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Abstract  

 I conducted a study to examine the public texts produced and disseminated to 

influence and to lobby the outcome of a Senate Bill 1 of 2011, a bill focused on 

implementing school vouchers in Pennsylvania. By analyzing texts systematically over time 

I sought to uncover how various groups lobbied and mobilized to be represented in 

education policy.  

 Chapters were organized to answer the question: How do the texts that cross my 

desk as a legislative aide work on lobbying legislators about education policies? To answer 

that question chapters were organized to explain the punitive problem and hypothesized 

solutions offered around SB 1 and school vouchers. Chapter 3 shared studies of voucher 

programs and groups that utilized data findings to further their lobbying.  Chapter 4 and 5 

shared how I conducted my analysis and then revealed four themes that emerged during 

analyses. In Chapters 5 and 6, I address what those themes mean for the micro politics of 

Senate Bill 1 and education policy along with addressing what can be learned from my 

study and what might those implications tell us about the micro politics of education policy 

work. 

The data for my study consisted of textual materials distributed and shared publicly 

ÔÏ ÉÎÆÌÕÅÎÃÅ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÏÒÓȭ ÓÔÁÎÃÅÓ ÏÎ 3ÅÎÁÔÅ "ÉÌÌ 1. Critical Discourse Analysis revealed 

insights of the politics of educational policy at a micro-level. The data sample included ten 

texts from the approximately 100 that crossed my desk as a part of my job as a legislative 

aide and represented the stances of the producers as being In Support of SB 1, In 

Opposition of SB 1, or Official Work Texts.  
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The results represented ideological imaginings and social practices that attempt 

discursive work. Since no participant had empirical certainty behind his or her position, the 

study uncovered competing values embedded within the social practices influenced by 

ideological positions. My analyses revealed four themes that emerged in the texts:  A crisis 

exists, It is personal, Framing a stance as truth, and Forming alliances and partnerships.  

This work hoped to show teachers and others how groups lobby to influence education 

policy. 
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Chapter 1 
 

 

Introduction  

 

 

 

Ȱ0ÏÌÉÃÙ ÉÓ ÓÏÃÉÁÌÌÙ ÃÏÎÓÔÒÕÃÔÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÄ ÁÔ Á ÐÁÒÔÉÃÕÌÁÒ ÔÉÍÅ ÁÎÄ ÐÌÁÃÅ and is, 
therefore, subject to social, economic, and political influences of the times: and 

participants in policy events are members of various discourse groups with distinct 
ÖÁÌÕÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔÓ ÏÆÆÅÒÉÎÇ Á ×ÉÄÅ ÖÁÒÉÅÔÙ ÏÆ ÏÐÉÎÉÏÎÓȢȱ 

 
J. Edmondson, (2004, 14)  
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This study sought to understand the micro-level politics of education policy by 

examining the textual materials that crossed my desk as a legislative aide of a state 

legislator in the Pennsylvania House of Representatives. By analyzing texts systematically 

over time, I uncovered how social practices of political groups worked discursively to 

communicate their desires for education policy.  In order to focus this study, I selected the 

texts associated with Pennsylvania Senate Bill 1 of 2011 which sought to establish 

vouchers, or opportunity scholarships, by providing public monies awarded to families to 

choose where to send their children to school. These schooling options included other 

public schools, private schools, and parochial, or religiously affiliated, schools.   The goals 

for this study were to reveal the social practices carried out within these texts by 

identifying the ways and the themes utilized by their producers to frame issues according 

to their ideological positions and to show teachers and others interested in public schools 

ÈÏ× ÔÏ ÒÅÁÄ ÓÕÃÈ ÅÖÅÒÙÄÁÙ ȰÐÏÌÉÔÉÃÁÌȱ ÔÅØÔÓ in order to participate in the social practices to 

influence education policies. 

Education policy  
 
            Because schooling is expected to provide personal, community, and national means 

of adaptation to change, it is often the center of public debate.  Policy acts debate: which 

changes are meaningful, how should we adapt, who deserves these services, who should 

make such decisions, how should we provide these services, and who should pay?  These 

concerns bring individuals and groups into the debates, hoping to participate in these 

decisions that will affect their lives.  Theoretically, these debates could be rational 

endeavors in which all parties present their positions logically, and then, some types of 

empirical evidence would be used in order to choose the best option to become educational 
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ÐÏÌÉÃÙȢ  #ÕÂÁÎȭÓ ɉςπρπɊ ÄÅÆÉÎÉÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÉÍÐÌÉÅÓ ÔÈÉÓ ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÔÙȢ  Ȱ! ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÉÓ 

both a hypothesis and an argument that a particular action should be taken to solve a 

ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍȢȱ  9ÅÔȟ ÈÅ ÉÍÍÅÄÉÁÔÅÌÙ ÑÕÁÌÉÆÉÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÔÙȟ ȰÔÈÅ ÁÃÔÉÏÎȟ ÈÏ×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÈÁÓ ÔÏ ÂÅ 

ÐÏÌÉÔÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÁÃÃÅÐÔÁÂÌÅ ÁÎÄ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÆÅÁÓÉÂÌÅȢȱ   #ÕÂÁÎȭÓ ÑÕÁÌÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÁÃÃÅÐÔÁÂÉÌÉÔy 

ÁÎÄ ÆÅÁÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÂÅÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÔÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÆÏÒ ÏÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȰÂÅÓÔ ÏÐÔÉÏÎȱ ÔÏ×ÁÒÄ ÔÈÅ ÓÕÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅȟ 

raising questions asking politically acceptable to whom and economically feasible under 

what conditions.  These qualifications add power relations to the debates about 

educational policy. The texts that crossed my desk as a legislative aide were a metaphor for 

these power-laden debates about educational policy among groups trying not just to 

participate but to direct the choice for the best options for public schooling through SB 1. 

 Education policy consists of mandates and regulations set forth by the government 

in the form of laws and regulations that govern the operation of education entities 

(Edmondson, 2004). In this study, the education entity is public compulsory schooling. 

Traditionally, public schooling occurs for the good of the public, to create responsible 

citizens, good workers, and patriots for the continuation of our democracy and American 

way.  Because the responsibility of schooling is not established in the United States 

Constitution, it is therefore the responsibility of each state to oversee.  Since the federal 

government supplies funds for education to the states, the federal government has created 

relationships with the states and keeps a watchful eye on state schooling practices.  With 

the responsibility of the compulsory education existing at the state level, this study is most 

appropriately conducted at that level.  

Education policy is set forth by the government and is usually the result of a 

legislative vote. Education policy can also be the result of a regulatory decision by the 
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governing body for education. In this case, the regulatory body is the Pennsylvania 

Department of Education. In instances, the state, which is constitutionally appointed to 

oversee schooling in the United States, is influenced by the federal government. Because 

public schooling is a government entity, it is political in nature (Edmondson, 2004, Ball 

1990).  

Within this study, you will encounter a struggle, or a type of tug-o-war, among 

groups who wish to place their values and voices as the authority, while silencing others by 

the way they wish to realign the policies of the state regarding school vouchers. As policies 

ÁÒÅ ÓÕÇÇÅÓÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÏÔÈÅÒÓ ÔÏ ÌÁ× ÍÁËÅÒÓȟ ȰɉÔÈÅÙɊ are not divorced from interests, from 

ÃÏÎÆÌÉÃÔȟ ÆÒÏÍ ÄÏÍÉÎÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÒ ÆÒÏÍ ÊÕÓÔÉÃÅȱ ɉ"ÁÌÌȟ ρωωπȟ σɊȢ 2ÅÓÅÁÒÃÈÅÒÓ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ 

the policies put forth by groups struggling to control the way schools work and run values, 

interests, and power struggles exists through social practices (Edmondson, 2004).  Thus, 

ÐÏÌÉÃÉÅÓ ÒÅÆÌÅÃÔ ÓÏÍÅ ÇÒÏÕÐÓȭ ÖÅÒÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÉÄÅÁÌ ÁÎÄ ÓÏÍÅ ÇÒÏÕÐÓȭ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ ÐÏ×ÅÒ ÉÓ 

justified or accepted over others. (Tyack & Cuban, 1995).  

Ȱ"ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÏÆ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÈÁÓ ÏÆÔÅÎ concerned the definition of 

problems and policy choices of those in power, other perspectives are often silenced, 

ÄÅÃÌÁÒÅÄ ÉÒÒÅÌÅÖÁÎÔȟ ÐÏÓÔÐÏÎÅÄȟ ÏÒ ÉÇÎÏÒÅÄȱ ɉ(ÅÃËȟ ςππτȟ σςɊȢ )Î ÔÈÉÓ ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÁÎÁÌÙÓÉÓȟ ) ÓÅÅË 

to illuminate the social practices taken up around school choice legislation in Pennsylvania 

highlighting the examples of discursivity and power at work over the 2011 Legislative 

Session. This critical analysis seeks to uncover and explain the social reality among the 

groups involved in this movement to privatize schooling in Pennsylvania and the power 

structures surrounding it to show how education policy is negotiated. I seek to illuminate 

the past and current relationships of the groups involved and to document the movement 
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of power historically and over the course of the 2011-2012 legislative session, to uncover 

the story of social practices and negotiations highlighting contradictions, justice, and 

relevancy.  

Public schooling in the United States is offered to achieve a public good- to grow 

children into responsible citizens and good workers who support and continue democracy. 

For more than thirty years beginning with A Nation at Risk, a report on school achievement 

put forth during the Presidency of Ronald Reagan, groups have emerged and established a 

public rhetoric for the purpose of defining and reorganizing the public school policies in the 

United States. These groups seeks to change the look and function of public schooling to a 

privatized, market system of compulsory schooling, financially supported but not run by 

the government. Citing widening socioeconomic and academic achievement gaps, poor 

standardized test scores, and worn-out, government and union-run monopolies on public 

schooling these groups seek to reorganize schooling to give families the right to choose 

where and how their children are educated by dismantling the current structure of local, 

geographically determined, district run schools and decrease the role of state government 

in school structures. Since public schooling is integral to the lives of all citizens and a major 

ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÏÒȭÓ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓ ÆÉÓÃÁÌÌÙ ÁÎÄ ÓÏÃÉÁÌÌÙȟ ÔÈÉÓ ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÔÒÁÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌ 

structure of schooling is significant in the education policy discourse because it questions 

what public schooling ÉÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÏ ×ÈÁÔ ÅØÔÅÎÔ ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÓÔÁÔÅ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔȭÓ ÉÎÖÏÌÖÅÍÅÎÔ ÓÈÏÕÌÄ 

be.  

!Î )ÎÓÉÄÅÒȭÓ 6ÉÅ×ÐÏÉÎÔ and Early Assumptions  
 

As a political insider and former public school teacher, I realized that I had naturally 

occurring data crossing my desk in my position as a legislative aid that sought to influence 
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education policy in Pennsylvania. In my position I am responsible to analyze the texts 

received into the office for stance, messaging, and relevancy. I soon realized that groups 

from both within and outside of Pennsylvania were employing practices to influence my 

ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÏÒȭÓ ÖÏÔÅ ÏÎ 3ÅÎÁÔÅ "ÉÌÌ ρȟ ÁÎÄ ) ÂÅÇÁÎ ÔÏ ÁÓË ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎÓ ÁÓ ÔÏ ÈÏ× ÁÎÄ ×ÈÙ ÔÈÅÙ ×ÅÒÅ 

carrying out particular social and political practices to gain stance over this particular 

education policy issue. I observed the work of these groups and assumed their stance to be 

one of three: In support of SB 1, In opposition to SB 1, or as Official work texts. I wondered 

if most bills on education policy took these particular stances and utilized specific practices 

to lobby for education bills.  

In my early assumptions of the texts that worked to influence Senate Bill 1, I 

observed that each text requested something from the representative and each text said 

something about vouchers (the main topic of the bill). I also held specific assumptions that 

the support groups were wrong and employed outrageous social practices to influence the 

legislator while the opposition groups were right and employed useful social practices to 

clarify the misrepresentations of the support group for the legislator. I assumed the work 

official texts were simply providing me, as a legislative employee, basic and foundational 

information on the legislation. Later, upon further analysis I realized these assumptions 

were over-simplified and misrepresented, and critical analysis showed further revelations 

that all texts shared certain qualities and social practices. Furthermore, these social 

experiences with the texts around SB 1 made me wonder who had the attention and the 

power to influeÎÃÅ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÏÒÓȭ ÓÔÁÎÃÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÈÏ× ÄÉÄ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÇÒÏÕÐÓ ×ÏÒË ÔÏ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ 

information to legislators.  I also wondered if my former peers, public school teachers, 

realized this powerful and discursive work was taking place by groups other than 
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educators in order to influence and to alter the way in which they conducted their work on 

a daily basis. I observed that while teachers were in their classrooms all day teaching their 

students, others were taking up a space in a discourse I wrongly assumed teachers, as 

educational experts, and legislators, as policy makers, communicated and negotiated 

education policy. This space held opportunities for groups of others to enter into the 

education policy discourse. I wondered what those groups of others wanted public school 

education policy to look like and do, and asked what they did and how they acted to 

negotiate and to influence state education policy work. Critical discourse analysis revealed 

these answers. 

Discourse Analysis  and Surprising Results  
 
 In my job, I examined the SB 1 texts that crossed my desk on their way to my 

legislator.  I am to register each one, regardless of its form, and to prepare summaries of 

them.  These texts included letters, postcards, pamphlets, charts, door hangers, and others.  

They included prose, images, photographs, symbols and signs within deliberate designs, 

using layout, color, size, and metaphors to inform and to influence readers concerning the 

ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒÓȭ ÓÔÁÎÃÅÓ ÏÎ 3" ρȢ  %ÁÃÈ ÔÅØÔ ÈÁÄ Á ÃÏÄÅ ÔÏ ÃÒÁÃËȟ Á ÇÒÁÍÍÁÒ ÔÏ ÆÏÌÌÏ×ȟ ÍÅÁÎÉÎÇ ÔÏ 

construct, and intentions to discover.   These texts were part of the process of educational 

policy in which citizens, aides, and legislators were participating actively.  I received nearly 

100 such texts concerning SB1; overall the legislative office received approximately 600. 

This was for only one bill, whereas in one two-year legislative session around 2,000 bills 

are introduced. 

The discourse identified for this study sets within the Pennsylvania Legislature 

during the 2011-2012 years over proposed legislation to create a school voucher program 
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in the Commonwealth. The texts identified in the study were a natural part of that 

discourse. The discourse in this study was defined as a process of communication that 

utilized both language and semiotic resources to affect the movement of the voucher 

legislation in Pennsylvania at that time. The texts that moved through the voucher 

legislation audience, including the legislative members and their staffs, sought to provide a 

frame and stance to the readers. None of texts were neutral and each held specific meaning 

motivating particular actions and perceptions. Therefore, the use of discourse analysis was 

warranted.      

In the attempt to uncover and identify the messages, stances, and ideologies of the 

groups involved in the discourse around SB 1, Critical Discourse Analysis was applied to a 

ÓÁÍÐÌÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÔÅØÔÓ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÅÄȢ  #ÒÉÔÉÃÁÌ $ÉÓÃÏÕÒÓÅ !ÎÁÌÙÓÉÓ ȰÃÅÎÔÅÒÓ ÏÎ ÄÉÓÃÏÕÒÓÅ ÁÓ 

ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÃÅȱ ÁÎÄ ÂÅÌÉÅÖÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÌÌ ÄÉÓÃÏÕÒÓÅ ÉÓ ȰÓÈÁÐÅÄ ÂÙ ÓÏÃÉÅÔÙȱ ɉ3ÔÒÁÕÓÓ Ǫ &ÅÉz, 2015, 

312).  Susan Strauss and Parastou Feiz in Discourse Analysis Putting our World into Words 

(2015Ɋ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎȟ Ȱ#ÒÉÔÉÃÁÌ $ÉÓÃÏÕÒÓÅ !ÎÁÌÙÓÉÓ ÓÅÅËÓ ÔÏ ÕÎÃÏÖÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÃÕÒÓÉÖÅ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓÅÓ 

through which ideologies are shaped and communicated, normalized, and propagated- 

ideologies which involve hidden dimensions of power, control, injustice, and inequity, all of 

which typically go unseen and unnoticed because they are couched in what appear to be 

common-ÓÅÎÓÅ ÁÓÓÕÍÐÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÒÅÁÌÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ ȬÔÒÕÔÈȭ ȱ ɉσρσɊȢ This study sought to 

understand the underlying attempt to frame arguments and stances through social 

practices to discursively influence legislation through the use of the texts participating 

groups make public.  

Politics includes the coming together of groups of people through the bonding over 

generally agreed-upon positions, ethics, and ideologies to establish the stances and aims of 
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the groups decided upon by established structures within the organization with the goal of 

creating or holding power. Through the use of power resources, attempts to keep or to 

change the status quo of existing laws, rules, and establishments are acted upon. This is 

political work since the groups seek to hold or to get power to create or to dismantle 

specific policies, laws, and mandates for purposeful, framed reasons. In this case, groups 

created textual documents to create frames, to push forth stance, to control the discourse, 

and to gain power. Since the texts that moved through the voucher legislation audience, 

including the legislative members and their staffs, sought to provide social practices that 

framed stances for the readers the texts were not neutral and held specific meaning to 

motivate particular actions and perceptions. This analysis realigned my naïve perspective 

and focused me to evaluate the texts for similarities and differences over texts, not groups, 

to identify micro-political work to influence education policy. 

Micro -politics   
 
 Micro-politics are the small acts of governing that work to influence acts, attitudes, 

and perceptions within an organization.  In this study, micro politics referred to the ways in 

which state government is organized to invite, solicit, and regulate groups and individuals 

to produce texts in order to participate in policy debate and policy making.  In this way, the 

acts of text production and the regulations for delivery, handling, and review of such texts 

became as relevant as the messages and positions to understanding how power circulated 

around SB 1 from conception to its closure.  For these reasons, the official texts of the PA 

ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÕÒÅ ×ÅÒÅ ÔÒÅÁÔÅÄ ÁÓ ȰÔÅØÔÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÃÒÏÓÓÅÄ ÍÙ ÄÅÓËȢȱ  -Ù ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎ ×ÁÓ ÎÏÔ ÏÎÌÙ ×ÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ 

ÔÅØÔÓ ÍÅÁÎÔȟ ÂÕÔ ÁÌÓÏ ×ÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÙ ÄÉÄ ÁÎÄ ÈÏ× ÔÈÅÙ ×ÏÒËÅÄ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÕÒÅȭÓ 

consideration of SB 1. 
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In order to understand how legislation is influenced, one must first know how 

legislation is established in Pennsylvania. In a single two-year session of the House of 

Representatives in Pennsylvania, approximately 2,000 bills are introduced. Each bill seeks 

to introduce or to change regulation in Pennsylvania. The topics are wide-ranging, yet the 

requests of the legislation are specific. Legislation introduction is powerful, as it can only be 

carried out by a member of the House of Representatives or the Senate, and it can only 

become law if both bodies pass it by a majority vote, and it is signed by the governor. 

Before it is even considered for a vote, the bill must be considered and voted upon by the 

committee to which it is assigned and only then it is moved oÎ ÔÏ ȰÔÈÅ ÆÌÏÏÒȱ ÏÒ ÔÈÅ (ÏÕÓÅ ÏÒ 

Senate for a full vote. Before a bill gets a final vote, the House and the Senate must consider 

it three times. Upon the third consideration, a bill can be passed. If at that point a bill does 

ÎÏÔ ÐÁÓÓȟ ÉÔ ÉÓ ȰËÉÌÌÅÄȱ ÁÎÄ Ãannot come up for another vote in the session period. Once that 

bill has passed a chamber, either the House or the Senate, the bill must then go through the 

same process in the other chamber. Both the House and the Senate must pass a bill for it to 

become law. If a bill passes both chambers successfully, it is then sent to the governor to be 

signed. Once the governor signs it, the bill becomes a law.  Each legislative session lasts for 

a two-year period, and a bill has two years to become law.  When a new session begins, all 

previous bills are stricken from the docket, and each bill from a previous session must be 

reintroduced and then restart the entire process (PA House of Representatives, 2015). 

With the lengthy and specific process, one must consider the work and the influence 

that goes into creating and passing bills. Only a legislator can introduce a bill, and only a 

legislator can participate in the actual vote to create a law. However, legislators are 

expected to entertain individuals and groups who seek to persuade them to vote a 
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particular way on a bill. In the legislative office where I work, constituents and groups from 

within our district, as well as outside of our district, communicate their desires for 

legislation through various texts. These texts are documented in a computer system and 

grouped according to topic and to stance, where, usually, each text gets a response from the 

office. Staff members keep the legislator apprised of the correspondence received at our 

office. Both the staff and/or the legislator respond to texts and, at times, meet with 

constituents. The system for documenting and sharing texts by the staff keeps the legislator 

aware of the texts received into the office.  

Within the House of Representatives at large, as a working body, regulation on 

sharing information exists. With a large number (203) of legislators and their staffs, in-

house texts are created to keep members and staff apprised on the legislative calendar and 

its corresponding contents. Information shared in this manner is often annotated as 

confidential and provided to summarize and to inform and is not considered general or 

summative information. This information is not shared publicly. The in-house work texts 

are created to inform staff of the analysis and synthesis of legislative topics. These 

confidential texts are not shared outside of staff, as it is considered legally privileged and 

confidential. Many of these texts apprise members and staff along the process of proposed 

legislation and are fluent, therefore not summative or prepared for public consumption. 

This study does not share these in-house work texts and, instead, focused the study to 

ÁÎÁÌÙÚÅ ÔÈÅ ×ÁÙ ÃÉÔÉÚÅÎÓ ÁÎÄ ÇÒÏÕÐÓ ÁÔÔÅÍÐÔ ÔÏ ÉÎÆÌÕÅÎÃÅ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÏÒÓȭ ÖÏÔÅÓ ÂÙ ÓÕÂÍÉÔÔÉÎÇ 

texts.   

   Likewise, regulations exist on how groups and individuals can influence legislators. 

Within the work of government, laws exist around political financial contributions, gifts, 
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and meetings with legislators. All of this is taken into consideration when considering texts 

and communications by others who wish to influence legislation. Looking from a micro-

political level at the texts created to influence votes for or against Senate Bill 1, this study 

sought to understand and to identify the use of social practices within the specific 

discourse in texts to work discursively to push ideological values and stances to influence 

legislators.  

Data Analysis Revelations and New Perspectives  
 
 Once I realized that each text was intentional regardless of stance and accepted that 

power and conflict were at play over stances, I began to ask: How were the groups doing 

this?, What did they use to do it?, And how was it working?  Critical Discourse Analysis 

revealed the presence of relations of power through the use of language and semiotic 

practices to move beyond the surface meanings of the text to reveal particular social 

practices at play to alter ideas and positions of power. This discursive work existed in each 

text that crossed my desk. To further consider the attempts at discursivity the texts were 

analyzed to uncover their role within the specific discourse of SB 1 within the unique 

political landscape present in Pennsylvania at that particular time. Considerations of the 

three aspects- text, discourse, and social-historical setting- of a social practice during 

analysis uncovered the transformative and discursive work carried out within texts during 

the life of SB 1.  

 I realized that although the tension among stances was competitive, the tactics, 

tropes, and themes the groups used were not. Regardless of stance four particular themes 

emerged over the texts that each groups used to attempt to gain power over their stance 

and to lobby legislators. The themes were: A Crisis Exists, It is Personal, Framing a stance 
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as truth, and Forming Alliances and Partnerships. I learned that each of the themes was 

used to lobby in specific ways in order to change policy, influence participants, gain more 

participants, and to expose the tactics of others. The texts revealed issues of power, culture, 

and truth within the discourse of education policy negotiations by revealing discursive 

work that uncovered ideological imaginings based on truth and knowledge defined by 

ÂÅÌÉÅÆÓ ÁÎÄ ÖÁÌÕÅÓ ÉÎÓÔÅÁÄ ÏÆ ÅÍÐÉÒÉÃÁÌ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅȢ 'ÒÏÕÐÓ ÕÔÉÌÉÚÅÄ ÔÈÉÓ ȰÔÒÕÔÈȱ ÔÏ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈ 

frames to push forth stance and control the discourse of SB 1 and Pennsylvania education 

policy.  

 This particular analysis revealed a micropolitical policy discourse present in the 

negotiations of education policy. I believed that sharing this work with other educators and 

those interested in public education policy would benefit and expand their understanding 

and encourage their participation in the micropolitical discourse of education policy in 

Pennsylvania. It did for me. Since this study opened my educator-eyes to how policy is 

negotiated and created, I hope it will encourage other educators to participate in the 

political work to influence education policy in Pennsylvania.  I sought to uncover how 

ÇÒÏÕÐÓ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÃÏÕÒÓÅ ÏÆ ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÎÅÇÏÔÉÁÔÉÏÎÓȟ ÓÏ ÔÅÁÃÈÅÒÓ ÃÏÕÌÄ ȰÓÅÅȱ ×ÈÁÔ 

was happening and engage in the work themselves.  

 My hope is that other educators can learn from this study what I learned and take 

ÕÐ ÁÄÖÏÃÁÃÙ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅÉÒ ×ÏÒË ÉÎ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȭÓ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȢ ) ÂÅÌÉÅÖÅ ÔÅÁÃÈÅÒÓ ÎÅÅÄ ÎÏÔ ÔÏ 

be invited into the discourse but need to organize and to mobilize to insert themselves into 

the discourse as expert voices and representatives for their work. Teachers can learn this 

independently like I did, however, I would like to make this study public so that further 

opportunities are created to mobilize educators into education policy negotiations. Both 
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teacher education programs and teacher professional development programs can provide 

opportunities to support and to teach teachers policy discourse literacy in order to take up 

space in the education policy discourse.   

Senate Bill 1 of 2011  as an Example of Political Lobbying  
 

I used Senate Bill 1 of 2011 as a policy example in this study due to the large amount 

of attention and texts my office received at that particular time on this particular education 

policy topic. The data sample was large and enable me to analyze how groups influence and 

lobby legislators on education policy topics. In 2011, some believed a perfect storm existed 

to create a voucher system for public education in Pennsylvania due to the political 

environment at that time. Understanding this setting gives context to the study. 

Three factors pointed toward likely passage of a voucher program in Pennsylvania.  

A newly elected Republican governor who campaigned on voucher reform took office. 

Additionally, the House of Representatives and state Senate both had Republican 

majorities, which meant that Republicans filled the leadership positions in both chambers.  

These leaders championed school choice.  Second, the financial crisis of 2008 continued to 

affect the economy of Pennsylvania.  Taxpayers felt the burden of rising property taxes, 

×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ Á ÍÁÉÎ ÓÏÕÒÃÅ ÏÆ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅȭÓ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȢ &ÅÄÅÒÁÌ ÓÔÉÍÕÌÕÓ ÍÏÎÅÙ 

that the public schools were receiving was soon to expire, and the governor was 

committed, unwaveringly, to passing a balanced budget, which meant cuts in the upcoming 

budget, including allocations to public education.  Third, the tone of public conversations 

around public schooling was often negative and focused on questionable standardized tests 

scores, particularly for low income students. 
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In October, 2010, the Senate Education Committee held a hearing on school choice, 

focused on vouchers.  According to the website PA Politics (2010), it was the first public 

debate on school choice in over a decade.  In particular, the participants discussed the 

merits of Senator Anthony Williams (D-8), concerning opportunity scholarships for low 

income students in failing school districts (Politics PA, 2010).   During the hearing, the 

Committee Chairman, Senator Jeffrey Piccola (R-ρυɊȟ ÓÔÁÔÅÄ ȰÔÉÍÉÎÇ ×ÁÓ ÉÄÅÁÌ ÔÏ ÂÅÇÉÎ ÔÈÅ 

conversation on school choice, and it would be a bipartisan fight for freedom and 

ÏÐÐÏÒÔÕÎÉÔÙȱ ɉ0ÏÌÉÔÉÃÓ 0!ȟ ςπρπɊȢ  3ÅÎÁÔÏÒ 7ÉÌÌÉÁÍÓȭ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÂÉÌÌ ×ÁÓ ËÉÌÌÅÄ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÅÎÄ ÏÆ 

the 2009-2010 legislative session, but its publicity and discussions led to a number of 

proposed bills on school choice in the following legislative session.  

Senator Jeffrey Piccola (R-15) introduced Senate Bill 1 in early 2011.  SB 1 aimed to 

provide Opportunity Scholarships, otherwise known as vouchers, to low income students 

in low performi ng schools to be used to attend public, private or parochial schools other 

ÔÈÁÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÈÏÍÅ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ɉ0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁ 3ÅÎÁÔÅȟ ςπρρɊȢ 4ÈÅ #ÏÍÍÏÎ×ÅÁÌÔÈ 

would send a check to the eligible parents that only the new school could cash as tuition. In 

the case of parents choosing another public school, the Commonwealth would send funds 

directly to the new public school (Education Law Center, 2011, Pennsylvania Senate, 2011). 

At the time of its introduction, at least nine states had versions of voucher programs 

(Education Law Center, 2011). At that time, other bills existed that addressed school 

choice, but the biggest emphasis and attention was on Senate Bill 1. 

According to the bill, the voucher program would be implemented in three phases. 

