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Summary
Betsy DeVos, the new U.S. secretary of education, is a
strong proponent of allowing public education dollars to go
to private schools through vouchers, which enable parents
to use public school money to enroll their children in
private schools, including religious ones. Vouchers are
advanced under the rubric of “school choice”—the theory
that giving parents more choices regarding where to
educate their children creates competition and thus
improves low-performing schools. (Charter schools, though
technically funded and regulated similarly to public
schools, are another key private school component of the
choice argument and another top policy priority for DeVos.)
DeVos’s nomination and confirmation have heightened the
debate over using privatization, versus other school
improvement strategies, to enhance educational outcomes
for students and their schools.
This report seeks to inform that debate by summarizing the
evidence base on vouchers. Studies of voucher programs
in several U.S. cities, the states of Florida, Indiana,
Louisiana, and in Chile and India, find limited improvements
at best in student achievement and school district
performance from even large-scale programs. In the few
cases in which test scores increased, other factors, namely
increased public accountability, not private school
competition, seem to be more likely drivers. And high rates
of attrition from private schools among voucher users in
several studies raises concerns. The second largest and
longest-standing U.S. voucher program, in Milwaukee,
offers no solid evidence of student gains in either private
or public schools.
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In the only area in which there is evidence of small
improvements in voucher schools—in high school
graduation and college enrollment rates—there are no data
to show whether the gains are the result of schools
shedding lower-performing students or engaging in
positive practices. Also, high school graduation rates have
risen sharply in public schools across the board in the last
10 years, with those increases much larger than the small
effect estimated on graduation rates from attending a
voucher school.
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The lack of evidence that vouchers significantly improve student achievement (test
scores), coupled with the evidence of a modest, at best, impact on educational attainment
(graduation rates), suggests that an ideological preference for education markets over
equity and public accountability is what is driving the push to expand voucher programs.
Ideology is not a compelling enough reason to switch to vouchers, given the risks. These
risks include increased school segregation; the loss of a common, secular educational
experience; and the possibility that the flow of inexperienced young teachers filling the
lower-paying jobs in private schools will dry up once the security and benefits offered to
more experienced teachers in public schools disappear.
The report suggests that giving every parent and student a great “choice” of educational
offerings is better accomplished by supporting and strengthening neighborhood public
schools with a menu of proven policies, from early childhood education to after-school and
summer programs to improved teacher pre-service training to improved student health
and nutrition programs. All of these yield much higher returns than the minor, if any, gains
that have been estimated for voucher students.

Introduction
Extensive research on educational vouchers in the United States over the past 25 years
shows that gains in student achievement are at best small. An educational voucher is a
certificate of public funding of a certain amount that can be used by parents of students in
any school of the parents’ choosing that accepts such vouchers, usually private. The
regulations around vouchers vary from plan to plan.
As originally conceived by Milton Friedman (1955), the purpose of vouchers is to break the
“monopoly” of public schooling and extend families’ school choices for their children to
include private education. Friedman, and voucher advocates more generally, argue that an
education market that includes private schools competing on a financially level playing
field with public schools, can deliver schooling more cheaply and satisfy consumer needs
more effectively because private education is more efficient than public. Charter schools
are more regulated than private voucher schools, since charters must be sanctioned by a
state, county, or school district to receive public funding and are subject to public
accountability. But charter schools are still private entities. Indeed, the argument for
charter schools is based on the same philosophical foundation as vouchers, namely that
consumer and cost-sensitive private (charter) schools, competing with public schools,
would provide the best education for the most families (Chubb and Moe 1990).
Voucher programs have been undertaken in Milwaukee, Cleveland, New York,
Washington, D.C., Dayton, Ohio, and the states of Florida, Indiana, Louisiana, among
others. All the plans in these locations are targeted at low-income students. But there are
national universal eligibility voucher plans in other countries, such as Chile, that have also
been intensely evaluated, with similar results—small effects on student achievement (for
Chile, see McEwan and Carnoy 2000). Many of these plans have also been carefully
evaluated. Some of the voucher studies are experiments in which families volunteer their
children to attend private school, and under experiments, some families are randomly
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awarded vouchers for attending private school while other families do not get vouchers
and thus children of those families end up attending public school. Experiments usually
involve a relatively small number of students but are considered a highly reliable method
of estimating the effect of attending a private school.1

Research does not show that vouchers
significantly improve student
achievement
Voucher proponents argue that offering students the opportunity, through public financing,
to attend private rather than public schools produces significant gains at two levels: that
individual students gain from attending a more effective (private) school, and that students
remaining in public schools gain because increasing private school competition for public
school students pushes public schools to improve.
