S 

1.SO 

2.S9 

64.93 

Percent of 
Total 

47.S 

13.9 

14.1 

10.7 

6.2 

2.S 

4.4 

100.0 
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(86%) Americans contribute to one or more charitable 

organizations: 71 percent contribute to a church or 

another religious organization, 32 percent to an 

educational group, 24 percent to a hospital, 66 percent to 

other health and welfare organizations, and 53 percent to 

other charities (Independent Sector 82). 

Trends in Sources of Philanthropy 

There are four broad categories of sources of 

philanthropy in general use in the literature: (1) 

Individuals, (2) Bequests, (3) Corporations, and (4) 

Foundations. For the purpose of this study the trends in 

relative performance among the sources, behavior and 

individuals will be discussed. Giving by corporations, 

bequests and large foundations such as the Ford Foundation 

is not relevant to this study. 
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Table 2 indicates that during the 1970s foundation 

and bequest giving failed to maintain their shares of 

total philanthropy, but individual and corporate giving 

improve their relative positions. It is obvious that 

individuals donate the largest percentage. 

Table 2. Percent of total philanthropy by source category. 

Source 

Individuals 

Corporations 

Foundations 

Bequests 

1970 

76.7 

3.8 

9.2 

10.3 

(Source: United Way Report, 1982) 

Giving by Individuals 

1975 

81.6 

4.1 

6.8 

7.5 

1980 

83.6 

5.3 

5.0 

6.1 

1983 

82.9 

4.8 

5.3 

7.0 

The American Association of Fund-Raising Counsel, 

Inc. (AAFRC) publishes an annual report, Giving USA, which 

updates data on philanthropic activity. In 1984, 

Americans donated $64.93 billion to charitable 

organizations; $53.85 billion came from individuals, an 

11.1 percent increase over the previous year. The 

estimated total for giving in the U. S. represented a 

measure of real growth, as the 11.1 percent increase was 
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higher than the 3.2 percent rise in the cost of living 

index. The AAFRC, which has tracked charitable giving each 

year for more than 25 years, found that the estimated 

total for individual giving was higher than the gross 

national product of 8% of the world's nations. Moreover, 

the U. S. Department of Commerce reported that personal 

income in 1983 reached $2,742 billion, an increase of 6 

percent over the year before. With the increase in giving 

by individuals at 11.1 percent, it was nearly double the 

percentage rise in personal income (Giving USA, 1984). 

Giving Patterns 

The conditions under which people give money to 

charities, including education, are several. Drachman's 

(1983) study showed that quality was the major selling 

factor higher education institutions used in their 

appeals. Her study covered variations in levels of 

voluntary support among U. S. institutions of higher 

education. Among those factors, certain alumni 

characteristics were shown to account for variations in 

levels of this support. Quality had a positive effect 

across all groups. The WqualityW touted by the schools was 
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academic quality--the number of National Merit scholar's 

enrolled, the number of Ph.D. and Masters' degrees 

awarded, and the kinds of research being developed. 

Drachman also found that individuals appear to give when 

they perceive institutional need (Drachman, 1983). 

The Independent sector report Patterns of 

Charitable Giving by Individuals (1981) found that the 

average amount contributed by all their respondents was 

$475, divided as follows: churches, $313: educational 

groups, $45; hospitals, $37; other health, $64; all other, 

$38. Unsurprisingly, contributions rose with average 

income while average contributions from households with an 

annual income below $4,000 was $238, the average from 

households in the $20,000 to $40,000 income group was 

$620. Giving also increased by level of education and 

occupation. The mean donations of college graduates was 

$864, while the ave1age for high school graduates was less 

than $366. The average donations for business and 

professional workers was $715, while the average donations 

from unskilled laborers was $400. There was wide 

divergence between those who itemized their contributions 

and those who took the standard deduction. Itemizers on 

the average contributed approximately two and a half times 

as much as non-itemizers: $762 vs. $312. 
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The study found that larger contributors earn more 

money, held a fulltime professional or business position, 

are college educated, are between 50 to 64 years old, are 

married and own their own home. However, the two salient 

indicators for amounts contributes are type of occupation 

and level of education. The average amount contributed by 

co lege graduates ($864) was 82 percent higher than teh 

overall average donations ($475), and the average amount 

contribted by those who were in a business or professional 

occupation ($715) was 51 percent higher than the overall 

average donations (see Table 3). 

Giving Behavior 

A number of studies have attempted to discern 

motivations for giving. In 1964, W. Willard Hunter (1975) 

interviewed 30 men who had given at least one million 

dollars to charity and asked them to identify the major 

convictions that had influenced their decision to give. 

the donors said: 

1. that they donated to a cause they considered to be 

worthy, 

2. that they had a personal interest in or an 

association wiht an organization, 

3. that they knew the organization was well run and 

administered, 
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Table 3. Mean average contributions by donor's d h' 
characteristics. emograp ~c 

Tax Form 

Itemized 

Standard 

Do not file 

Annual Household Income 

Under $5,000 

5,000- 9,999 

10,000-14,999 

15,000-19,999 

20,000-49,999 

50,000-99,999 

Chief Wage Earner 

Professional and Business 

Clerical and Sales 

Skilled Labor 

Unskilled Labor 

Non-Labor Force 

Contributions 

$762.00 

312.00 

141.00 

238.00 

289.00 

305.00 

440.00 

620.00 

1,019.00 

715.00 

417.00 

442.00 

400.00 

324.00 



Table 3--Continued 

Education of Respondent 

College Graduate 

Some College 

Age 

High School Graduate 

Less than High School 

of Respondent 

18-34 years 

35-59 years 

50-64 years 

65 and older 

Own or Rent Horne 

Own 

Rent 

TOTAL SAMPLE 

HEADS OF HOUSEHOLD 

Source: Independent Sector, 1982 

Contributions 

$864.00 

494.00 

413.00 

366.00 

342.00 

574.00 

634.00 

428.00 

571.00 

277.00 

475.00 

520.00 
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4. that they would donate if they sensed a real 

social need, 

41 

5. that they felt a particular community obligation, 

6. that they had an opportunity to influence youth, 
J .,:: 

7. tHa~:they benefitted for personal tax reasons (p. 
I 

178). 

Hunter's study indicated that private donors give 
l 

their time and their dollars to causes they feel are 

worthy and those in which they are personally involved. 

The respondents mostly donated land or buildings and 

education was the most frequent recipient. 

Drachman's (1983) study found that individuals 

appear to give when they perceive institutional need. 

Kotler (1982) offers another salient viewpoint of why 

individuals give to charity: wThe best working hypothesis 

is that individuals give in order to get something back. 

Donations should not be viewed as a transfer but as a 

transactionw (p. 431). This is rooted in basic economic 

theory of exchange in which two people enter into 

transactions because each party benefits from the mutual 

exchange. The donor receives both tangible and intangible 

benefits. Economically there is the tangible benefit of 

tax deductions; the intangible benefits are comprised of 

two general categories: psychological and social (The 
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Filer Commission, 1974). As Kotler (1982) states "is there 

such as a thing as giving without 'getting'? Some people 

give and say that they expect nothing back, but actually 

they have 'expectations'. They expect the organization to 

use the money efficiently, they expect the organization to 

u~e the money efficienty, They expect the fund-raiser to 

show gratitude, and so on" (p. 110). 

Little new information has emerged on the subject 

since the publication of the Filer Commissionn reports in 

1975. The studies conducted under the Filer Commissionn 

auspices--while over 9 years old--are still the most 

comprehensive body of knowledge on philanthropy in 

America. The following are some of the highlights in 

summary with regard to giving behavior of individuals: 

1. Martin Feldstein, who headed the research effort 

for the Commission on Private Philanthropy and 

Public Needs, concluded that charitable 

contributions were increased substantially by tax 

deductibility (Feldstein, 1975). 

2. James Morgan surveyed 3,000 households in 1974 and 

discovered that practically every household in the 

United states contributed money and/or time to 

religious and charitable organizations: 88 percent 

made some money contribution, and 32 percent 
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contributed time. The survey also indicated that 

the magnitude of giving is associated with animal 

income, size of personal assets, age, and 

education (Morgan, 1974). 

3. Charles Clotfelter and Eugene steurele, found that 

people gave for economic, psychological and social 

reasons. Those surveyed said that social pressure 

was not a factor in their giving, but added that 

they thought people would probably give more, if 

the amount contributed were made public. Lower 

income groups are more likely to respond 

positively to publicity than higher income groups, 

except at the highest income levels. sympathy with 

purposes of the donee organization and personal 

involvement with the group were closely correlated 

with giving, and itemizers gave more than 

non-itemizers (Clotfelter, 1981). 



Table 4. Summary of the amount education has received 
over the last 13 years. 

Year Amount in Billions 

1970 3.24 

1971 3.56 

1972 3.66 

1973 4.10 

1974 4.14 

1975 3.85 

1976 4.39 

1977 4.74 

1978 5.55 

1979 5.99 

1980 6.78 

1981 7.59 

1982 8.44 

1983 9.04 

(source, Giving USA, 1984) 
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Higher education has been the major recipient of this 

largesse. Contributions to higher education from 

non-alumni set a new record in 1983, $1,190 million, an 

increase df 8.4 percent from the level in 1982. 
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The National Association of Independent Schools 

(NAIS) reported that of the 627 schools responding to the 

AAFRC survey they had received $276,2 million. 

Co-educational boarding schools raised $50 million and 

elementary and secondary schools raised $76.4 million. The 

NAIS reported that 480 of the independent schools had 

endowments worth $1.1 billion and the average endowment 

per student was $4,079. When that endowment is compared 

with $2,900 per pupil expenditure for the public schools 

in the 1982-83 school year, it appears that some of the 

independent schools are succeeding quite well (Giving, 

1984). 

Foundations 

A rapidly increasing number of communities are 

turning to school foundations as a source of additional 

revenues. In an article on the local education 

foundation, George Neill (1983) found that several hundred 

local foundations are now operating across the United 

States. The exact number is difficult to ascertain, but in 
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California alone more than 60 foundations provide funds to 

enrich school programs. 