The first year eligible students would include low-income students who lived in the lowest 

performing 5 percent of public schools (144 school buildings, not school districts).  During 



16 
 

the second year, low income students who attended private schools and live in such areas 

would become eligible.  In the third year, the vouchers would be available to all low-income 

children in Pennsylvania. In this case, the total amount of the vouchers would be capped at 

a certain amount, and that amount will be divided pro rata as needed (Pennsylvania Senate, 

2011, Education Law Center, 2011).  SB 1 called for the creation of The Education 

Opportunity Board to create, establish and oversee the voucher program.  Although housed 

in the Department of Education, the Board would be independent. The Governor would 

appoint all members of the Board with the consent of the Senate.  An evaluation of the 

program would be required within the first five years (Pennsylvania Senate, 2011). 

Ultimately, SB 1 failed in Pennsylvania. Since the bill originated in the Senate 

Education Committee, the Senate would be the first body to pass the bill then move it over 

to the House of Representatives. Then the bill would be sent to the House Education 

Committee. SB 1 passed the Senate on October 26, 2011, with a vote of 27 in favor and 22 

opposed to the legislation. One member did not cast a vote.  Once the bill arrived in the 

Education Committee of the House, the bill was never moved or voted upon by that 

committee. Without that movement, the bill had no chance of getting voted on by the 

members of the House or becoming law. The bill never reached the House floor for a vote of 

ÔÈÅ ÅÎÔÉÒÅ ÍÅÍÂÅÒÓÈÉÐ ÂÅÆÏÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÅÎÄ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÓÓÉÏÎ ÐÅÒÉÏÄ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÕÓ ×ÁÓ ȰËÉÌÌÅÄȱȢ  

Although Senate Bill 1 did not become law, the work to influence the movement of the bill 

as education policy provided a deep example of education policy negotiation. 
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Summary of the Study  
 
 The focus of this study was to answer the question: How do the texts that crossed 

my desk as a legislative aide work on lobbying legislators about education policies? This 

study utilized texts created to lobby on Senate Bill 1 of 2011 to answer that question. The 

outcome of the study revealed that four themes worked as discursive devices in service of 

the social practice of lobbying legislators. Using the public texts created to influence Senate 

Bill 1 provided an example of how groups produce texts as a social practice in order to do 

specific work to influence leÇÉÓÌÁÔÏÒÓȭ ÖÏÔÅÓ ÏÎ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÐÏÌÉÃÙȢ   

 Chapters were organized to show and to support the way the texts that cross my 

desk as a legislative aide worked on lobbying legislators about education policies. Chapter 

2 identified the subject of the bill, and explained who favors and rejects it and why. Chapter 

3 shared past studies of voucher programs to show how groups in favor and in opposition 

of education policies utilized data to push forth stance. The chapter also asked if the 

arguments utilized by lobbying groups was based on empirical evidence. Chapter 4 

explained how I selected texts and showed how I systematically analyzed the sample data. 

Chapter 5 revealed the themes utilized as social practice to do discursive work within the 

texts. Finally, Chapter 6 discussed my claims based on the example of Senate Bill 1 to show 

how texts work to lobby legislators on education policy work and provide implication for 

those who wish to take up education policy advocacy.  
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Chapter 2 
 

 
Contemporary School Reform  In America:  

Senate Bill 1 as a Milieu for School Reformers  
 

 
 

Ȱ4Ï ÂÅ ÂÒÉÅÆȟ ÔÈÅÎȟ ÌÅÔ ÕÓ ÓÁÙ ÔÈÁÔ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÙȟ ÉÎ ÉÔÓ ÔÒÁÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÆÏÒÍȟ ÕÎÄÅÒÔÏÏË ÔÏ 
ȬÍÅÍÏÒÉÚÅȭ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÎÕÍÅÎÔÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÁÓÔȟ ÔÒÁÎÓÆÏÒÍ ÔÈÅÍ ÉÎÔÏ ÄÏÃÕÍÅÎÔÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÌÅÎÄ 
speech to those traces which, in  themselves, are often not verbal, or which say in 
silence something other than what they actually say; in our time, history is that 

×ÈÉÃÈ ÔÒÁÎÓÆÏÒÍÓ ÄÏÃÕÍÅÎÔÓ ÉÎÔÏ ÍÏÎÕÍÅÎÔÓȢȱ 
 

M. Foucault, (1972, 7)  
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This chapter provided a review of the literature and addressed the subject of Senate 

Bill 1: school vouchers. The chapter details the historical-political perspective of the topic 

and laid the foundation to understanding how school voucher policy in America came to 

exist. The chapter also discussed how the political landscape allowed for the mobility of the 

privatization movement and explained who favors and who rejects it and why. By 

understanding how school vouchers and school choice groups began to mobilize, to 

establish a discourse, and to become a political presence, the reader can have an 

understanding of the social-historical setting that allowed for the introduction of Senate 

Bill 1 in Pennsylvania and its resulting negotiations. Groups for and against this particular 

education policy motivated to action thus providing a detailed example of lobbying and 

education policy negotiations. This chapter also offered a definition of vouchers and a 

description of the arguments for their use in order to give the reader an understanding of 

the context of Senate Bill 1 as an example of education policy negotiation.  

Historically in the United States, regardless of wealth and social status, public 

schooling has been the foundation of learning for the vast majority of our young citizens.  

!ÃÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ $ÉÁÎÅ 2ÁÖÉÔÃÈ ɉςπρπɊȟ Ȱ/ÕÒ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÓ Á ÆÕÎÄÁÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÅÌÅÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ 

democratic society. Our public schools have been the pathway to opportunity and a better 

life for generations of Americans, giving them the tools to fashion their own life and to 

improve the commonweal. To the extent that we strengthen them, we strengthen our 

ÄÅÍÏÃÒÁÃÙȱ ɉ2ÁÖÉÔÃÈȟ ςπρπȟ ςτρ-242).  Current attempts at school reform touted by policy 

makers as school improvement legislation are the same mandates that others argue are 

weakening and diminishing the quality and survival of truly public schools.  
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This study focused solely on vouchers and does not include other school choice 

movements. However, at times a reference to school choice may be made in a more general 

manner, which is identified and clarified within the text. 

2ÅÆÏÒÍ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ 0ÕÂÌÉÃ 3ÃÈÏÏÌ 3ÙÓÔÅÍȡ (Ï× Á Ȱ#ÒÉÓÉÓȱ ×ÁÓ "ÕÉÌÔ 
 

Looking back over the last four decades, American politics have seen major 

ÐÒÏÃÌÁÍÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÆÏÒ ÒÅÆÏÒÍ ÉÎ !ÍÅÒÉÃÁȭÓ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÓÃÈÏols with attempts to shift the nature of 

public education reform, depending on who held office and when. Looking at the national 

level, reform has held broad sweeping policy changes based on the politics and governing 

ideologies of the time (Spring, 1997, "ÒÁÃÅÙȟ ςππςɊȢ 4ÈÅ ÎÅÅÄ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÃÈÁÎÇÅÓ ÉÓ ȰÏÆÔÅÎ 

proclaimed by major leaders of our government and industry and has been repeated 

ÅÎÄÌÅÓÓÌÙ ÂÙ Á ÃÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÔ ÐÒÅÓÓȱ ɉ"ÅÒÌÉÎÅÒ Ǫ "ÉÄÄÌÅȟ ρωωυȟ σɊȢ  &ÏÒ ÓÏ ÌÏÎÇȟ !ÍÅÒÉÃÁÎÓ ÈÁÖÅ 

come to believe in the need for major public school reform, arguably because they have 

been told it by others.  

 Many historians and researchers give President Ronald Reagan, who served from 

1981-1989, the credit for bringing public school reform, including vouchers, into the 

national spotlight with his 1983 report A Nation at Risk (ANAR). According to education 

ÓÃÈÏÌÁÒ &ÒÅÄÅÒÉÃË (ÅÓÓ ɉςπρπɊȟ ȰÍÁÎÙ ÒÅÇÁÒÄ ɉ!.!2Ɋ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÒÔÉÎÇ ÇÕÎ ÆÏÒ ÍÏÄÅÒÎ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ 

ÒÅÆÏÒÍ ÅÆÆÏÒÔÓȱ ɉρπɊ ÂÙ ÉÔÓ ÓÔÒÏÎÇ ÃÁÌÌ ÔÏ ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÚÅ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍÓ ÁÎÄ ÓÈÏÒÔÃÏÍÉÎÇÓ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ 

schools and spawned intense conversations on how to fix them. Hess argues that the 

ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅ ÔÏ 2ÅÁÇÁÎȭÓ A Nation At Risk and the educational mandates of reform that have 

ÆÏÌÌÏ×ÅÄ ÏÖÅÒ ÔÈÁÔ ÌÁÓÔ ÆÅ× ÄÅÃÁÄÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÔÏÏ ÓÉÍÐÌÉÆÉÅÄ ÉÎ ÉÔÓ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÍÅÎÔÓ ÁÎÄ ȰÅÖÅÎ A 

Nation at RiskȭÓ ÇÒÁÎÄ ÖÉÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ Á ÈÏÓÔÉÌÅ ÉÎÖÁÓÉÏÎ ÙÉÅÌÄÅÄ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÖÅÌÙ ÍÉÌÄ ÒÅÃÏÍÍÅÎÄÁÔÉÏÎÓȱ 

ÏÆÆÅÒÉÎÇ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÉÍÐÒÏÖÅÍÅÎÔÓ ÓÕÃÈ ÁÓ ȰÃÕÒÒÉÃÕÌÁÒ ÃÏÎÔÅÎÔ ÂÅ ÓÔÒÅÎÇÔÈÅÎÅÄȟ ÔÈÁÔ ÍÏÒÅ 
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ÁÃÁÄÅÍÉÃ ÃÏÕÒÓÅÓ ÂÅ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÄȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÅØÔÂÏÏËÓ ÂÅ ÂÅÔÔÅÒȱ ÔÏ ÈÉÇÈÌÉÇÈÔ Á ÆÅ×Ȣ ɉρπɊ (ÅÓÓȟ ÌÉËÅ 

others, argued these proposed remedies were not extreme enough to make transformative 

differences in American schooling. Chester Finn, calling on the review of a quarter-century 

ÏÆ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÒÅÆÏÒÍ ÓÉÎÃÅ !.!2ȟ ÁÒÇÕÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÒÅÆÏÒÍ ÍÕÓÔ ÍÏÖÅ ÂÅÙÏÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÂÁÓÉÃ ÔÏ ȰÍÏÒÅ 

fundamental questions, challenging long-held assumptions about how education is 

ÍÁÎÁÇÅÄȟ ÆÕÎÄÅÄȟ ÄÅÓÉÇÎÅÄȟ ÁÎÄ ÏÖÅÒÓÅÅÎȱɉ#Ȣ &ÉÎÎ ÉÎ (ÅÓÓȟ ςπρπȟ ρρɊȢ )Î ÔÈÉÓ ÌÉÇÈÔȟ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ 

ÒÅÆÏÒÍÅÒÓ ÁÔÔÅÍÐÔÅÄ ÔÏ ȰÒÅÔÈÉÎË ÔÈÅ ÓÈÁÐÅ ÏÒ ÓÔÒÕÃÔÕÒÅ ÏÆ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÉÎÇȱ ɉ(ÅÓÓȟ ςπρπȟ ρρɊȢ 

Some educators and others considered this perspective dubious with claims it is anti- 

teacher, schooling, and education, even anti-American.  And so the argument has persisted 

since ANAR, as to whether the public school system can be fixed from within and succeed 

within its existing framework, or if a larger transcendence needs to occur, where schools 

ÆÕÎÃÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÌÏÏË ÉÎ Á ÖÁÒÉÅÔÙ ÏÆ ×ÁÙÓ ×ÈÅÒÅ ȰÍÁÎÙ ÌÅÇÉÔÉÍÁÔÅ ×ÁÙÓ ÔÏ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ 

ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȱ ÅØÉÓÔÓ ÉÎ Á ÖÁÒÉÅÔÙ ÏÆ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÁÎÄ ÐÒÉÖÁÔÅ ÍÁÎÎÅÒÓ ÁÎÄ ÓÅÔÔÉÎÇÓ ɉ(ÅÓÓȟ ςπρπȟ ρρɊȢ  

 Since the presidency of Reagan, the school choice and school vouchers 

topics have continued to be a strong influence on the platforms and agendas of 

Presidential hopefuls, Presidents, and others seeking office. Following Reagan, 

President George HW Bush, who served from 1989-1993, continued the support of 

vouchers and the exploration of new types of schools and schooling for Americans. 

Among other school reform agenda items, his program for education, Goals 2000: 

Educate America Act, accrued additional attention and support for school 

vouchers. The groundbreaking and controversial work of political and social 

scientists Terry Moe and John Chubb, 0ÏÌÉÔÉÃÓȟ -ÁÒËÅÔÓȟ ÁÎÄ !ÍÅÒÉÃÁȭÓ 3ÃÈÏÏÌÓ 

(1990) asserted the current public school system was a political and governmental 



22 
 

ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÅÄ ÂÙ ȰÔÈÅ ÕÓÕÁÌ ÔÏÐ-down forms of democratic control (which) 

inherently tend(s) to bury the schools in bureaucracy and erode their 

performance. Because the causes are rooted in the system itself, significant 

improvement is difficult ÏÒ ÉÍÐÏÓÓÉÂÌÅ ÉÆ ÒÅÆÏÒÍÓ ÌÅÁÖÅ ÔÈÅ ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÉÎÔÁÃÔȱ ɉ-ÏÅȟ 

2001, 31). Moe and Chubb suggested true improvements for public schools would 

ÂÅ Á ȰÓÈÉÆÔ Á×ÁÙ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÏÐ-down control to a very different type of system, based 

ÌÁÒÇÅÌÙ ÏÎ ÍÁÒËÅÔÓ ÒÁÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ÐÏÌÉÔÉÃÓȱ which promoted the work of vouchers and 

reignited the work of the voucher advocates (31).  

 Although the Presidency of Bill Clinton brought a slowing of the voucher 

movement support from the Presidency, he did not thwart it. Some researchers 

contend the transition from the first Bush White House to the Clinton 

administration showed a consistent message initiated from Goals 2000 that 

emphasized a goal of schooling to provide America with a top notch work force, 

business leaders as partners in the school improvement work, and consistently 

ÁÃÈÉÅÖÉÎÇ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓ ɉ3ÐÒÉÎÇȟ ρωωχɊȢ 6ÏÕÃÈÅÒÓ ÍÁÙ ÎÏÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÂÅÅÎ Á ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ #ÌÉÎÔÏÎȭÓ 

ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÒÅÆÏÒÍ ÁÇÅÎÄÁȟ ÂÕÔ ÉÔ ×ÁÓÎȭÔ ÇÏÉÎÇ Á×ÁÙ ÅÉÔÈÅÒȢ 

 Likewise, since education policy was delegated by the states, voucher 

groups understoÏÄ ÔÈÅ ÎÅÅÄ ÔÏ ÉÎÆÉÌÔÒÁÔÅ ÓÔÁÔÅ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔÓȢ !Ó ÔÈÅ ρωωπȭÓ 

progressed, the voucher movements did not grow from Presidential support in the 

Clinton White House; actually he vetoed the first voucher bill that progressed 

through Congress, but the voucher movement did have the opportunity to grow 

from a greater recognition at the lower levels of governance. During the early 

ρωωπȭÓ ÅØÐÅÒÔÓ ÃÌÁÉÍÅÄ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒ ÁÄÖÏÃÁÔÅÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÃÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÐÒÅÐÁÒÉÎÇ ÂÙ 
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learning how the political process worked, understanding their losses, building 

alliances at state levels of government, and working on voucher details. According 

to Moe and others, voucher reformers understood the movement would be slow, if 

at all and, retrospectively, time seemed to have given them much needed 

preparation (Moe, 2001, Morken and Formicola, 1999).   

  Leading advocates and conservatives of the time, Lamar Alexander, 

William Bennett, and Jack Kemp, worked with wealthy foundations that supported 

the reform movement by canvassing the country to promote the marketization 

and privatization of America. They pushed hard for vouchers, holding rallies and 

publishing op-ed pieces highlighting outcomes of foundation-supported research 

in key geographies across the country that had voucher audiences (Spring, 1997). 

 Privatization reformers implemented strategic methods for promoting and 

gaining support for their work. Claiming evidence of poor performance by public 

schools as the justification of altering the structure of schooling, reformers created 

a strong rhetoric of discontent to introduce into the public school discourse. This 

rhetoric was strategically constructed to appeal not only to traditional 

conservatives and Republicans, but to the general audience of Americans, who 

worked hard to pay taxes that supported schools and to parents who sent children 

to public schools. Reformers touted empirical evidence to back their claims for 

school reform and combined that with rhetoric to appeal to the American people 

to convince many that a crisis in American public education existed. Their rhetoric 

created a frame on which various privatization/voucher groups came together to 
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strengthen their movement and lay a platform on which to grow their core and 

unify their messages.  

 The well-crafted rhetoric was carefully implemented to promote the 

reformers ideas and promise of a privatized schooling system. Groups with 

traditionally divergent ideals, who normally had not collaborated, found ways to 

come together over a shared vision of voucher implementation. These voucher 

groups created coalitions in order to strengthen their force by creating wealthy 

foundations and focusing on think tanks to support and carry out research along 

with hiring professional strategist to craft educational policy statements, briefs, 

public communications, and legislation backed by their evidence to gain a place in 

the education policy discourse.  

 This very strategic and purposeful work established a new education 

political rhetoric portraying a sense of crisis ÉÎ !ÍÅÒÉÃÁȭÓ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÉÎÇ ÓÙÓÔÅÍ 

driven by the compilation of evidence highlighting failures in public schools 

created and collated by the pro-voucher coalitions, marketed publically by their 

participants, proclaimed by the public officials they enlisted, and shared by a 

participating media (Berliner & Biddle, 1995). Although opponents and many 

education researchers argued the evidence was flimsy and deficient, their 

campaign was so well crafted and delivered, many American citizens believed and 

accepted the crisis in public education as truth that continues to show itself in the 

discourse of American public education.  

 This crisis portrays the current public school system as lacking in 

ÐÒÏÆÉÃÉÅÎÃÙ ÁÎÄ ÁÃÈÉÅÖÅÍÅÎÔ ÉÎ Á ÍÕÌÔÉÔÕÄÅ ÏÆ ×ÁÙÓȢ #ÌÁÉÍÓ ÔÈÁÔ !ÍÅÒÉÃÁȭÓ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓ 
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at all levels from pre-K to college are lacking in student performance and 

achievement, that international academic stance and competition is waning, and 

that students have lower aptitudes for reading, math, science, and problem-solving 

making America less competitive in the global market created a widespread belief 

that our public schools need revamping. Furthermore, this crisis strategy includes 

blaming the current government-run and union-supported system as too 

bureaucratic, expensive, and cumbersome, teacher performance and 

professionalism as marginal, and standardized test scores as subpar (Berliner & 

Biddle, 1995, Weil, 2002). Reformers claimed enough money has been spent 

without successful results and therefore justified their strategies for educational 

reform.  

 Leading education researchers like David Berliner and Bruce Biddle (1995) 

were not alone in claiming the work of the privatization reformers as wrought 

×ÉÔÈ ȰÍÙÔÈÓȟ ÈÁÌÆ-ÔÒÕÔÈÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÓÏÍÅÔÉÍÅÓ ÏÕÔÒÉÇÈÔ ÌÉÅÓȱ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ ȰÍÉÓÌÅÁÄÉÎÇ 

methods for analyzing data, distorting reports of findings, and suppressing 

ÃÏÎÔÒÁÄÉÃÔÏÒÙ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅȣÔÉÅÄ ÔÏ ÍÉÓÇÕÉÄÅÄ ÓÃÈÅÍÅÓ ÆÏÒ ȬÒÅÆÏÒÍÉÎÇȭ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ- 

ÓÃÈÅÍÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÏÕÌÄȟ ÉÆ ÁÄÏÐÔÅÄȟ ÓÅÒÉÏÕÓÌÙ ÄÁÍÁÇÅ !ÍÅÒÉÃÁÎ 3ÃÈÏÏÌÓȱ ɉτɊȢ  

Additionally, claims that this manufactured crisis evidence was hard to locate and 

often stretched to fit the reformers ideas were asserted along with the notions 

that the implementation of reform strategies would progress an ideological stance, 

not sensible school reform. (Berliner & Biddle, 1995, Weil, 2002) However, 

voucher reformers were not deterred. Reformers had the perfect storm: a 

reinvigorated strategy, a collaboration of groups to support vouchers, wealthy 
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financiers and foundations that created public forums to attract media, and the 

attention of many elected officials on state and federal levels that supported their 

work toward privatization. Having the attention of the President to promote their 

crisis rhetoric was a big help, too.  

 $ÕÒÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 0ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÃÁÍÐÁÉÇÎ ÏÆ ςπππȟ 'ÅÏÒÇÅ 7Ȣ "ÕÓÈ ȰÐÒÏÍÉÓÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ 

ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÒÅÆÏÒÍ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÈÉÓ ÎÕÍÂÅÒ ÏÎÅ ÄÏÍÅÓÔÉÃ ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÐÒÉÏÒÉÔÙȱ ɉ3ÔÅÒÎȟ ςππτɊȢ 

-ÅÄÉÁ ÓÐÏËÅ ÏÆ ÃÁÎÄÉÄÁÔÅ "ÕÓÈ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÏÎÅ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÔÈÅ %ÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ 0ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔȢ "ÕÓÈȭÓ ÐÌÁÎ 

would include a focus on the science of reading in order to close achievement gaps, 

the implementation of standardized testing for all students every year in grades 

three to eight, and the development of a voucher system that would allow students 

to transfer to more successful schools (Shannon, 2014, Stern, 2004, Ravitch, 2013).  

Candidate Bush talked of the value of competition to reform public education.  

 Once elected, President Bush began working on education reform on the first 

day he was President and planned to enact broad education reform, similar to the 

education reforms put in place when he served in Texas as governor. His education 

reform package offered sweeping public education reform from the federal level, 

and its enactment greatly expanded the role and the power of the federal 

government in public education, which has traditionally been left to the individual 

states. (Shannon, 2014). The President claimed his Texas success by touting rising 

test scores, closing achievement gaps, and higher graduation rates. However, as time 

ÐÁÓÓÅÄ ÃÒÉÔÉÃÓ ÃÌÁÉÍÅÄ ÈÉÓ ÔÏÕÔÅÄ Ȱ4ÅØÁÓ ÍÉÒÁÃÌÅȱ ×ÁÓ ÒÅÁÌÌÙ Á Ȱ4ÅØÁÓ ÍÉÒÁÇÅȟȱ 

ÓÔÁÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ 4ÅØÁÓ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÓÃÏÒÅÓ ÍÁÄÅ ÓÏÍÅ ÇÁÉÎÓ ÂÕÔ ×ÅÒÅ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅ ÉÎ 

comparison to the rest of the country (Ravitch, 2013). His reform package focused 
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on accountability in the form of standardized testing and competition with a focus 

ÏÎ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒÓȢ "ÕÓÈȭÓ ÒÅÆÏÒÍ ÆÏÒ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ, No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), became 

legislation by passing Congress with a large margin of bipartisan victory. 

 With the continuation of strong lobbying and communication of the 

ȰÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅȱ ÆÏÒ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÒÅÆÏÒÍ Ãoupled with the passage of NCLB into law, a certain 

form of accountability and assessment became the focus of public schooling 

curriculum and instruction to extents never seen before. Some experts explain the 

NCLB model did not focus on the engagement of better teaching and learning for 

schools and students, but created a structure that would ultimately lead to the 

privatization of public schooling in America (Bolick, 2003, Meier, 2004). Some 

argue that was the goal from the start (Kohn, 2004, Ravitch, 2013).  Others argue 

that the legislation could not pass without a voucher provision (Bolick, 2003). The 

focus of NCLB was continual standardized testing of students as the focus of 

ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅ ÏÆ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭȟ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȭȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÅÁÃÈÅÒÓȭ ÓÕÃÃÅÓÓȢ .#," ÍÁÎÄÁÔÅÄ ÁÌÌ ÓÔÕÄÅnts 

to become proficient in reading as evidenced by standardized test scores by 2014, 

which many scholars and government officials soon realized was impossible 

(Meier, 2004, Shannon 2014).  Also, schools that performed at lower levels of this 

form of accountability over a period of time would be labeled as not proficient and 

the students of those schools would be granted vouchers to move to another 

better performing school (Stern, 2004). This was good news for the school choice 

contingent and enabled them to activate at bigger and stronger levels than ever 

before. The election of George W. Bush and the enactment of No Child Left Behind 

was a significant win for the school choice movement.  
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 Educational experts argue that much of the complaints with educational 

issues as reported by governmental studies on the national level and publicly 

reported had been based on unfounded and flimsy evidence (Berliner & Biddle, 

1995, McNeil, 2000). Yet the rhetoric surrounding the issues of public schooling 

reform has remained. Tyack and Cuban discuss in Tinkering Toward Utopia (1995)  

that in America, unlike other countries, the major political parties have not 

differed in their views of the need for public education reform, as they might on 

other issues, and that the discourse of public education reform has been 

ÕÎ×ÁÖÅÒÉÎÇ ÉÎ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÃÅ ÓÉÎÃÅ ÔÈÅ ÅÁÒÌÙ ρωψπȭÓȢ 

What is an education voucher?  
 
 Since the establishment of our public school system in America, political 

involvement and negotiation have been present. There exists a politics of education. During 

negotiations on schooling within the politics of education, many times groups radically 

disagree. Implementing vouchers into public education serve as a method of school reform 

that is both political and controversial.  

 Generally, an education voucher would serve as a financial allowance by the 

government for a compulsory school student to attend a school, public and/or private, 

outside of the public school where the student is geographically assigned to attend. The 

voucher would provide payment of the tuition to the newly attended school by the 

government for the student. Vouchers provide an alternative approach to schooling and 

school funding that gives choice to the student and his or her parents. Vouchers remain a 

controversial method for school reform since the money usually earmarked for a certain 

public school would be sent to another school, possibly providing a public source of money 
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to a private, even religious, source for educating. Additionally, this shift from a 

government-centered structure of schooling to a parental-choice structure draws a great 

deal of attention. 

 Voucher advocates claim implementation would allow for choice thus increasing the 

ÄÉÖÅÒÓÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓ ÁÎÄ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÅØÐÅÒÉÅÎÃÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÉÎÇ Á ÍÁÒËÅÔ-driven form of 

schooling, which would naturally allow the best school to survive while the worst would 

close. Advocates claim this market-driven system would improve schooling in America. 

With competition motivating schooling, schools would become more innovative and 

function at higher-levels of teaching and learning due to the implementation of 

competition. With the breakup of government bureaucratic monopolies that currently run, 

regulate, and mandate schools, schools would have more freedom to implement a variety of 

methods and structures to teach students more effectively thus narrowing the achievement 

gap along with the dissolution of the union establishment that reformers claim stunt 

academic growth due to union monopolies that incur the status quo (Weil, 2002, Bracey, 

2002).     

Vouchers from the Federal Perspective  
 

Although most voucher programs exist on the state level, currently there is one 

federal voucher program. This program evidences the interest of the structure of public 

education at the highest levels of governance.  

In addition to NCLB, President Bush oversaw the implementation of the first 

federally mandated voucher program in Washington, D.C. Established in 2004 by the 

passing of D.C. School Choice Incentive Act of 2003 by a Congress with a Republican 

majority, and signed into law by a Republican President, the D.C. voucher program allowed 
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parents to select schools best-fitting the needs of their children, while being able to opt-out 

of schools that rank as in need of improvement under section 1116 of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act of 1965, using a three-sector approach that includes private, 

charter, and public schools (Craig, T., 2011, The DC Children and Youth Investment, 2013). 

Originally administered under Washington Scholarship Fund from 2004-2010, the program 

continued through administration by the D.C. Children and Youth Investment Trust 

Corporation with scholarship amounts ranging for elementary students to over $8,000 and 

for secondary students to over $12,000 in 2011-2012 (The DC Children and Youth 

Investment, 2013).   

 The election of the current president, Barak Obama, led some to believe the 

school choice momentum would halt or slow, in part based on his Democratic 

Party affiliation. Others argued this is not tÈÅ ÃÁÓÅȢ 0ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔ /ÂÁÍÁȭÓ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ 

agenda promoted competition among schools. Some argued his promotion of 

competition in public education exceeded those of his Republican counterparts. 

!ÌÔÈÏÕÇÈȟ ÔÈÅ 0ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔȭÓ ÆÏÃÕÓ ÉÎ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ×ÁÓ ÎÏÔ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÖÏÕÃÈÅr programs 

in particular, an emphasis on competitive funding around teacher evaluations, 

charter school expansion, and higher standardized test scores, called Race To The 

Top, enabled the voucher community to stay focused and positive in regard to 

their agenda. As a matter of fact, President Obama agreed to continue funding the 

DC voucher program in the federal budget.  

Voucher Advocacy at the State Level: Pennsylvania  
 
 In 2011, certain leadership roles within the PA government were 

positioned to create a voucher program in the state. This structure lead to the 
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influx of voucher advocates from around the nation and the move to action of 

0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȭÓ ÐÒÏ-voucher community. At this time, these groups often partnered 

to strengthen their work.  