Most studies test the first of these claims. In the late 1990s, voucher experiments were
conducted in New York City, Washington, D.C., and Dayton, Ohio (Howell et al. 2000). The
New York experiment, which involved low-income students entering private schools via
vouchers in grades 2–5, was the only one that showed significant gains in test scores for
any group of voucher students after three years, and gains appeared only for black
students in a single cohort (Mayer et al. 2002). However, a closer examination showed that
these gains had been overestimated and were not statistically significant because part of
the baseline group of students had not been included in the sample of students analyzed
(Krueger and Zhu 2004). The experiments in Dayton and Washington, D.C., had such large
“losses” (students with vouchers who left voucher schools during the evaluation period)
that no valid estimates of voucher effects could be made.
A later voucher plan in Washington, D.C.—the Opportunity Scholarship Program—was
funded directly by Congress and began in 2004. It, too, was targeted at low-income
students. Students who volunteered to participate were randomly awarded vouchers to
private schools, the majority of which were religious/Catholic schools. Those students
offered or using vouchers in the two cohorts evaluated (students entering the program in
2004 and those entering in 2005) showed no significant reading or math gains over those
who did not receive scholarships/vouchers, but high school graduation rates were
significantly higher for those students in the sample who were in ninth grade or higher and
therefore could have graduated in the period evaluated (Wolf et al. 2013). The most
interesting policy aspect of the Opportunity Scholarship Program, however, was the
relatively few placements (1,700) offered to students via the program by the 90 to 100
private schools operating in the district during this period (Washington, D.C., had about
70,000 public and charter students in 2004), and the high rate of school-switching among
voucher recipients (Carnoy 2009).
The most recent voucher programs evaluated are in Indiana and Louisiana. The Indiana
program began in 2011 and offers vouchers to low- to middle-income students to attend
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private schools. Parents can supplement the publicly funded voucher with private funds.
About 34,000 students took vouchers in 2016––2017. An evaluation of the Indiana
program that compared time trends of voucher students’ test scores with the test score
time trends of similar students in public schools showed significantly lower math and
reading gains on the state test for voucher students (for a summary, see Dynarski, 2016). A
statewide voucher program in Louisiana begun in 2008 and also aimed at low-income
students now has almost 8,000 voucher recipients attending private schools. It, too, has
been evaluated. Researchers used a quasi-experimental method and, again in this case,
found that voucher students in private schools scored significantly lower in math and
reading on the state test than the control group attending Louisiana’s public schools
(Dynarski 2016).
The experiment in New York, the second Washington, D.C., experiment, and the evaluation
of Louisiana program provide the most reliable estimates of the impact that vouchers have
on student reading and mathematics performance. Yet advocates for vouchers, at least for
targeted vouchers in a U.S. setting, most often focus on Milwaukee, the city with the
nation’s second largest (after Indiana) and longest running voucher program (it has been
operating since the 1990s). About 28,000 students currently attend private schools using
vouchers under the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program (MPCP), and about 75,000
students attend Milwaukee’s public schools (including charter schools); this constitutes
one of the lowest shares (along with Washington, D.C., and New Orleans) of traditional
public school enrollment in the country. Milwaukee has been a totally “choice” school
district for almost 20 years—students can select among traditional public schools, public
magnet schools, charter schools (if places are available), and, if eligible,2 private voucher
schools (Carnoy et al. 2007). As a result, only one in four students attends his or her
neighborhood school. If choice has a significant positive impact on student achievement,
Milwaukee should be among the highest scoring urban school districts in the nation.
Milwaukee’s private school students should be outscoring its public school students, and
students in traditional public schools should have made large gains because of the intense
competition from private and charter schools.
However, none of these characterize Milwaukee’s school outcomes. The African American
students who make up roughly two-thirds of Milwaukee’s student body are the main
recipients of vouchers. Their academic performance is thus important in assessing the
overall impact of choice in the district. Figures A and B compare the National Assessment
of Educational Process (NAEP) scores of black students in eighth-grade math and reading
in 13 urban U.S. school districts. Black students in Milwaukee have lower eighth-grade
math scores than students in every city but Detroit—notably, another urban district with a
high level of school choice. In reading, Milwaukee’s black eighth-graders do even more
poorly. They score lower than black eighth-graders in all other 12 city school districts.
Although not represented in a figure, fourth-grade NAEP scores for the 13 cities show the
same pattern.