A study done by Peat, Marwick, Mitchell, and Co. 

in 1982 found that 61 percent of the school districts 

responding to their survey had a foundation underway or 

were planning to start one and htat those foundations were 

creating finanncial benefits o the average raised in 

11981-82 by the communities without foundations was only 

$7,540: the average raised by those communities who had 

foundnations was $60,952 (Neill, 1983). 

It will be beneficial to look at several of the 

existing foundations to determine what common elements 

abound to make the foundation a success. Foundations are 

relatively new and few studies are available concerning 

them: however, one study by Andrews (1983) attempted to 

ascertain the background, methods and guidelines used by 

the successful foundations in California. His conclusionn 

was that detailed planning, efficient public relations 

systems, adn a school district community partnership were 

integral to foundationn successes (Andrews, 1983). The San 

Francisco Fund was established in 1979 as a response to 

proposition 13. In 1981 it raised $518,500. Between 1981 

and 1984, the fund has allocated more than $800,000 for 

201 school projects of the city's 75 of the city's 106 
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public schools (San Francisco Fund, 1983). Many other 

foundations have p~tterned themselves after this fund 

including: Laguna Beach, California's School Power; 

Tucson, Arizona's Enrichment Fund; Wake County, North 

Carolina's Education fund; and the Phoenix, Arizona 

Madison District Educational Foundation (Brochures from 

Foundations, 1982-84). 

These are the commonn elements to all the named 

foundations: 

1. The first goal of all the foundations was to 

develop a higher level of community involvement in 

the schools, an attempt to allow citizens a voice 

in the system. 

2. All have private non-profit corporation status, 

which allows them to be independent from the 

system and act quickly with flexibility not 

available to the public educational system. This 

operational capacity addresses the inefficiency 

concerns many citizens have about the use of tax 

money in schools. In the theory of exchange there 

is a direct relationship between giving money and 

having it used for a specific purpose. 
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3. All allow donors to designate the particular area 

they would like to see improved. This not only 

allows voice into the system, but also choice. 

4. All have a board composed of members from the 

community and schools that review proposals 

submitted by teachers and administrators through a 

grant concept. All publish a newsletter showing 

the citizenry their accountability and standards. 

In a monograph on public school foundations, Clay 

(1985) and others used Neill's study, the marketing report 

and a study done by the Association of California School 

Administrators (ASCA) to compile their report. The major 

portion of the monograph is a manual on filing for 

incorporation and tax exempt status. However, one section 

is pertinent to this study. The school administrators were 

polled and voiced their attitudes about foundations. The 

positive aspects of the foundations were: 

1. Foundations involve the community in education, 

usually resulting in a system open to change, 

growth and excellence. 

2. Establishing a foundation tells the general public 

that schools are serious about wanting change. 

3. Having a fund separate from the general operating 

expenses encourages businesses and individuals to 
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contribute money that will not de swallowed by the 

general operating fund. 

4. Non-profit status offers a significant tax benefit 

to generous citizens. 

5. Innovative programs and projects can be supported 

through contributions. 

The negative statements were: 

1. The community may feel that the foundation is 

taking care of school finance thereby lessening 

the need for adequate funding by the state and for 

supporting necessary tax increases. Some believed 

that the foundation would be doing the state's 

job. 

2. Pears were voiced that the foundation would be 

more accountable to donors than to parents or the 

board which may cause conflicts which could 

develop if a donor. wished to influence educational 

or political decisions by promiSing contributions 

with strings attached. 

3. Poundations often increase paperwork and place 

additional time burdens on school staffs already 

over-burdened with paperwork and time constraints. 



4. Some believed that the school board and school 

system should not be in the business of fund 

raising. 
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5. Others believed that foundations are more in rich 

communities than in poor communities, thus 

widening the gap between wealthy and poor 

districts. (Clay, 1985, p. 4, 5). 

It is obvious from the common elements found in 

the eisting foundations that they re-iterate the positive 

aspets stated by the ACSA. The negative perceptions of 

those responding can be diffused with proper managerial 

and informational strategies. 

Foundations offer a means for the citizen to 

express a voice and choice about where the money goes 

without losing it in the educational bureaucracy. Their 

adv~ntages are obvious. ~he money donated is 

taX-deductible; it goes to a non-profit corporation exempt 

from board and state regulations on education. Foundations 

involve dhe citizens directly by letting th.m have voice 

in expenditures and they require that the district market 

themselves thus creating a betteer public iamge. They 

appear to fulfill all the requirements that Hunter's 30 

philanthropists voiced: worthy cause, personal interest, 

well run, social need, community obligation, influences 
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CHAPTER 3 

DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

This chapter outlines the procedures employed in 

this study. The study was designed to explore the conditions 

and willingness of citizens to donate money to public 

education. This investigation looked at aggregate choice 

versus individual choice, i.e., individual choice through 

philanthropic means. 

The conditions examined encompass two theories: the 

theory of exchange and the theory of voice. Implied in the 

exchange are certain conditions or expectations. As Kotler 

(1982) stated: there are organizational expectations 

consumers place on a charity; people expect the 

organizations to be well run, well administered, and 

accountable. 

Hirschman's (1970) theory of voice was examined as 

it pertained to consumer's eleemosynary tendencies. The 

conditions examined were those pertaining to quality of 

education: quality of staff, curriculum, standards, methods, 

and outcomes. 
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Description of the Population 

The following criteria were used in selecting an 

area which fit the demographic characteristics r~quired for 

the population: 

1. The area must contain citizens whose annual income 

is $45,000 or more. 

2. There must be a sufficient" number of professional 
.,- I , 

, " 
people who have children 1-'n school, either private 

or public. . ') :. 
I: 

3. The population should con~~in a large percentage of 

taxpayers who_do not have children in a K-12 system. 

4. The median age of the population must be thirty-five 

years or older. 

The profile of a donor most likely to give to a 

charity and to education were identified as follows: 

1. Graduated from college 

2. Is 50-64 years old 

3. Makes over $50,000 

4. Owns their own home 

5. Is a professional or businessperson 

The profile of a ·no· voter on school bond and 

override elections was identified as follows: 

1. Has not completed college 

2. Is over 50 years old 

3. Makes under $50,000 



4. Has little or no contact with the schools 

(Pie1e, 1982; Meek, 1977). 
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The study was limited to those most likely to give 

to charities and to education in particular, the key 

variables being income, age, education, and occupation. The 

key screening characteristic was either a positive or a 

negative response to an increase in taxes for public 

educational use. In order to further understand the 

dynamics of the consumer group, the sample was sub-divided 

into three categories: parents/public, parents/private, and 

no children in school. The first category has a particular 

self-interest in the schools, and according to Gallup, they 

would support an increase in taxes for their schools. The 

consumeLS in the other two categories would not support an 

increase in taxes (Gallup, 1984). The third category 

contains citizens who are most likely to vote, as noted in 

Pie1e's study which found that people in the 50 or over age 

category voted on school issues more than any other age 

group, and they have the least self-interest in education; 

thus, they merit special attention. 

Harold Ke1ban's (1981) dissertation on the impact of 

citizen participation and public school support utilized the 

following demographic characteristics for their impact on 

citizen participation. The sex, age, level of schooling, 

length of residency of the parent were demographic factors 
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which contributed to the parent's level of participation in 

school-related activities and support for the schools. These 

factors also determined whether the parents would vote in 

school elections. 

Meek's (1977) study of the relationship between the 

knowledge of citizens and their expressed support for public 

education investigated whether there was a significant 

relationship between the extent of knowledge about school 

operation held by citizens and their expressed willingness 

to support the public schools. He defined support as the 

willingness of an individual citizen to state a position 

that would require expenditure of tax funds for public 

education. He concluded that knowledge of citizens 

concerning school operation was inseparable from financial 

support and that support can occur only when people are 

constantly growing and constantly being educated, i.e., 

constant involvement through citizen action in the schools. 

The second purpose of Meek's study was ~o test the 

relationship among expressed support for public education 

and demographic variables. A statistically significant 

relationship was found to exist between willingness of 

citizens to support public education and their level of 

education, length of residence and income level. More 

educated people were supportive; those who lived in the 

district longer than three years tended to be 
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non-supportive; and those whose income levels were $15,000 

or more were supportive (Meek, 1977). 

Research setting 

The selected school district was chosen that met the 

criteria. A demographic study by the local newspaper 

identified the selected area as having a median adult age of 

39.1 (Arizona Republic, 1983). The designated school 

district is located in the North Central area of a major 

metropolitan city. The median age for the district is 35.8 

with a median income of $40,000 (Borcher, 1983). 

Override elections in the district have not passed 

in the last five years. Seventy percent of the population 

does not have children in a K-12 system. The district is 

suffering from a decline in enrollment projected to cost 

$600,000 by next year (posteher, 1984). The administration 

is interested in this study and is willing to cooperate to 

the extent of using the district's name, if necessary, in a 

portion of the data gathering process. 

The selected district has 52,000 taxpayers residing 

in the district. The economic areas identified as having 

households with incomes over $45,000 fall into four postal 

zip code areas within the district. The district's mailing 

list for these residents was used along with a Zip Code 

Directory and a random selection of names, utilizing a table 

of random numbers, established a pool from which part of the 
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interview process was drawn (Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh, 1972, 

pp. 366-372). 

The Interview Schedule 

The interview schedule designed for this study was a 

two-part instrument. It was structured to elicit dichotomous 

responses. It yielded quantitative data in the form of 

responses to a series of statements about exit and voice 

situations. With each statement there was an opportunity to 

comment, in an effort to elicit as much qualitative data as 

possible regarding the respondents' thoughts concerning the 

statement. 

Part One: The Telephone Survey 

The first part of the data gathering process was a 

telephone survey (see Appendix A) to generate a pool of 

prospective respondents. This pool was used to draw a sample 

for the second part of the interview: The Personal 

Interview. It was necessary to gather data by telephone 

because of the unavailablity of any county or local 

administrative mechanism which systematically compiles this 

sort of data. 

Part Two: The personal Interview 

The list of households contacted came from the 

postal zip code areas established as having incomes of 

$45,000 or above and were located in the selected school 
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district. Names of the households identified by the 

telephone survey as falling into the two categories of 

citizens who voted for and against the district's failed 

override initiative, and into each of the three 

sub-categories: parent/public, parent/private, non-parent 

were placed on cards. Fifteen names from each of the two 

lists were selected without replacement for the interview 

sample. Each person was given an interview schedule to 

enable him/her to follow the process. The responses were 

recorded as accurately as possible (see Appendix B). 