 Gerald Bracey ɉςππςɊ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÓ Ȱ)Î ÓÏÍÅ ÃÁÓÅÓȟ ÔÈÅ ÅÎÅÍÙ ÉÓ ÆÏÕÎÄ ×ÉÔÈÉÎȱ 

and this could be the case in Pennsylvania.  Bracey explains the formation of the 

pro-voucher group Education Leaders Council (ELC), consisting of state-level 

education officials that favored privatization and vouchers, was founded and lead 

in part by then Pennsylvania Secretary of Education Eugene Hickock along with a 

few other chief state school officers (Bracey, 2002). Eugene Hickok served as the 

Secretary of Education in Pennsylvania under previous Governor Tom Ridge, a 

privatization and pro-voucher governor, who laid a foundation for voucher work 

in Pennsylvania (Murphy, 2011). Hickok was also a former undersecretary of 

%ÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ "ÕÓÈ ÁÄÍÉÎÉÓÔÒÁÔÉÏÎ ɉ"ÒÁÃÅÙȟ ςππςɊȢ 7ÈÅÎ (ÉÃËÏË ȰÁÓÓÕÍÅÄ Èis 

position in 1995, (he) refused to be a member of the Council of Chief State School 

/ÆÆÉÃÅÒÓ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÐÐÏÓÅÄ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÃÈÏÉÃÅȱ ɉ-ÏÒËÅÎ ÁÎÄ &ÏÒÍÉÃÏÌÁȟ 

1999, 94). In other words, he was the lead administrator of the public schools in 

Pennsylvania while wanting a pro-voucher, school choice agenda paving the way 

for voucher discourse in Pennsylvania (Murphy, 2011). Additionally, in 2011-12, 

in Pennsylvania Education Secretary Ron Tomalis, who was a former 

undersecretary in the Ridge administration alongside Hickok, headed the 

Education department for the state under the governorship of Tom Corbett and 

during the life of Senate Bill 1 (PA Department of Education website, 2012). These 
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top state education officials were prominent voucher supporters positioned to 

transition Pennsylvania into an education voucher program. 

Governor Tom Corbett campaigned on the education agenda of expanding choice in 

0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȭÓ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ɉ4ÏÍ #ÏÒÂÅÔÔ ÆÏÒ 'ÏÖÅÒÎÏÒȟ ςπρςɊȢ 'ÏÖÅÒÎÏÒ #ÏÒÂÅÔÔȭÓ 

campaign plan for pubÌÉÃ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ×ÁÓ ÔÏ ȰÅÎÈÁÎÃÅ ÃÈÁÒÔÅÒ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ 

ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔÁÂÉÌÉÔÙȟȱ ÔÏ ȰÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ /ÐÐÏÒÔÕÎÉÔÙ 'ÒÁÎÔÓ ɉÖÏÕÃÈÅÒÓɊ ÆÏÒ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ÁÔÔÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÆÁÉÌÉÎÇ 

ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȟȱ ÁÎÄ ÔÏ ȰÇÒÏ× ÔÈÅ %ÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ )ÍÐÒÏÖÅÍÅÎÔ 4ÁØ #ÒÅÄÉÔ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍȱȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ 

would provide scholarships to private and parochial schools (Tom Corbett for Governor, 

2012). Each of these objectives included in his education platform added to an agenda 

ÆÏÃÕÓÅÄ ÔÏ ÅØÐÁÎÄ ÍÁÒËÅÔ ÓÏÌÕÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÏ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȭÓ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȢ 4ÈÅ 

governor presented his education agenda as part of the solution to the current economic 

ÃÒÉÓÉÓ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÉÎÇȟ Ȱ4ÈÅ ÅØÐÁÎÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÙȟ ÔÈÅ ÃÒÅÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÊÏÂÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÉÍÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ 

of growth all depend upon one foundation- a solid education that prepares students to 

compete iÎ Á ÇÌÏÂÁÌ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÙȱ ɉ4ÏÍ #ÏÒÂÅÔÔ ÆÏÒ 'ÏÖÅÒÎÏÒȟ ςπρςɊȢ 'ÏÖÅÒÎÏÒ #ÏÒÂÅÔÔȭÓ 

ÄÅÆÉÎÉÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ȰÁ ÓÏÌÉÄ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȱ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒÓ ÔÏ ÉÍÐÒÏÖÅ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ 

Commonwealth and as an economic solution for Pennsylvania. 

Upon his election, and the successful election of pro-voucher leadership in the 

House of Representatives and the State Senate, the voucher and choice movement gained 

ÓÔÒÅÎÇÔÈ ÉÎ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÍÏÍÅÎÔÕÍ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÏÒȭÓ ×ÏÒË ÆÏÒ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒÓ ÃÏÎÔÉÎÕÅÄ 

even when more than sixty percent of Pennsylvanians opposed school vouchers (PSEA, 

2012). 

Within the current economic climate, some elected officials were looking for relief 

ÆÏÒ ÔÁØÐÁÙÅÒÓȟ ÓÏ ÔÈÅ ÃÌÉÍÁÔÅ ÆÏÒ ÓÏÍÅÔÈÉÎÇ ȰÎÅ×ȱ ×ÁÓ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈÉÎÇȢ !ÄÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌÌÙȟ ÏÖÅÒ ÔÈÅ 



33 
 

previous 20 years, educational choice in Pennsylvania slowly and steadily grew, making 

Pennsylvania an attractive campground for pro-choice, pro-voucher, pro-charter advocates 

(Boehm, 2012). Lawmakers had expanded the role and the amount of charter schools, 

home schooling options, and the use of tax credits called Educational Improvement Tax 

Credit (EITC), to provide scholarship money to low-income students who attended private 

schools (Boehm, 2012). Even though the expansion of choice programs in Pennsylvania had 

been slow, proponents were not deterred but rather empowered, according to Ana Puig, a 

lobbyist for school choice group Freedom Works (Boehm, 2012).  

Introduction of Senate Bill 1 in Pennsylvania in 2011-12 was no surprise based on 

the socio-economic environment and the culture of politics that created a distinct political 

culture ripe for a negotiation of the education discourse established in the state. This 

discourse had distinct players and power structures, some appointed and established by 

elected leadership to fight for the implementation of an education voucher program. The 

struggle over Senate Bill 1 was a hegemonic battle between the way things are and the way 

others thought it could be.   

At that time, the Governor proposed a budget cut to public school funding by $860 

million, potentially forcing school districts to cut academic programs, services, and 

teachers. This cut was an attempt by Governor Corbett, to balance the budget. His original 

2011-2012 budget proposal asked for a $1 billion cut in the state public education budget 

(PSEA, 2012). Other areas were cut also, but the cut to traditional public school districts 

was viewed by many as an attack on schools, students, and teachers (PSEA, 2012). 

Additionally, the governor called for a one-year pay freeze for all public school teachers 

(PSEA, 2012). 
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0ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔ /ÂÁÍÁȭÓ Race To the Top competition seemed to add to the momentum of 

pro-choice momentum in Pennsylvania. One of the many aspects of the competition was to 

take specific actions to address under-performing schools (Schackler, 2011). In 

Pennsylvania, that translated into the oversight and expansion of charter schools, which 

was an important goal of the Corbett administration (Schackler 2011, Tom Corbett for 

'ÏÖÅÒÎÏÒȢÃÏÍȟ ςπρςɊȢ 0ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔ /ÂÁÍÁ ÅÍÐÈÁÓÉÚÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÃÅ ÏÆ ȰÕÓÉÎÇ ÉÎÎÏÖÁÔÉÏÎ 

and effective approaches to turn-ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ÓÔÒÕÇÇÌÉÎÇ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȱ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÁÐÐÅÁÒÓ ÔÏ ÔÒÁÎÓÌÁÔÅ 

into offering market-solutions for public schools in Pennsylvania (Tom Corbett for 

Governor.com, 2012, The White House, 2012). 

With the federal recognition (and funding) of market solutions for public education, 

the Pennsylvania Governor, and the leadership in the House of Representatives and the 

Senate gained additional momentum in introducing legislation leading to the  provision of  

ÁÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÅ ÍÁÒËÅÔ ÓÏÌÕÔÉÏÎÓ ÆÏÒ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÉÎÇȢ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁ ÓÅÅÍÅÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ Á ȰÐÅÒÆÅÃÔ 

ÓÔÏÒÍȱ ÆÏÒ ÐÒÏ-choice and pro-voucher supporters. This combination of legislative leaders 

provided the assumption of power within the pro-market solution advocacy. This situation 

attracted local and national support from school choice advocacy groups.  

That environment led to the introduction of Senate Bill 1. The main objective of the 

ÂÉÌÌȟ ÁÍÏÎÇ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÉÎÇÓȟ ×ÁÓ ÔÏ ÂÒÉÎÇ ȰÏÐÐÏÒÔÕÎÉÔÙ ÓÃÈÏÌÁÒÓÈÉÐÓȱ ÏÒ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒÓ ÔÏ 

students in Pennsylvania. The original Senate Bill 1, included a program to provide tax-

funded tuition vouchers to students attending private and religious schools although a 

study by Terry Madonna Opinion Research showed a majority of Pennsylvanians oppose 

school vouchers (PSEA, 2012). The introduction of this bill by the Senate brought on a great 

deal of attention from media and invigorated both traditional public school education 
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groups and the school voucher and privatization groups to influence the votes of 

legislators. 

Ultimately, SB 1 of 2011 failed to pass into law. However, for voucher advocates 

valuable strides had been made to strengthen their presence and to build coalitions in 

Pennsylvania. Additionally, an increase in the amount of Education Improvement Tax 

Credits, or EITC, was passed. The EITC legislation provided an increase to the amount of 

available tax credits to businesses who donate to education. The participating businesses 

could allocate their contributions to a Scholarship Organization, an Educational 

Improvement Organization, and/or a Pre-Kindergarten Scholarship Organization that 

participates in the program.  Many believed this was a consolation for the loss of SB 1 

vouchers; others believed it was vouchers in another form. 

Who supports education vouchers?  
 

Introduction  
 

As Hess (2010) notes and a look at the last three decades of school reform attempts 

suggest, school reform ideas are controversial in nature and have spawned the growth of 

groups, foundations, and associations to fight for school reform in a variety of ways. These 

varying notions of reform and the many impassioned responses to them hail from plural 

standpoints- academic, ideological, political, and religious. 

 Historically, groups in favor of voucher programs for students included 

conservative, neoliberal, and religiously affiliated groups. However, other groups 

that gained strength and presence in the pro-voucher movement included groups 

ÏÆ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙ ÍÅÍÂÅÒÓ ÁÎÄ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÓ ×ÈÏ ×ÅÒÅ ÄÉÓÓÁÔÉÓÆÉÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ 

schools (Moe, 2001, Morken and Formicola, 1999).  Moe (2001) and Bolick (2003) 
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explained this contingency included the growing number of low-income, minority 

parents standing up in favor of vouchers.  

Four Types of Groups that Support Vouchers  
 

Classic Liberal Stance 
 

In the mid-ρψππȭÓȟ *ÏÈÎ 3ÔÕÁÒÔ -ÉÌÌ ÉÎÔÒÏÄÕÃÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔ ÏÆ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÆÕÎÄÉÎÇ 

for private education opportunities for families. Although Mill did not use the word 

ȰÖÏÕÃÈÅÒȱ ÐÅÒ ÓÅȟ ÈÅ ÉÓ ÃÒÅÄÉÔÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÓÏÍÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÅÁÒÌÉÅÓÔ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔȢ 

-ÉÌÌȭÓ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔ ÒÅÓÏÎÁÔÅÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÐÒÏ-voucher arguments we hear today. He sought a public 

school system that is supported and enforced by the State, but not entirely run and 

ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ 3ÔÁÔÅ ɉ"ÒÁÃÅÙȟ ςππςɊȢ  -ÉÌÌȭÓ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔ ÃÌÁÉÍÓ Á ÓÔÁÔÅ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÄ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ×ÏÕÌÄ 

ÏÆÆÅÒ ÁÎ ÏÐÐÏÒÔÕÎÉÔÙ ÆÏÒ ȰÍÏÕÌÄÉÎÇ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÅØÁÃÔÌÙ ÌÉËÅ ÏÎÅ ÁÎÏÔÈÅÒȠ ÁÎÄ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÕÌÄ 

in which it casts them is that ×ÈÉÃÈ ÐÌÅÁÓÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÅÄÏÍÉÎÁÎÔ ÐÏ×ÅÒ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔȱ 

ÌÅÁÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ Á ȰÄÅÓÐÏÔÉÓÍ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÍÉÎÄȱ ɉ-ÉÌÌ ÉÎ "ÒÁÃÅÙȟ ςππςȟ ρυπɊȢ -ÉÌÌ ×ÁÒÎÅÄ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔ-

lead schooling would create uniformed citizenry focused on government support. Mill 

believed a state formed school might be useful as a comparison or place of stimulus to keep 

the other schools competitive but should only serve as a portion of the school offerings 

ɉ-ÉÌÌȟ ςππσȟ 2ÙÁÎȟ ρωωχȟ "ÅÎÔÈÁÎ Ǫ -ÉÌÌȟ ρωφρɊȢ 2ÅÍÉÎÉÓÃÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ ÔÉÍÅÓȟ -ÉÌÌÓȭ ÅÓÓÁÙ 

On Liberty, written in 1838, calls for the use of testing to determine if schools were up to 

par and staying on standard (Mill, 2003, Benthan & Mill, 1961). Therefore, the negotiations 

and considerations of using public monies for private schools or private educating is not a 

new concept in the education process. 

The values put forth in this stance focused on parental choice and the freedom to 

select the type and setting of education for their children to support and to include the 
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development of values, character, anÄ ÄÉÖÅÒÓÉÔÙ ÁÃÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÓȭ ÄÅÓÉÒÅÓ ÁÎÄ 

without government interference.   This modern-day conservative stance focused on the 

role of the government to require and to supplement education, but not to provide schools 

and teaching, leaving that to the guise of parents. Motivation for this stance was the notion 

ÔÈÁÔ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔ ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÎÏÔ ÉÎÔÒÕÄÅ ÉÎÔÏ ÐÅÏÐÌÅÓȭ ÌÉÖÅÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÅØÔÅÎÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔ 

controls and molds others to one prescribed way of existing or to impart particular values 

(Mill, 2003)Ȣ  -ÉÌÌȭÓ ÏÐÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔ ÉÎÔÒÕÓÉÏÎ ÉÎÔÏ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȭÓ ÌÉÖÅÓ ÃÏÎÎÅÃÔÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ 

current conservative stance of today.  

Conservatives currently seek a free market with limited government role in 

education, focusing on choice in schooling, assessment based on standardized testing and 

economic prosperity, and human capital highlighting a need for education to produce 

quality patriots and workers for America. Religious freedom also aligns with this stance, 

giving a natural tendency for collaboration with the Religious Right and Christian Coalition 

in the fight for education vouchers.  

Furthermore, a belief in the support of business in education to drive a stronger 

economy worked for the conservative pro-voucher reformers. Having the backing and 

financial support of the business community allowed for the reformers to take on a higher 

level of dedication to the realization of education vouchers across the country. Business 

owners saw it as an opportunity to produce higher level thinking workers to make America 

globally competitive. Market-based ideology of capitalist business owners has provided 

this stance with much needed financial support to push forth their privatization agenda 

and the incorporation of educational vouchers into the national and state education 

discourse.   
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Neoliberal Stance  
 

$ÕÒÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÌÁÔÔÅÒ ρωφπȭÓ ÁÎÄ ρωχπȭÓ ÉÎ !ÍÅÒÉÃÁȟ ÔÈÅ ÉÄÅÁ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ Óchool voucher was 

introduced, mostly from a call by neoliberal groups. The focus of this type of schooling 

believed the government should not interfere with the economy of the country, thus the 

government funds for education should go to privately run schools. This neoliberal stance 

called for the government to spend money on education for the purpose of controlling the 

social conditions and moral values of the country, but it then called for a privately run 

school system to utilize those funds as part of the economic health of our country. Milton 

Friedman led this modern form of the school voucher movement through his organization 

The Heritage Foundation, which remains active today (Spring 1997, Moe, 2001). 

 According to Joel Spring in Political Agendas for Education (1997), credit for the 

ÉÄÅÁÓ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ÌÅÁÎÓ ÔÏ×ÁÒÄ -ÉÌÔÏÎ &ÒÉÅÄÍÁÎȟ ×ÈÏ ÏÆÆÅÒÅÄ Á ȰÔÒÉÃËÌÅ ÄÏ×Îȱ 

effect for education influenced by Austrian economist Fredrich Hayek, a Nobel-prize 

×ÉÎÎÅÒ ×ÈÏ ÐÒÏÍÏÔÅÄ ȰÁÂÏÌÉÓÈÉÎÇ ÁÌÌ ÆÏÒÍÓ ÏÆ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔ ÁÎÄ ÁÐÐÌÙing free-market 

theory to every aspect of living, including highways, law enforcement, defense, and 

ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȱ ɉςσ-24).  Referred to as Austrian economics, these ideas became a part of the 

education talk and negotiations around public schooling in America for the remaining 

ÄÅÃÁÄÅÓȟ ÅÖÅÎ ÒÅÁÃÈÉÎÇ ÉÎÔÏ ÔÏÄÁÙȭÓ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒ ÄÅÂÁÔÅȢ   

 As a part of the right wing of politics, this idea of trickle down education included a 

pro-school choice agenda that aimed to privatize public schools, to identify scholars who 

can support and lecture on the specifics of this topic, and to secure avenues of funding and 

financing of scholars to gather and promote and to market privatized schooling ideals 

(Spring, 1997, Lakoff, 2006). This idea of a privatized notion of public schooling has grown 
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in depth and strength over time within various groups including neoliberal, classic liberal/ 

American conservatives, religious freedom advocates, and others. However these early 

notions of governance and economics remain a part of that privatization.   

Although at that inaugural time progressive liberals protested these ideas, classical 

liberals did not.  Classical liberals opposed government interference and overwhelming 

educational bureaucracy, citing those as reasons for troubles related to public schooling; 

something we still hear as part of the debate today (Spring, 1997, Bracey, 2002). 

Progressive liberals of that time, like today, disagreed and believed the governmental 

ÉÎÔÅÒÖÅÎÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÓÕÌÔÉÎÇ ÂÕÒÅÁÕÃÒÁÃÙȟ ȰÅÎÓÕÒÅÄ ÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÏÐÐÏÒÔÕÎÉÔÙȱ ÆÏÒ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÎÇ 

ÁÌÌ ÏÆ !ÍÅÒÉÃÁȭÓ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ɉ3ÐÒÉÎÇȟ ρωωχȟ ςτɊȢ #ÒÅÄÉÔÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÔÈÅÏÒÙ ÔÈÁÔ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔ 

bureaucracy was the problem with public schooling, Hayek and others argued that 

privatizing public schools and resituating schooling into a market-based competitive arena 

would break the bureaucratic power, allowing for schools to create ideal situations from 

market competition (Spring, 1997). According to Terry Moe in Schools, Vouchers, and the 

American Public ɉςππρɊȟ Ȱ,ÅÁÄÅÒÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒ ÍÏÖement see the public school system as 

Á ÓÔÁÇÎÁÎÔ ÂÕÒÅÁÕÃÒÁÃÙ ÔÈÁÔ ÄÏÅÓ ÎÏÔ ÁÎÄ ÃÁÎÎÏÔ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÔÈÅ ÎÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ×ÉÔÈ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ 

ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎÓȱ ÁÎÄ ÂÅÌÉÅÖÅ ȰÖÏÕÃÈÅÒÓ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÏÐÅÎ Á ÒÁÎÇÅ ÏÆ ÎÅ× ÏÐÐÏÒÔÕÎÉÔÉÅÓ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅÓÅ 

ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȣȱ ɉρɊȢ 

 Alternatively, Neoliberal Friedman thought the use of a voucher system, where the 

government would allow parents to make choices for spending an allotted amount of 

ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔ ÍÏÎÉÅÓ ÆÏÒ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓȟ Ȱ×ÏÕÌÄ ÉÍÐÒÏÖÅ ÔÈÅ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȱ ÁÎÄ 

ȰÃÏÎÔÅÎÄÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ρωφπȭÓ ÔÈÁÔ vouchers would overcome the class stratification resulting 

ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÒÉÃÈ ÁÎÄ ÐÏÏÒ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔÓȱ ɉ3ÐÒÉÎÇȟ ρωωχȟ ςυɊȢ .ÅÏÌÉÂÅÒÁÌ ÉÄÅÏÌÏÇÙ 
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seeks a market-based economy focused on self-interest and individual choices to maximize 

the supply anÄ ÄÅÍÁÎÄ ÏÆ ÇÏÏÄÓ ÁÎÄ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓ ×ÉÔÈÏÕÔ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔ ÉÎÔÅÒÆÅÒÅÎÃÅȢ Ȱ0ÅÏÐÌÅ 

×ÉÌÌ ×ÏÒË ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÅØÔÅÎÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÙ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÔÅ ÁÓ ÃÏÎÓÕÍÅÒÓȱ ɉ%ÎÇÅÌȟ ςπππȟ 

19). 

Religious Stances 
 

In voucher reform movements, religious groups have played a big part in the 

progression and growth of voucher policies. Referring back to the presidency of Ronald 

Reagan, one can see how the role of religious groups promoted the use of vouchers in their 

attempt to improve and reform schools. Hubert Morken in Religious Leaders and Faith-

Based Politics: Ten Profiles (2001)  declared that in the political arena as within political 

×ÁÒÓ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÏÕÒ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÙȭÓ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÙȟ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÁÒÅ ÖÁÒÉÏÕÓ ÒÅÌÉÇÉÏÕÓ ÂÁÃËÇÒÏÕÎÄÓ ÏÎ ÂÏÔÈ ÓÉÄÅÓ ÏÆ 

the aisle, which are loyal to their denominational affiliation while passionately fighting for 

their political viewpoints (Formicola & et al., 2001). Morken discussed the role played in 

ÃÅÌÅÂÒÁÔÉÎÇ ÂÕÔ ÎÏÔ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔÉÎÇ ÆÅÌÌÏ× *Å×ȟ *ÏÓÅÐÈ ,ÉÅÂÅÒÍÁÎȭÓ ÎÏÍÉÎÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÓ 6ÉÃÅ 

0ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÓ ÔÏ !Ì 'ÏÒÅȭÓ 0ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÎÏÍÉÎÁÔÉon in the 2000 election (Formicola, 2001). 

,ÉÅÂÅÒÍÁÎ ×ÁÓ ȰÔÈÅ ÆÉÒÓÔ ÁÐÐÏÉÎÔÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÒÓÔ ÍÁÎ ÏÆ ÈÉÓ ÆÁÉÔÈ ÁÎÄ ÅÔÈÎÉÃÉÔÙ ÔÏ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÅ 

this honor in American history posed a challenge for Rabbi Daniel Lapin because he 

ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÈÉÓ ÐÏÌÉÔÉÃÓȱ ×ÈÉÌÅ ÃÅÌÅÂÒÁÔÉÎÇ ÈÉÓ ÁÃÃÏÍÐÌÉÓÈÍÅÎÔÓ ÁÓ Ȱ,ÉÅÂÅÒÍÁÎ ÓÐÏËÅ ÁÓ 

a Jew, without apology, much like Jimmy Carter had done in 1976 as a born-again 

#ÈÒÉÓÔÉÁÎȣ"ÕÔ ,ÁÐÉÎȟ ÆÏÒ ÒÅÁÓÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÐÒÉÎÃÉÐÌÅȟ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ ,ÉÅÂÅÒÍÁÎ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÉÓÓÕÅÓ 

discussed in the campaign and opposed ÈÉÍȟȱ ɉ&ÏÒÍÉÃÏÌÁȟ ςππρȟ ψωɊȢ 4ÈÅ Ô×Ï ÁÇÒÅÅÄ ÏÎ 

issues of school vouchers, but not enough on other issues that Rabbi Lapin would support 

ÈÉÍȢ /ÆÔÅÎȟ -ÏÒËÅÎ ÓÕÇÇÅÓÔÓȟ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÒÃÅÐÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÁÔ Ȱ$ÅÍÏÃÒÁÔÉÃ ÌÅÁÄÅÒÓ ÁÒÅ ÉÒÒÅÌÉÇÉÏÕÓ ÉÆ ÎÏÔ 
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ÁÎÔÉÒÅÌÉÇÉÏÕÓȱ ÅØÉÓÔÓ ɉ&ÏÒÍÉcola, 2001, 90). However, like any political issue, people of 

various religions exist on both sides of political issues.  

Political religious groups foresaw a Republican Party focused on a fight for their 

ÖÅÒÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÓÔÒÏÎÇ ȰÖÁÌÕÅÓȟ ÖÉÒÔÕÅÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÃÕÌÔÕÒÅȱ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÃÌÁÉÍ ÔÈÅ ȰÓÏÕÌ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ÎÁÔÉÏÎȱ 

as opposed to the traditional focus of the party around protecting freedoms of business and 

economies (Morken and Formicola 1999, Moe 2001). According to Spring (1997), as the 

1980 Presidential election neared, one leader of the Religious Right movement, Jerry 

Falwell, whose television audience capped 12 million homes with his group, the Moral 

Majority, and motivated in part by the work of the Heritage Foundation, approached 

Ronald Reagan directly asking for support. Spring (1997) states:  

 
 Ȱ4ÈÅ ×ÅÄÄÉÎÇ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ 2ÏÎÁÌÄ 2ÅÁÇÁÎ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ -ÏÒÁÌ -ÁÊÏÒÉÔÙ ÏÃÃÕÒÒÅÄ 

shortly after the 1980 Republican convention when Reagan was asked to 
ÁÄÄÒÅÓÓ ςπȟπππ %ÖÁÎÇÅÌÉÃÁÌÓ ÁÔ Á ÒÁÌÌÙ ÉÎ $ÁÌÌÁÓȢ 2ÅÁÇÁÎ ÔÏÌÄ ÔÈÅ ÇÒÏÕÐȟ Ȭ) 
know that you cannot endorse me (because of the tax-exempt status of the 
-ÏÒÁÌ -ÁÊÏÒÉÔÙɊȟ ÂÕÔ ) ÅÎÄÏÒÓÅ ÙÏÕ ÁÎÄ ÅÖÅÒÙÔÈÉÎÇ ÙÏÕ ÄÏȢȭȣ!ÆÔÅÒ ÔÈÅ ρωψπ 
ÅÌÅÃÔÉÏÎȟ 2ÅÁÇÁÎ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÌÉÇÉÏÕÓ ÒÉÇÈÔȭÓ ÁÇÅÎÄÁ ÂÙ ÅÎÄÏÒÓÉÎÇ 
legislation for a tuition tax credit to allow parents to choose between public 
and private schools, and by promising to support a school prayer 
amendment. After 1980, school choice and school prayer became a standard 
ÆÉØÔÕÒÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ 2ÅÐÕÂÌÉÃÁÎ ÐÌÁÔÆÏÒÍÓȢȱ ɉτɊ 

 

Since then, the religious right and their groups have had profound and consistent 

political power and influence on the politics of America and the organization of the 

Republican Party. Additionally, the work of voucher advocates during the tenure 

of President Reagan, who was a strong supporter of market systems, placed school 

choice issues and the use of vouchers as a form of school reform in a strong 

ÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÎÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÁÇÅÎÄÁ ɉ-ÏÒËÅÎ ÁÎÄ &ÏÒÍÉÃÏÌÁȟ ρωωωɊȢ 4ÈÅÉÒ 
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attention to the top-down approach gave them permanency in American politics, 

with  which came attention and power.  

Minority, Low Income Citizen Stance  
 
 Moe (2001) and Bolick (2003) explained this stance for school vouchers 

emerged as the result of the growing number of low-income, minority parents 

standing up in favor of vouchers based on a frustration with inadequate schools, 

resources, and curriculum. Parents had become tired with the lack of quality of 

public schooling offered in their urban communities to their children in 

comparison to schools offered to their white, middle- class, and suburban 

counterparts. The first voucher program in the United States, the Milwaukee 

Parental Choice Program (MPCP), came to exist due to the organization of 

minority, urban, poor parents and community members lead by a determined 

Democrat state legislator and former welfare mother, Polly Williams, who was not 

afraid to fight for the right of her constituents to attend local private schools in 

order to receive a stronger education than the local public schools were providing 

(Bolick, 2003). Interestingly, Milwaukee had a Republican, pro-reform governor at 

the time who, like Polly Williams was willing to forge unlikely alliances and 

collaborations to strengthen their voucher fight. Although met with resistance 

from pro-public school groups, like the teachers union and the NAACP, along with 

resistance from the state chief school officer, the groups along with Clint Bolick, a 

dedicated voucher attorney, built a case and coordinated participants to uphold 

the MPCP, which continues to exist in Milwaukee.  
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 Another example of voucher support in this stance is evidenced by the 

creation of the Black Alliance for Educational Options (BAEO) lead by Dr. Howard 

&ÕÌÌÅÒȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÅÄ ÉÎ ρωωω ɉ"!%/ȟ ςπρςɊȢ  "!%/ ÉÓ ȰÆÏÃÕÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÎÅÅÄ ÆÏÒ 

ÇÒÅÁÔÅÒ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ÁÎÄ ÂÅÔÔÅÒ ÏÐÔÉÏÎÓ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ "ÌÁÃË ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙȱ ÁÎÄ ȰÈÁÓ ÇÒÏ×Î ÔÏ 

become the preeminent national organization for those who support high-quality 

educational options for low-income and working-ÃÌÁÓÓ "ÌÁÃË ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȱ ɉ"!%/ȟ 

2012).  In Pennsylvania in 2011-12, BAEO members have been instrumental in 

ȰÔÈÅ ÃÒÅÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÐÒÏÔÅÃÔÉÏÎȟ ÁÎÄ ÅØÐÁÎÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÔÁØ ÃÒÅÄÉÔ ÁÎÄ ÃÈÁÒÔÅÒ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÓȱ 

×ÉÔÈ ȰÔÈÅ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÁÎÄ ÌÅÁÄÅÒÓÈÉÐ ÏÆ "!%/ ÂÏÁÒÄ ÍÅÍÂÅÒÓ 2ÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÁÔÉÖÅ $×ÉÇÈÔ 

%ÖÁÎÓ ÁÎÄ 3ÅÎÁÔÏÒ !ÎÔÈÏÎÙ 7ÉÌÌÉÁÍÓȱ ɉ"!%/ȟ ςπρςɊȢ "ÏÔÈ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÓÅ 0! ÓÔÁÔÅ 

elected officials were keys in the creation and negotiations of Senate Bill 1.  