It is possible that Milwaukee students had initially even lower NAEP scores than students
in other urban districts and made much larger gains than other districts’ students since the
early 2000s, after the current voucher plan was implemented in 1998. However, we cannot
test this proposition using NAEP data because Milwaukee only participated as a district in
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NAEP in 2009, 2011, and 2013. Students in Milwaukee’s public schools did make large
gains on the Wisconsin state test in fourth- and eighth-grade mathematics from 2007 to
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2008, but have not improved since, and they did not make significant gains in reading
between 2007 and 2011. So given that the only substantial test score gains were in math
and only for one year, the argument that vouchers have turned Milwaukee into a high
achieving school district is weak.
More systematic studies of student performance gains in private schools and the effects of
competition on public school students’ performance likewise show that if vouchers have
improved student learning in Milwaukee’s public schools, the effects are small. In 2006,
the state of Wisconsin commissioned a group of academics to evaluate whether voucher
students attending private schools (MPCP students) made larger gains in reading and
mathematics over a four-year period than similar students in Milwaukee’s traditional public
schools (MPS). The researchers applied Wisconsin state tests to a sample of private
schools that had agreed to participate and compared the results annually with a matched
set of public school students.
The results show that there were no significant differences in the gains of MPCP and MPS
students in either subject in the first three years evaluated (Witte et al. 2012). In the fourth
year, 2010–2011, the Wisconsin legislature required all private schools accepting voucher
students to participate in the Wisconsin state test. In that fourth year, the gains in math and
reading scores were greater for MPCP students than for matched public school students
(Witte et al. 2012, Figure 3). The researchers cautioned, however, that much, if not all, of
these gains resulted from the accountability measure imposed by the legislature in that
year rather than MPCP students’ private school attendance. The authors suggested that
making Wisconsin test results for private schools available to the public for the first time
pushed these schools to increase instruction of curricular elements that might appear on
the test, which helped increase scores.
Indeed, this same influence of accountability measures is observed in evaluations of a
large state-level voucher program in Florida. Starting in 1999, the Florida A+ program rated
public schools from A to F based on annual test scores and test score gains. Students in
schools receiving an F rating two out of four years—“chronically failing schools”—were
eligible to receive vouchers, called “Opportunity Scholarships” to attend private schools. In
practice, very few vouchers were awarded because schools designated as F schools in
one year tended to make significant improvement in the next year. One study (Greene
2001) attributed the significantly higher gains made by F-rated schools compared with Drated schools to “voucher threat”—in other words, the threat of losing students to
competing private schools. However, a second study showed that a similar, directly
preceding accountability plan in Florida that designated schools as “critically low
performing” but did not include a voucher threat, produced improvements among such
low-rated schools that were just as great as the improvements in the F-rated schools
under the Florida A+ plan (Figlio and Rouse 2006). The second study concludes that the
stigma of being labeled a low-performing or failing school is the likely reason for greater
improvement. Thus, increased public accountability, not private school competition, is a
more effective mechanism for producing test score gains in low-performing schools.
Other studies have estimated the impact of private school competition on student
achievement in Milwaukee’s traditional public schools. Hoxby (2003) and Chakrabarti
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(2005) show that in the two years following the Wisconsin Supreme Court decision of 1998
allowing publicly funded vouchers to be used in religious schools, test scores in
Milwaukee public schools as compared with “similar” Wisconsin schools outside
Milwaukee increased significantly. However, in subsequent research I compared the
individual test score gains between the 2001–2002 school year and the 2002–2003
school year of students in public schools within Milwaukee with many nearby private
schools accepting voucher students and students in public schools with few nearby
competing private schools offering voucher places. This study showed no significant
effects of greater competition from private voucher schools (Carnoy et al. 2007). Moreover,
test scores in Milwaukee public schools fell in subsequent years. These contradictory
results suggest that “the observed improvement in public school test scores associated
with the implementation of a greatly expanded voucher plan in 1998-99 and 1999-2000
was probably a response to the [initial] threat of increased competition” (Carnoy et al.
2007, 3). Participation in the MPCP increased by 6,000 students in 1998–2000, and by an
additional 5,000 students in the following four years. Yet, further improvements did not
occur despite increases in voucher uptake (implying increased competition from private
schools) in subsequent years. In other words, these studies suggest that the threat of
vouchers provides a one-time boost to achievement of students in public schools, but this
boost is not necessarily sustained.
One possible reason that public school test scores did not continue to rise is that the
Milwaukee Public School District (MPSD) did not take aggressive action against lowperforming public schools or those public schools losing enrollment. That is, the MPSD
may not have conveyed a sufficiently strong signal to public schools that poor school
management would result in reorganization or closure. But that is not the case. The MPSD
did send a sufficiently strong signal that poor management would have repercussions
because it has been closing and consolidating public schools since the early 2000s.