The quantitative data was treated in terms of 

percentages. The qualitative data was analyzed employing the 

categories of the theoretical framework. The major thrust of 

this investigation, then, was not in the realm of the 

quantitative, but rather of the qualitative. 

In the current study a combination of open-end and 

structured questions were used. For basic demographic data, 

pre-set questions with fixed responses were required. In 

most cases, wording followed items used in the Gallup polls. 

Determination of attitudes toward certain features of voice 

and choice conditions were made on a pre-structured 

question, with allowance for open-ended answers. 

As Sellitz (1976) says in Research Methods in Social 

Relations, nThe interview is the more appropriate technique 

for revealing information about complex, emotionally laden 
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subjects, or for probing the sentiments that may underlie an 

expressed opinion" (p. 298). Kerlinger (1973) supports this 

belief, "The best instrument available for sounding people's 

behavior, future intentions, feelings, attitudes, and 

reasons for behavior would seem to be the structured 

interview coupled with an interview schedule that includes 

open-end, closed, and scaled items" (p. 488). 

An analysis was made between the demographic 

information collected in step One, the telephone interview, 

and the attitudinal information collected in step Two. The 

two most obvious difficulties in designing such a research 

methodology were: (1) open-end questions are difficult to 

work with, as there is a great deal of random variation in 

the responses; and (2) such open-end analysis is applicable 

to descriptive but not inferential statistics. 



CHAPTER 4 

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

Main Group Analysis 

The data needed for an examination of the conditions 

under which citizens would be willing to donate to the 

public schools were gathered during the month of January 

1985. The two step data collection process included a 

telephone survey and thirty personal interviews. This 

chapter will present the data from the survey and 

interviews. The data is presented in percentages rounded off 

to the nearest whole number. 

Results from Part One: The Telephone Survey 

Part one of the study had two purposes: to generate 

a pool of names from the mailing lists and zip code 

directories for the personal interveiw, and to identify 

potential participants with the demographic characteristics 

of persons likely to give to charity, particularly to 

education. A list of 300 names was randomly selected from 

four postal areas which met the required demographic 

characteristics in the selected school district. The first 

part of the data gathering process was a telephone survey to 

generate a pool of prospective respondents. One hundred 

60 
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households were initially contacted, and thirty were 

selected. The thirty were placed in the two categories: (1) 

those who support public education through the available 

voice mechanism, and (2) those respondents who do not 

support public education through this means. support refers 

to the stated willingness of an individual to expend 

additional tax funds for public education by voting for an 

increase in taxes to help ~ducation. 

All respondents in the sample met the following 

criteria: lived in the study area more than three years, 

owned their own home, earned over $50,000, and were either 

business persons or professionals. Twelve (40%) were in the 

45-50 age group, and 18 (60%) were older than fifty. While 

every respondent was a parent, the largest proportion of the 

sample had no children currently in a K-12 system (13 or 

43%). There were seven parents (23%) with children in the 

K-8 public elementary system, and ten parents (33%) with 

children in private parochial elementary schools (see Table 

5). 

In order to further understand the sub-categories, 

the voice respondents, those who would vote for the increase 

in taxes, and the exit respondents, those who would not 

support the schools, were divided as follows: 



Table 5. Summary of demographics. 

Support 

15 
(50%) 

College 
Graduate 

30 
(100%) 

Non-Support 

15 
(50%) 

Income 
$50,000 

30 
(100%) 

Resident 
3 years+ 

30 
(100%) 

Own 

30 
(100% ) 

Public 
Parent 

7 
(23% ) 

Occupation: 
Business/ 
Profession 

30 
(100% ) 

Private 
Parent 

10 
(33%) 

Non
Parent 

13 
(43% ) 

0'1 
N 



Table 6. Supporters. 

Private 

13% 

Private 

20% 

Supporters 
Non-Parent 

20% 

Non-supporters 
Non-Parent 

23% 

63 

Public 

17% 

Public 

6% 

As seen in Table 6, there were proportionally more 

public school supporters than private school parents. 

Conversely there were proportionally more private school 

non-supporters than public school non-supporters. The 

non-parent group was relatively equally divided between the 

two groups. 

When the 30 respondents were divided into the two 

categories of supporters and non-supporters, the reasons 

given by the total respondents shed some light on the 

general attitudes of the two groups of respondents. In the 

support group eight (60%) said they would vote for an 

increase in taxes if the funds would go for rewarding 
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teachers or hiring good teachers or for curriculum; the 

other reasons cited were: 

1. Schools need more money 

2. Public education is important 

3. If the schools would use the money efficiently, then 

they would vote yes. 

The non-support group, when given the option to have 

the increased taxes go for teacher compensation or merit or 

curriculum, still voted no. Those who opposed the tax 

increases cited: (1) An increase would not help the district 

because of the laws; (2) Schools do not use the present tax 

money efficiently enough; (3) Taxes are already too high. 

Results from Part Two: The Personal Interview 

The second part of the data collection involved 

interviews with the sample of households. The telephone 

survey made it possible to create two respondent groups, 

voice and exit respondents, and to establish an interview 

time. The thirty interviews were held during January 1985. 

When possible three interviews a day were scheduled, the 

majority lasting between 30 to 40 minutes. All respondents 

were willing to answer all items on the questionnaire. , 

The interview questions were divided into two 

sections. The first section contained eight exit questions. 

The majority of these questions were concerned with the 

I 

. I 
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respondents perception of the quality of the public schools, 

both generally and locally. Two questions required responses 

concerning control of funds, and the final question was to 

elicit respondents' attitudes about the public educational 

system. 

Appraisal of the Knowledge of the Local Schools 

Often times, the validity of opinions depends on the 

knowledge of the subject. To ascertain how the respondents 

appraised their knowledge of the local schools, this 

question was asked: 

How much do you know about the local schools? Quite 

a lot, some, very little (see Table 7). 

Table 7. Total group analysis: Knowledge of local school. 

Total Group A Lot Some very Little 

8 58 34 

The majority (66%) said they knew something about 

the local school. The private school parents might be 

expected to know something about the local school because 
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they opted to send their children elsewhere presumably after 

weighing options. In fact, this was the case for 60% of 

that group because they thought they knew some or a lot 

about the local school. A majority of the non-parent group 

(62%) admitted they knew very little about the schools. 
I . 

Unfortunately this group is most likely to vote in school 
I 

referenda elections and represents the majority of the 

selected school district. 
; , 

Table 8. Group analysis: Knowledge of local school. 

Support 

Non-Support 

A Lot 

o 

13 

Some 

67 

47 

Very Little 

33 

33 
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Table 9. Sub-Group Analysis: Knowledge of local school. 

Private Non-Parent public 

support 

A lot 0 0 0 

Some 50 50 100 

Little 50 50 0 

Non-support 

A lot 17 14 50 

Some 67 29 50 

Little 17 57 0 

Obviously, public school parents uniformly asserted 

knowledge about the public school system. The conqequence of 

this knowledge was not uniform support, however. 

Responses to Exit Questions 

Rating of the Public School 

Respondents' rating of the sample school district 

did not follow the national trend. According to Gallup in 

1974, 48% gave their local school an "An or nB n ; in 1984, 

42% responded similarly. Parents and non-parents in the 



study graded the school with an ftAft or ftBft by a large 

majority (93%) (Gallup, 1984). 
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Question: What grade would you give your public 

schools (A-F)? Why? 

Table 10. Group analysis: Rating the local school. 

Grades 

A 

B 

C 

D 

Supporters 

% 

26 

73 

Non-supporters 

% 

33 

53 

6 

6 

A closer look at the sub-groups reveals that the 

private and public school parents are relatively supportive 

of the schools. The non-parent group, although not willing 

to give the system any high grades, still views the schools 

positively. 



Table 11. sub-group: Rating the local public school. 

Grade 

private 

Non

Parent 

Public 

A 

50 

o 

40 

support % 

B 

50 

100 

60 

Non-support % 

ABC D 

33 

28 

50 

50 16 o 

57 

50 

o 14 

o 0 
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Asked why they chose a particular grade, the support group 

gave the following reasons: 

1. They are efficient 

2. They communicate well 

3. They are well-organized 

4. The children are learning 

5. Their reputation is good 

6. The test scores are high 

7. The quality of the teachers is good 

The non-support statements wer~: 

1. Most of the students come from higher social 

economic standings and have educated parents. 

2. The schools provide a good learning environment. 

3. They are concerned with basics and the test scores 

are higher than average. 
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4. I don't read anything negative about the schools. 

5. They have good teachers, curriculum and discipline, 

but don't remove incompetent teachers. 

In all, the two groups believe the district is doing 

a good job. Only one person in 30 was very negative, saying 

that he had not heard or read anything good about his local 

school. parenthetically, the sample's confidence in the 

selected school district's success in maintaining high 

student scores is warranted. In part these high test 

scores, and their attendant satisfaction effects, reflect 

the rather skewed nature of the district's population. 

Sample's Attitudes About the Educational System 

Another way to compare the respondents' viewpoints 

about the local school was derived through the following: 

Question: What do you think is the function of the public 

school system in this country? (see Table 12). 

The majority of both groups thought that education 

should train people in the basics, reading, writing, and 

arithmetic. Twenty percent of the sample separated 

elementary from high school. They suggested high school 

students needed job training more than elementary students. 



Table 12. Group analysis: Attitudes about the function of the eudcational system. 

Support 

Non-Support 

Support 

Non-Support 

Educate Well 
Everyone Rounded 

% 

6 

Train 
Leaders 

% 

6 

Educc-
tion 

% 

13 

Basics & 
Literacy 

% 

53 

72 

Voters 

% 

6 

Equal Liberal Job Train 
Oppor- Arts Train- For 
tunity ing Future 

% % % % 

6 20 6 6 

20 13 

Babysitters 

% 

6 

Note: Where percentages equal more than 100; 1) more than two reasons ;vere/given, 
2) percentages have been rounded to whole numbers. 

-....J 
I-' 
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Quality in the Schools 

Question: The report of the President's Commission 

on Excellence in Education concluded that the quality of 

education in the U. S. public schools is only fair and not 

improving. Do you agree or disagree with this opinion? Why? 