As talk of a financial strategy for a school choice voucher program for public 

education was gaining momentum in Pennsylvania, free market advocates were 

considering the role of government in education. Neoliberal groups argued the government 

had the responsibility to establish and maintain a sense of social and moral authority, 

which was best serviced in schools, yet also believed government should stay out of the 

market. At that time, it seemed the definition of a voucher program did just that and is 

reminiscent of the work of Mills, over 100 years prior. The difference argued could be Mills 

ÆÅÁÒÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅÓȭ ÐÒÏÖÉÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ Á ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÃÒÅÁÔÅ ÃÉÔÉÚÅÎÓ ×ÉÔÈÏÕÔ ÄÉÖÅÒÓÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ 

independent thought, and some neoliberals feared the opposite. Added to that mix were 

groups of fervent community and religious participants that were willing to work hard and 

to form alliances for the implementation of school vouchers in public schools.  
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Coalition Building  
 

Vital to Move Vouchers as Education Policy  
 
 In order to understand the arguments and the strategies of the voucher debate, the 

reader must first understand the growth of the movement. A historical context of the 

school voucher movement will allow for a foundation in which to view the complex issues, 

research, and arguments surrounding it, and will provide a framework for understanding 

the movement as not only about schools and education, but about politics, too. 

 Public perception continues to identify with the strong view of Christians fighting 

for school vouchers and with good reason (Formicola and Morken, 2001). Looking into the 

role that groups of Christians, namely the Religious Right and the Christian Coalition, 

played in the early days of the school voucher wars, gave insight as to how these groups 

gained that reputation and continue to stand up to fight for the voucher movement today. 

Morken and Formicola (1999) argue that the modern fight for vouchers and school choice 

includes the forming of political relationships that include Evangelicals and Catholics, who 

ȰÏÐÐÏÓÅÄ ÅÁÃÈ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÉÎ !ÍÅÒÉÃÁÎ ÐÏÌÉÔÉÃÓ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÉÃÁÌÌÙȱ ÆÏÒ Á ÃÅÎÔÕÒÙ ÁÎÄ Á ÈÁÌÆ ÁÎÄ ÈÅÌÐÅÄ 

ȰÓÈÁÐÅÄ ÐÁÒÔÉÓÁÎ ÐÏÌÉÔÉÃÁÌ ÌÏÙÁÌÔÉÅÓȟȱ ÕÎÔÉÌ ÔÈÅ ÒÉÓÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ÍÏÖÅÍÅÎÔȟ ×ÈÅÒÅ 

their allying or partnering can progress their shared vision for voucher education (Morken 

and Formicola, 1999, 152). Catholics are known to form partnerships with many other 

ÇÒÏÕÐÓ ×ÈÏ ÁÒÅ ×ÏÒËÉÎÇ ȰÔÏ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÁÌÌ ÓÕÃÈ ÅÆÆÏÒÔÓ ÂÙ ÁÌÌ ÇÒÏÕÐÓ ÃÏÍÍÉÔÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÁÌÌ ËÉÎÄÓ ÏÆ 

ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÃÈÏÉÃÅȣÅÖÅÎ ÉÆ ÇÒÏÕÐÓ ÁÒÅ ÉÄÅÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÏÒ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÁÔ ÏÄÄÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÏÎÅ ÁÎÏÔÈÅÒȣȱ 

(Morken and Formicola, 1999, 153). This is evidenced in the data chapters of this study. 

These groups are willing to fortify their efforts by joining with others, whom they 

traditionally would not, in this par ticular political fight.  
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 This type of collaboration was quite prevalent during the Presidential election of 

2ÏÎÁÌÄ 2ÅÁÇÁÎȢ  0ÒÅÖÉÏÕÓ ÔÏ 2ÏÎÁÌÄ 2ÅÁÇÁÎȭÓ ÔÅÎÕÒÅ ÁÓ 0ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔȟ ÔÈÅ ρωχπȭÓ ÂÒÏÕÇÈÔ ÏÎ 

the formulation of the Religious Right prompted, as some researchers claim, by the 

ÐÒÅÓÅÒÖÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÓÅÇÒÅÇÁÔÉÏÎȢ 4ÈÅ )23ȟ ÄÕÒÉÎÇ 0ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔ #ÁÒÔÅÒȭÓ ÐÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÃÙ ÍÁÎÄÁÔÅÄ 

Christian schools to prove they were not preserving segregation based on a hypothesis that 

ÍÁÎÙ 3ÏÕÔÈÅÒÎ #ÈÒÉÓÔÉÁÎ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÃÒÅÁÔÅÄ ȰÁÓ ÈÁÖÅÎÓ ÆÏr White students fleeing 

ÉÎÔÅÇÒÁÔÉÏÎȱ ɉ3ÐÒÉÎÇȟ ρωωχȟ σɊȢ  %ØÐÅÒÔÓ ÁÒÇÕÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÍÏÖÅ ÐÒÏÍÐÔÅÄ ÍÁÎÙ #ÈÒÉÓÔÉÁÎÓ ÔÏ ÌÅÁÖÅ 

ÔÈÅ $ÅÍÏÃÒÁÔÉÃ 0ÁÒÔÙ ÔÏ ÊÏÉÎ ÔÈÅ 2ÅÐÕÂÌÉÃÁÎ 0ÁÒÔÙ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÕÓ ÐÒÏÍÐÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ Á ȰÎÅ× 

ÐÁÒÁÄÉÇÍȱ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÆÏÕÎÄÁÔÉÏÎ ÆÏÒ ÎÅ× ÃÏÌÌÁÂÏÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÆÏr politicking: religious politics 

(Spring, 1997, 3).  

 Interestingly, during the promotion of Goals 2000 and his voucher plan that 

would give $1,000.00 vouchers to students from lower income families, President 

George HW Bush formed an alliance with the naÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÏÒÓȢ 4ÈÅ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒ ÐÌÁÎ 

did not materialize due to the lack of support from Congress; however, further 

alliances were forged during the process. As President Bush was promoting his 

Goals 2000 program for education, he aligned with the National GÏÖÅÒÎÏÒȭÓ 

Association of which future President and then Arkansas Governor Bill Clinton 

was vice chairman. The alignment of those forces continued to bring new ideas of 

ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÒÅÆÏÒÍȟ ȰÅÍÐÈÁÓÉÚÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÔÈÅÍÅÓ ÏÆ ÈÕÍÁÎ ÃÁÐÉÔÁÌȟ ÁÃÁÄÅÍÉÃ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄÓȟ 

and reinveÎÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȱ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÓÐÏÔÌÉÇÈÔȟ ×ÈÉÌÅ ÆÏÒÍÉÎÇ ȰÃÒÉÓÓÃÒÏÓÓÉÎÇ 

ÌÉÎÅÓ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÔÈÅ  ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÐÏÌÉÃÉÅÓ ÏÆ ÎÅÏÃÏÎÓÅÒÖÁÔÉÖÅÓ ÁÎÄ "ÉÌÌ #ÌÉÎÔÏÎȭÓ .Å× 

$ÅÍÏÃÒÁÔÓȱ ÓÈÏ×ÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÓÌÏ× ÂÕÔ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÅÄ ×ÏÒË ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÒÅÆÏÒÍÅÒÓ ɉ3ÐÒÉÎÇȟ 

1997, 54). 
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 The Presidential level is a practical focal point from which to discuss the 

voucher movement, and it highlights the party lines around the issue (Moe, 2001). 

Since Congress consists of a large number of legislators from various geographies 

and socioeconomic areas, the lines in the voucher movements, although often 

times following ideological and/or party lines, is less delineated and dependable 

ɉ3ÐÒÉÎÇȟ ρωωχȟ -ÏÅȟ ςππρɊȢ -ÏÅ ÁÓÓÅÒÔÓȟ Ȱ4ÈÅ ÒÅÁÓÏÎÓ ÁÒÅ ÒÏÏÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÃÏÎÓÔÉÔÕÅÎÃÙȢ 

Republican presidents, or candidates for president, need to put together a broadly 

based support coalition- not just of conservatives and suburbanites, but also of 

minorities, urban dwellers, and those lower in income- and they have seen the 

ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒ ÉÓÓÕÅÓ ÁÓ ÁÎ ÁÔÔÒÁÃÔÉÖÅ ÍÅÁÎÓ ÏÆ ÄÏÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔȢȱ He goes on to add, 

Ȱ2ÅÐÕÂÌÉÃÁÎ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÏÒÓȣÔÅÎÄ ÔÏ ÃÏÍÅ ÆÒÏÍ Á ÍÏÒÅ ÈÏÍÏÇÅÎÅÏÕÓ ÓÕÂÕÒÂÁÎ 

ÃÏÎÓÔÉÔÕÅÎÃÉÅÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅÍ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÌÅÓÓ ÏÆ ÁÎ ÅÌÅÃÔÏÒÁÌ ÃÏÎÎÅÃÔÉÏÎȱ ɉ-ÏÅȟ 

2001, 36). Although, education and school policy is delegated to the states and 

from where school reform legislation is most often done, it has become strongly 

influenced by an increased federal presence. Groups understand the necessity to 

collaborate with federal candidates and policymakers, to make connections within 

local communities in need of better schools, and to build alliances between 

religious, political, and ideological groups with similar visions in order to 

strengthen their fight for the implementation of school vouchers.   

Forming Coalitions: How have advocates become better at presenting their position?  
 

7ÉÌÌÉÁÍ 3ÉÍÏÎȭÓ ρωχψ ÂÏÏË A Time for Truth enhanced the stance and the popularity 

of the privatization movement by introducing his concepts of less government involvement 

and stronger reliance on the private sector for a stronger economy and social needs. The 
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New York Times best seller came at a time when the general citizenry feared the 

ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔȭÓ ÅØÐÅÎÓÉÖÅ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÁÎÄ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÐÏÌÉÃÉÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÇÕÌÁÔÉÏÎÓ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÔÒÅÓÓÅÄ 

ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌÓȭ ÁÎÄ ÆÁÍÉÌÉÅÓȭ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÆÒÅÅÄÏÍ ÁÎÄ ×ÅÌÆÁÒÅȟ making the text welcomed into 

ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÄÉÓÃÕÓÓÉÏÎȢ !ÌÔÈÏÕÇÈ 3ÉÍÏÎȭÓ ÒÈÅÔÏÒÉÃ ×ÁÓ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÍÏÒÅ ÏÎ ÈÉÓ Ï×Î ÐÏÌÉÔÉÃÁÌ ÁÎÄ 

ideological values of individual liberty and limited government intervention than on 

empirical evidence, his text appealed to a wider audience that felt the burden of higher 

taxes and government regulations encroaching on their own liberties giving way to 

ÁÃÃÅÐÔÁÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÈÉÓ ȰÓÐÉÒÉÔÅÄ ÃÁÌÌ ÔÏ ÁÒÍÓȱ ɉ0ÌÁÔÔÎÅÒȟ ρωχωȟ χτɊȢ   3ÉÍÏÎ ɉρωχψɊ ÂÌÁÍÅÄ 

ȰÅÎÔÒÅÎÃÈÅÄ ÂÕÒÅÁÕÃÒÁÔÉÃ ÄÉÃÔÁÔÏÒÓÈÉÐ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÄÉÒÅÃÔÌÙ affecting millions and indirectly 

damaging the lives and well-ÂÅÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÌÉÔÅÒÁÌÌÙ ÅÖÅÒÙÏÎÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÙȱ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÎÁÍÅ ÏÆ 

ȰÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔȱ ɉρψρ-182). He explained the government, due to fiscal and economic 

ÐÏÌÉÃÉÅÓȟ ÈÁÄ ȰÇÏÎÅ Á×ÒÙȣȢÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÍÕÌÔÉÐÌÅ ÐÒÏÍÉÓes of cradle-to-grave security for our 

ÃÉÔÉÚÅÎÓ ɉÃÏÕÌÄɊ ÎÏ ÌÏÎÇÅÒ ÂÅ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÌÙ ÅØÐÁÎÄÅÄȟ ÉÆ ÉÎÄÅÅÄ ÔÈÅÙ ɉÃÏÕÌÄɊ ÂÅ ÆÕÌÆÉÌÌÅÄȱ 

leaving the reader concerned not only with the future of the country, but also his or her 

own wellbeing (213).  The appeal of this book to the general population allowed for 

entrance of conservative, neoliberal rhetoric into the public discourse of economic and civil 

freedom, casting a focus on the threat of the welfare state of government to cripple and to 

hurt hardworking citizen s. This discursive work by Simon was seminal to the cause of 

neoliberals, strengthening their stance toward privatization and economic competition. 

Furthermore, this book helped the rhetoric of the neoliberal stance to become 

commonplace in the public discourse and build consensus and collaboration by 

popularizing the position. This call for change in the economic and social government 

policy provided entrance of the neoliberal stance into policy discourse. 
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 John Prunty (1984) argues that policy development is really about problem 

setting and the resulting dilemma and tradeoff, or negotiation management, 

following the setting of the problem. Further, he asserts that coalitions work to 

build consensus, which in turn further builds coalitions, on all sides of the policy. 

These coalitions use policy research to fortify their arguments and stances. I will 

ÄÉÓÃÕÓÓ ÔÈÅ ÎÅÇÏÔÉÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ ȰÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈȱ ÉÎ ÄÅÔÁÉÌ ÉÎ ÌÁÔÅÒ ÃÈÁÐÔÅÒÓȢ 

3ÉÎÃÅ ÔÈÅ ÅÍÅÒÇÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ &ÒÉÅÄÍÁÎȭÓ ×ÏÒË ÁÎÄ ÉÎÓÐÉÒÅÄ ÆÕÒÔÈÅÒÍÏÒÅ ÂÙ 3ÉÍÏÎȟ 

groups ideologically in line with economic freedom and privatization have 

continued to commit themselves to the voucher fight and have grown in numbers 

and strength by marketing their fight, and utilizing strategies that convince 

readers their outcomes will garner better success.   

In order to promote the idea of a market-based schooling venture, neoconservatives 

ÁÎÄ ÎÅÏÌÉÂÅÒÁÌÓ ×ÏÒËÅÄ ÔÏ ȰÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ Á ÆÌÏÏÄ ÏÆ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔÓ ÁÎÄ ÂÒÉÅÆÉÎÇÓȟ 

legislation monitoring, policy analysis, and expertise to policymakers, educators, business 

ÇÒÏÕÐÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙ ÌÅÁÄÅÒÓȱ ÔÏ ÉÎÆÌÕÅÎÃÅ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÏÐÉÎÉÏÎ ɉ3ÐÒÉÎÇȟ ρωωχȟ στɊȢ  4Ï 

accomplish this various groups identified the need for collaboration resulting in the 

emergence of think tanks and foundations to lay a bedrock or platform on which a unified 

argument within the discourse could unfold and persist over time (Spring, 1997, Lakoff, 

2004). Political and historical experts agree that the unification of the groups strengthened 

their core and built a common platform on which to unify their messages; finding a place to 

come together gave them strength and focus on which to grow their school reform, pro-

school choice, voucher agenda (Lakoff, 2004, Luntz, 2007).  
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Conversely, these same educational and political experts argue the liberal side of the 

political spectrum did not come together as quickly or succinctly, giving the voucher 

movement a good head start (Lakoff, 2004). George Lakoff (2004) argues that conservative 

groups are good at pooling their money, their talent, and their ideas to build an 

ÉÎÆÒÁÓÔÒÕÃÔÕÒÅ ÏÒ ȰÃÁÐÉÔÁÌ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÆÕÔÕÒÅȱ ×ÈÉÌÅ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÇÒÅÓÓÉÖÅÓ ÓÅÅÍ ÔÏ ȰÓÐÒÅÁÄ ÔÈÅÉÒ 

ÍÏÎÅÙ ÁÒÏÕÎÄȱ ÏÎ ÉÍÍÅÄÉÁÔÅ ÃÁÕÓÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔ ȰÄÏ ÓÏÍÅÔÈÉÎÇ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÆÒÏÍ ×ÈÁÔ ÅÖÅÒÙÏÎÅ 

ÅÌÓÅ ÉÓ ÄÏÉÎÇȱ ɉ,ÁËÏÆÆȟ ςππτȟ ςχɊȢ 4ÈÅ ÒÅÓÕÌÔÓ Áre what Lakoff argues was a lack of framing 

and infrastructure for the progressives while the conservatives were spending time and 

money collaborating and building infrastructure for sustainability. Lakoff (2004)states that 

ÔÈÉÓ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓ ȰÐÅÒÐÅÔÕÁÔÅÓɉÓɊ Á ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÔÈÁÔ ÈÅÌÐÓ ÔÈÅ ÒÉÇÈÔȱ ɉςωɊ ÁÎÄ ÏÎÅ ÍÉÇÈÔ ÌÏÏË ÁÔ ÔÈÅ 

long, slow, dedicated, and sustained fight for vouchers over decades by the Right to 

understand this argument. 

With federal recognition (and funding) of market solutions for public education and 

the movement of state and national voucher reform groups to Pennsylvania, the Governor 

and the leadership in the House of Representatives and the Senate gained additional 

momentum in introducing legislation leading to the  provision of  alternate market 

soluÔÉÏÎÓ ÆÏÒ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÉÎÇȢ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁ ÓÅÅÍÅÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ Á ȰÐÅÒÆÅÃÔ ÓÔÏÒÍȱ ÆÏÒ ÐÒÏ-choice 

and pro-voucher supporters. This combination of legislative leaders provided the 

assumption of power within the pro-market solution advocacy attracting local and national 

support from powerful and politically influential school choice advocacy groups.  

#ÁÌÌÉÎÇ ÂÌÕÆÆ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ Ȱ#ÒÉÓÉÓȱȡ #ÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 3ÃÈÏÏÌ 2ÅÆÏÒÍÅÒÓ 
 
 Even though the state government leadership was preparing to create a 

voucher-friendly environment within the administration, groups fighting against 
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voucher programs, such as teachersȭ unions, associations supporting public school 

administrators and school boards, civil rights groups, and Democrats were bracing 

for the negotiations (Bracey, 2002, Moe, 2001).  Additionally, a major influence on 

ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ Á ÆÏÃÁÌ ÐÏÉÎÔ ÏÆ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÏÒÓȭ ÁÔÔÅÎÔÉÏÎȟ ÁÃÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ -ÏÒËÅÎ 

ÁÎÄ &ÏÒÍÉÃÏÌÁȭÓ ÓÔÕÄÙ ×ÁÓ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÐÅÒÃÅÐÔÉÏÎȢ 3ÉÎÃÅ ÔÈÅ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÓ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ 

reform reluctantly, so do elected officials. One explanation, argues Morken and 

&ÏÒÍÉÃÏÌÁ ɉρωωωɊȟ ÉÓ ÔÈÁÔ ȰÔÈÉÓ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÃÏÎÔÁÉÎÓ Á ÍÁÊÏÒÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ×ÈÏ ÈÁÖÅ 

positive memories of neighborhood schools: They do not yet want school choice to 

be adopted wholesale which can partially explain the slow movement of voucher 

ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÓ ÏÖÅÒ ÔÉÍÅȱ ɉςψψɊȢ 4ÈÁÔ ÎÏÔÉÏÎ ÍÁÙ ÈÁÖÅ ÃÒÅÄÅÎÃÅ ÉÎ 0! ÁÃÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ Á 

2011 poll showing 61% opposed vouchers, while only 31% supported and 3% 

were unsure (Pennsylvanians Opposed to Vouchers, 2011). According to a 

September 27, 2011 memorandum from Pennsylvanians Opposed to Vouchers, 

groups such as the ACLU, Americans for Religious Liberty, Disability Rights 

Network, Education Law Center, and Racial Justice Initiative of Times Banks USA 

are all groups in opposition of voucher programs that activated in Pennsylvania to 

publically oppose voucher and Senate Bill 1.  These groups seek a more 

democratic approach to education and the support and oversight of government to 

provide a free and equitable public education to all children. The collaboration of 

these groups focused to deliver their message to citizens and elected officials, who 

ÈÁÄ ÆÏÎÄ ÍÅÍÏÒÉÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÍÆÏÒÔÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ×ÉÔÈ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȭÓ ÔÒÁÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ 

school system.  
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In 2011, many of the public school administrators within the legislative district 

where I work felt intense anxiety over the proposed budget cuts and impending voucher 

legislation. Many feared the cuts would force them to reduce kindergarten to half-day 

programs or to cut the programs completely. Superintendents feared the cuts would force 

them to enlarge class size, to cut programs such as electives and non-essential courses, to 

lay-off teachers or not fill vacancies. Other administrators, such as business managers 

ÎÏÔÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ȰÆÉØÅÄ ÃÏÓÔÓȱ ÓÕÃÈ ÁÓ ÈÅÁÔ ÁÎÄ ÅÌÅÃÔÒÉÃÉÔÙ ×ÏÕÌd take up monetary resources 

regularly reserved for curricular purposes. Public school managers along with teachers 

×ÅÒÅ ÁÎØÉÏÕÓȢ  Ȱ)ÎÓÔÅÁÄ ÏÆ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÓÔÒÕÇÇÌÉÎÇ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅÓ 

they clearly need, this budget gives them less funÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÎ ÔÈÅÙ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÅÄ ÌÁÓÔ ÙÅÁÒȟ Ȱɉ03%! 

0ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔ *ÉÍɊ 4ÅÓÔÅÒÍÁÎ ÁÄÄÅÄȢ Ȱ7ÈÁÔ ÁÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÓÅÑÕÅÎÃÅÓȩ #ÌÁÓÓ ÓÉÚÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÉÎÇ 

ÁÎÄ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÈÅÌÐ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ÌÅÁÒÎ ÁÒÅ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÅÌÉÍÉÎÁÔÅÄȱ ɉ03%!ȢÏÒÇȟ 5ÎÐÒÅÃÅÄÅÎÔÅÄ 

cuts, 2012). Although an argument can be made that budget cuts were called during that 

difficult economic time, others argue that the poor economy was being used as a justified 

opportunity to offer market options for public education. In Pennsylvania, this may have be 

the case.  

Conclusion 
 

In my position of legislative aide to a member of the House of Representatives, I had 

a lens in which to see the various groups move, negotiate, and work on public education 

policies. The negotiations and political influence of public education was something I often 

read about or discussed with others, but now I viewed it from a front-row seat. Before, as a 

teacher, I often saw the results of the negotiations. Now, in this new role, I was provided 

another perspective in which to see groups undertake social practices to influence 
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education policy. These practices worked to lobby legislators and in this particular case, 

have over time, built a powerful arsenal of membership, money, and political influence. 

 Since the inaugural voucher program in Milwaukee, eleven more states and 

the District of Colombia have established legislated voucher programs (NCSL, 

2012, The Freidman Foundation, 2012c). Twenty-one states plus the District of 

Colombia have established school choice programs, with Pennsylvania being one 

of them (The Freidman Foundation, 2012c). These programs have developed over 

time with steady dedication from the pro-voucher groups that continue to grow 

and to lobby without retreat. 

 Following the timeline of politics gave a view of the incorporation of 

voucher policy and rhetoric into the education policy discourse and election 

platforms of modern day. Identifying the interplay of neoliberal ideology and the 

political landscape provides an explanation as to how privatization and vouchers 

became an integral part of the public education discourse. Identifying the role 

voucher advocates and oppositions continue to play in the political arena and the 

power they built to sustain their stance can help educators understand the 

powerful role they play in state and federal government and politics, as witnessed 

in Pennsylvania. Privateers and voucher advocates have written themselves into 

the history of education policy and work hard to continue that powerful 

positioning.  

 !Ó &ÏÕÃÁÕÌÔ ɉρωχςɊ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÓȟ ȰÈÉÓÔÏÒÙ ÉÓ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÈÉÃh transforms documents 

ÉÎÔÏ ÍÏÎÕÍÅÎÔÓȱ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÃÏÕÒÓÅ ÁÎÄ ÔÅØÔÓ ÔÒÁÎÓÆÏÒÍ ÁÎÄ ÂÕÉÌÄ ÎÅ× 

foundations that serve as historical posts of knowledge and truth that not only 
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define, but re-define, history and create new and stable structures. The work of 

political groups focused on privatizing traditionally government responsibilities 

have carved a place in the education micro-political history where they continue 

to work to build a stable structure for their place in the discourse. Likewise, 

groups who have traditionally rejected voucher policy and programs continue to 

work and to mobilize groups to challenge the discursive work of voucher 

reformers and their groups. By rewriting current and historical perspectives of 

public education that give way to discursive work, voucher reformes undertake to 

build power and to control the past in order to change the future of public 

education policy in the United States.   
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Chapter 3 

 
 

Study Review of Voucher Programs  
 

 
 

Ȱ%ÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÒÅÆÏÒÍÓ ÁÒÅ ÉÎÔÒÉÎÓÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÐÏÌÉÔÉÃÁÌ ÉÎ ÏÒÉÇÉÎȢ 'ÒÏÕÐÓ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÅ 
and contest with other groups in the politics of education to express their 

ÖÁÌÕÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÏ ÓÅÃÕÒÅ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÓÃÈÏÏÌȢȱ  
  

D. Tyack and Cuban, (1995, 8) 
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 This chapter provided a review of the literature of studies conducted on active 

voucher programs within the United States. Keeping within the framework of this study as 

a whole, the focus of this review considered how groups utilized data from the studies to 

lobby on education policy. This review was based on studies of voucher programs in New 

York, NY, Washington, DC, and Milwaukee, WI which revealed no overwhelming empirical 

evidence in support or in opposition of the quality of school voucher programs. 

Furthermore, this chapter shared examples where groups utilized data from these studies 

within public texts to push forth particular stances on school voucher programs even 

though the data did not support their claims empirically. The conclusion attempted to 

synthesize these reviews and to provide the reader an opportunity to see how others read, 

share, interpret, and utilize data of the studies discursively through social practices. 

 The three studies addressed in this chapter provided an overview of actual 

programs created and implemented by legislation to enact the use of vouchers for 

schooling in locations across the country. Each program had unique features and 

geographies that reflected unique socioeconomic, procedural, or political circumstances 

that motivated or supported their existence. First, the New York voucher study was the 

most famous study, gaining much media attention for its claim as the first randomized 

experiment for a voucher study. Second, the study on the Milwaukee voucher program was 

selected since this was the first modern-day and longest standing voucher program in our 

country. Finally, the study of the Washington, D.C voucher program was selected to view a 

unique setting highlighting the establishment of a federal and local coalition to enact and 

ÍÁÉÎÔÁÉÎ Á ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍȢ 7ÈÉÌÅ ÅÁÃÈ ÓÔÕÄÙȭÓ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓ ÈÉÇÈÌÉÇÈÔÅÄ ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎ ÁÓÐÅÃÔÓ ÏÆ 

voucher programs, no study showed a clear empirical advantage for voucher programs, or 
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likewise, for public school programs. As proponents of each side utilized language and 

findings of the studies to claim advantage, issues of power and politics emerged.  

 Some of the literature I investigated over the course of this study utilized studies of 

international voucher programs to connect to and to draw upon findings and solutions to 

national voucher programs, problems, and studies. Studies or discourses on voucher and 

school choice programs from European countries, Australia and South America, to name a 

few, have surfaced over the course of my research. Since the focus of this study was to find 

evidence of the social practices of the voucher movement in the United States, this study 

will include in its review only studies and research of voucher issues in the United States of 

America.  

Studying voucher programs: Who? What? Where?  
 