If researchers examining other programs in other locations were finding that private school
competition leads to a sustained increase in public school student performance, the
Milwaukee results would be an anomaly and thus have to be explained by specific
conditions in Milwaukee. But researchers are not finding that private school competition
elsewhere has led to a large sustained increase in public school student performance.
Studies in Chile, which implemented a national voucher program in 1981, show no impact
of competition on public school student performance (Hsieh and Urquiola 2006). And a
general review of studies on the effect of competition on educational outcomes indicates
that competition has a positive impact but the impact is small (Belfield and Levin 2002).
Most recently, a large-scale experiment in India compared students’ public school
performance in rural communities where vouchers to attend private schools had been
awarded with public school student performance in rural communities where vouchers
had not been awarded (Muralidharan and Sundararaman 2015). The estimates showed no
significant difference in student performance in the two types of communities. While there
are certainly reasons to be skeptical that countries so different from the United States
provide the strongest evidence that private school competition does not lead to large
sustained increases in public school student performance, the lack of other domestic
studies renders stronger comparisons impossible.
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There are more effective ways than
vouchers to increase graduation and
college attendance rates
Why does school privatization at public expense continue to be pushed at the state and
federal level when the empirical evidence points so glaringly in one direction—that neither
the move from public to private school nor increased competition from private schools
significantly improves student achievement? For example, proponents of “school choice”
keep insisting that providing increased access to privately managed and owned schools
improves academic achievement, but studies of voucher plans suggest something else:
that when test score gains do occur in such programs they are likely the result of
increases or perceived increases in school accountability.
Is privatization being pushed as an education policy because studies show modestly
higher rates of graduation and four-year college attendance for attending private school
with students? This is a doubtful justification for such a radical departure from direct public
school improvement policies for several reasons.
First, we don’t know why these schools are increasing graduation rates. The same
researchers who suggest that the introduction of accountability measures, rather than
vouchers, drove test score bumps also estimated high school graduation and college
attendance differences for the eighth- and ninth-graders in the Milwaukee sample. They
found that MPCP students were somewhat more likely to graduate on time (but overall
graduation rates in voucher schools were not found to be significantly higher once fifthyear graduation is included) and to attend four-year college (Cowen et al. 2013). The
differences are significant but small, and they are consistent with higher graduation rates
found in the 2004 Washington, D.C., voucher program (Wolf et al. 2013).
Higher on-time graduation rates of private high school students may be the result of many
factors, including private high schools’ willingness to shed less motivated students, and
the greater focus of some private schools on helping students enter four-year colleges.
The Milwaukee researchers were not able to identify the reasons for the differences, but
for both research and policy purposes it is important to understand whether these schools
are increasing graduation rates because they are shedding lower-performing students or
because they are engaged in positive practices.
Second, high school graduation rates have risen sharply in public education in the last 10
years (Murnane 2013). The increases reported by Murnane are much larger than the small
effect estimated on graduation rates from attending a voucher school.
Third, it would be relatively easy to increase both graduation and four-year college
attendance by investing modestly more in the number of college counselors in public high
schools and in training them better. Expanding public subsidies to private schools has
enough other potential downsides—such as increased school segregation (Bifulco and
Ladd 2006, in North Carolina; Hsieh and Urquiola 2006, in Chile), and losing the common,
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secular educational experience provided by public schools—that moving forward with this
radical reform to achieve slightly increasing high school graduation rates seems rather
unreasonable.

Vouchers programs have hidden costs,
including shrinking the pipeline into
teaching
Another argument often given for vouchers and choice programs is that vouchers cost
less per student than traditional public education. (This argument also applies to charter
schools.) However, this cost argument is flawed. Voucher programs and most charter
schools can run at a lower cost for several reasons that would not be sustainable were
voucher programs to replace much of public education. First, private voucher schools
have several ways to avoid higher cost students not available to public schools. Most
important among these is that even if required to admit students by lottery, voucher
schools can later ease out students that are not performing well or are not sufficiently
conforming to the school’s mission (Benveniste, Carnoy, and Rothstein 2003).
Second, some teachers and staff at religious private schools are subsidized by religious
organizations.
Third, many voucher (and charter) schools “free ride” the bigger teacher labor market by
hiring much younger teachers with no promise of permanent employment.
The “free rider” aspect of teacher costs in private schools, whether voucher or charter,
means that the supply of young people entering the teaching profession is maintained by
the salary structure and tenure system in public education. Without this structure, many
fewer individuals would take the training needed to become certified to enter teaching.