Do you agree or disagree with this opinion concerning your 

local school? Why? 

The figures in Table 13 give credence to the 

consistency of the two groups' attitudes. Non-supporters by 

a large majprity think the schools, in general, are @nly 

fair and not improving: yet both groups thought_that the 

quality of education in the local district is either holding 

its own or improving. 

Those who agreed with the statement, both locally 

and nationally, gave the following reasons: 

1. Standards are not strict or high enough. 

2. There is less discipline and teachers have less 

control due to legislation. 

3. Administrators are not demanding high enough 

standards. 

4. The schools do not hire well-rounded teachers and no 

thinking skills are taught. 

5. The literacy levels are lower. 

6. The rise in test scores has not been statistically 

significant. 



Table 13. Group analysis: Quality in the schools. 

Nationally 

Agree Disagree Don't 
Know 

% % % 

Support 40 47 13 

Non-Support 80 20 0 

Locally 

Agree Disagree 

% % 

7 93 

20 73 

Don't 
Know 

% 

0 

7 

-...J 
W 
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Those who disagreed with the statement about the 

local schools said that the standards, quality of teaching 

and administrative organization, parental education and 

influence were all factors that were enhancing the quality 

of local education. 

Table 14. Sub-group analysis: Quality in the schools. 

support 

Agree 

Disagree 

Non-Support 

Agree 

Disagree 

Private 

% 

75 

25 

100 

National 

Non-Parent 

% 

17 

67 

71 

29 

Public 

% 

40 

60 

50 

50 



Table 15. Sub-group: Quality in the schools. 

support 

Agree 

Disagree 

Non-Support 

Agree 

Disagree 

Don't Know 

Private 

% 

25 

75 

a 

100 

Local 

Non-Parent 

% 

a 

100 

57 

29 

14 

75 

public 

% 

a 

100 

50 

50 

The non-parent sub-group's major complaint was about 

teachers. They felt that teachers are too narrowly focused, 

not able to deal with individual students, and that they are 

not capable of teaching higher level thinking skills. Others 

felt that the quality was either static or on the decline 

because of the budgetary constraints placed on the schools 

by the legislature. 
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Satisfaction about Curriculum 

The private school parents' major dissatisfaction 

was with the basic core curriculum, specifically writing and 

grammar. Science and math weaknesses were also mentioned. 

Public school parents seem to be satisfied with the general 

curriculum. The division between the Non-parent group 

reflects their lack of contact with the schools and is 

revealed in the responses to the question: 

Question: Do you think children are learning the 

things you think they should be learning in school? 

Table 16. Group analysis: Satisfaction about curriculum. 

Support 

Non-support 

Yes 

% 

73 

40 

No 

% 

27 

47 

Those who agreed made the following comments: 

Don't Know 

% 

o 

13 

1. The schools are preparing them for college 

2. They are teaching them to be competitive. 

3. There is a good board that keeps track of curriculum 

4. The basics and social skills are good 
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5. There is emphasis on technical learning 

6. They are producing good readers 

7. The basic core curriculum is good 

8. They have quality teachers that do the job 

The negative respondents commented: 

1. Society is so complex and schools have not been able 
I 

to solve some of society I s' 'p'roblems. 
\ 

2. Schools do not address higher level thinking skills 

and are not teaching creative thinking. 
( 

3. There is not enough grammar taught. 

4. The writing skills of the students is extremely 

poor. 

5. The schools need more emphasis on science and 

history. 
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Table 17. sub-group analysis: Satisfaction about curriculum. 

support 

Yes 

No 

Non-Support 

Yes 

No 

Don't know 

Private 

% 

75 

25 

17 

67 

17 

Non-Parent 

% 

67 

33 

43 

43 

14 

Changes in the Public School 

Public 

% 

80 

20 

100 

In order to further understand which quality factors 

dissatisfied respondents, the following question was asked: 

Question: What changes in your local school would you like 

to see? 

The support and non-support group varied only in the 

emphases of their responses. While a larger majority of the 

non-support group suggested changes in the curricular and 

personnel areas the concerns of both groups can be 

categorized into four areas: 
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Class Size: Respondents wanted smaller 

teacher/student ratios for better individualized attention. 

Teachers: Most of the respondents wanted to hire 

better teachers, abolish tenure, evaluate better and n:HI ... ...-,~ 

better teachers more. 

Curriculum Programs: The majority of respondents 

wanted stronger basics, specifically writing skills, more 

math and science, computer training on all levels and more 

art and music. 

Methods: A major concern of the respondents was 

about methods that abstract thinking skills and independent 

thinking need to be emphasized. 

These four categories were mentioned most often by 

respondents. One person wanted to change finance 

legislation to increase budget limitations and abolish 

equalization. 

Standardized Achievement Tests 

The tradi tion"al yardstick for the media and the 

general public of the qualilty of the schools has been 

standardized test scores. An overwhelming majority of the 

sample (90%) anticipated that stud~nts in their district 

would score above the national average on a standardized 

test. They appear to have confidence that the district can 
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teach its students the basics as measured by a standardized 

test. 

Question: There has been much talk recently about 

having all students take a nationwide achievement test. If 

this were to happen, how do you think students in your 

district would score compared to students in the U.S.? Why? 

Table 18. Group analysis: Standardized achievement tests. 

Support 

Non-support 

Above' 

% 

93 

87 

Below 

% 

a 

o 

Same 

% 

7 

13 



Table 19. Sub-group analysis: Standardized achievement 
tests. 

support 

Above 

Below 

Same 

Non-support 

private 
% 

100 

0 

0 

Non-Parent 
% 

100 

0 

0 

Public 
% 

80 

0 

20 

Above 83 86 100 

Below 0 0 0 

Same 17 14 

81 

It is interesting to note that public school parents 

who were willing to dedicate additional tax dollars to the 

district were also, by a slight margin, the smallest 

percentage of respondents expressing confidence that 

district students could already score above national norms. 

That belief is not inconsistent with their willingness to 

improve the district with more funds. 
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Discipline 

Discipline has been frequently cited as one of the 

major problems confronting the public schools. Since the 

inception of the Gallup poll series on education, it has 

been cited as the major problem. Gratiot's (1979) study also 

stated that private school parents often cite lack of 

discipline as the major reason for choosing a private 

institution over a public system. This attitude seems to 

prevail in the district. The majority of respondents (53%) 

said that discipline was about right in the local public 

school; yet, the sub-group analysis revealed that private 

school parents were evenly split (40% thought it was about 

right and 40% said there is not enough). 

Question: How do you feel about disci~line in the 

local public schools? Is it too strict, not strict enough, 

or just about right? Why do you feel this way? 



Table 20. Group analysis: Perception of discipline. 

About right 

Not strict enough 

Too strict 

Don't know 

\ 

support 

% 

47 

33 

o 

20 

Non-support" 

60 

27 

7 

7 

% 

83 

Almost three-quarters of all public school parents, 

who are more closely involved with the school, stated that 

discipline is about right; fifty-three percent of the 

non-parents concurred. The respondents who believed that 

there was not enough discipline blamed most often either the 

home or suffocating legislation instead of the schools. 
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Table 21. Sub-Group analysis: perception of discipline. 

support 

About right 

Not enough 

Too strict 

Don't know 

Non-support 

About right 

Not enough 

Too strict 

Don't know 

private 

% 

25 

25 

0 

50 

50 

50 

0 

0 

Non-parent 

% 

50 

50 

0 

0 

57 

14 

14 

14 

Control of Funds 

Public 

% 

60 

2 

0 

2 

100 

0 

0 

0 

The majority of the sample stated that money should come 

from local sources. The reasons overwhelmingly were to 

retain control of funds and to keep the benefits local. 

Question: If more money has to be found for your 

public schools, would you prefer to see it come from local, 

state, national, or private sources? Why? 



Table 22. Group analysis: Control of funds. 

state 

Local 

Private 

National 

Combination 

support 

% 

20 

47 

o 
o 

26 

Non-support 

% 

47 

60 

7 

a 
24 
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Private school parents supported local 

responsibility for funding by 80%. The public school parents 

were evenly divided, 18% wanted reliance on local revenues, 

28% wanted state revenues and 28% wanted private monies. All 

of the respondents favoring increased state money remarked 

that the state would have a better overview of the situation 

and would be able to balance finances more equitably. The 

total absence of any preference for federal participation is 

noteworthy. All respondents who commented about national 

revenues as a source of funds believed that the federal 

government's involvement with funding was too inefficient. 

This reaction could reflect the current political 

environment (federal retrenchment in educational programs) 



or the sample population (the studied district is too 

affluent to have participated in most of the federal 

programs). 

Public Education vs. Private Education 

86 

The last question in the exit section was directed 

to parents only. The public school parents were initially 

asked: Suppose you could send your child to a private or 

parochial school, tuition free, which would you prefer--to 

send him or her to a private school or a public school? Why? 

One hundred percent said they would choose public elementary 

education, though 50% felt they would choose a private high 

school. They uniformly offered as the reason for remaining 

in the public system that public education offers exposure 

to a cross-section of society that cannot be found in a 

private school. 

The second section of the question was directed 

towards private school parents: What would the public 

schools have to do in order for you to consider sending your 

child? 

Sixty percent stated that the values taught at 

private schools are more similar to their own. Thirty 

percent said there were better teachers and a smaller 

student/teacher ratio. Thirty percent described the overall 

influential environment as being more conducive to learning 
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than in the public system. They perceived the public schools 

as having a bad peer influence on their children (see Table 

23). 

Analysis of the non-support sub-group is pertinent 

to understanding the conditions of exit. They are the group 

who stated they would not support the schools with a tax 

increase. When comparing this group with the total group, 

the major difference in perception of quality is in the 

curricular area. Dissatisfaction with the quality of 

curriculum was mentioned most often, with teacher quality 

being second (their desires were to hire good teachers, pay 

them more money, and abolish tenure). 

The assumption that the voice group is currently 

satisfied with the quality of the schools was supported by 

the findings. They graded the schools highly, stated the 

schools are improving, are satisfied with the curriculum and 

teachers, think the test scores would be above average, and 

the discipline about right. Apparently given these 

attitudes, their continual loyalty to their school district 

is secured through the traditional voice mechanism of voting 

on funding and in school board elections. 