New York Voucher Program: The Effects of School Vouchers on College 

Enrollment  
 
 A 2012 released study on a voucher program in New York City, authored by 

Matthew M. Chingos, a fellow in Governance Studies and research director of the Brown 

Center on Education Policy at the Brookings Institution, and Paul E. Peterson, the Henry 

Lee Shattuck Professor of Government and Director of the Program on Education Policy 

and Governance at Harvard University, was released to the public in August, 2012. Titled 

The Effects of School Vouchers on College Enrollment: Experimental Evidence from New York 

City. The study was published by the Brown Center on Education Policy at the Brookings 

Institute and Harvard University Kennedy School Program on Education Policy and 

Governance.  
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 According the study document, the authors explained this study to be the first 

voucher study to use a randomized experiment to measure the impact of school vouchers 

ÏÎ ÃÏÌÌÅÇÅ ÅÎÒÏÌÌÍÅÎÔȢ 4ÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓ ÁÄÄÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÍÏÓÔ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÁÒÏÕÎÄȟ ȰÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ 

interventions, including school vouchers, focused on short-term outcomes such as 

studÅÎÔÓȭ ÓÃÏÒÅÓ ÏÎ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄÉÚÅÄ ÔÅÓÔÓȢ &Å× ÓÔÕÄÉÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÔÒÁÃË ÌÏÎÇÅÒ-term outcomes, 

ÁÎÄ ÅÖÅÎ ÆÅ×ÅÒ ÁÒÅ ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÄÏ ÓÏ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÔÅØÔ ÏÆ Á ÒÁÎÄÏÍÉÚÅÄ ÅØÐÅÒÉÍÅÎÔȱ ɉςπρςȟ ÉÉɊȢ 

More so, the data for this study was neatly accumulated at the onset of the voucher 

program in New York City, due to the request of information by the supporting foundation, 

School Choice Scholarships Foundation (SCSF). The SCSF was created to privately fund New 

9ÏÒË #ÉÔÙȭÓ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒÓȟ ÉÎ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÔÒÏÖÅÒÓÙ ÏÆ ÐÕÂlicly funding the 

program (2012, ii, 3). The SCSF consisted of a group of philanthropist who wanted to 

privately fund the voucher program in New York City. SCSF insisted on the collection of 

detailed information from the adults accompanying the children eligible for the voucher 

lottery for their own evaluations at that time (2012, 4, 5). The collection of those details 

became the data that allowed for this long term study. 

 Utilizing the SCSF information on the eligible voucher students, along with the use of 

information from the National Student Clearinghouse (NSC), the authors were able to 

ȰÍÁÔÃÈ ÔÈÅ ÄÁÔÁȱ ÓÉÎÃÅȟ ȰɉÏɊÆ ÔÈÅ ςȟφφφ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÏÒÉÇÉÎÁÌ ÓÔÕÄÙȟ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ 

needed to match the data was available for 2,642, or 99.1% of the original sampleȱ ɉτɊȢ 4ÈÅ 

authors stated due to the identifying information collected prior to the lottery for the 

ÐÒÉÖÁÔÅÌÙ ÆÕÎÄÅÄ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒÓȟ ȰÔÈÅ ÁÔÔÒÉÔÉÏÎ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÐÌÁÇÕÅÄ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ 

ÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÁÓÔ ÁÒÅ ÁÌÍÏÓÔ ÅÎÔÉÒÅÌÙ ÅÌÉÍÉÎÁÔÅÄȱ ɉςπρςȟ ÉÉÉȟ ρȟ φɊȢ The authors utilized 

the information, not only of the actual voucher winners, but also of all the students that 
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were eligible to be a part of the voucher lottery and those that were offered, but not 

necessarily attended, a voucher-eligible school. The authors connected the information 

from SCSF with the information from NSC, who holds the records of 96% of college 

students based on submissions from U.S. colleges and universities, to form their data (6). 

The NSC data enabled the authors to study the college enrollment within three years 

of expected high school graduation of the students to make estimates of the impact of the 

offer of a voucher on various forms of college enrollment outcomes. This allowed for the 

use of the most recent enrollment data from Fall 2011 to carry out a randomized trial, 

making this study unique from previous ones. The strength of the study according to the 

authors was the use of very current data while taking a look at the long term impacts of a 

voucher program with the use of specific data collected from a large pool of participants. 

The Results 
 

 4ÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÍÏÓÔ ÅÍÐÈÁÓÉÚÅÄ ÃÌÁÉÍ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÉÓ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÓÈÏ×ÅÄ Á ÐÏÓÉÔÉÖÅ ÉÍÐÁÃÔ ÏÆ 

the voucher program on African Americans students moving on to college (Chingos & 

Peterson, 2012, 12). This specific finding has gained the most attention from this study. 

However, overall this study shows no significant effects, with an increase of only 0.6% of 

ÃÏÌÌÅÇÅ ÅÎÒÏÌÌÍÅÎÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÏÆÆÅÒ ÏÆ Á ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒ ÁÎÄ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÒÅÅ ÙÅÁÒÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔȭÓ 

expected graduation from high school. Furthermore, the authors did not find further 

evidence of statistically significant impacts on other heterogeneous subgroups of students, 

ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÇÅÎÄÅÒ ÏÒ ÔÅÓÔ ÓÃÏÒÅÓȟ ÅÔÃȢ 4ÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÅÄȟ ÔÈÅÙ ȰÆÏÃÕÓɉÅÄɊ ɉÔÈÅÉÒɊ 

discussion on the results by ethnicity because they are consistent both across models and 

outcomes and are consistent with the test-ÓÃÏÒÅ ÒÅÓÕÌÔÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÏÒÉÇÉÎÁÌ ÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÉÏÎȱ ɉ#ÈÉÎÇÏÓ 
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& Peterson, 2012, 12). These comparisons are between groups of African American 

students and Hispanic students. 

 !Ó ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙȭÓ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓ ÒÅÇÁÒÄÉÎÇ !ÆÒÉÃÁÎ !ÍÅÒÉÃÁÎ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒ-program 

participants, the statistically significant claims are for the group of African Americans 

offered a voucher. That group saw a college enrollment increase rate of 7.1% percentage 

points. The group of African American students who actually used the offered voucher to 

attend private school and went on to enroll in college saw an increase of 8.7% percentage 

points of college enrollment. Additionally, another statistic asserted by the authors claimed 

a greater impact on African American students, over Hispanic students. For example: 

  Ȱ!ÍÏÎÇ !ÆÒÉÃÁÎ !ÍÅÒÉÃÁÎÓȟ ςφ ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÔÒÏÌ ÇÒÏÕÐ 
attended college full-time at some point within three years of 
expected high-school graduation. The impact of an offer of a 
voucher was to increase this rate by 6.4 percentage points, a 25 
percent increment in full-time college enrollment. If the 
scholarship was used to attend a private school, the impact was 
about 8 percentage points, an increment of about 31 percent. 
No statistically significant impacts were observed for Hispanics 
students.  

                                                               (Chingos & Peterson, 2012, 14) 
  

 This particular study received much political, media and academic attention because 

voucher legislation and programs were very contended and popularized in mainstream, 

political, and academic settings at this time. 

 The authors identified a hypothesis regarding the findings of their study. They 

discussed the impacts on the two groups- African American and Hispanics students- could 

ÂÅ ÄÕÅ ÔÏ ȰÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔ ÎÅÅÄÓ ÁÎÄ ÆÁÍÉÌÙ ÍÏÔÉÖÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÄȱ ɉ#ÈÉÎÇÏÓ Ǫ 

0ÅÔÅÒÓÏÎȟςπρςȟρψɊȢ /ÎÅ ÏÆ ÍÁÎÙ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅÓ ÏÆÆÅÒÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÅØÐÌÁÎÁÔÉÏÎ ÓÈÏwed that 

ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÔÒÏÌ ÇÒÏÕÐȭÓ (ÉÓÐÁÎÉÃ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÃÏÌÌÅÇÅ-going rate in the absence of a voucher 
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opportunity was higher than African American students (45% to 36%), and parents of 

African American students rated their original schools as lower performing than Hispanic 

ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÓȢ !ÎÏÔÈÅÒ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÃÅÓ ÉÎ ×ÈÙ ÆÁÍÉÌÉÅÓ ÓÏÕÇÈÔ 

vouchers differed. For instance, Hispanic families were seeking vouchers for religious 

ÒÅÁÓÏÎÓȟ ÁÓ ÏÐÐÏÓÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÈÙÐÏÔÈÅÓÉÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÍÏÒÅ !ÆÒÉÃÁÎ !ÍÅÒÉcan families were 

seeking vouchers for more academic reasons (Chingos & Peterson, 2012).  

 The relevancy of reviewing this study within the literature review of my study has 

to do with the attention these statistics have garnered from other researchers, academics, 

voucher organizations, and the media. Since my study revolved around the groups who 

affected voucher legislation and the implementation of voucher programs, taking a look at 

the responses of various voucher players or groups, along with the rebuttals and the 

academic responses to them, provided context.   

 Sara Goldrick-Rab, an associate professor of education policy at the University of 

Wisconsin-Madison works as a scholar-activist and researcher in areas regarding 

education policy with a focus on post-secondary education, reviewed this study in 

September of 2012. Goldrick-Rab (2012a) challenged multiple findings, conclusions, and 

methods utilized by Peterson and Chingos, encouraging readers to question the assurance 

ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙȭÓ ÃÌÁÉÍÓȢ  ) ×ÉÌÌ discuss these now and reference them later to discuss ways 

groups used the findings of this study as to push as social practice their agendas and to gain 

power within the school voucher discourse.  

 Goldrick-2ÁÂ ɉςπρςÁɊ ÓÔÁÔÅÄȟ Ȱ#ÏÎÔÒÁÒÙ ÔÏ ÈÏ× ÉÔ ×ÁÓ ÐÒÅÓented, the main finding of 

this new report should be that, using a rigorous experimental design in which vouchers 

were randomly assigned to students, the estimated college enrollment rates of students 
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with and without vouchers were not different from one aÎÏÔÈÅÒȰ ɉφɊȢ 3ÈÅ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÅÄ ÏÖÅÒÁÌÌ 

ÉÎ ÔÈÅ 0ÅÔÅÒÓÏÎ ÁÎÄ #ÈÉÎÇÏÓȭ ÓÔÕÄÙ ȰÔÈÅ ÍÏÓÔ ÐÒÅÃÉÓÅ ÅÓÔÉÍÁÔÅȣÄÏÅÓ ÎÏÔ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅ 

that the vouchers were effective in advancing the participation of students in higher 

ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȱ ɉςπρςÁȟ φɊȢ 'ÏÌÄÒÉÃË-Rab offered multiple support of her claim.  

 First, Goldrick-Rab (2012a) criticized the presentation of the study that focused on 

the gains in college enrollment by the subgroup African Americans, and instead claimed the 

focus should have been on the findings of the overall rates of college enrollment by the 

students in the voucher program, which were not different from one another. She 

explained the estimated effects for the two racial/ethnic subgroups emphasized by the 

ÓÔÕÄÙȭÓ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓ- Hispanics and African Americans-Ȱ×ere not statistically significantly 

ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÆÒÏÍ ÅÁÃÈ ÏÔÈÅÒȱ ɉςπρςÁȟ φɊȢ 3ÈÅ ÃÏÎÔÅÎÄÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅ ×ÁÓ ÎÏÔ ÓÔÒÏÎÇ ÅÎÏÕÇÈ 

to warrant the result for African American students and the findings showing no effect of 

ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒÓ ÏÖÅÒÁÌÌ ÆÏÒ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ȰÍÅÒÉÔÓ ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÓÃÒÕÔÉÎÙȱ ɉςπρςÁȟ 6).  

 The claims Goldrick-Rab (2012a) made in her assertion included the absence of the 

evaluation of the null -hypothesis within this experiments, the absence of the influence of 

other dependent variables, and the measurement error that showed a lack of statistically 

significant differences in the subgroups when comparing the subgroup African Americans 

with the other groups. Goldrick-2ÁÂ ÔÏÏË ÉÓÓÕÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÅÍÐÈÁÓÉÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÔ ×ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒÓȭ 

influence to the subgroup African American that lead to a higher enrollment in college 

compared to Hispanics, along with the methods in which the statistics were concluded. She 

also discussed the exclusion of results for groups other than African American and Hispanic 

in the study. 
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 Next, Goldrick-2ÁÂ ɉςπρςÁɊ ÏÆÆÅÒÅÄ ÃÒÉÔÉÃÉÓÍ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÐÒÉÏÒ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅȢ 

She suggested the authors emphasized the use of prior studies and evidence that only 

supported their claims without including studies that challenged their claims. She noted to 

the average, non-expert reader this would not offer a valid picture of the issues of voucher 

evidence.  

 Next, she commended the authors emphasis on attempting to understand the 

ÔÒÅÁÔÍÅÎÔÓ ÆÏÒ ÈÅÔÅÒÏÇÅÎÅÏÕÓ ÇÒÏÕÐÓȟ ÂÕÔ ÓÈÅ ÃÏÎÔÅÎÄÓ ÔÈÅ ȰÅÆÆÅÃÔ ÈÅÔÅÒÏÇÅÎÅÉÔÙ ÉÓ ÎÏÔ ×ÅÌÌ 

established in the analyses. In part, this is because the modeling strategies are not 

ÇÒÏÕÎÄÅÄ ÉÎ ÓÔÒÏÎÇ ÔÈÅÏÒÉÅÓȱ ɉςπρςÁȟ σɊȢ   (Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÈÅÒ ÂÉÇÇÅÒ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎ ×ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ 

ȰÆÁÉÌÕÒÅ ÔÏ ÒÕÌÅ ÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÓÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÁÒÅ ÎÏ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÔÈÅ !ÆÒÉÃÁÎ 

!ÍÅÒÉÃÁÎ ÁÎÄ (ÉÓÐÁÎÉÃ 3ÕÂÇÒÏÕÐÓȱ ɉςπρςÁȟ σɊȢ 3ÈÅ ÃÏÎÔÅÎÄÓ ÔÈÉÓ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÄÉÄ ÎÏÔ ÐÁÙ ÃÌÏÓÅ 

enough attention to whether these gains for African Americans compared to Hispanics was 

statistically significant. She explained the use of the null hypothesis may have clarified this 

issue and offered a perspective of the level of statistical significance or lack thereof. 

 Goldrick-Rab then ÔÏÏË ÉÓÓÕÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÌÁÉÍ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ .ÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ 

3ÔÕÄÅÎÔ #ÌÅÁÒÉÎÇÈÏÕÓÅ ɉ.3#ɊȢ 3ÈÅ ÃÒÅÄÉÔÓ ÔÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒȭÓ ÕÓÅ ÁÎÄ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 

ÉÎÔÒÉÃÁÃÉÅÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ .3#ȟ ÂÕÔ ÃÒÉÔÉÃÉÚÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÌÁÃË ÏÆ ÅØÐÌÁÎÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÈÏÒÔÆÁÌÌÓ ÏÆ ÓÕÃÈ 

a grand enterprise, claiming that by not stating the shortfalls of the NSC, it does not make 

clear the possible measurement error of the groups being studied (2012a, 4). For example, 

Goldrick-2ÁÂ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÅÄ Ȱ×ÈÉÌÅ ÔÈÅ .3# ÒÅÃÏÒÄÓ ÃÏÌÌÅÇÅ ÅÎÒÏÌÌÍÅÎÔ ÁÔ ωφϷ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÎÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ 

colleges and universities, the coverage rate varies- it is strongest at public, and weaker at 

private colleges and for-ÐÒÏÆÉÔ ÃÏÌÌÅÇÅÓȱ  ɉςπρςÁȟ τɊȢ !ÄÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌÌÙȟ ÓÈÅ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÅÄ ÁÌÔÈÏÕÇÈ 

the report claims a match of 99.1% of the original sample, emphasizing that availability of 
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ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÓÅÃÕÒÉÔÙ ÎÕÍÂÅÒÓ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ 3#3& ÆÉÌÅÓ ÔÏ .3# ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÍÁÔÃÈÉÎÇ 

ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓȟ ÓÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅÓȟ ȰÔÈÅ .3# ÄÉÄ ÎÏÔ ÕÓÅ 33.Ó ÔÏ ÍÁËÅ ÔÈÅ ÍÁÔÃÈȟ 4ÈÅ ÍÁÔÃÈÅÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÍÁÄÅ 

based solely on name and date of birth, a process that may be more fallible for students 

with more complexity to their names, for students with very common names, for student 

ÇÒÏÕÐÓ ÍÏÒÅ ÌÉËÅÌÙ ÔÏ ÈÁÖÅ ÍÉÓÓÉÎÇ ÄÁÔÁ ɉÅȢÇȢȟ ÒÁÃÉÁÌȾÅÔÈÎÉÃ ÍÉÎÏÒÉÔÙ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓɊȟ ÏÒ ÂÏÔÈȱ 

(2012a, 4). She asserted the use of the NSC iÓ ÏÖÅÒÓÏÌÄ ÔÏ ȰÔÈÅ ÄÅÇÒÅÅ ÔÏ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÕÓÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 

.3# ÓÏÌÖÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÁÔÔÒÉÔÉÏÎ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍ ÃÏÎÆÒÏÎÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÐÒÉÏÒ ÓÔÕÄÉÅÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍȱ ɉςπρςÁȟ τɊȢ 

Goldrick-2ÁÂ ÓÔÁÔÅÓ ÔÈÉÓ ȰÁÆÆÅÃÔÓ ÔÈÅ ÓÉÚÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄ ÏÆ ÅÒÒÏÒÓȟȱ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÈÅ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÅÄ ÃÁÎ 

render the estimates statistically non-significant (2012a, 4).  

 Goldrick-2ÁÂ ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÖÁÌÉÄÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙȭÓ ÃÏÎÃÌÕÓÉÏÎÓ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ȰÏÍÉÔÔÅÄ 

ÖÁÒÉÁÂÌÅÓ ÂÉÁÓȱ ɉςπρςÁȟ υɊȢ "Ù ÎÏÔ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÉÎÇ ÁÎ ÅØÐÌÁÎÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÆÌÕÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÁÌ 

ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÌÅÖÅÌÓȟ ȰÁ ×ÅÌÌ-established explanatory power for the dependent variable- college 

enrollment- the authors do not explain to the readers the possibility of other factors that 

may have ÉÎÆÌÕÅÎÃÅÄ ÃÏÌÌÅÇÅ ÅÎÒÏÌÌÍÅÎÔȰ(2012a, 5). 

 Furthermore, Goldrick-2ÁÂ ÃÌÁÉÍÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙȭÓ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓ ÄÏ ÎÏÔ ÃÌÅÁÒly explain 

ÐÏÔÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÍÅÃÈÁÎÉÓÍÓ ÆÏÒ ÃÁÕÓÁÌ ÃÌÁÉÍÓ ɉςπρςÁȟ φɊȟ ÃÒÉÔÉÃÉÚÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÌÁÃË ÏÆ 

explanation of alternative measures that may have affected the outcomes for each group, 

ÅÓÐÅÃÉÁÌÌÙ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÅ ÃÌÁÉÍÓ ÁÒÅ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÕÌÁÒÌÙ ȰÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔ ÏÒ ÓÕÒÐÒÉÓÉÎÇȱ ÏÒ ×ÈÅÎ ȰÁÎ 

analysis ends up focusing on heterogeneity- on treatment effects for some students but not 

ÆÏÒ ÏÔÈÅÒÓȢȱ ɉςπρςÁȟ φɊȢ 'ÏÌÄÒÉÃË-Rab offers, 
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  ȰȣÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÎÏ ÓÔÏÒÙ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÕÂÇÒÏÕÐÓȣ(ÅÎÃÅȟ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ 
not strong evidence that the statistically significant 
result for African Americans that is set forth in the 
report is truly statistically significant or different from 
the non-statistically significant result for Hispanics. It 
is the full sample finding, showing no effect of 
vouchers, which deserves the most attention and 
ÍÅÒÉÔÓ ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÓÃÒÕÔÉÎÙȱ ɉςπρςÁȟ φɊȢ 

 
This discussion of validity continued through another round of rebuttals from both the 

ÓÔÕÄÙȭÓ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓ ɉ#ÈÉngos & Peters, 2012b) and Goldrick-Rab (2012b), showing the interest 

and intensity of the voucher topic. This concept of what should be discussed and how it 

ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÄÅÓÃÒÉÂÅÄ ÁÓ ÈÉÇÈÌÉÇÈÔÅÄ ÉÎ 0ÅÔÅÒÓÏÎ ÁÎÄ #ÈÉÎÇÏÓȭ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÁÎÄ 'ÏÌÄÒÉÃË-2ÁÂȭÓ 

rebuttal brings us to the next consideration. 

Other Studies: Looking at voucher programs  
 
 Other studies attempting to uncover the outcomes of school vouchers existed during 

the course of my study. Some of them are renewed and updated regularly with studies or 

reports released ongoing. Other studies, supported by various foundations and institutes, 

asked questions about established voucher programs to try to understand the effect of 

ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒÓ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÕÓÅ ÔÈÅÍȟ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÕÓÅ ÔÈÅm, and the 

schools around them. I chose to look at two established public voucher programs: one in 

Milwaukee, Wisconsin, which is the first modern public voucher program in the country, 

and then in Washington, D C which is the location of a controversial, politically-charged 

federally-legislated city voucher program. As this study was prepared, other fights for 

school vouchers took place, including court battles to render the constitutionality of some 

voucher programs.  
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Milwaukee Study: The Comprehensive Longitudinal Evaluation of the Milwaukee 
Parental Choice Program: Summary of Final Reports  
 
 The School Choice Demonstration Project (SCDP) completed a series of more than 

thirty reports following their five year study of the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program 

(MPCP), a voucher tuition program supported by the state government in Milwaukee, 

Wisconsin (Witte, 2012, ii). The MPCP is the longest modern voucher program in America, 

starting in 1990 and expanded in 2011, to include over 23,000 students in over 100 

different schools (Witte, et al, 2012, 1). The following review summarized the final report 

(Report #36) by researcher Patrick J. Wolf (2012). 

 This report opens with an explanation of the expansion of school choice, calling 

ςπρρ Ȱ4ÈÅ 9ÅÁÒ ÏÆ 3ÃÈÏÏÌ #ÈÏÉÃÅȱ ÁÎÄ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ×ÉÄÅÓÐÒÅÁÄ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ 

legislation throughout the US. The summary of the report makes claims to the support of 

MPCP school vouchers: 

Ȱ/ÕÒ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÒÅÖÅÁÌÅÄ Á ÐÁÔÔÅÒÎ ÏÆ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ÒÅÓÕÌÔÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÒÁÎÇÅ 
from neutral (no significant differences between Choice and MPS) to 
ÐÏÓÉÔÉÖÅ ɉÃÌÅÁÒ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔ ÔÏ #ÈÏÉÃÅɊȱ ɉ7ÏÌÆȟ ςπρςȟ τɊȢ 

  

&ÏÌÌÏ×ÉÎÇ ÔÈÉÓ ÃÌÁÉÍȟ ÔÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓ ÌÉÓÔ ÓÅÖÅÎ ÂÕÌÌÅÔÅÄ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅÉÒ ȰÏÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÁÎÄ ÎÏÎ-

partisan evaluation of school chÏÉÃÅ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÓȱ ɉ7ÏÌÆȟ ςπρςȟ σɊ(Appendix B). The study 

findings explained participation in the voucher program to have neutral to positive results 

ÆÏÒ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȢ 4ÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓ ÃÌÁÉÍ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÓÙÓÔÅÍÁÔÉÃ ÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÉÏÎ ÕÎÃÏÖÅÒÅÄ ȰÎÏ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ 

ÁÎÄ ÈÁÒÍÆÕÌ ÅÆÆÅÃÔÓ ÏÆ ÃÈÏÉÃÅȱ ɉ7ÏÌÆȟ ςπρςȟ σɊȢ !ÍÏÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÃÌÁÉÍÓ ÁÓÓÅÒÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓ 

relating to the success of the voucher program included but are not limited to: the number 

of participants continued to grow although funding has been lowered or denied, enrolling 

in MPCP high schools increases the likelihood of high school graduation and college 



66 
 

enrollment, reading growth and reading and science test scores were higher in upper levels 

in MPCP students compared to matched and tracked MPS students, and larger numbers of 

students with disabilities are attending MPCP than before. Milwaukee Public School (MPS) 

students were performing at higher levels in all grade levels examined in math and in 

reading and science in the fourth grade, according to the study.  

 An earlier study of the MPCP by Cecelia Elena Rouse (1998), current Dean and 

Professor of Economic and Public Affairs at Princeton University, compared test scores of 

MPCP applicants who were selected to attend voucher schools to those who applied and 

were not accepted and to other public school students. (Rouse, 1998, Princeton University, 

2016). Her findings suggested the voucher students math score gains were stronger, but 

the reading score gains were similar to the other comparison groups (Rouse, 1998). Rouse 

documented the lack a randomized sample and notes deficiencies in data such as sample 

ÁÔÔÒÉÔÉÏÎȟ ÂÕÔ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÓ ÔÈÅ -0#0 ȰÔÈÅÏÒÅÔÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÁÌÌÏw(s) one to come close to such a 

ÒÁÎÄÏÍÉÚÅÄ ÅØÐÅÒÉÍÅÎÔȱ ɉ2ÏÕÓÅȟ ρωωψȟ υυτɊȢ /ÔÈÅÒ ÅÁÒÌÉÅÒ ÓÔÕÄÉÅÓ ÃÁÒÒÉÅÄ ÏÕÔ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ρωωπȭÓ 

ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÉÎÇ ÎÏ ÓÔÁÔÉÓÔÉÃÁÌ ÇÁÉÎÓ ÆÏÒ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÍÅÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÃÒÉÔÉÃÉÓÍ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙȭÓ 

comparison groups and other factors (Rouse, 1998). These findings showed a counter to 

the findings of the Report #36 study summarized by Wolf in 2012, which could be a result 

of varied data specifications (Wolf, 2012). Much change and expansion had occurred 

between the two studies, including the addition of religious schools into the voucher 

program. 

 As for the Longitudinal Evaluation of the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program study 

and the MPCP program itself, challenges were raised for a variety of reasons. First, Barbra 

Miner, a Milwaukee journalist who has written on the MPCP voucher program from its 



67 
 

inception and served as managing editor of Rethinking Schools, a Milwaukee-based teacher-

lead, nonprofit publication dedicated to public education, raised issues of the voucher 

programs and advocates as putting politics before children, failing to make significant 

academic achievement, lacking accountability, and buying public education by wealthy 

foundations seeking to expand vouchers in Milwaukee and other locations (Miner, 2013, 

Smith 2009, Buffenbarger, 2010). Additionally, claims as to the validity of the study were 

raised due to the funding received to carry out the study and the outcomes of a state audit. 

Key school choice foundations, such as the Walton Family Foundation, dedicated funds to 

the longitudinal study as they have for other voucher studies (Buffenbarger, 2010, Miner, 

ςπρσɊȢ !ÄÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌÌÙȟ ÉÎ ςππω ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅ ,ÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÉÖÅ !ÕÄÉÔ "ÕÒÅÁÕȟ 7ÉÓÃÏÎÓÉÎȭÓ ÎÏÎ-partisan 

audit department, report raised questions regarding the exclusion of certain students who 

transferred to MPS schools from voucher schools from the study, claiming the inclusion of 

the students would alter the findings to be neutral instead of advantageous of the voucher 

program, according to the bureau analysis (Hetzner, 2009, Miner, 2002). Finally, a deeper 

look into the structure of the voucher program as a result of this study raised issues on the 

integrity of the program. NEA Today reported and Barbara Miner (2002) reiterated that 

teachers at MPCP schools may be less qualified and not certified, do not have to release 

achievement data that public schools must, showed educational growth at voucher school 

was not gender neutral, and stated religious schools benefited more than other private 

schools (Buffenbarger, 2010, Miner, 2002). 

 Additionally, the Forward Institute, Inc. provided an Analysis of the Milwaukee 

Parental Choice Project Attainment Study (Forward Institute, 2013) explaining the SCDP 

data analysis, also used in the longitudinal study, to be misleading and not supported by the 
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ÄÁÔÁȢ 4ÈÅ &ÏÒ×ÁÒÄ )ÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÅȭÓ ÁÎÁÌÙÓÉÓ ÒÁÉÓÅÄ ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎÓ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÌÅÁÓÅ ÏÆ ÄÁÔÁ ÉÎ 

support of MPCP by SCDP, claiming empirical evidence of higher graduation rates and 

college attainments for voucher student as significant, when Policy Studies Journal (PSJ) 

found it statistically insignificant. The Forward Institute challenged those claims due to 

information released by the PSJ. According to Forward Institute (2013), PSJ analyzed 

3#$0ȭÓ ÄÁÔÁ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ Á ÍÏÒÅ ÖÁÌÉÄ ÓÔÁÔÉÓÔÉÃÁÌ ÁÎÁÌÙÓÉÓ ÁÎÄ found that SCDP 

ignored and omitted the effects of significant demographic characteristics, such as parental 

college attendance and gender, and showed inconsistency in setting technical standards for 

data analysis that do not coincide with the National Council of Education Statistics, which 

the Forward Institute claimed was true for multiple SCDP studies. The Forward Institute 

explained these short-comings as academically misleading and not supportive of the data, 

which is problematic, since the outcomes of SCDP studies, are used by voucher advocates 

as evidence for voucher success and expansion. The Forward Institute warned the 

misleading outcomes are used as a tool by voucher advocates, placing ideology over 

evidence (Forward Institute, 2013).  This is not the only study refuted for assertions of 

ideology over evidence. 

Washington, D.C. Study: Evaluation of the DC Opportunity Scholarship Program   
  
 The final report of this study was the sixth in a series of reports mandated by 

Congress to study the DC Opportunity Scholarship Program (OSP). The study was 

conducted for the Institute of Education Sciences, a government body, by Westat, who 

assembled a team, including two subcontractors: Patrick Wolf and his team at the 

University of Arkansas Department of Education Reform, and the second:  Michael Puma of 

Chesapeake Research Associates (CRA), (Wolf, P, et. al, 2010). The study was mandated by 
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Congress in conjunction with the authorization of the voucher program which began in 

2004. 