Since teaching salaries are low compared with other professions, the prospect of tenure
and a decent pension provides the option of security as compensation for low pay. This
pool of young, trained teachers is available to voucher and charter schools, generally at
even lower pay than in the public sector and without promise of tenure or a pension, but
with the possibility of training and experience. Thus, the public education employment and
salary system “subsidizes” lower teacher costs in private and charter schools.3 In other
words, for private schools to have lower costs, it is necessary to maintain a largely public
system that pays teachers reasonable (but still low) salaries and provides for a teacher
promotion ladder and job security.
Fourth, installing and maintaining a voucher plan is not cheap. One study (Levin and Driver
1997) estimated that the costs associated with vouchers—accommodating additional
students, record keeping, student transportation, information to parents, and dispute
adjudication—“could raise public educational costs by 25% or more.”
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Supports for privatization detract
from more proven methods of
improving student learning
If the lower cost argument does not compensate for the lack of evidence that vouchers
significantly improve student achievement (test scores) and they, at best, have a modest
impact on educational attainment (graduation rates), what is left to support privatization?
The answer is: ideology. According to Henry Levin, William H. Kilpatrick Professor of
Economics and Education at Teachers College of Columbia University, the debate about
vouchers is based on ideological differences between those who attach greater
importance to individual choice, and therefore education markets, and those who place
greater importance on equity, commonality, and public accountability, and therefore
support public education (Levin 2002).
The push for vouchers and charters could be seen as distracting from implementing
programs that can, in fact, improve student learning. There are many other policy changes
that are likely to have much higher payoffs than privatization. Investing more in excellent
teacher pre-service training (Boyd et al. 2009), in early childhood education (Heckman and
Masterov 2007), in after-school and summer programs, in improved student health and
nutrition programs in and out of schools, and in implementing high standards in math,
reading, and science curricula (Schmidt et al. 2001), all yield higher returns than the very
small, if any, gains that have been estimated for voucher and charter students. The fact is
that some U.S. states such as Massachusetts, Minnesota, North Carolina, and Texas
followed through on high yield reforms in the 1980s and 1990s, and public school students
reaped their benefits (Carnoy, Garcia, and Khavenson 2015). Students in Massachusetts
score as high as students in Finland on the Programme for International Student
Assessment (PISA) mathematics test and higher on the PISA reading test. PISA is a study
by the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development in member and
nonmember nations and assesses 15-year-olds’ scholastic performance on mathematics,
science, and reading.

Conclusion
Betsy DeVos, Donald Trump’s new secretary of education, has been a devout advocate for
private and religious education. She has played a major role in pushing for charter
expansion in her home state of Michigan. Charter expansion has not helped Detroit or
Michigan improve their stagnant, low-performing education systems (Carnoy, Garcia, and
Khavenson 2015; Harris 2016). The federal government has relatively little to say about
education policy in our distinctly federal system. States are in charge. Nevertheless,
DeVos, with the backing of a conservative Congress and the president, could provide
funding for voucher and charter expansion in the states rather than funding programs that
are more likely to improve learning. The tone set by the secretary of education, if it
demeans public schooling and teachers’ unions, could put downward pressure on
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teachers’ salaries and benefits, and therefore reduce the incentive for young people to go
into teaching as a profession, increasing the shortage of teachers. DeVos could also divert
many states from implementing public school reforms that would improve student
learning.
On the other hand, the appointment of DeVos could provide increased motivation for
states that want to improve public education in a meaningful way, investing in longer
range programs that work. By relying on the evidence, such as that presented in this
report, those states could construct the systems that prove, on a large scale, that the best
“choice” education system is the one that improves every family and every neighborhood
public school.
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Endnotes
1. Since all of the families in the pool declared their desire to send their children to a private school
by volunteering for the voucher, in principle, random assignment of vouchers to students in this
pool would be expected to leave voucher status uncorrelated with families’ motivation to improve
their children’s educational prospects. Parents’ motivation is a major source of bias in estimating
school effects on student academic performance.
2. Originally, voucher eligibility in Milwaukee was determined by family income being below 175
percent of the federal poverty line. This requirement has edged upward, so that today, it is 300
percent of the poverty line, and 220 percent to be eligible for a tuition waiver in those private high
schools permitted to charge additional fees for voucher recipients.
3. Advocates of teaching as a “temporary” profession, such as Teach for All’s Wendy Kopp, argue
that the real price of teachers should be even lower than it is, because teaching, like carpentry,
but unlike medicine, the law, or professional soccer, is something that is largely innate and the rest
can be learned in eight weeks of training and on the job. Although some studies show that Teach
for All teachers fare about as well as young trained teachers (Boyd et al. 2009), more generally,
teaching experience has a positive impact on student achievement, and this effect continues to
increase well beyond just the first five years (Ladd and Sorensen 2016).
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