Conclusions of Exit Findings 

Two conditions generating exit derived from the review of 

the literature were supported by this study: (1) the 
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perceived decline of quality, and (2) the erosion of local 

control. The third condition, the demise of the neighborhood 

school was not a factor. The implication of that condition 

is that parents would not have much participation and 

knowledge about their schools because they would no longer 

be in the neighborhood and the schools and administrators 

would not be available. The district studied does not have a 

busing si tuation as an elementary school district; however, " 

they do feed into a high school district that does bus 

children. Therefore, the response of 50% of the public 

school parents that they would choose a private high school 

J, 
·1 

may be a reflection of this condition. It may also stem from 

a sense that the high school district, unlike the school 

district of the study, is not their district, i.e., a loss 

of ownership. 

The negative perceptions of the quality of the 

curriculum and teachers is concomitent with the exit group's 

willingness to support the schools by voting for more tax 

money for teachers or curriculum. Taxes, an aggregate 

choice, are not a viable option for this group. An 

examination of the alternative voice option--philanthropy, 

using a foundation as a vehicle for channeling donations to 

the schools, is necessary. 



Table 23. Summary of exit questions. 

Crades 
ALB C D 
93 4 3 

CROUP TOTALS 
% 

EXIT INOII-SUPPORT 
% 

ASH C D 
86 7 7 

NON-E U-C ISUPPORT 
% 

An C D 
100 

--------------------------------_._-----------------
Function of System: 

Basics 
63 

QuaUty of Edccation: Improving 

Natfo~~l 

Local 
34 
84 

Not 
lorproving 

60 
13 

Bastcs , Literate 
73 

HOlste , Literate 
53 

--------------------------------
l .. provl~g Hot harr nvlnn Not 

t"provlng Improving 
20 80 47 40_ 
73 27 93 7 

--------------------------------_._- -----
Satfsfaction 
Curr~culum: 

Tea 
60 

No 
40 

Tea 
47 

No 
53 

Yea No 
73 27 

-------------------------------------- ------------------
Changea: Curriculum Teachers Hethod. CI.ass Slze 

20 13 13 13 

Standard bed 
Testa: 

Above 
90 

S .... e 
10 

Fund.: Locbl State None 
60 13 13 

Discipline: About Not Too 
Right Enough Strict 

53 30 3 

----------------

Don't· 
.:nov 

11 

CurdculUl1l Teacher. Hethoda CIU8 She CurrU:.uluai Teachers Kethods Class Size No C1ange 
60 33 13 0 40 6 20 13 13 

~-------------------------
AfJove 

87 
Same 

13 

Local State eo.bo. Privat .. 
60 13 20 7 

AfIout Not Too Don·t 
1llsht l!:nough Strict t:ncv 

60 7.7 7 7 

Above 
93 

Local 
47 

About 
RI~ht 

47 

Same 
7 

State Combo 
20 26 

Not Too 
Enough Strict 

38 0 

Don't 
J(oov 

20 

------_._----------------- -----------------------------

co 
\0 
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Results of the Voice Response 

The first part of the questionnaire elicited the 

sample's attitudes about the schools. The second part of the 

data collection asked if people would be willing to donate 

personally to public education, and if so, under what 

condit;ons~ The voice conditions revealed by a review of the 
, 

literature were: 

1. A desire to have a responsive administration that 
I, 

.( would listen to citizen's concerns; 

2. The demand for accountability and 

cost-effectiveness; 

3. The impact of a demographic change in population to 

a larger percentage of older citizens who are no 

longer involved or have a self-interest in the 

public schools. 

The telephone survey screened respondents to 
, 

generate a sample predisposed to donations for charity and 

education based on age, income, and education. One question 

in this section was used as a cross-reference to test this 

assumption: 
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Question: Let's say you decided to give some money 

to charity this year. List in order (1 being your first 

choice) of where you would choose to give your money: Please 

pick three. 

Social Services 

Higher Education 

Special Interest 

Public Education 

Recreation 

The Arts 

Health Organizations 

Religious Organizations 

Twenty-one (70%) of the respondents picked higher or 

public education as one of their three choices. Further 

analysis of the non-exit (support) and exit (non-support) 

groups revealed that 60% of the support group picked the 

education categories and 80% of the non-support group also 

picked the education categories. 

The remainder of the interview schedule contained 

two questions dealing with the accountability and control of 

tax revenues and seven questions regarding attitudes towards 

foundations. 
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Foundations as an Alternative Voice Option 

A primary issue threading through the analysis of 

this data is whether or how the exit/non-support group might 

be persuaded to allocate personal funds for public 

education. 

Question: If there were a non-profit organization 

available in your district, such as a foundation, as a 

vehicle for channeling donations to the schools, would you 

contribute to it? Yes, No, Maybe. 

This question is one of the key elements in this 

section of the interview because it elicited a response to 

whether personal donations are a viable consideration. The 

results were: 

Table 24. Group analysis: Contributing to a foundation. 

support 

Non-support 

Yes 

% 

40% 

40 

40 

Total Sample 

No 

% 

23% 

20 

33 

Maybe 

% 

33% 

40 

27 
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Table 25. Sub-group analysis: contributing to a foundation. 

support 

Yes 

No 

Maybe 

Non-support 

Yes 

No 

Maybe 

private 

% 

25 

25 

50 

33 

50 

17 

Non-Parent 

% 

33 

17 

50 

43 

29 

29 

Public 

% 

60 

2() 

20 

50 

0 

50 

Further analysis of the "maybe" group revealed that they 

would donate if the following conditions could be met: If 

they deemed the need important; if the foundation was well 

organized and would use the money efficienly; if the 

foundation would give an accounting of the monies expended; 

if the respondents could earmark the money for curricular 

areas. Three of the eight negative respondents said they 

would donate if they could earmark the money for specific 

programs and curriculum. The total respondents, who would 

donate money to public education, with conditions, is 25 of 
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30 or 83%. 

Negative respondents were comprised (50%) of private 

parents, (37%) non-parents, and (12%) public parent. Five 

respondents could not be persuaded to give to a public 

education foundation. Three send their children to private 

schools and two are non-parents. Each gave a different 

reason: 

1. Private support would not give the public the kind 

of educational system they would want because there 

would not be enough money. private ·funds would be 

too inefficient. When asked if he would support 

specific programs or projects, he said not if they 

were available elsewhere. 

2. Public schools should not compete with other 

non-profit organizations. It is the responsibility 

of taxpayers to support schools. 

3. The function of the present taxing situation is to 

support the schools. They need to consolidate 

distr.icts and become more efficient to use the money 

they have presently. 

4. paying twice through taxes and for parochial schools 

is investment enough. Taxes should support basic 

education only, any other subjects should be bought 

outside the schools. 
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5. Private money would create an unbalanced situation. 

Schools need to have a continuous flow of money and 

private donations do not offer that. 

The respondents who were willing to donate were then 

asked who should administer the money, the school board, the 

principals, a parent group, the state, or a board of the 

foundation comprised of citizens. All of the respondents 

wanted the foundation board to administer the funds. The 

composition of the board was a concern for potential donors 

from both support and non-support groups. They wanted the 

board to be composed of a cross-section of citizens, contain 

someone they knew or respected, and be well-run and 

organized. 

utilization of Taxes 

paradoxically, people believed in the taxing system 

but not in its efficiency capabilities. To see what the 

total group thought about taxes, the only voice mechanism 

available to taxpayers presently, the following question was 

asked: 

Question: Do you think your taxes for education are 

well spent? 



Table 26. Group analysis: Efficiency of taxes. 

support 

Non-support 

Yes 

% 

73 

33 

No 

% 

20 

~O 

96 

Don't Know 

% 

7 

7 

Table 27. ,sub-group analysis: Efficiency of taxes. 

support 

Yes 

No 

Don't Know 

Non-Support 

Yes 

No 

Don't Know 

Private 

% 

50 

50 

0 

50 

50 

0 

Non-Parent 

% 

83 

17 

0 

29 

72 

0 

Public 

% 

80 

0 

2 

50 

0 

50 

The total group analysis shows that, as a whole, the 

majority think their taxes are well spent: 53% said yes, 40% 
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no, and 7% do not know. It is significant that the 

non-parent group who profess less knowledge about the 

operation of schools, still believe (by a substantial 

majority) that tax dollars are not well spent. studying this 

group to see if they would prefer an alternate voice option, 

such as a foundation, reveals that 60% would donate money to 

a foundation if they could earmark the funds. 

Designation of Taxing Sources 

Attitudes about control of monies was derived by the 

following: Would you be willing to pay more taxes to help 

raise the standard of education in the U.S., the state, your 

local district? Why? 

Table 28. Group analysis: Preference of tax sources. 

Group Analysis 

Support 

Non-Support 

us 

7 

7 

state 

20 

7 

Local 

53 

67 

All 

13 

o 

None 

7 

20 



Table 29. sub-group analysis: Efficiency of taxes. 

support 

U.S. 

state 

Local 

All 

None 

Non-support 

U.S. 

state 

Local 

All 

None 

Private 

% 

0 

25 

75 

0 

0 

17 

0 

663 

0 

0 

Non-Parent 

% 

17 

17 

33 

17 

17 

0 

14 

43 

0 

43 

Public 

% 

0 

20 

60 

20 

0 

0 

0 

100 

a 

a 

98 
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Local improvement was clearly the majority's choice 

as indicated by willingness to pay more taxes (Table 29). 

The reasons were (I) control of funds is more efficient when 

they are closer to the source (60%), (2) there is a direct 

benefit when the funds are from local sources (30%), (3) 

local control could assure better quality (IO%). Local 

control of money would give the respondents more voice in 

the expenditures. The group as a whole wanted to be able to 

control funds. 

Foundations as a Viable Option 

Because 83% of the respondents would give to a 

foundation, the remainder of the questions in the interview 

addressed the following categories: (I) earmarking 

donations; (2) confidence in organization; (3) supporting 

curriculum beyond basics; (4) ~ewarding teachers; and (5) 

preferred method of payment. 

Earmarking Donations 

Question: If there were a fiscal emergency and 

schools would close a month early, then would you donate 

money to keep them open? Yes, No, Maybe. 