 The program provides scholarships, vouchers, to low-income families residing in the 

District of Columbia to attend a participating private school. The program was created to 

provide parents with the freedom to choose the learning options for their children by a 

cooperative effort of city and federal officials, including the former D.C. Mayor Anthony 

Williams, D.C. City Council and school leaders, along with the White House, the U.S. 

Congress and the U.S. Department of Education, in a bi-partisan manner in 2004 (The DC 

Children and Youth Investment Trust Corporation, 2013b). 

 The DC OSP was the first federally funded, private school voucher program in the 

country (Wolf, et al, 2010). The OSP allows parents to select schools best-fitting the needs 

of their children, while being able to opt-out of schools that rank as need of improvement 

using a three-sector approach that includes private, charter, and public schools (The DC 

Children and Youth Investment Trust Corporation, 2013b). According to a press release 

from the Children and Youth Investment Trust Corporation, in the 2013-2014 school, 395 

children were awarded new scholarships from over 1500 applications and over 5,600 

ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÅÄ ÏÐÐÏÒÔÕÎÉÔÙ ÓÃÈÏÌÁÒÓÈÉÐÓ ÓÉÎÃÅ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍȭÓ ÉÎÃÅÐÔÉÏÎ ɉ4ÈÅ $# 

Children and Youth Investment Trust Corporation, 2013a). 

 The mandates for the study included analysis of the groups involved and of the 

types of impacts identified to be assessed during the study (Wolf, et al, 2010).  The 

researchers sought to identify the impact and outcomes in areas including student test-

score performance in reading and math, educational attainment, which was utilized for the 

first time in this study, due to participating students available for graduation, school safety 
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ÁÎÄ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÓÁÔÉÓÆÁÃÔÉÏÎȟ ÁÌÏÎÇ ×ÉÔÈ ȰÅÆÆÅÃÔÓ Ïf the OSP on District of Colombia Public 

3ÃÈÏÏÌÓȱ ɉ7ÏÌÆȟ ÅÔ ÁÌȟ ςπρπȟ ÖÉÉɊȢ  $ÁÔÁ ÁÎÁÌÙÚÅÄ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÄ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄÉÚÅÄ ÔÅÓÔ ÓÃÏÒÅÓȟ ÓÕÒÖÅÙÓ ÏÆ 

participants, parents, and principals in both OSP-participating schools and DC public 

schools. Impacts were compared by utilizing a control group of OSP ɀparticipating students 

and a treatment group of students who were offered but did not use the OSP scholarship 

(Wolf, et al, 2010).  

The main findings identified by the researchers included:  

¶ Overall reading and math scores were not significantly affected by the 
Program, even for students transferring from SINI (Schools in Need of 
)ÍÐÒÏÖÅÍÅÎÔɊȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ×ÅÒÅ Á ÐÒÉÏÒÉÔÉÚÅÄ ÇÒÏÕÐ ÂÙ #ÏÎÇÒÅÓÓȭ ÍÁÎÄÁÔÅȢ 
However, some subgroups showed improvement in reading, although 
not statistically significant. 

¶ Overall graduation rates were higher for students offered a 
scholarship to the OSP program and even higher for students who 
actually used the OSP scholarship. 

¶ /ÖÅÒÁÌÌ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÓȭ ÁÓÓÅÓÓÍÅÎÔÓ ÏÆ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÓÁÔÉÓÆÁÃÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÓÁÆÅÔÙ ×ÅÒÅ 
higher ÆÏÒ /30 ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÔÉÎÇ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȟ ÂÕÔ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÐÅÒÃÅÐÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ 
school satisfaction and safety were not.                   (Wolf, et al, 2010, p. 
ix, x, xi) (See Appendix A) 

 

 These findings can be telling of how impactful the DC OSP was for the relatively 

small group of students it supports. However, another story of politics emerged from this 

study. Noted by the authors, the research was organized based on the mandates of 

Congress established in the Act that reestablished the OSP program (Wolf, et al, 2010, p. v, 

vii, xviii, xx).  

 This particular study offers consideration of the political influences on voucher 

programs, which was an important consideration in my study. Because this particular 

ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÓ ÅØÉÓÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÎÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ #ÁÐÉÔÏÌȟ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ÁÎ ÉÎÈÅÒent uniqueness to this 

program that other voucher programs cannot claim: the direct influence of the federal 
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government. Although public education is inherently political, the essence of this program 

is the political, as it emerges from elected officials whose political ideologies promote their 

decision-making. Within this particular voucher program the political influences are easily 

traced.  

 First of all, the study itself explained that the contents of the study were guided by 

the federal mandates stated in the Act that established the OSP (Wolf, et al, 2010). The 

researchers were contracted to study what the federal government told them to study. This 

did not give the researchers autonomy to observe and to establish their own study 

parameters.  

 Next, the establishment and continuation of the program was political. First the 

program was established in 2004, by a Congress with a Republican majority, and signed 

into law by a Republican President, George W. Bush (Wolf, et al, 2010, Craig, T., 2011). Then 

in 2009, the OSP was suspended by the administration, led by Democratic President Barak 

Obama and backed by a Democratic Congress (Craig, T., 2011).  Next, 2011 brought a re-

establishment of the program by the once again, Republican run Congress. The leaders in 

the fight to re-establish the OSP program were Senator John Boehner, the Republican 

Speaker of the House, Senator Susan Collins, a Republican from Maine, and Senator John 

Lieberman, an Independent from Connecticut, who once was a Democrat, but also spoke at 

the 2008 Republican National Convention endorsing Senator John McCain, a Republican, 

for the presidency over Barack Obama (Editorial Board, 2012, Craig, T., 2011). 

 Interestingly, the political story continued when President Barak Obama released 

his 2013 budget, that included zero funding for the D.C. OSP (Pershing, B, 2012a). Some 

ÃÌÁÉÍÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÖÅ ×ÁÓÎȭÔ ÌÅÇÁÌȟ ÓÉÎÃÅ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÕÔÈÏÒÉÚÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ 3/!2 !ÃÔ 
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authored by Senator Boehner, included a sum of $60 million dollars over five years for the 

program (Pershing, 2012b, Editorial Board, 2012). Senators Boehner and Lieberman 

quickly sent a letter to the President following the budget release, taking issues with the 

0ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔȭÓ ÌÁÃË ÏÆ ÁÌÌÏÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ /30 ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍ ÁÎÄ ÅÎÃÏÕÒÁÇÉÎÇ ÈÉÓ ÒÅÃÏÎÓideration of 

support and assistance for the program (Boehner, J. & Lieberman, J., 2013). After much 

political negotiation, the money was included in the final fiscal budget for 2013, with claims 

the President agreed to it to avert a government shutdown (Pershing, B., 2012a, Editorial 

Board, 2012).  Reading the chronology of this negotiation, some surmised the D.C. OSP was 

used as a bargaining chip in the budget negotiations. The sum of $60 million dollars over 

five years was not a lot of money, considering the yearly fiscal budget for 2013 for the 

federal government is over $3 trillion dollars.   

 Many media outlets and other representatives discussed the political ideologies that 

ÁÆÆÅÃÔÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÂÅÈÁÖÉÏÒÓȢ /ÎÅ ÉÎÓÔÁÎÃÅ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÄ 'ÒÏÖÅÒ *Ȣ Ȱ2ÕÓÓȱ 7ÈÉÔÅÈÕÒÓÔȟ $ÉÒector of 

Institute of Education Sciences (IES) who released an article through the Brookings 

Institute in April of 2009, following the release of Impact After Three Years report in this 

series. He explained allegations by columnists from the Wall Street Journal and the Denver 

Post claiming that Secretary of Education Arne Duncan must have known of the positive 

results of the study due to the intimate working relationship between IES and the 

Department of Education (Whitehurst, 2009). Whitehurst (2009) speculated that Duncan 

ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÓÈÁÒÅ ÏÒ ÒÅÌÅÁÓÅ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÓÕÌÔÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÆÁÖÏÒÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍ ÄÕÅ ÔÏ ÉÎÔÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 

Democrat-led Congress and the President to end the program (Whitehurst, 2009). 

 Noting Democrats traditionally take an anti-voucher role, he explained the 

columnists argued Duncan must have purposely hid the report findings or at best was 
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Ȱ×ÉÌÌÆÕÌÌÙ ÉÇÎÏÒÁÎÔȱ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÁÐÐÅÁÒ ÔÏ ÂÅ Á ÐÏÌÉÔÉÃÁÌ ÐÏ×ÅÒ ÐÌÁÙ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ 

Democratic Administration (Whitehurst, 2009). However, Whitehurst argues ÔÈÁÔ ȰÇÉÖÅÎ 

the established procedures of the IES, it is extremely unlikely that Secretary Duncan would 

ÈÁÖÅ ËÎÏ×Î ÔÈÅ ÒÅÓÕÌÔÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙȱ ÁÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÉÍÅȟ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÔ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÈÁÖÅ ÂÅÅÎ 

ȰÉÒÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÌÅ ÁÎÄ ÕÎÌÁ×ÆÕÌ ÆÏÒ )%3 ÔÏ ÄÉÓÓÅÍÉÎÁÔÅ ÐÒÅÌÉÍÉÎÁÒÙ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓȟȱ ÂÅÆÏÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÎÁÌ 

report is approved by the IES (Whitehurst, 2009).  Whitehurst claimed there was no way 

the report was released in time for Duncan to present findings to Congress before the vote 

that ended the OSP, which was the Omnibus Appropriations Act of 2009 (Whitehurst, 

ςππωɊȢ (Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÁÎÄ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔ ×ÈÅÎ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÌÉÔÉÃÁÌȟ ÈÅ ÄÏÅÓ ÃÌÁÉÍȟ Ȱ4ÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ 

ÓÕÂÓÔÁÎÔÉÁÌ ÒÅÁÓÏÎ ÔÏ ÂÅÌÉÅÖÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÃÒÅÔÁÒÙ ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÄÒÁ× ÁÔÔÅÎÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÐÏÒÔȰ 

because the report was released on a Friday, which is the day least likely to gain attention 

and previously the IES decided not to release reports on Fridays. Likewise, Secretary 

Duncan and the Department of Education provided no press releases or briefings on the 

report at its release (Whitehurst, 2009). This series of events, or non-events, might have 

appeared as a political play to hold information that might sway votes in the other 

direction than what the Obama Administration wanted.  In this manner, political 

negotiating, maneuvering, and positioning play a significant part in how and what 

legislation becomes law and of what studies or reports may tell.  

 In review of the D.C. study, Dr. Martin Carnoy, a labor economist and Vida Jacks 

Professor of Education at Stanford University with a special interest in the political 

economy of the educational system, raised concerns of the ways the authors reported their 

findings. His analysis explained the data results could have better explained the limitations, 

particular sources of any benefits, and the varied subgroups results more clearly over the 
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course of the three year study, since the variations throughout those years had significant 

differences (Carnoy, 2009). For example during Cohort 1, which was the first year group, 

primary grade students were not included in the study due to the absence of control groups 

for that grade level since all primary students who applied received a voucher offer. That 

left only middle school aged or higher students as participants of the study in the original 

cohort. Additionally, the Cohort 1 students were able to select from a larger group of 

private schools with fewer slot constraints than Cohorts 2 and 3, according to Carnoy.   

Carnoy (2009) explained the authors could have better clarified the findings. One example 

ȰÓuggest(s) that much of the reading achievement benefit reported in the third-year 

evaluation was for a treatment of middle school students who were able to select from 

ÁÍÏÎÇ Á ÒÅÌÁÔÉÖÅÌÙ ÌÁÒÇÅÒ ÇÒÏÕÐ ÏÆ ɉÒÅÌÉÇÉÏÕÓɊ ÐÒÉÖÁÔÅ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȱ ÄÕÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÓÔÒÁÉÎÔÓ Ïf 

Cohort 1 (4). 

 Interestingly, Carnoy (2009) explained the authors did not highlight the outcomes of 

students using vouchers from Schools in Need of Improvement (SINI) public schools, which 

Congress wanted targeted for the voucher program. He explained no significant effect on 

scores of those students due to being offered a voucher was evident. Furthermore, he 

declared the presence of specific subgroups that scored statistically significantly but were 

not adequately exposed by the authors, included females receiving voucher offers, students 

offered vouchers entering the OSP with ranking within the top two thirds of the applicant 

pool, and voucher offered students in K-8 grades, but not high school. Carnoy explained 

that the K-8 group would likely refer to the students in sixth through eighth grades due to 

the specifics of participants in Cohort 1.  
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 Overall, Carnoy reported sending students to voucher schools in D.C. based on the 

ÓÔÕÄÙ ȰÃÁÎ ÍÏÄÅÓÔÌÙ ÉÍÐÒÏÖÅÍÅÎÔ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÁÃÈÉÅÖÅÍÅÎÔ ɉÉÎ ÒÅÁÄÉÎÇ ÂÕÔ ÎÏÔ ÍÁÔÈÅmatics) 

ÁÎÄ ÒÅÓÕÌÔ ÉÎ ÇÒÅÁÔÅÒ ÐÁÒÅÎÔ ÓÁÔÉÓÆÁÃÔÉÏÎ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙȭÓ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓ 

ÃÌÅÁÒÌÙ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎȢȱ  (Å ÁÓÓÅÒÔÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÔÅÌÌÉÎÇ ÄÅÔÁÉÌÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÎÏÔ ÅÍÐÈÁÓÉÚÅÄ ÂÙ 

the authors yet valuable to understanding the success of the program: First, the program 

was relatively small due to the number of participating schools and the number of 

scholarship awardees declined over the three year study, due to too few private school 

slots available. Second, voucher participants did a great deal of school switching which led 

Carnoy to claim the offer of a voucher did not mean students stayed in that school. Third, 

the voucher offer seemed to have positive outcomes for students who were more 

academically adept before they entered the voucher school, showing signs of growth in 

reading but not math. Carnoy stated this observation relatively since within the construct 

of the OSP all participants ranked in lower socio-economic and testing categories. Fourth, 

#ÁÒÎÏÙ ÃÒÉÔÉÃÉÚÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÌÁÃË ÏÆ ÃÏÍÐÁÒison of the two cohorts, stating that the 

randomized assignment within each cohort made this analysis available and could have 

provided useful information, especially on the impact of OSP for middle school students. 

Finally, he explained the problems with randomized trials were evident in this study by the 

varied results between Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 and the significant loss from the original 

sample, which is 32%. He gives the authors credit for identifying this loss but states the 

impact of it can bias the effects (Carnoy, 2009). 

 Overall, Carnoy (2009) offered the study does not significantly impact the 

ÊÕÓÔÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍȢ (Å ÁÄÍÉÔÓȟ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÓÕÌÔÓ ÁÒÅ ÆÁÉÒ ÅÎÏÕÇÈ ÔÏ ÓÁÖÅ ȰÁ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÕÌÁÒ 

program that is no more costly per student than is spent in D.CȢ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȱ ɉ#ÁÒÎÏÙȟ 
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2009, 6 of 9). However, his concerns over the methodological and evaluation of the data, 

along with the stated outcomes, worked together for Carnoy to conclude this study does 

not provide strong enough outcomes to sustain or to push forth the voucher agenda. 

Although mainstream media and other pro-voucher organizations focused on the gains and 

positive outcomes of the program, Carnoy suggested those outcomes are not convincing 

enough to push forth voucher policy and could have impÁÃÔÅÄ 0ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔ /ÂÁÍÁȭÓ ÄÅÃÉÓÉÏÎ 

to suspend the program in 2009, and I wonder if it contributed to his zeroing out the OSP 

from his 2013 budget.  

Conclusion and Considerations  
 
 The three studies shared in this review prominently pointed to issues of social 

practices within the public schools setting. They show the existence of how powerful the 

interpretations regarding public schooling and its alternative options look. They also give 

readers an idea of the intentions and particular interpretations of the studies of some to 

compare, construct, and maybe even deconstruct the mantle of public schooling. 

 In conclusion, issues raised around the textual responses to the studies reviewed 

made by groups that both support and argue the use of school vouchers gave insight to the 

issues of power and politics within these particular voucher programs and their resulting 

studies. Since the data analysis section of this study devoted considerable space for the 

analysis of discourses of groups in the voucher movement in Pennsylvania, highlighting the 

discursive response of the studies was warranted. 

 The follow up discussion around the New York City voucher study consisted of 

articles by varying groups responding to the claims of the study. These articles allowed 

readers to look at how different groups explained this study. Various groups involved in the 
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school voucher debate appeared to describe the results of this study in specific ways 

through the use of very specific and intentional word choices. This was particularly 

interesting to identify because my study specifically looked at how groups frame their 

arguments for or against school vouchers by the use of very specific language and textual 

choice within the discourse.  

Responses from pro -voucher groups of the NYC study  
 
 First, since this study focused on the gains made by the use of vouchers, I will share 

responses from pro-school voucher groups. Responses included are from the Friedman 

Foundation, the Heritage Foundation, and the American Federation for Children, all 

considered wealthy and powerful leaders in the fight for the use of school vouchers for 

decades.   

 The Friedman Foundation for Educational Choice posted an article on their website 

on Thursday, August 23, 2012, just following the release of the Peterson and Chingos study. 

The title used a focus on pushing their agenda to expand school choice and voucher 

ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÓ ÂÙ ÈÉÇÈÌÉÇÈÔÉÎÇ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÆÁÖÏÒÓ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒÓȢ 4ÈÅ ÔÉÔÌÅȟ ȰFriedman Foundation 

3ÁÙÓ .Å× 3ÔÕÄÙ !ÇÁÉÎ 3ÈÏ×Ó 3ÃÈÏÏÌ #ÈÏÉÃÅ %ÍÐÏ×ÅÒÓ 3ÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȱ (2012a) showed the push to 

claim school choice, a term used synonymous to school vouchers, works for students. Using 

ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÄ Ȱ!ÇÁÉÎȱ ÌÅÁÖÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÄÅÒ ÔÏ ÔÈÉÎË ÉÔ ÈÁÓ ×ÏÒËÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÁÓÔ ÁÎÄ ÉÓ ×ÏÒËÉÎÇ ÎÏ×Ȣ 

At no point in the article was a mention that overall the study reports no significant 

changes for Hispanics or overall for the study. The quotes in the article made by the 

president and CEO of the Friedman Foundation lauds the study as evidence that vouchers 

×ÏÒË ÓÔÁÔÉÎÇȟ Ȱ/ÎÃÅ ÁÇÁÉÎ ×ÈÁÔ ×Å ÁÒÅ ÓÅÅÉÎÇ is that when the most rigorous, randomized 

ÓÔÕÄÉÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÃÏÎÄÕÃÔÅÄȟ ÔÈÅ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅ ÉÓ ÌÏÕÄ ÁÎÄ ÃÌÅÁÒȢȱ (Å ÇÏÅÓ ÏÎ ÔÏ ÓÁÙȟ Ȱ3ÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ×ÉÎ ÁÎÄ 



78 
 

have a better shot at not only getting a good K-12 education, but now we see a chance that 

it translates to the possibilÉÔÙ ÏÆ Á ÇÒÅÁÔ ÃÏÌÌÅÇÅ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȢȱ 4ÈÅ &ÒÉÅÄÍÁÎ &ÏÕÎÄÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÕÓÅ 

of language in not neutral nor does it share any neutral claims made by the authors in this 

particular study. Doing so would not support or promote their mission. The heading 

located above this particular article posted on their website (www.edchoice.org) states: 

The Friedman Foundation for Education Choice with a sub-heading: Advancing Milton & Rose 

&ÒÉÅÄÍÁÎȭÓ 6ÉÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ 3ÃÈÏÏÌ #ÈÏÉÃÅ ÆÏÒ !ÌÌȢ According to their website, Friedman Foundation 

has a mission of expanding school choice, including school voucher programs, thus 

explaining why their use of language in this brief article emphasizes the portion of this 

study that promotes vouchers (The Friedman Foundation, 2012c).  

 Next, a look at the response to the Peterson and Chingos study by the Heritage 

Foundation, which was posted on Thursday, August 23, 2012, again emphasized particular 

uses of language to promote a school choice mission, was evident (The Heritage 

&ÏÕÎÄÁÔÉÏÎȟ ςπρςɊȢ 4ÈÅ ÔÉÔÌÅȟ ȰBack to School: How Can We Truly Help Minority Studentsȩȱ 

showed the Heritage Foundation emphasized findings of the study that helped their 

mission of school voucher expansion. The title implied the Foundation supports helping 

minority students and emphasizÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙȭÓ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÓ ×ÉÌÌ ÈÅÌÐ 

!ÆÒÉÃÁÎ !ÍÅÒÉÃÁÎ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ÂÙ ÎÏÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙȭÓ ÐÕÒÐÏÒÔÅÄ ςτϷ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÉÎ ÃÏÌÌÅÇÅ 

enrollment among African American students. Also, present in the article was a quote by 

voucher-advocate and researcheÒ *ÁÙ 'ÒÅÅÎÅ ÎÏÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙȭÓ ÏÂÓÅÒÖÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÈÏ×ÅÄ 

no significant changes for Latinos and white students. Additionally, the article claimed the 

ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÉÓÎȭÔ ×ÏÒËÉÎÇȟ ÒÅÇÁÒÄÌÅÓÓ ÏÆ ÁÄÄÅÄ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÆÕÎÄÓ ÁÎÄ ÆÅÄÅÒÁÌ 

programs, and claimed thaÔ ȰÁ ÇÒÏ×ÉÎÇ ÂÏÄÙ ÏÆ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÔÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÏÆ 
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ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ÔÏ ÉÍÐÒÏÖÅ ÁÃÁÄÅÍÉÃ ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅÓȱ ÅØÉÓÔÓ ÔÏ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔ ÔÏ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ɉ4ÈÅ (ÅÒÉÔÁÇÅ 

Foundation, 2012).  

 Finally, the article responding to this study from the American Federation for 

Children, a leading advocacy organization promoting school vouchers and scholarship tax 

credit programs focused on low-income families, posted on their website an emphasis of 

ÔÈÅ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÐÒÏÍÏÔÅ !&#ȭÓ ÍÉÓÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÐÒÏÍÏÔÉÎÇ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÓ ɉ!ÍÅÒÉÃÁÎ 

FederatiÏÎ ÆÏÒ #ÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȟ ςπρσɊȢ 4ÈÅ ÁÒÔÉÃÌÅ ÓÔÁÔÅÄ Ȱ.Å× ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÓÈÏ×Ó ÓÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅ 

ÉÎ ÃÏÌÌÅÇÅ ÅÎÒÏÌÌÍÅÎÔ ÆÏÒ !ÆÒÉÃÁÎ !ÍÅÒÉÃÁÎ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȱ ×ÈÉÃÈȟ ÁÓ ) ÍÅÎÔÉÏÎÅÄ ÅÁÒÌÉÅÒȟ ÈÁÓ 

been disputed by academics. This particular group, like many other groups, chose very 

specific and particular parts of this study to emphasize. The use of the word significant 

before increase in the title would lead readers to believe the voucher program studies were 

very impactful in that situation. 

 4ÈÅ ÁÒÔÉÃÌÅ ÇÏÅÓ ÏÎ ÔÏ ÓÁÙȟ Ȱ4ÈÅ American Federation for Children- ÔÈÅ ÎÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÖÏÉÃÅ 

for school choice- ÐÒÁÉÓÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓȣȱ ×ÈÉÌÅ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÉÎ ÄÅÔÁÉÌ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙȭÓ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓ ÆÏÒ 

African American students, yet never mentioned the overall findings that showed no 

increase for college attendance (American Federation of Children, 2012).  More so, the 

ÁÒÔÉÃÌÅ ÔÏÕÔÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÈÁÒÄÉÎÅÓÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙȭÓ ÄÅÓÉÇÎ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÍÐÁÒÅÓ ÉÔ ÔÏ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÓÔÕÄÉÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ 

show evidence of voucher success in D.C., Milwaukee, Florida, and Louisiana. No details of 

the study that would negatively or even neutrally impact voucher programs was included. 

 Interestingly, the quote imbedded in the article stated by Kevin R. Chavous, a senior 

advisor to the Federation, emphasized the value of vouchers while ignoring any evidence 

from that study that showed neutral or negative impact: 
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    Ȱ/ÎÃÅ ÁÇÁÉÎȟ ÔÈÅ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅ ÃÌÅÁÒÌÙ ÓÈÏ×Ó ÔÈÁÔ ÐÕÔÔÉÎÇ ÁÌÌ 
educational options on the table pays dividends for the 
students, both now and in the long-term. This research 
makes clear the life-changing affect receiving a voucher can 
have on a child, and should be a signal to folks across the 
country that we need to bring more choice to the 
communities most in need. It is both a moral and an 
ÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÉÍÐÅÒÁÔÉÖÅ ÔÈÁÔ ×Å ÄÏ ÓÏȢȱ  

                (Chavous in American Federation of Children, 2012) 
 
.ÏÔÉÎÇ #ÈÁÖÏÕÓȭ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÄÅÔÅÒÍÉÎÁÔÅ ÌÁÎÇÕÁÇÅ ÁÐÐÅÁÒÓ ÔÏ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÎÏ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÏÐÔÉÏÎÓ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ 

ÒÅÁÄÅÒ ÂÕÔ ÔÏ ÔÈÉÎË ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙȭÓ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓ ÁÒÅ ÉÎ ÆÁÖÏÒ ÏÆ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒÓȢ !ÄÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÉÓ ÆÉÎÁÌ ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔ 

to the above quote provided an emotional element to show readers that supporting the 

ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒ ÃÁÕÓÅ ×ÁÓ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔÉÎÇ ÏÎÅȭÓ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÉÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÌÅÓÓ ÆÏÒÔÕÎÁÔÅȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÍÉÇÈÔ ÂÅ 

easy to do based on the information this particular Foundation chose to share with readers.   

Responses from anti -voucher groups  
 
 Responses from pro-voucher groups were easier to come by when I searched for 

responses to this particular study by Peterson and Chingos. I could not find response 

articles for this particular study from prominent public education organizations, such the 

National Education Association (NEA) or American Federation of Teachers (AFT). I 

particularly looked on the New York state education association website, but could not find 

a response. I found many references in blogs of researchers, such as Diane Ravitch, who 

supports the anti-voucher platform, but did not uncover many specific articles of this study 

from groups who do not support school voucher programs.  

 /ÎÅ ÁÒÔÉÃÌÅ ÐÕÂÌÉÓÈÅÄ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ .ÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ 3ÃÈÏÏÌ "ÏÁÒÄÓ !ÓÓÏÃÉÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ɉ.3"!Ɋ 

School Board .Å×Ó ÁÄÄÒÅÓÓÅÄ ÔÈÅ 0ÅÔÅÒÓÏÎ ÁÎÄ #ÈÉÎÇÏȭÓ ÓÔÕÄÙȟ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÔÉÔÌÅȟ ȰNew voucher 

ÓÔÕÄÙ ÄÏÅÓÎȭÔ ÌÉÖÅ ÕÐ ÔÏ ÈÙÐÅȟ .3"! ÓÁÙÓȱ ɉ.3"!ȟ ςπρςɊȢ 4ÈÅ ÁÒÔÉÃÌÅ ÏÐÅÎÓ ÂÙ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 

ÓÔÕÄÙȟ ȰÏÖÅÒÁÌÌ ÆÁÒÅÄ ÎÏ ÂÅÔÔÅÒ ÉÎ ÃÏÌÌÅÇÅ ÅÎÒÏÌÌÍÅÎÔÓ ÔÈÁÎ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÐÅÅÒÓ ÉÎ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȢȱ 



81 
 

!ÌÔÈÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ÁÒÔÉÃÌÅ ÓÔÁÔÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙȭÓ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÖÅ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓ ÆÏÒ !ÆÒÉÃÁÎ-American students who 

received vouchers, readers can immediately identify the associaÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ  

ÓÔÕÄÙȭÓ findings. .3"! %ØÅÃÕÔÉÖÅ $ÉÒÅÃÔÏÒ !ÎÎÅ ,Ȣ "ÒÙÁÎÔȟ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÓȟ Ȱ4Èe grandiose 

ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔÓ ÍÁÄÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÅØÅÃÕÔÉÖÅ ÓÕÍÍÁÒÙ ÁÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÓÕÂÓÔÁÎÔÉÁÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÄÁÔÁȟȱ ÁÎÄ ÏÔÈÅÒ 

factors not included in the study, such as parental involvement, play a significant part in 

ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔ ÁÃÈÉÅÖÅÍÅÎÔÓȢ &ÕÒÔÈÅÒÍÏÒÅȟ ÔÈÅ ÁÒÔÉÃÌÅ ÆÏÕÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙȭÓ methodologies 

ȰÔÒÏÕÂÌÅÓÏÍÅȢȱ 4ÈÅ ÁÒÔÉÃÌÅ ÌÉÓÔÅÄ ÓÅÖÅÒÁÌ ÃÈÁÒÁÃÔÅÒÉÓÔÉÃÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÔÈÁÔ ÃÁÕÓÅÄ ÐÁÕÓÅ ÁÎÄ 

ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎÅÄ ÉÔÓ ÅÆÆÉÃÁÃÙȢ /Î ÔÈÉÓ ÌÉÓÔȟ ÆÏÒ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅ ÔÈÅ .3"! ÁÕÔÈÏÒ ÃÌÁÉÍÓȟ Ȱ4ÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÎÅÉÔÈÅÒ 

isolates the impact of private schools nor school choice on students going back to 

ÃÏÌÌÅÇÅȣ4ÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÎÅÖÅÒ ÔÏÏË ÉÎÔÏ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔ ×ÈÁÔ ÈÁÐÐÅÎÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ×ÈÏ ÌÅÆÔ ÔÈÅ 

ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍ ÔÏ ÒÅÔÕÒÎ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÓÃÈÏÏÌȟȱ ÁÎÄ ÁÓÓÅÒÔÅÄ ȰɉÒɊÅÓÕÌÔÓ ÄÏ ÎÏÔ ÓÈÏ× ÔÈÁÔ 

expanding vouchers programs will necessarily result in higher college going rates for low-

ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ÉÎ ÕÒÂÁÎ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȟ ÅÖÅÎ ÂÌÁÃË ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȱɉ.3"!ȟ ςπρςɊȢ 

 These statements go right to the analysis level of the study and challenged in very 

ÃÌÅÁÒ ×ÏÒÄ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ÔÈÅ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙȭÓ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÒÅÆÌÅÃÔÓ "ÒÙÁÎÔȭÓ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇ ÏÆ 

ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒ ÐÒÏÐÏÎÅÎÔÓȭ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙȭÓ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓȡ ÔÏ ÐÕÓÈ ÆÏÒ×ÁÒÄ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÐÒÏ-voucher agenda. 