Table 30. 

100 

Total group analysis: Earmarking for a fiscal 
emergency. 

Yes 
% 

37 

No 
% 

33 

Maybe 
% 

30 

Table 31. Group analysis: Earmarking for fiscal emergency. 

support 
Non-support 

Yes 
% 

33 
40 

No 
% 

20 
47 

Maybe 
% 

47 
13 



Table 32. 

support 

Yes 

No 

Maybe 

Non-support 

Yes 

No 

Maybe 

101 

sub-group analysis: Earmarking for fiscal 
emergency. 

Private 
% 

0 

25 

75 

50 

33 

17 

i' 
i 

Non-Parent 
% 

50 

33 

17 

14 

72 

14 

public 
% 

40 

a 

60 

100 

0 

0 

The general lack of confidence among the respondents 

in the efficient use of tax monies is evidenced here by 

their responses. The majority reiterated their concern about 

the administration of funds in the system, stating that if 

the schools were in trouble fiscally, more money would not 

help alleviate an emergency situation. The statements of the 

"maybe" group listed in order of frequency were: (1) It 

would depend on the need1 (2) If there was not a 

mismanagement of funds, but an emergency outside the scope 

of what local officials could have anticipated, then they 
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would donate; (3) If everyone would give their fair share, 

then they would donate. The reasons for the negative 

responses fit into two categories: (1) they would not give 

because there is no self-interest: and (2) they felt that 

legislation would have to be passed in order to alleviate 

the problem, not private donations. 

Question: Let's assume you would be willing to 

donate some money to the schools. Would you want your 

donated money to go directly to teachers, programs, 

buildings, general need, or special projects? Why? 

Table 33. Total group analysis: Earmarking funds. 

Teachers Programs 

% % 

43 10 

Buildings As Need 

% % 

o 27 

special DK 
projects 

t % 

3 



Table 34. Group analysis: Earmarking funds. 

Teachers 

Programs 

Buildings 

As Need 

special Projects 

DK 

Support 
% 

40 

0 

0 

33 

20 

7 

Non-support 
% 

47 

20 

0 

20 

13 

0 

103 
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Table 35. sub-group analysis: Earmarking funds. 

Private Non-Parent Public 
% % % 

support 

Teachers 50 33 40 

Programs 0 0 0 

Buildings 0 0 0 

As Need 25 34 40 

Special 
projects 0 33 20 

DK 25 0 0 

Non-support 

Teachers 83 14 50 

Programs 17 14 50 

Buildings 0 0 0 

As Need 0 29 0 

Special 
Projects 0 29 0 

Teachers were chosen to be the recipients of 

earmarked funds by most of the group. The private school 

parents chose this category by a majority. The reasons 

teachers were chosen, in order of frequency, were: Teachers 

are underpaid (80%), and programs and special projects are 
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only as good as the teachers who teach them (20%). All 

respondents who picked the "as needed" category said that 

they thought the foundation board would be in a better 

position to make a judgment about the allocation of funds. 

supporting Curriculum Beyond Basics 

Teaching the "basics" (reading, writing, and 

arithmetic) has been a concern of citizens in the last 

decade. Leg,islative budget cutting has caused streamlining 

of programs that has resulted in schools removing all but 

the basic core classes. Parents, both private and public, 

are concerned with the curriculum schools have to offer. To 

better understand the sample population's concerns with the 

reduction of the schools' curriculum, the following was 

asked: 

Question: Would you pay for extra services, beyond 

basics, to the local school (e.g., art, music, P.E., field 

trips, language, counseling, computers, etc.)? Why? 



Table 36. 

Total Group 

Table 37. 

Support 

Non-support 

Total group analysis: supporting curriculum 
beyond basics. 

Yes 
% 

67 

No 
% 

20 

Maybe 
% 

13 

106 

Group analysis: supporting curriculum beyond 
basics. 

Yes 
% 

87 

47 

No 
% 

7 

33 

Maybe 
% 

7 

20 



Table 38. 

support 

Yes 

No 

Maybe 

Non-support 

Yes 

No 

Maybe 

107 

Sub-group analysis: supporting curriculum beyond 
basics. 

Private 
% 

75 

0 

25 

34 

33 

33 

Non-Parent 
% 

83 

17 

0 

43 

43 

14 

Public 
% 

100 

0 

0 

100 

0 

0 

seventy-five percent of the respondents who answered 

positively gave the following reason for supporting the 

curriculum beyond basics: a well-rounded education is 

important and essential. The negative respondents gave the 

following reasons for their choices: (1) The public needs to 

change the legislative budget limitations to accommodate the 

needs. (2) If the schools were more efficient, it would not 

be necessary to cut such programs. (3) If the quality of 

the basic was good, they would support the other areas. 
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These answers do not coincide with the findings in 

the first part of the interview where respondents were asked 

about the function of the system. It appears that in general 

terms basic education is the responsibility of the whole 

system, but a well-rounded education is desired when the , 

individual's child is involved. Even 62% of the non-parent 

group, who were so adamant about basics as the sole function 

of schools, support a more diverse education and would be 

willing to give private money to assure it. However, this 

group was still the least amenable to supporting non-basic 

educational services. 

Rewarding Teachers 

The sample population think teachers are underpaid. 

Ninety-seven percent of the group wanted to reward teachers 

monetarily. 

Question: Is there some way you would like to reward 

an excellent teacher? How? 

Table 39. Total group: Rewarding an excellent teacher. 

Total Group 
Yes 

% 
No 
% 
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Table 40. Group analysis: Rewarding an excellent teacher. 

support 

Non-support 

Table 41. 

support 

Yes 

No 

Non-support 

Yes 

Yes 
% 

93 

100 

No 
% 

7 

a 

sub-group analysis: Rewarding an excellent 
teacher. 

Private 
% 

100 

100 

Non-parent 
% 

83 

17 

100 

Public 
% 

100 

100 

The sub-groups were unanimous. Only one person out 

of 30: mentioned teachers should be rewarded with 

recognition but not with money. The results of this question 

support the results of the earmarking category. Teachers 

were cited the most often to be recipients of earmarked 
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funds. It is necessary to note, however, that most of the 

respondents were concerned that there did not seem to be an 

equitable mechanism available to the schools presently, for 

neither merit pay nor reward bonuses were acceptable. Of 

course, the respondents were also acknowledging willingness 

to reward only "excellent" teachers. 

Confidence in the Foundation 

In the review of the literature, Hunter's (1975) 

study and Kotler's (1982) statements both emphasized that an 

oganization needed to prove its accountability by showing it 

was well-managed and organized. To test this assertion the 

following was asked: 

Question: If you gave to public education through a 

tax-deductible organization, Auch as a foundation, would you 

think your money was well spent? Yes, No, Maybe. 

Table 42. Total group analysis: Confidence in foundations. 

Total Group Yes 
% 

30 

No 
% 

7 

Maybe 
% 

60 
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Table 43. Group analysis: Confidence in foundations. 

support 

Non-support 

Yes 
% 

40 

20 

No 
% 

20 

o 

Maybe 
% 

40 

80 

Table 44. sub-group analysis: Confidence in foundations • 

support 

Yes 

No 

Maybe 

Non-support 

Yes 

No 

Maybe 

Private 
% 

50 

0 

50 

0 

0 

100 

Non-parent 
% 

33 

17 

50 

43 

0 

57 

.. 

public 
% 

60 

20 

20 

0 

0 

100 

As is shown by the prevalence of "maybe" replies, 

the group was reticent about showing confidence in a 

hypothetical organization. However, the conditions that 
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they would want met did support the findings in the 

literature. The conditions were, in order of frequency: (1) 

They would want to know how the money was spent and 

accounted for (83%); (2) They wanted the organization to be 

established, credible and well-run (30%); (3) If they knew," 
I I I 

someone on the board and the members were competent (20%)~' 

(4) If they were assured they could earmark donations (10%). 

The criteria mentioned most often was a concern for 

accountability for funds and a well-managed organization. 

Indeed this investigator believes those individuals who 

answered positively without expressing these precise 

limitations might well have assumed their applicability. 

Method of Payment 

/ " 

l 

Higher education and other non-profit organizations, 

such as United Way and various health organizations, such as 

cancer, heart, and leukemia have used endowments and trusts 

as a source of income. If public education is going to 

compete with these organizations for private donations, 

then, it appears that it should discover what method of 

donating money donors would consider desirable. 

Question: Let's assume that all the conditions you 

would require a school to meet in order to receive your 

donation could be met. How would you prefer to donate the 

money? (a) An amount equal to what a raise in taxes would 

cost, approximately $96.00 over a three year period. (b) A 
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lump sum in a certain amount. (c) A billed amount over a 

period of time. (d) Through a trust, an endowment or a 

donation of assets. 

Table 45. Total group: Method of payment. 

Equal to 
Taxes 

% 

13 

Lump 
Sum 
% 

33 

Billed 
Amount 

% 

20 

Table 46. Group analysis: Method 

Equal Lump Billed 
to Sum Amount 
Taxes 

% % % 

Support 7 33 27 

Non-
support 20 33 13 

Trusts 

% 

27 

of payment. 

Trusts 

% 

27 

27 

No Preference 

% 

7 

No Preference 

% 

7 

7 

Three categories are relatively evenly split, a lump 

sum, being billed over time, and through a trust or 

endowment The reasons given for these choices reiterate the 

respondents' desires to control the use of their money. 

Respondents who would give to the foundation through a trust 
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or endowment would do so because they could control the 

money and assure it would be spent where they earmarked the 

funds. The group that wanted to be billed also felt they 

could control the money by increasing or decreasing their 

dona~ion depending on their perceived accountability of the 
I 

organization. 
I 

All of the conditions of voice derived from the 

literature were mentioned by the respondents: accountability 
\ 

and efficiency, self-interest, and a desire to have a more 

responsive administration. A large majority (83%) of the 

respondents would donate private money to public education 

if they could earmark the funds. Earmarking is a way of 

requesting a voice and responsiveness from the schools. A 

smaller majority (60%) of the exit/non-support group does 

not think taxes are well spent, but would be willing to 

donate to a foundation if their donation could be earmarked. 

The study results appear to support the contention that 

philanthropy appears to be a viable option. 