This article challenged the notion of previous authors, challenging the use of empirical 

ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ .9# ÓÔÕÄÙȭÓ ÓÔÁÔÉÓÔÉÃÓ ÁÓ Á ÃÌÅar claim for voucher success.  The author of 

this article disputed those claims as being inauthentic and grandiose. The article adds that 

Á ȰÍÏÒÅ ÒÏÂÕÓÔȱ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÉÓ ÎÅÃÅÓÓÁÒÙ ȰÔÏ ÍÏÒÅ ÐÒÅÃÉÓÅÌÙ ÄÅÔÅÒÍÉÎÅ ÔÈÅ ÔÒÕÅ ÉÍÐÁÃÔ ÔÈÁÔ Á 

voucher offer has on the enrollÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÂÌÁÃË ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ÉÎ ÃÏÌÌÅÇÅȱȢ 

 !ÃÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÁÒÔÉÃÌÅȟ Ȱ.3"! ÏÐÐÏÓÅÓ ÐÕÂÌÉÃÌÙ-funded vouchers for private 

schools because such programs abandon public schools, which are required to serve all 
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students regardless of abilities and eliminate public ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÔÁØ ÄÏÌÌÁÒÓȢȱ 

With that mission clearly stated, the reader understands the frame on which the response 

ÉÓ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÄ ÇÉÖÅÎ ÔÈÅ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÁÎÔÉ-voucher stance. 

 The reactions of voucher stakeholders to the NYC study revealed framing to push 

forth their stances in the voucher fight, often using very emotional and strategic language. 

The groups involved react in particular and specific ways that often portray their agendas 

in an attempt to garner support for their cause. In this case, you can see the reactions either 

ÈÉÇÈÌÉÇÈÔ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÏÒ ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒÓȢ 4ÈÅ ÁÒÔÉÃÌÅÓȭ ÌÁÎÇÕÁÇÅ ÏÆÔÅÎ 

made the findings or lack of findings appear definite and absolute, which was carried out to 

garner support of stance.  Similar instances appear in the Milwaukee study. 

Positioning Stance through Texts: Angling for power  
 
 )Î ÔÈÅ -ÉÌ×ÁÕËÅÅ ÓÔÕÄÙȭÓ ÆÉÎÁÌ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ɉ2ÅÐÏÒÔ ΠσφɊ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÒÓÔ Ô×Ï ÏÆ ÓÅÖÅÎ ÂÕÌÌÅÔÅÄ 

points in the summary of findings discussed the continued growth of population of MPCP in 

spite of budget cuts to lower performing schools and how MPCP enrollment yields an 

ȰÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅÄ ÌÉËÅÌÉÈÏÏÄȱ ÏÆ ÇÒÁÄÕÁÔÉÏÎ ÒÁÔÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÌÌÅÇÅ ÅÎÒÏÌÌÍÅÎÔ ɉ!ÐÐÅÎÄÉØ "ɊȢ 7ÈÅÒÅÁÓȟ 

the third and fourth bulleted points find a neutral effect on MPCP schools, the language 

employed by the authors put the choice schools in a positive reference. The third bullet 

point reads,  

  
 Ȱ7ÈÅÎ ÓÉÍÉÌÁÒ -0#0 ÁÎÄ -03 ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ÁÒÅ ÍÁÔÃÈÅÄ ÁÎÄ  

tracked over four years, the achievement growth of MPCP students 
compared to MPS students is higher in reading but similar in math. 
The MPCP achievement advantage in reading is only conclusive in 
2010-2011, the year a high-stakes testing policy was added to the 
-0#0ȱ  
                                                                          (Report #29, 4)  (Wolf, 2012) 
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4ÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔ ÓÁÙÓ ÔÈÅ -#0 ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÓÃÏÒÅÓ ÁÒÅ ȰÈÉÇÈȟȱ ÙÅÔ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÎÁÌ ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÁÔ 

ÂÕÌÌÅÔ ÐÏÉÎÔ ÓÔÁÔÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÃÏÒÅ ÉÓ ÏÎÌÙ ÇÏÏÄ ÆÏÒ ÏÎÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍȭÓ ÙÅÁÒÓȢ  

 Additionally the fourth finding shares the differences in accountability test scores. 

4ÈÅ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇ ÓÔÁÔÅÄ ÆÉÒÓÔ ÔÈÅ -0#0 ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÓÕÃÃÅÓÓÅÓ ÏÖÅÒ -03 ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÎ ÓÔÁÔÅÄ 

ÔÈÅ -03ȭÓ ÓÃÏÒÅÓ ÏÖÅÒ ÔÈÅ -0#0 ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÍÁÙ ÁÐÐÅÁÒ ÁÓ Á ÖÅÒÙ ÍÉÎÏÒ ÄÅÔÁÉÌȢ (Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ 

the language of the statement and all the bulleted points in the summary positioned the 

MPCP students in a primary position, highlighting their successes and using language that 

lends to their positioning as primary and superior. This is important and valuable to 

discuss because the language and positioning of words within this report summary may 

ÌÅÁÄ ÔÏ ÆÕÒÔÈÅÒ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÉÇÁÔÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÉÎÔÅÎÔÉÏÎÓȢ 

 For example, of the seven major findings bulleted by the authors, the language used 

to discuss findings by the authors reflects success of MPCP clearly and then neutralizes the 

success of MPS. Additionally, as in bulleted point #4, the language highlights the higher 

ÒÅÓÕÌÔÓ ÆÏÒ -0#0 ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȟ ÙÅÔ ÎÅÕÔÒÁÌÉÚÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÄÏÅÓ ÎÏÔ ÅÖÅÎ ÍÅÎÔÉÏÎ Ȱ-03ȱ ×ÈÅÎ ÔÈÅÉÒ 

scores are higher, making it clear to the reader that the intention of this report and study is 

to highlight the successes of the MPCP voucher program  (Wolf, 2012, 4).  

 !ÌÔÈÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ 

Milwaukee program showed dedication to the evaluation of school choice compared to 

public education, based on the tone of this report, I was curious to identify their 

perspectives.  

 To the credit of the authors, their language was clear and their finds that were 

positive toward MPS are stated. Additionally, throughout the summary report, the authors 

clearly explain the findings that were growth and recession in the MPCP. For example, on 
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page 5 of the report, Finding 1 explains that the population of MPCP students has grown by 

18% over the five years of the study and clearly states that the number of participating 

schools decreased over the same period. This explanation of gains and losses and even 

neutrality was stated throughout this summary study.  

 At the same time, each bold-printed finding in this report starteÄ ×ÉÔÈ Ȱ-0#0ȱ 

highlighting the choice school without either mentioning or placing first the Milwaukee 

Public Schools (MPS). Actually, MPS was stated in two of the seven findings and both times 

put the MPS in a secondary position, emphasizing the MPCP or the Milwaukee charter 

ÓÃÈÏÏÌÉÎÇ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍȢ !Ó ) ÒÅÁÄ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÐÏÒÔȟ ) ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔ ÏÎ ÐÁÇÅ σȡ 

Ȱ/ÕÒ ÓÈÁÒÅÄ ÃÏÍÍÉÔÍÅÎÔ ÈÁÓ ÂÅÅÎ ÔÏ ÃÁÒÅÆÕÌÌÙ ÁÎÄ ÆÁÉÔÈÆÕÌÌÙ ÆÏÌÌÏ× ÔÈÅ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅȟ ×ÈÅÒÅÖÅÒ 

ÉÔ ÌÅÁÄÓȢȱ 

 /ÎÅ ÁÎÓ×ÅÒ ÃÁÎ ÓÉÍÐÌÙ ÂÅ ÔÈÁÔ Ȱ)Î ςππφ 7ÉÓÃÏÎÓin policy makers identified the 

School Choice Demonstration Project (SCDP) as the organization to help answer lingering 

ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÅÆÆÅÃÔÓ ÏÆ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ÉÎ -ÉÌ×ÁÕËÅÅȱ ÍÁËÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÉÍÁÒÙ ÆÏÃÕÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 

study the MPCP thus primarily stated in the findings (Wolf, 2012, 2). 

 The other answer, however, may be one involving power and politics around this 

ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍȭÓ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈÅÒÓ ÁÎÄ ÆÕÎÄÅÒÓȢ  4×Ï ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙȭÓ ÐÒÉÎÃÉÐÁÌ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÉÇÁÔÏÒÓȟ 0ÁÔÒÉÃË *Ȣ 

Wolf and Jay P. Greene, as stated on the University of ArkanÓÁÓȭÓ ×ÅÂÓÉÔÅ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÈÏÕÓÅÄ ÔÈÅ 

School Choice Demonstration Project (SCDP), are leaders in the school choice movement 

and education reformers (University of Arkansas The Department of Education Reform, 

2013). Wolf was a lead investigator in the Washington, DC OSP study, also. Their work has 

been cited in academic journals, in newspapers, and on prime time news media. They are 

well established and outspoken education reformers in the field of school choice.  
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 Additionally, the report listed the funding sources of the study and thanked the 

ÆÏÕÎÄÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔÅÄ ÔÈÅÉÒ ×ÏÒËȟ ÃÁÌÌÉÎÇ ÔÈÅÍ Á ȰÄÉÖÅÒÓÅ ÓÅÔ ÏÆ ÐÈÉÌÁÎÔÈÒÏÐÉÅÓȱ ɉ7ÏÌÆȟ 

2012, 3). However, looking more closely at the websites of these foundations, one can 

identify that every foundation listed supports education reform that includes forms of 

school choice. Many clearly stated their support of competition in the education of our 

children, and most stated their support of school voucher programs (www.aect.org, 2013, 

www.joycefdn.org, 2013, www.dffdn,org, 2013, www.philanthropyroundtable.org, 2013, 

www.bradleyfdn.org, 2013, www.waltonfamilyfoundation.org, 2013, 

www.robertsonfoundation.org, 2013). The particular groups of foundations that support 

this study do not appear to be very diverse in their mission to reform education. They all 

support school choice.   

 Another consideration is the inherent political ideologies that researchers carry into 

their work. For instance, of the three studies on voucher programs included in this chapter, 

two of them have an important factor in common- the researcher Patrick Wolfe. Patrick 

Wolfe was both the lead researcher on the DC study and the MPCP study. According to the 

University of Arkansas Department of Education website, Dr. Wolfe is known as a leading 

researcher in school reform and a leading school reformer (University of Arkansas the 

Department of Education Reform, 2013). Therefore, he comes into these studies from the 

viewpoint of a school reformer and voucher advocate, not as an objective observer. 

 Therefore, as readers of research we must be cautious and aware of the values and 

subjectivity that can be inherent within the research explanations (Phillips & Burbules, 

ςπππɊȢ  !Ó 0ÈÉÌÌÉÐÓ ÁÎÄ "ÕÒÂÕÌÅÓ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎȟ Ȱ&ÏÒȣ ÅÖÅÒÙ ÉÎÑÕÉÒÅÒ ÍÕÓÔ ÁÄÏÐÔ Á ÆÒÁÍÅ×ÏÒË or 

ÐÅÒÓÐÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÏÒ ÐÏÉÎÔ ÏÆ ÖÉÅ×Ȣ )Ô ÉÓ Á ÔÒÕÉÓÍ ÔÈÁÔȣ ÈÅ ÏÒ ÓÈÅ ÍÁÙ ÓÅÅ ÐÈÅÎÏÍÅÎÁ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔÌÙ 
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ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ×ÁÙ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÉÇÁÔÏÒÓ ÓÅÅ ÔÈÅÍȱ ɉςπ00, 46). The authors ÅØÐÌÁÉÎȟ ȰȣÒÅÌÁÔÉÖÉÔÙ ÏÆ 

perspective does not necessarily lead to subjectivity, and relativity does not always 

×ÁÒÒÁÎÔ ÔÈÅ ÃÈÁÒÇÅ ÏÆ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÂÉÁÓÅÄȱ ɉςπππȟ τφȟ). However, based on this consideration, 

readers much consider the researcher may exist from within the world he is reviewing 

and possess strongly held beliefs and valuations on the work he studies.  This 

consideration was significant in the review of studies on school voucher programs. 

 I highlighted these particular textual reactions to the New York City, Milwaukee, 

and Washington, DC studies to show how groups create and share texts to influence stance 

on voucher programs. Additionally, I attempted to uncover how language and discourse 

participation by the groups using these studies was carefully constructed to send 

particular messages by utilizing specifics parts of data from the studies driven by stance 

and ideology not empirical evidence. Since the data findings do not show clear empirical 

advantage for or against voucher programs readers must consider the rationale for the use 

of the data. Critical reading of education policy allows for readers to uncover social 

practices within texts that seek to work discursively to affect education policy.  
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Chapter 4 
 
 

Critical Discourse Analysis  
 
 
 

 Ȱ+ÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ÌÉÎËÅÄ ÔÏ ÐÏ×ÅÒȟ ÎÏÔ ÏÎÌÙ ÁÓÓÕÍÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÔÒÕÔÈ 
but has the power ÔÏ ÍÁËÅ ÉÔÓÅÌÆ ÔÒÕÅȢȱ 

       
S. Hall, (1997, 49) 
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Chapter 4 provided an example of the methods and systematic analysis utilized on 

the text samples in this study. Since the study sought to uncover how texts worked to 

ÉÎÆÌÕÅÎÃÅ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÁÎÄ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÏÒÓȭ ÖÏÔÅÓȟ ÁÃÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ 3ÅÎÁÔÅ "ÉÌÌ ρȟ Á ÑÕÁÌÉÔÁÔive 

analysis to unpack public texts and to uncover the patterns and themes held within those 

texts occurred.  The critical discourse analysis was organized to reveal how texts, semiotics, 

and language are used to tell particular political stories that push forth political and 

ideological agendas. By organizing the analysis into three levels- the text, the discourse, and 

the social and historical setting- patterns and themes emerged. These patterns and themes 

helped to tell the story of how texts in particular political discourses and settings work as 

social practices in discursive ways to influence education policy.  

Summary  
 

This study uncovered how texts work as a tool for lobbying legislators on education 

policy. To carry out this analysis, naming the policy problem, hypothesizing a solution, and 

identifying the proposed solutions was necessary. Understanding that the proposed 

solution in the form of a bill, like SB 1, occurred through a process of negotiation to create 

and  to pass a bill that was politically acceptable and economically feasible (Cuban, 2010). 

Since the argument for or against SB 1 was not empirically based, then it was made 

discursively, with values driving the rhetorical choices within the publicly shared 

texts.  This ideological struggle over the discourse of Senate Bill 1 in PA created a discursive 

battle for the power to define and to establish the perception of the truth and knowledge 

and to control the powerful discourse of school choice within the state and beyond. When 

an established discourse becomes challenged and the groups of others find ways to speak 

within the discourse, the discursive practices of the others work to change and to alter the 
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power relations within the culture, ultimately working to change the meanings within the 

discourse (Ball, 1990). Likewise, the groups who hold power over the discourse work to 

ȰÄÅÆÅÎÄ ÉÔÓ ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔ ÁÎÄ ÔÏ ÇÕÁÒÁÎÔÅÅ ÔÈÅ ÌÏÙÁÌÔÙȟ ÃÏÈÅÓÉÏÎȟ ÉÎÔÅÒÁÃÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ 

ÉÔÓ ÍÅÍÂÅÒÓȱ ɉÖÁÎ $ÉÊËȟ ςππφÁȟ σψπɊȢ 4ÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÔÅØÔÓȟ ÔÈÉÓ study shared 

attempts by groups to challenge and to sustain the discourse surrounding education policy 

over school vouchers within the political fight for Senate Bill 1.   

In this study, policy was at the center of the struggle. Ball (1990) explains policy as 

ȰÁ ÍÁÔÔÅÒ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÉÔÁÔÉÖÅ ÁÌÌÏÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÖÁÌÕÅÓȭȱ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÅÒÖÅÓ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ȰÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ 

ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔÓ ÏÆ ÖÁÌÕÅÓȱ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ Á ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÃÏÎÔÅØÔ ɉσɊȢ !Ó ÆÏÒ ÔÈÉÓ ÓÔÕÄÙȟ 3ÅÎÁÔÅ "ÉÌÌ ρ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ 

work to make it law or not was the center of the debate within the texts shared. Prunty 

ɉρωψυɊ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÅØÐÒÅÓÓÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÉÄÅÁÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÉÎ ÐÏ×ÅÒȢ (Å ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÓȟ Ȱɉ0ɊÏÌÉÃÉÅÓ 

cannot be divorced from interests, from conflict, from domination or from justicÅȢȱɉσɊ 

Furthermore, Prunty (1985) states that all policy is embedded ×ÉÔÈ ȰÐÏ×ÅÒȟ ÃÏÎÔÒÏÌȟ 

ÌÅÇÉÔÉÍÁÃÙȟ ÐÒÉÖÉÌÅÇÅȟ ÅÑÕÉÔÙȟ ÊÕÓÔÉÃÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÁÂÏÖÅ ÁÌÌȟ ÖÁÌÕÅÓȱ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÎÅÅÄÓ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÒÅÖÅÁÌÅÄ ÂÙ 

the policy analystȢȱ (133) 

Text as Representations  
 

Texts 
 

In Representation: Cultural Representations and Signifying Practices (1997) Stuart 

Hall explains communications were shared through representations within a discourse and 

culture or setting. An established culture or setting must exist before representations can 

make meaning through text and semiotics to establish the way in which we use texts to 

convey intentional messages for a shared understanding. When a culture provides for a set 

of shared representations, frames, and language with in a social context as a base for 
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ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÎÔÓȭ understandings, information can be shared and meaning can be constructed.  

Therefore, the systematic analysis of this study considers texts to show how groups 

represented their frames through patterns and themes within the social-political setting of 

Senate Bill 1 in 2011-12 to influence the education policy of school vouchers.  

Discourse  
 

The values within policy are the result of an ideology, where social actors see the 

×ÏÒÌÄ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ Á ÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÃ ÄÅÆÉÎÅÄ ȰÉÎÔÅÒÐÒÅÔÉÖÅ ÆÒÁÍÅȱ ÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÔÏ ȰÍÁËÅ ÓÅÎÓÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÉÒ 

ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓÈÉÐ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÌÄȱ ɉÖÁÎ $ÉÊËȟ ςππφÁȟ ςψφɊȢ That frame is structured based on beliefs 

presented ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÍÅÍÂÅÒÓ ÎÏÔ ÁÓ Á ÓÅÔ ÏÆ ÂÅÌÉÅÆÓȟ ȰÂÕÔ ÁÓ Á ÓÅÔ ÏÆ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÁÌȟ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÌÌÙ 

ÁÃÃÅÐÔÅÄ ȬÔÒÕÉÓÍÓȭ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÅÒÖÅ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÉÎ ÐÏ×ÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÔÏ ÅØÃÌÕÄÅ ÏÒ ÔÏ 

disempower oÔÈÅÒÓȱ (van Dijk, 2006a, 286). Establishing language practices as a 

normalized truth allows members of the power elite to control the discourse and to 

maintain their power. In the space that the ideological is least identified and visible, the 

powerful maintain the status quo and control over the discourse (Foucault, 1972, 1980). As 

(ÁÌÌ ÓÕÇÇÅÓÔÓȟ Ȱ+ÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ÌÉÎËÅÄ ÔÏ ÐÏ×ÅÒȟ ÎÏÔ ÏÎÌÙ ÁÓÓÕÍÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÔÒÕÔÈ ÂÕÔ 

ÈÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÐÏ×ÅÒ ÔÏ ÍÁËÅ ÉÔÓÅÌÆ ÔÒÕÅȱ ɉ(ÁÌÌȟ ρωωχȟ τωɊȢ 

 When this ideological culture is identified and challenged by others, a discursive 

practice to alter the status quo becomes legitimate within the discourse.  This ideological 

struggle over the discourse of Senate Bill 1 through texts created a discursive battle for the 

power to define, to establish, and to control the powerful discourse of school choice within 

the state. Through the use of public texts, this study shared attempts by groups to challenge 

and to sustain the discourse surrounding education policy over school vouchers within the 

political fight for Senate Bill 1.   
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 In the analysis of policy-centered texts, power and conflict were at play within the 

political discourse of SB 1. In this case, the influence would be the way a legislator votes on 

SB 1. In the context of ÔÈÅ ÐÕÂÌÉÃȭÓ ÐÅÒÃÅÐÔÉÏÎȟ Ȱconnections between the use of language 

and the exercise of power are often not clear to people, yet appear on closer examination to 

ÂÅ ÖÉÔÁÌÌÙ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒËÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÐÏ×ÅÒȱ ɉ&ÁÉÒÃÌÏÕÇÈȟ ρωωυȟ υτɊȢ  Analyzing the texts 

shared to lobby legislators and to ultimately influence their vote revealed patterns and 

themes showing the connections used by these groups to attempt to link their  

knowledge to power through the text. 

Methods  
 
 This study employed a poststructuralist theoretical perspective to educational 

policy inquiry. Each data piece (text) was systematically analyzed in consideration of 

rhetorical devices employed to understand the discursive choices and social actions of the 

participating groups. Texts were critiqued for the use of normalized and dominant 

language application that presented comfortable and taken-for-granted application of 

language and discourse utilized by participants to uncover structures of power and 

attempts to control that power surrounding the work to influence Senate Bill 1. 

Consideration of the work of poststructuralists such as Foucault, Fairclough, and Ball, this 

study attempted to understand how texts presented the dynamics of power and the use of 

knowledge of the political to control the use of language and texts within the education 

policy discourse.  

Qualitative Study: Critical Discourse Analysis  
 

Using critical discourse analysis on texts by groups sought to reveal and to 

understand the rationale for the use of specific representations of language and semiotics 
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in their  ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÔÅØÔÓȢ &ÁÉÒÃÌÏÕÇÈȭÓ ÔÈree-ÄÉÍÅÎÓÉÏÎÁÌ ÆÒÁÍÅ×ÏÒË ȰÅØÐÌÏÒÅÓ such linkages in 

particular diÓÃÕÒÓÉÖÅ ÅÖÅÎÔÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÒÅÅ ÆÁÃÅÔÓȱȡ ÔÅØÔÓȟ ÄÉÓÃÏÕÒÓÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÃÅ ÁÓ 

ȰÃÏÍÐÌÅÍÅÎÔÁÒÙ ×ÁÙÓ ÏÆ ÒÅÁÄÉÎÇȟ Á ÃÏÍÐÌÅØ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÅÖÅÎÔȱ to reveal ideological practices 

and values around issues of power and hegemony (Fairclough, 1993, 136). According to 

ÖÁÎ $ÉÊË ɉςππφÂɊȟ Ȱ&ÁÉÒÃÌÏÕÇÈȭÓ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ ÈÁÓ ÅØÐÌÏÒÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÃÕÒÓÉÖÅ ÁÓÐÅÃÔ ÏÆ 

contemporary processes of soÃÉÁÌ ÔÒÁÎÓÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎȱ ɉσφςɊȢ  Borrowing from &ÁÉÒÃÌÏÕÇÈȭÓ 

framework, my systematic analysis of the ten sample texts viewed language as a social 

practice that (1.) Is a mode of language, in this case within a series of texts that are (2.) 

situated in a particular social and political discourse and (3.) exist within a particular 

social-historical setting that holds certain systems of knowledge and beliefs (Fairclough, 

1993). 

Critical Discourse Analysis is the study of how language, texts, and semiotics are 

studied and evaluated in order to understand discursive practices at work (Wodak, 2009). 

Ȱ,ÁÎÇÕÁÇÅ ÉÓ ÎÏÔ ÐÏ×ÅÒÆÕÌ ÏÎ ÉÔÓ Ï×ÎȠ ÉÔ ÇÁÉÎÓ ÐÏ×ÅÒ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÕÓÅ ÐÏ×ÅÒÆÕÌ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÍÁËÅ ÏÆ ÉÔȱ 

(Wodak, 2009, 35). Analysis not only of the language but also of the discourse and 

discursive practices surrounding the language, the context of its use, and its inherent use of 

the values, politics, and ideologies make the analysis critical (Fairclough, 2015, van Dijk, 

2006a). 

In this study, using Critical Discourse Analysis on texts by groups within the current 

discourse that hold power over the voucher history sought to reveal and to understand the 

rationale for the use of specific language and semiotics in their public texts. To analyze 

these texts, the study considered aspects ÏÆ &ÁÉÒÃÌÏÕÇÈȭÓ ÔÈÒÅÅ ÄÉÍÅÎÓÉÏÎÁÌ ÆÒÁÍÅ×ÏÒË ÔÏ 

analyze texts within the discourse and social practices of Senate Bill 1.  
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Design of this Analysis  
 
 Since this study analyzed multiple texts in a political setting and uncovered issues of 

discursivity, the texts revealed ideological work and issues of power, hegemony, and 

politics. In addition to the door knob hanger, three texts from each category- support of SB 

1, opposed to SB 1, and official work texts- were analyzed. The texts from the support 

groups and the oppose groups revealed a use of discursive strategies to gain support for 

their stances and agendas and usually were sent by groups who took an overt stance. The 

official work texts also revealed ideological and discursive stances, however at times these 

texts came to our office through official in-house channels and were, at times, revealed 

stance indirectly. 

 Consideration for each data piece followed the outline I created titled, Guiding 

Checklist for Systematic Analysis: CDA Framework of Shared Texts of Public Discourse Data of 

Senate Bill 1, which derived from the CDA of the door knob hanger and was employed for 

the purpose of consistency. (See below for outline.)  
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Figure 4.1 
 

Guiding Checklist for Systematic Analysis:    
CDA Framework of Shared Texts of Public Discourse Data of Senate Bill 1*

I. Macro and Micro consideration of Texts 

A. Analysis of discourse data in context and 

setting 

1. Intertextuality  

2. Interdiscursivity  

3. Historical 

B. Text Structure 

1. Genre(s) 

2. Production 

3. Semiotic 

4. Text Transformation 

 

C. Meanings of words and text 

1. Words 

2. Grammar 

3. Transivity  

a. Frame 

b. Voice 

c. Stance 

d. Force 

e. Theme 

4. Modality, others 

 

 

II. Discourse Practice 

A. Theme(s) 

B. Interdiscursivity  

C. Intertextuality  

D. Coherence 

1. How can the text be interpreted? 

2. Is it heterogeneous or homogeneous? 

3. Is it implicit or explicit? 

E. Patterns 

F. Representations 

1. How does genre (style) influence 

interpretation? 

2. Who produced the text? 

3. What is non-discursive evidence? 

4. What shows ideational meaning? 

5. What is absent/vague?  

 

III. Social Practices 

A. Social relations 

B. Discursive relations 

C. Hegemonic relations 

D. Contributions to Orders of Discourse 

 

IV. Resulting Revelations 

A. Of Ideology 

B. Of Hegemony 

C. Of Power 

D. Othe
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*The compilation of this outline was done for the purpose of continuity in the analysis of the data of this 
study. Its purpose is to serve as a guide and not a prescription of analysis. Other elements and considerations 
were considered as warranted. 
This document was motivated based on the work of Norman Fairclough and guided from the work of 
Discourse and Social Change (1992), especially the contents of Chapter 8. Other considerations for the 
contents of the outline came from M.A.K. Halliday (2002), Rebecca Rogers (2004), N. Fairclough (1993), N. 
Fairclough (1995), N. Fairclough (2015), Tuen van Dijk (1993), Tuen van Dijk (2006a), and Tuen van Dijk 
(2006b). 

Trustworthiness  
 

In this chapter, I shared in great detail the analysis of one publicly distributed text 

from a group seeking to influence Senate Bill 1 from the data sample of the ten public texts. 

The purpose of sharing the deep analysis of this data sample was to show the reader the 

application of analysis applied to all ten data samples. Systematic sampling followed that 

protocol for CDA for each data sample in this study. Each of the ten texts was analyzed 

based on the established protocol outlined in the Methods section and guided by the 

outline above. 