Table 47. Summary of voice questions. 

Taxes lIell 
Spent: 

Tax US 
Source: 3 

Donate 
Funda: 

-----
rlacal 
Emergency: 

CROUP TOTAL 
Z 

Yes No OK 
53 40 7 

State Local All 
IJ 60 3 

Tea Na Maybe 
40 27 33 

Tea Na Maybe 
37 33 20 

None 
IJ 

!anaark Teachers Progr .... Bulldinga As Special DIt 
Funda: Needed ProJecta 

43 10 0 27 11 3 

Confidence: Tes Na Maybe 
3D 1 60 

---.---------------. 
Beyond Tes Na Maybe 
Basics: 67 20 IJ 

EXIT/NON-SUPPORT 
% 

Tea Na DK 
53 60 7 

US State Local All 
7 7 67 0 

Tea No Haybe 
40 33 27 

Yea Na Maybe 
40 47 IJ 

------.-.-r..,. 

Hone 
20 

._---------- . 

Teachers PraBra •• B~lIdin~. Aa Special DK 
Needed ProJecta 

47 20 0 20 I) 0 

Tea Na Haybe 
20 0 80 

Tes Na Maybe 
47 33 20 

------_._--
Reward Tea No Tea No 
Teachers: 97 3 100 0 

-------
Method Equal ta Lump Billed Truat Na Equal to LUIIp 1!11led Trust Na 
Pay: Taxes SUII ",""unt Preference Taxea S ... AlDouat Preference 

13 33 20 27 34 20 33 13 27 7 

NON-EXIT/SUPPORT 
Z 

Yes Na DK 
13 20 7 

US State Local All None 
7 20 53 IJ 7 

Yes Na Maybe 
40 20 40 

----_.-
Yea Na Naybe 

33 20 47 

Teachera Pragroa llulld- As Special Ill: 
inga Needed Project 

40 0 0 33 20 7 

Te. Na Maybe 
40 13 40 

.._---_._-----_. 
Tes Na Harbe 

87 7 7 

Tea Na 
87 IJ 

Equal ta L ... p Billed Truat Na 
TaxeIJ S ... AlDount Preference 

7 33 27 27 7 

....... 

....... 
1JI 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS 

Following Hirschman's (1970) theory, this study 

proposed that decreased public funding is both a cause and a 

symptom of organizational decline in the public schools. A 

devastating spiral effect is created when educational 

programs are reduced or lost during a time of decreasing 

funds, and the public views these decremental acts as 

causing diminishen educational quality. As a consequence, 

many individuals "exit" by withdrawing support (voting 

against revenue increases), their children (placing them in 

private schools) or both. 

Hirschman posits that one way to reverse systemic 

exit is to permit increased "voice. n For many years, public 

schools permitted voice to the community primarily via 

voting, both in school board and tax increase elections. 

During much of our history, schools enjoyed such pervasive 

public loyalty that such limited voice mechanisms were 

satisfactory; therefore, the levels of public support were 

ever increasing, and, generally, the public was satisfied 

with the schools' operation (i.e., schools were not viewed 

as declining organizations). 

.116 
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For a variety of reasons, including fewer citizens 

with school age children, the schools do not enjoy reflexive 

loyalty; indeed, many people see them as "failing." The 

traditional, restricted voice mechanism (voting) apparently 

no longer stems the willingness to exit by disenchanted 

individuals. This study was directed at investigating an 

expanded voice mechanism, allowing individuals more control 

over resource allocation in the schools, as an attempt at 

reversing some degree of the diminution of funds available 

to the schools. 

The findings were consistent with the framework. The 

one thread that winds its way through the findings is the 

respondent's desire to have a voice in the functioning of 

the system, albeit through controlling their donations by 

manner of giving (endowments, trusts, or billing) or through 

designation of monies (earmarking for specific areas). Among 

the variables that affected the willingness to allocate 

private money to public education, perception of quality was 

the primary factor that was directly responsible for the 

decisions of the respondents. 

Summary 

Chapter 1 posed the area of concern, the statement 

of the problem and the purpose of the study. 



118 

Chapter 2 comprised a review of the literature 

describing the conceptual framework of exit, voice and 

loyalty delineated by Hirschman (1970) and Seeley (1981), 

and research on philanthropic behavior and giving patterns. 

In Chapter 3 the procedures for data collection were 

described, the research setting defined, and the sample 

population defined, including controls for income, 

educational level, age, length of residence, owning their 

home, and voicing their opinion through support or 

non-support in a tax override election. 

Chapter 4 reported the results for the data analyses 

in the two major areas incorporated in the questionnaire: 

1. Exit questions: The respondents answered questions 

on (a) rating of the local public school, (b) 

attitudes about the educational system, (c) 

perception of quality in the schools, (d) 

satisfaction about curriculum, (e) desired changes 

in the local school, (f) relative standing on 

standardized test scores compared to the national 

norm, (g) degree of discipline in the local school, 

and (h) designation of funding areas. 
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2. Voice questions: This section of the data collection 

asked if people would be willing to donate 

personally to public education, and if so, under 

what conditions. The areas discussed were: (a) 

willingness to donate to a foundation, (b) efficient 

use of taxes, (c) preference of present taxing 

sources, (d) earmarking donations, (e) supporting 

curriculum beyond basics, (f) rewarding teachers, 

(g) confidence in a foundation, and (h) method of 

payment to a foundation. 

Conditions of Exit 

Non-support is a reality in the studied school 

district as evidenced by the budget override failure a few 

years ago; yet, 83% of the study's sample population 

(including non-supporters) was not dissatisfied with the 

school district. This "satisfaction" places the district in 

a double bind of non-support or exit even though there is no 

perception of decline. One can speculate that the response 

to the question about the quality of the schools nationally 

(60% thought the schools nationwide were not improving) 

influences attitudes, and the local district becomes a 

victim of guilt by association at the voting booths. 

Conversely, the local district may be punished for its 

success; others may have believed the district was already 

succeeding without the need for more tax revenues. 
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The exit group's concern about quality was 

associated with the public school's curriculum. 

Dissatisfaction with the quality of the curriculum and with 

teachers was the most frequently mentioned "criticism. The 

non-exit (support) group reiterated their original voting 

support by stating their continuing satisfaction with the 

current quality of the district's schools. The exit section 

and the voice section were not designed for parallel 

complements; yet remedies for some of the complaints stated 

in the exit section are answered by the voice responses. 

However, the reasons given by the respondents need to be 

examined for their tenability. Some of the requirements 

placed on school districts by the respondents as conditions 

for future support via donations may not be feasible. 

Further exploration of the viability of the conditions 

mentioned needs to be done. Dissatisfaction with the quality 

of curriculum was mentioned most often, with teacher quality 

being second. The group's desires were to hire good 

teachers, pay them more money, and abolish tenure). The 

perceived decline of quality, and the erosion of local 

control were two conditions that generated exit, revealed in 

the review of the literature, and were supported by this 

study. 

The moving force behind this study was a concern 

about the public's lack of confidence in schools, manifested 
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in part by the failure of tax overrides. The school district 

in the study appears to be doing a very good job of selling 

itself. Confidence in the local school was very high, 

ninety-three percent of the sample population graded the 

local schools with an ftAft or ftB.ft The only negative 

statements offered were that there was a lack of money 

available to improve the quality of the teachers. In the 

voice section, 93% of the respondents were willing to donate 

to reward an excellent teacher. Can a single school district 

effectively address these concerns? Education is labor 

intensive; on the average, 80% of a school's budget is 

designated for personnel (posthere, 1984). Foundations may 

not be able to fill the need of paying for better teachers; 

however, through rewards, incentives and grants, teachers 

can be rewarded monetarily for special merit. An ancillary 

benenfit would be publication of the awards and a heightened 

community awareness of the good teaching staff. 

According to 63% of the respondents, the basic 

function of the public educational system is to teach 

educational basics and literacy. This perception was 

restated in the voice section; 83% of the sample population 

concerned with the quality of the local school stated they 

believed that the district's students would perform above 

the national average on a standardized achievement test, 

which tests basics. The perception of quality locally was 



122 

higher than the perception of quality nationally. Those 

respondents who disagreed (17%) were concerned with the 

budgetary ceiling placed on the district, hampering its 

ability to achieve excellence, and that the district's 

administrators were not demanding high enough standards of 

staff. The voice response to these complaints is in 

earmarking funds through the foundation. The implications 

for a school district are informational. For this district, 

in particular, these responses test the effectiveness of the 

information already released to the public. The district 

publicizes its emphasis on basics and the fact that it has 

some of the highest standardized achievement scores in the 

state (Madison, 1984). Ninety percent of the respondents 

had confidence that the district can teach students the 

"basics." As far as raising standards is concerned, the 

implications for the foundation are to support in-service 

training programs for teachers. Another initiative would be 

to support a lobbying effort to influence the legislature to 

rais~ the budgetary ceiling, and abolish tenure. 

Satisfaction with the existing curriculum was 

indicated by 57% of the respondents, even though the 

remaining 43% wanted more emphasis on writing and on basics. 

The negative responses are coupled with the information 

gleaned from the voice section on supporting curriculum 

beyond basics. Sixty-seven percent wanted a well-rounded 



123 

curriculum and would be willing to pay for it, though 

efficiency of the present system was a concern. Can a school 

district offer an expanded curriculum in a declining 

enrollment environment? stressing need is the key. The 

literature on philanthropic behavior supports the notion 

that people gave if they felt there was a need. In Clay's 

monograph (1985), successful public school foundations all 

went to the public with a particular need and publicized the 

information to let everyone know exactly what they paid for. 

The implications for a foundation are to illuminate its 

efficient use of funds and accountability and to focus on a 

particular need. 

Unlike the traditional results in the annual Gallup 

polls, fifty-three percent of the respondents thought 

discipline in the district was about right. The remainder 

did not blame the school, but felt that home influences and 

judicial interference kept the schools from doing an 

effecive job. 

The tenebility of donor's desires to reward 

excellent teachers cannot be answered by a foundation 

considering the present compensation structure in public 

education today. The traditional norms in place in the 

present compensation system will have to be changed before 

differentiated wages according to merit can be addressed. 

The whole concept of merit pay needs to be addressed before 
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a foundation can meet the population's desires of rewarding 

excellent teachers. However, a foundation can do other 

things: it can give resources to the curriculum, give 

inducements to teachers to encourage them to stay in the 

system, can fund a technique of having excellent teachers 

share their abilities through a sharing process, support 

smaller student/teacher ratios by paying for teacher aides 

and supporting volunteer programs. 

Effects of a Foundation 

A foundation offers an increased voice option to the 

public through an increased sense of control. The 

question,then, is whether a foundation would be useful to a 

school district. The majority of the exit group (67%) would 

still donate to a foundation, and 80% of the non-exit group 

would donate to a foundation. Of course, this relatively 

high percentage of prospective donors must be measured 

against the asserted satisfaction with the district 

expressed by 83% of the respondents. Perhaps equally 

interesting is that 86% of the disinterested respondents 

(those who had no children in district schools) professed a 

conditional willingness to donate. Sixty percent of the 

prospective donors wanted local control of money. The voice 

parallel can be observed in the responses to the question on 

confidence in the foundation. The conditions for 

establishing confidence were accountability and credibility. 
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A well-managed organization with a board composed of a 

cross-section of citizens and school personnel was also 

desired. Is this feasible? The attitudes exhibited by the 

respondents regarding accountability and the design and 

makeup of the board are all e~ements of voice. The research 
, '. 

and common elements found in :he successful foundations 

validates this information. All had boards composed in this 

manner and had an efficient pilblic relations system that 

expounded the foundation and district's virtues. 

strategies for Foundations--Some Results 
and Some Implications from the stud~ 

The notion of fair share creates a strategy for 

foundations. If respondents acknowledged their willingness 

to give to a foundation, they were asked how much money they 

would be willing to donate to the schools. The intent was to 

ascertain the plausible range of donations a foundation 

might generate. However, answers were always couched in 

general statements as "I would give my fair share", or "what 

I was economically capable of giving at the time." The "fair 

share" concept, so familiar to United Way fund raisers, 

would probably elicit more money than would generally be 

given in the absence of any request guidelines, so long as 

the public believed in the credibility of the foundation. 

Keeping the citizens well-informed is crucial to the 

success of any system based on educational choice. 
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Maintaining sophisticated public relations and informational 

systems highlighting need and efficiency are paramount. When 

making appeals to non-parents, the foundation's request 

should emphasize the needs of the institution, the quality 

of the basics and core curriculum, the quality of the staff, 

and the availability of a designation mechanism for 

earmarking use of donor funds. 

The direct payment concept can be partially 

reinstated in public education through a foundation. The 

single feature that distinguishes the private and public 

schools is that private school parents pay a direct tuition 

to the school. This standard fee, imposed by the school, not 

by the government through an assessment on property, creates 

an expected return. The parent expects to receive something 

of value and demands that the school provide a return on the 

dollar. The conditions of the exchange are understood and 

are seen as mutually beneficial. In the taxing structure of 

public education, the direct payment concept is lost. The 

taxpayer feels that aggregate choice, such as voting, does 

not permit individual control. Individual choice, through 

the direct payment concept, can be reinstated through a 

foundation. Eighty-three percent of the respondents would 

donate to a foundation if they could earmark their 

donations. They would be able to know exactly how their 

money was used. 
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Seeley (1981) contends that frustrated parents and 

citizens believe they have little influence in public school 

policy. This frustration can be alleviated by foundati~os. 

People who are willing to donate money to education can 

effect a response from the system. Their voice will be 

heard. Indeed, Clay (1985) points out that this is one of 

the major complaints superintendents have concerning 

foundations. They would prefer to have undesignated funds to 

be disbursed by the board because of complications of 

earmarking. If a donor wants to earmark funds for a 

particular cause that is not compatible with district 

policy, then difficulties arise. However, the 

superintendents' concerns, to some degree, indicate why a 

foundation may appeal to frustrated, alienated taxpayers. 

Conceptually this study looked at voice as an 

indicia of involvement, and as a way to reverse 

organizational exit. The ultimate goal of involvement 

becomes commitment or loyalty. Foundations may precipitate a 

process of increased community involvement in public 

schools. In fact this aspiration is supported by clay's 

findings: 

All foundation spokespersons appeared to be in 
agreement on at least one thing. The foundation 
served a purpose which was almost accidental: it had 
heightened awareness on the part of the community 
about the plight of schools, increased commitment to 
the schools on the part of community members, and 
increased community support for the schools (Clay, 
1985, p. 41). 
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What Clay states as "accidental n is actually a 

logical outcome of people having a vehicle available to them 

to activate their voice in the system. 

Implications for Further Research 

There are many additional questions generated by 

this study: 

1. One is the question of whether the underlying 

attitudes of the respondents in this particular 

sample are duplicated by respondents with other 

backgrounds in other more heterogeneous communities. 

Clay's (1985) study in Californnia found that wealth 

of the district did not necessarily affect the 

success of the foundation. A comparative study 

utilizing school districts with diverse resident 

populations is needed to test this hypothesis. 

2. The study was limited to a narrow population 

residing in a relatively wealthy district. One of 

the major charges against foundations is the belief 

that they will upset equalization (Clay, 1985). In 

states where equalization laws have effectively 

eliminated the last area of parental choice and 

local control (because parents could no longer move 

into a school district that had a higher tax base 

even if they wanted to do so or were economically 
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capable of doing so), a study is needed comparing 

whether foundations have been an outgrowth of the 

law and the effects equalization laws and 

foundations have had on school districts. 

3. A study needs to be made on the voting patterns in 

school districts where there are successful 

foundations. Do school board elections have a better 

voter turnout, do more people run for the office, is 

there more activity in the parent organizations, and 

in volunteering? DO budget override elections fail? 

4. Madison is an elementary school district. As 

evidenced by the respondents' statements that 50% 

would send their children to a private high school, 

the question is raised whether respondents in the 

sample, or a similar demographically controlled 

sample would be willing to donate money to a high 

school district or a unified school district? Would 

a unified district's foundation have more or less 

success in attracting donations? Would donors' 

earmarking choices differ (e.g., focusing on 

athletics rather than teacher salaries)? 

5. A longitudinal study, which investigates the 

attitudinal effects of a successful foundation, 

could test Hirschman's (1970) hypothesized ultimate 

outcome: that voice will reverse exit behaviors and 
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engender loyalty to the organization. The main 

effect anticipated is a reversal of the 

organizational decline, either as a matter of 

productivity or in the perceptions of the relevant 

population. 
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Demographics/Phone Interview 

1. Do you have the time to answer some questions over the 
phone'; 

2. If an override election were held in the Madison 
district this month would you vote for or against it? 

3. How long have you lived in Phoenix? 

4. Do you own or rent? 

5. Do you have any children in the public schools? (K-8) 
(9-12) Number? 

If the answer was no, but they had school age children 
then the respondent will be asked 

6. Do you have any children in a private or parochial 
educational system? How long? 

7. Into which age group do you fit: 18-29, 30-49, 50 and 
over? 

8. What was the highest grade or year you completed in 
school? 

9. Into which group did your total family income fall last 
year before taxes. stop me when I come to the correct 
group: 

Group I 
Group II 
Group III 
Group IV 
Group V 
Group VI 

$50,000 and over 
$40,000-49,999 
$30,000-39,999 
$20,000-29,999 
$10,000-19,999 
Other 

10. I am going to read a list of categories of 
occcupations. Please pick the one that applies to you: 

Business/Professional 
Clerical/Sales 
Manual Labor 
Non-Labor Force 
Farm 
Undesignated (Other) 
Retired 



11. Sex (to be determined by voice or name). 

12. Would you be willing to have an interview for about 
30-35 minutes? 
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PERSONAL INTERVIEW 

Exit Questions 

1. What grade would you give your local public schools 
(A-F). Why? 

2. What do you think is the function of the public school 
system in this country? Why? 

3. The report of the President's Commission on Excellence 
in Education concluded that the quality of education in 
the U. S. public schools is only fair and not 
improving. Do you agree or disagree with this opinion? 
Why? 

3a. Do you agree or disagree with this 
opinion concerning your local school? 
Why? 

4. Do you think children are learning the things you think 
they should be learning in school? Why? 

5. What changes in your local school would you like to 
see? Why? 

6. There has been much talk recently about having all 
students take a nationwide achievement test. If this 
were to happen how do you think students in the Madison 
District would score compared to students in the U.S.? 
Higher, lower, or about the same? Why? 

7. If more money has to be found for your public schools 
would you prefer to see it come from local, state, 
national, or private sources? Why? 

8. How do you feel about discipline in the local public 
schools? Is it too strict, not strict enough, or just 
about right? Why do you feel this way? 

9. (PARENTS, Public) Suppose you could send your (eldest) 
child to a private or parochial school, tuition free, 
which would you prefer-··t~ send him or her to a private 
school or a public school? Why? 
(PARENTS, Private) What would the public schools have 
to do in order for you to consider sending your child? 
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Voice Questions 

1. Do you think your taxes for education are well spent? 

2. Would you be willing to pay more taxes to help raise the 
standards of education in the U.S., the state, your 
local district? Why? 

3. If there were a non-profit organization available ~nl~' 
your district such as a foundation as a vehicle for I 

channeling donations to the schools, would you I 

contribute to it? Yes, No, Maybe. 
\ 

3a. If yes, then who would you want to administer.Jthe 
money: The school board, the principals, a patent 
group, the state, a non-profit organization 
comprised of citizens. 

3b. If no, then would you contribute if you could 
control and earmark where the money went? 

3c. If maybe, then under what conditions would you 
consider donating money to the local school? 

4. If there were a fiscal emergency and schools would close 
a month early, then would you donate money to keep them 
open? Yes, No, Maybe. 

4a. If no, then what would convince you to donate money 
to the schools? 

4b. If yes, then how much and why? 

4c. If maybe then what conditions would have to be 
prevelant for you to consider donating? 
(Efficiency, acountability, etc.) 

5. Let's assume you would be willing to donate some money 
to the schools. Would you want your donated money to go 
directly to teachers, programs, buildings, general need, 
or special projects? Why?· 

6. If you gave to public education through a tax-deductible 
organization such as a foundation, would you think your 
money was well spent? Yes, NO, Maybe. 

6a. If Yes, then why? 
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