With this protocol in place, each sample text was analyzed first  for textual content 

before wider analysis of a broader discourse or social setting was considered. After the 

established CDA protocol was employed, further consideration and analysis of the texts 

within the broader discourse and social setting(s) of Senate Bill 1 and the privatization of 

schooling in Pennsylvania and our nation at that time was given. Then, considerations of 

ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒÓȭ ÂÁÃËÇÒÏÕÎÄÓȟ ÉÄÅÏÌÏÇÉÅÓȟ ÍÉÓÓÉÏÎÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÅÄȢ  4ÈÉÓ 

systematic approach to analysis was purposefully implemented to reduce bias and to 

complete a systematic study. 
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Example 
 

Explanation of Data  

 

 The data collected in this study consisted of texts received in the office of the 

representative for whom I worked during the 2011-2012 legislative session. Each data 

piece addressed the topic of school choice, mostly vouchers and/or Senate Bill 1.  

 The number of texts that came across my desk was 100. However, the number of 

texts received into the office was significantly larger. Documented in the program called 

RepNet, an electronic filing system for constituent requests and communications, were 652 

correspondences. 

 To understand why the ratio of that collection is 6:1, you need to understand the 

role that RepNet plays in the office of a representative. RepNet was an electronic filing -type 

system that included the name and contact information of the constituents located in a 

legislative district. Each legislative office had access to his or her constituent list and 

utilized the system to file information regarding their constituents. For example, if the 

legislative office helped a constituent to obtain a birth certificate, the information regarding 

the birth certificate application would be filed in the system in order to follow up and to 

organize the manner in which the constituent was assisted. Furthermore, if a constituent 

contacted the legislative office with an opinion on a legislative bill or topic, the comments 

or texts shared were saved in the RepNet system. Then when a bill related to that topic 

needed consideration by the representative, the representative retrieved from RepNet the 

ÌÉÓÔÓ ÏÆ ÃÏÎÓÔÉÔÕÅÎÔ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄ ÈÉÓ ÏÒ ÈÅÒ ÃÏÎÓÔÉÔÕÅÎÔÓȭ ÏÕÔÌÏÏËÓ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÂÉÌÌ 

or the topic. Additionally, RepNet was used to access constituent information to follow up 



97 
 

on particular topics. For example, many constituents reached out to the office where I work 

to question changes to a small game of chance law, when a new bill passed. The following 

year, additional changes were made to the law, and our office used RepNet to reach out to 

constituents who previously contacted us on that topic to update them. In this study, the 

large number of contacts in RepNet were due to the reception of mass mailings. Each piece 

of mail was entered into RepNet. Additionally, not all texts received in the office regarding 

Senate Bill 1 or vouchers crossed my desk. Some were filed into RepNet, where I could 

access the topics but not the actual texts. 

 In this case, when mass mail or individual information regarding the topic of Senate 

Bill 1 or vouchers came to our office, it was filed in RepNet. For example, during the time of 

Senate Bill 1, hundreds of replicated post cards from an education association were sent to 

members of the association who then forwarded individual cards to our legislative office. 

The card did not ask for return information. Each card received was filed into RepNet. Each 

ÐÏÓÔÃÁÒÄȟ ÈÏ×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÄÉÄ ÎÏÔ ÃÏÍÅ ÁÃÒÏÓÓ ÍÙ ÄÅÓËȟ ÂÕÔ ) ×ÁÓ ÍÁÄÅ Á×ÁÒÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÓÔÃÁÒÄÓȭ 

existence.  

 The texts that came across my desk were fewer. My role as the District Policy 

Director called for me to answer specific requests and to study and to research the 

background on many texts that came into our office. The texts that needed specific 

responses or further consideration came across my desk, thus the lower number. These 

texts came to my desk as a natural part of my job.  

 The texts combined came from both individuals and groups. Some came via 

individuals via groups. The groups included offered communication regarding school 
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choice, namely Senate Bill 1 and vouchers. Some of the texts stated political 

representations while others made points without clearly identifying the political party. 

The texts came in a variety of genre. However, the genre were not evenly 

distributed. The genre included in the data received both public and personal 

correspondence. The genre of literature received in this legislative office included: 

ÐÏÓÔÃÁÒÄÓȟ ÐÁÍÐÈÌÅÔÓȟ ÄÏÏÒ ÈÁÎÇÅÒÓȟ ÂÏÏËÌÅÔÓȟ $6$ȭÓȟ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÐÁÐÅÒÓ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÓÏÌÕÔÉÏÎÓȟ ÎÅ×Ó 

articles, press releases, letters  in various forms including personal, form, response and 

emailed, Questions and Answers sheets, fact sheets, bill analyses, fiscal analyses, and 

emails.  In review of the data that came across my desk, here is a list of the groups that 

shared texts in my office and the type of text they presented: 
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Table 4.1 Summary of Data Collected  

Group Name # of Data texts 
PA Department of 
Education 

  3 

PA House of 
Representatives 

36 

PA Senate   7 
125th Interoffice 
Correspondence (my office) 

  7 

NAACP   3 
PA Opposed to Vouchers   1 
Freedom Works   3 
Heartland Institute   1 
Commonwealth Foundation   5 
Alliance of School Choice   1 
Friedman Foundation   1 
REACH   1 
PASBO  
(PA School Boards 
Association) 

  1 

Kitchen Table Patriots   1 
PSEA (Pennsylvania State 
Education Association) 

 11 

NEA (National Education 
Association) 

  1 

PSBA (Pennsylvania School 
Board Association) 

  3 

125th School Districts 
(Including Intermediate 
Units 

 10 

Pottsville Republican 
Newspaper (local in 125th 
District)  

  1 

Keystone State Education 
Coalition 

  3 

Total Data Texts: 100 
 

Of the 100 texts that came across my desk, 13 of them supported voucher 

legislation, 33 opposed voucher legislation, and 54 were poised as work official texts sent 

out from groups or were delivered as in-house mail from other legislative offices or 

departments to express updates and information on vouchers or Senate Bill 1. Included in 
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the section work official were work or official texts considered confidential or in-house 

work correspondence within the House of Representatives that I was not able to share due 

to confidentiality rules within the PA House of Representatives. 

Text Data Samples 
 

The following list explains the documents that served as data samples for this 

analysis. A total of 10 documents were analyzed through Critical Discourse Analysis in this 

study, so that approximately 10% of the data was shared and analyzed to give an overview 

of the texts.  

The first analysis included a door knob hanger- type text that was delivered and 

hung on the doorknobs of residences in Schuylkill Haven, Pennsylvania, which was the 

ÌÏÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÁÔÉÖÅȭÓ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ ÏÆÆÉÃÅ ÄÕÒÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÂÕÄÇÅÔ ÓÅÓÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ ςπρρ-12. The 

analysis of only this piece was included in this chapter, Chapter 4, and shared in great detail 

to uncover how CDA and aspects of FairclougÈȭÓ ÔÈÒÅÅ-dimensional framework was 

employed in this study. Furthermore, in Chapter 5, the additional nine texts followed the 

same data analysis. The texts shared included all categories established, which included 

texts shared with messages that were in support of voucher legislation, texts shared with 

messages that were in opposition of voucher legislation, and the third category, which 

included informational texts labeled as work official texts.  Copies of each text are located 

in the Appendix. 

 

 



101 
 

The ten texts that underwent Critical Discourse Analysis included: 

¶ A door hanger in support of SB 1 (Appendix 4.2) 

¶ A pie chart in support of SB 1 (Appendix C) 

¶ An email correspondence as work official text about SB 1(Appendix D) 

¶ A letter from an advocacy group in support of SB 1 (Appendix E) 

¶ A glossy yearbook from an advocacy group in support of SB 1 

(Appendix F) 

¶ A public resolution from a public school board in opposition to SB 1 

(Appendix G) 

¶ A letter following a flower delivery as work official text about SB 1 

(Appendix H) 

¶ ! 3ÅÎÁÔÏÒȭÓ ÌÅÔÔÅÒ ÉÎ ÏÐÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ 3" ρ ɉ!ÐÐÅÎÄÉØ )Ɋ 

¶ A memo from a legislator as a work official text about SB 1 (Appendix 

J) 

¶ A letter from the NAACP in opposition to SB 1 (Appendix K)  

Systematic Analysis of  the Door Hanger  
Consideration of Text  
 

One reform minded group utilized carefully considered, specifically crafted frames 

ÔÏ ÁÐÐÅÁÌ ÔÏ ÖÏÔÅÒÓȭ ÓÅÌÆ-interests, identities, and values in an attempt to garner support for 

their stance in this voucher legislation. The doorknob hanger style of literature was placed 

on the doorknobs of the homes in the town where my office is located. The office was the 

district office of the legislator for whom I work.  
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The doorknob hanger was approximately eight inches in length and three inches in 

width. The door hangers were placed on doors knobs in a town where homes are very close 

together making their presence noticeable. It appeared that people had canvassed the town 

with these pieces. I saw quite a few of them still hanging on many doors as I drove through 

the town on my way home from work after the literature was dropped. 

This particular piece of literature was disbursed in June of 2012, during the time 

leading up to the end of the Legislative Session and before the state budget was finalized 

and passed. Some people and groups thought a chance for Senate Bill 1 or another school 

voucher legislation to come to a vote in the legislature before session ended for the fiscal 

year, which was June 30, 2012 existed. 

Considering the Door Hanger as literature:  Structure and Meaning in Words and Text  
 

Door knob hangers were an easy and economical method to get a message out to 

large groups. A door knob hanger consists of a two-sided sheet of heavy paper that can 

deliver information in a variety of colors, fonts, and symbols in an economical manner. This 

method was thought more effective than a mailer as the person came in contact with it one-

on-one as opposed to getting lost in the shuffle of everyday mail (McFarlin, 2016). 

Additionally it was easy to read quickly and distributed in a grassroots manner, 

where many people can canvass an area in a relatively small amount of time. I have been a 

part of many literature drops where a group canvassed a geographical area dropping 

literature to thousands of homes in the matter of hours. Hanging a door ÈÁÎÇÅÒ ÏÎ ÐÅÏÐÌÅÓȭ 

homes got a message out quickly to many voters in a relatively quick manner. 

Figure 4.2 Freedom Works Doorknob Hanger  

Front        Back 
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5ÓÉÎÇ 4ÅØÔ ÔÏ !ÐÐÅÁÌ ÔÏ 2ÅÁÄÅÒÓȭ )ÄÅÎÔÉÔÉÅÓ  
 

In consideration of the textual analysis of the door knob hanger, I considered both 

the linguistic (words) and the textual (semiotics and form) elements of the data piece. 

Fairclough explained that form is part of content and consideration of linguistic elements 

and without textual analysis, understanding of discourse is limited and use of textual 

ÁÎÁÌÙÓÉÓ ȰÄÒÁ×Ó ÁÔÔÅÎÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÐÅÎÄÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÔÅØÔÓ ÕÐÏÎ ÓÏÃÉÅÔÙ ÁÎÄ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÙ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÆÏÒÍ 

ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅÓ ÍÁÄÅ ÁÖÁÉÌÁÂÌÅ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÏÒÄÅÒ ÏÆ ÄÉÓÃÏÕÒÓÅȱ (1995, 188-189).  I 

witnessed this in the analysis of the doorknob hanger. Although this analysis focused on 

the revelation of meanings within the text over identifying language forms, both occurred 

ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ȰÉÎ ÁÎÁÌÙÚÉÎÇ ÔÅØÔÓ ÏÎÅ ÉÓ ÁÌ×ÁÙÓ ÓÉÍÕÌÔÁÎÅÏÕÓÌÙ ÁÄÄÒÅÓÓÉÎÇ ÑÕÅÓÔÉons of form and 

ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÍÅÁÎÉÎÇȱ ɉ&ÁÉÒÃÌÏÕÇÈȟ ρωωςȟ χτɊȢ  &ÕÒÔÈÅÒÍÏÒÅȟ &ÁÉÒÃÌÏÕÇÈ ɉρωωυɊ ÃÏÎÔÅÎÄÓ 

ÔÈÅ ÁÎÁÌÙÓÉÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÔÅØÔÕÁÌ ÉÎ ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÌÉÎÇÕÉÓÔÉÃ ȰÍÅÄÉÁÔÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÎÅÃÔÉÏÎ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ 

ÌÁÎÇÕÁÇÅ ÁÎÄ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÃÏÎÔÅØÔȱ ɉρψωɊȢ  

Text Structure  
 

To analyze this literature, I began on the front side of the door hanger.  

The front side of the door hanger, and the largest photo was a photo of a little girl 

enclosed in a jail cell, with her head bowed and darkness/shadowing surrounding her, with 

bars of a closÅÄ ÊÁÉÌ ÃÅÌÌ ÏÖÅÒ ÈÅÒȢ 4ÈÅ ÃÈÉÌÄȭÓ ÈÅÁÄ ×ÁÓ Âowed with her hands on her head.  

The photo showed the girl sitting in a school desk and studying or looking at a book. 

Furthermore, above this photo sat the statement that served as a frame, stating, 

Ȱ0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȭÓ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ÁÒÅ 42!00%$ ÉÎ ÆÁÉÌÉÎÇ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȱȢ  4ÈÅ ×ÏÒÄÓ ÁÒÅ ÉÎ ÁÌÌ ÃÁÐÉÔÁÌ 

letters and the word TRAPPED was boxed in a bold white harsh square. The box and 

lettering were in a withered, marked up font that looked stamped and worn. 
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The photo along with this statement evoked a sense of negativity. For instance, the 

font in all capitals portrayed a serious yelling or call for attention, as often done during 

emailing or texting, as if the group speaking through this literature was yelling for attention 

or help. Next, the portrayal of the young girl student behind bars was sad and even 

frightening. Note the toilet in the background that added to the negativity of the scene.  

.ÅØÔȟ ÔÈÅ ÌÉÔÅÒÁÔÕÒÅ ÁÐÐÅÁÌÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÄÅÒÓȭ ÅÍÏÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÆÅÁÒ ÂÙ ÔÈÒÅÁÔÅÎÉÎÇ ÁÎ ÉÍÐÅnding 

ÌÏÓÓ ÏÆ ÆÒÅÅÄÏÍ ÂÙ ÕÓÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÄ Ȱ42!00%$ȟȱ produced to look stamped and labeled. By 

ÃÌÅÁÒÌÙ ÓÔÁÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ Ȱ0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȭÓ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ÁÒÅ Ȱ42!00%$ȟ ×ÉÔÈ a sense of urgency by the 

capital letters and the bright white print on a dark background. The worn out look of the 

lettering and its box alluded to a worn out impression that would sense to the readers that 

whatever is jailing this little girl was worn out.  The tone expressed an urgency or crisis.  

Below the jail cell photo laid a phrase that revealed ×ÈÅÒÅ Ȱ0%..39,6!.)!ȭ3 

#(),$2%. !2% 42!00%$ȱȟ ÂÙ ÓÔÁÔÉÎÇ Ȱ)Î &ÁÉÌÉÎÇ 3ÃÈÏÏÌÓȢȱ 4ÈÉÓ ÅÎÆÏÒÃÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÅÍÏÔÉÏÎÁÌ 

ÁÐÐÅÁÌ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÊÁÉÌ ÃÅÌÌ ÈÏÌÉÎÇ Á ÃÈÉÌÄ ×ÈÏ ÁÐÐÅÁÒÓ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÓÔÕÄÙÉÎÇȟ ÁÐÐÅÁÌÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÒÅÁÄÅÒȭÓ ÓÅÎÓÅ 

of values and identity, evidencing a crisis.  Since the average person would not allow 

children be knowingly harmed, the group appealed to their sense of values. Parents reading 

this could suppose their child in this situation.  By appealing to their identity as parents, the 

producers worked to convince them to want to help rectify this situation. By appealing to 

ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÄÅÒÓȭ ÓÅÎÓÅ ÏÆ ÖÁÌÕÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÔÙȟ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒ ÈÏÐÅÄ ÔÏ ÇÅÔ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÄÅÒÓȭ ÁÔÔÅÎÔÉÏÎ 

in order to make a call to action. 

!ÄÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌÌÙȟ ÔÈÅ ÅÎÄ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔ Ȱ)Î &ÁÉÌÉÎÇ 3ÃÈÏÏÌÓȱ ÓÔÏÏÄ ÁÌÏÎÅ Álong the 

bottom in bright white letters with a contrasting a black background, appealing to the 

values and self-interest of the reader. Since symbols evoke meanings, then the symbol here 
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was one of entrapment and destruction. No taxpayer wants to think of their hard earned 

dollars going toward anything failing, let alone a school with programs that fail children. 

4ÈÉÓ ÉÍÁÇÅ ÁÐÐÅÁÌÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÖÏÔÅÒÓȭ ÓÅÎÓÅ ÏÆ ÆÅÁÒȢ &ÕÒÔÈÅÒÍÏÒÅȟ ÔÁØÐÁÙÅÒÓ ÅØÐÅÃÔ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓ ÔÏ 

grow students who learn. If schools are failing then reÁÄÅÒÓȭ ÈÁÒÄ ÅÁÒÎÅÄ ÔÁØ ÄÏÌÌÁÒÓ ÁÒÅ ÆÏÒ 

naught and exacerbates their vision of a dreary future that may call on them, the working 

population, to pay more taxes to support the children that have not learned and were failed 

by their schools.  

The front of this pamphlet showed jail-ÌÉËÅ ÃÏÎÄÉÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȭÓ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓ ÂÙ 

incorporating careful word selection, semiotics, and vibrant color contrast. The use of 

ÄÉÒÅÃÔ ÁÎÄ ÁÃÔÉÖÅ ÌÁÎÇÕÁÇÅ ×ÏÒËÅÄ ÔÏ ÇÒÁÂ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÄÅÒÓȭ ÁÔÔÅÎÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÉÓÓÕÅ ÁÄÄÒÅÓÓÅÄ ÉÎ 

this door hanger. In conjunction with specific language that created a strong and direct 

voice, graphic design of the lettering added to the tone and ethos of the message by 

incorporating a contrast of light and dark along with a worn-looking design. Additionally, 

the use of semiotic mode of a child in a prison cell juxtaposed the forceful voice in the 

language that accompanied the image. This appeal to schema and to ethos invited the 

reader into the process of systematic focus on the responsibility they may have to save this 

little girl.  Fairclough (1995) explains the modern use of textuality strengthens the 

connection between language and social context. In this case, the language combined with 

the image of schools as jails, sent a specific message of a dire situation. This heterogeneous 

ÃÏÎÔÅØÔ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÃ ÌÁÎÇÕÁÇÅ ÃÈÏÉÃÅÓ ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÅÄ ÒÅÁÄÅÒÓȭ ÎÏÒÍÁÔÉÖÅ ÖÉÓÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ 

definition of schools, thus creating a discursive event for readers.  
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Since this literature was designed to hang on doorknobs, there was a backside. This 

side included further information to progress the message introduced on the front side of 

this document paid for by Freedom Works. 

The backside of the literature drew oÎÅȭÓ ÅÙÅÓ ÉÍÍÅÄÉÁÔÅÌÙ ÔÏ ÁÎÏÔÈÅÒ photo. The 

photo was of a man in a suit and tie with the American flag standing behind his right 

shoulder. He was smiling and looked official.  Above his head on each side was an 

illustration of a barbed wire fence coming from the edges of the document in a diagonal 

manner to end over the head of the man in the photo, giving the illusion of an arrow to the 

person in the photo. The barbed wire illustration looked like the wires used to surround 

the tops of fences at prisons. Set above the barbed wire just about nested into it is a phrase, 

ÔÈÁÔ ÓÁÉÄȟ ȰBut YOUR Representative has the Power to Set them FreeȢȱ 4ÈÅ ÐÒÏÎÏÕÎÓ ȰÙÏÕÒȱ 

ÁÎÄ ȰÔÈÅÍȱ ×ÅÒÅ ÇÉÖÅÎ ÓÐÅÃÉÁÌ ÁÔÔÅÎÔÉÏÎȢ 4ÈÅ ÐÒÏÎÏÕÎ ȰÙÏÕÒȱ ×ÁÓ ÔÙÐÅÄ ÉÎ ÁÌÌ ÃÁÐÉÔal letters 

and underlined makÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÎÏÕÎ ÔÏ ÓÔÁÎÄ ÏÕÔȢ  !ÄÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌÌÙȟ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÎÏÕÎ ȰÔÈÅÍȱ ×ÁÓ 

italicized. The phrase that accompanied the pronoun was also in italics: Set them Free.  

These were all in white print. Just below that statement directly above the photo were 

ÂÌÁÃË ÌÅÔÔÅÒÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÔÁÔÅ Ȱ$ÏÎȭÔ ÌÅÔ ÆÁÉÌÕÒÅ ÂÅÃÏÍÅ Á ÌÉÆÅ ÓÅÎÔÅÎÃÅȢȱ 4ÈÅ ×ÏÒÄ ȰÆÁÉÌÕÒÅȱ ×ÁÓ 

written in a worn font similar to the front side. That statement sat tightly under the barbed 

wires.  The black and white letters juxtaposed each other creating a visual contrast. The 

×ÈÉÔÅ ÌÅÔÔÅÒÓ ÓÔÁÔÅÄ Ȱ"ÕÔ YOUR Representative has the Power ÔÏ 3ÅÔ ÔÈÅÍ &ÒÅÅȱ ÆÌÏÁÔÅÄ 

above the barbed wire, formed in a cloud-like status. The black letters were positioned 

below the barbed wire and just above the photo of the man in the photo grounded on the 

paper. Those words were in jail.  
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By the writer using the word YOUR and underlining it, the reader was visually 

drawn into the literature as a member of this problem. The language invited the reader to 

solve this problem thus making the message personal. These words and images created a 

discursive event by putting the reader in a position of power to affect change for this 

ÓÉÔÕÁÔÉÏÎȡ 3ÁÖÉÎÇ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȭÓ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ×ÁÓ Á ÐÅÒÓÏÎÁÌ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÄÅÒȢ  

Connecting Discourse and Social Practices  
 

Next, consideration of semiotics focuses the reader to the man in the photo. The 

barbed wire pointed to him and situated him prominently . His formal appearance and 

location on the text noted by a smile situated him in a position and appearance of power. 

He may have the power to imprison or free those who are trapped. The presence of the 

American flag over his right shoulder lend to the presence of power and formality. The 

symbolism behind the barbed wire brought thoughts of prison, while the placement of the 

ÂÁÒÂÅÄ ×ÉÒÅ ÂÒÏÕÇÈÔ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÄÅÒÓȭ ÅÙÅÓ ÒÉÇht to the photo. His photo connected to the 

barbed wire, physically connecting the two.  The accompanying ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔ ÁÂÏÖÅ ÓÁÙÓȟ Ȱ"ÕÔ 

YOUR Representative has the Power to SeÔ ÔÈÅÍ &ÒÅÅȱ ÃÌÕÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÄÅÒ that the photo was 

of his or her representative. The accompanying symbols and language showed he had a role 

in the freeÄÏÍÓ ÏÒ ÌÁÃË ÏÆ ÆÒÅÅÄÏÍÓ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÉÎÇȢ (Å ÈÁÄ ÔÈÅ ÐÏ×ÅÒ ÔÏ ȰÓÅÔ ÔÈÅÍ ÆÒÅÅȱ 

from the jail-like schools. According to the language he can make a change to schools.  

Rhetorically, in both language and image, this text claims the representative held the power 

to limit freedom and fail students (and schools and taxpayers) or to set them free from 

them. The reader was overtly drawn in to be a part of the discourse of children trapped in 

jail-like schools, creating a partnership or alliance between the representative and the 

reader through the directive of the producer. Under his photograph was the name and 
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phone number of the representative in the photo, inviting the reader to call and participate 

in the discourse of the representations within the frame of the door hanger.  

The statement following the photo and name of the representative was a call to 

action for the reader. The statement provided an escape from that jail-like school by 

requesting readers to Ȱ0ÌÅÁse call TODAY and ask your Representative to support school 

ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȢȱ  

The piece states that to set children free, the reader, must take action. The plea 

asked the reader to call his or her representative and ask for a vote for school choice 

legislation. This explained school choice legislation will set the children of Pennsylvania 

free from the jail-like schools that trapped and failed them. He has the power to do it, if you 

ask. The name and phone number of his office were provided to make the job easy. 

&ÁÉÒÃÌÏÕÇÈȭÓ ÆÒÁÍÅ×ÏÒË ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÉÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÃÏÎÔÅØÔ ÆÏÒ ÆÕÒÔÈÅÒ ÍÅÁÎÉÎÇ, and Freedom 

Works displayed this cohesively by attaching the reader to his/her community and school, 

in order to apply particular language as knowledge and truth  to motivate the reader to act 

discursively in support of their voucher position, without overtly stating the legislation.  

The plea in this portion of the literature focused on the identity of the reader. The 

text placed the reader as a powerful member with the ability to cause change for the better 

and for freedom, according to the text.  The text signified the reader as a trustee of the 

community by the use of a possessive pronoun (your) repeatedly when referring to the 

representative.  It stated that if the reader called the representative they will have to set the 

children free. The literature claimed the way to do that was by asking the representative to 

vote for school choice legislation. The producers claimed school choice legislation will set 
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the children free, only the representative has the power to do it, and the reader has the 

power to tell the representative.   

4ÈÅ ÂÁÃË ÓÉÄÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÓ ÄÏÏÒ ÈÁÎÇÅÒ ÌÉÔÅÒÁÔÕÒÅ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÄÅÒȭÓ sense of identity 

as a voter-citizen. The request asked the reader to call his or her legislator to ask him to 

support school as a choice legislation in Pennsylvania, and the use of the possessive 

ÐÒÏÎÏÕÎ ȰÙÏÕÒȱ makes the message personal, connecting the reader to the stated problem 

and compelled the reader to take responsibility to change the negative situation unveiled in 

the door knob hanger by calling the representative.  According to the language, if they do, 

ÔÈÅÙ ×ÉÌÌ Ȱ3ÅÔ ÔÈÅÍ &ÒÅÅȟȱ ÓÁÖÅ ÔÈÅ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȢ  

Social Practices: Discursivity, Hegemony, and Power at Work  
 

By calling the reader to action a discursive event took place. Asking readers to call 

their representative to ask him to support school choice, readers were employing their 

power. However, the request they were asked to make was implicit and veiled by the 

language of the text. The carefully selected language of the door knob hanger stated: 

Ȱ0ÌÅÁÓÅ ÃÁÌÌ 4/$!9 ÁÎÄ ÁÓË ÙÏÕÒ 2ÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÁÔÉÖÅ ÔÏ support school choice legislation in 

0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȢȱ 4ÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔ asked the reader to take a specific action on a certain topic 

and presented that topic as truth, not stance. However, the specifics of the topics were not 

explained overtly, so when the reader called he or she may not have understood the 

specific topic, specific request, or the specific outcomes that may have come of their 

request.  

To understand the goal of the producer of this text, one must consider the value of 

mode in this text. To set up the call to action by the reader in support of the producer, the 

front of the door knob hanger set a declarative tone to the text. The text utilized the 
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subject-verb pattern and presented the information as face. The statement provided a 

ÓÕÂÊÅÃÔ ÁÎÄ ÆÏÃÕÓ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÄÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÓÅÔ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ȰÄÅÍÁÎÄ ÆÏÒ ÁÃÔÉÏÎȱ ɉ&ÁÉÒÃÌÏÕÇÈȟ ς015, 142).  

In this same statement, the producer of the text asserted authority by making the 

statement and putting it forth as a normative statement within the discourse of schooling. 

The use of expressive modality put forth the representation of truth by presenting the text 

with a definitive, unmitigated word choice. No hedging of the reader exists in this text. The 

ÃÏÎÔÅØÔ ×ÁÓ ÓÅÔ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÒÓÔ ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÄÅÒ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ȰÁ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÉÃÁÌ 

commitment of the producer to the truth of the propositÉÏÎȱ ×ÁÓ ÍÁÄÅ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÔÅØÔÕÒÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 

statement (Fairclough, 2015, 144). The producer was clear on their stance and asserted 

ÔÈÅÉÒ ÖÅÒÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÔÒÕÔÈ ÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔȢ "Ù ÕÓÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÖÅÒÂ ȰÁÒÅȱ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒ ÁÓÓÅÒÔÅÄ 

power and presented him/herself as an implicit authority by presenting the first statement 

and continued to do this on the second side of the doorknob hanger, but with a different 

tone.  

 The voice of the producer as authority remained, but the tone of the expressions 

altered. The presence of possessive pronouns worked to welcome and to entice the reader 

following the bold initial statement contrasted the front side. First, the implicit authority 

over the topic in the text remained as the tone was established. One identifier was the lack 

of the use of we and the implementation of the use of the pronoun your. The producer did 

not establish a relational value within the text, which the use of pronoun we instead of you 

would have done. He/She did however continue to build the implicit authority by using the 

word your.  

In contrast to the front side, the tone in which the producer took this action 

becomes softerȢ )Î ÏÒÄÅÒ ÔÏ ÁÐÐÅÁÌ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÄÅÒȭÓ ÓÅÎÓÅ ÏÆ ÅÔÈÏÓȟ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÙȟ ÁÎÄ ÁÃÔÉÏÎ 
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ÔÈÅ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÐÏÌÉÔÅ ÒÅÑÕÅÓÔ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÄ ȰÐÌÅÁÓÅȱ was employed even though the voice of 

ÁÕÔÈÏÒÉÔÙ ÒÅÍÁÉÎÅÄȢ 4ÈÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒȭÓ ÄÉÒÅÃÔÉÖÅÓ ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÄÅÒȟ ÙÅÔ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ 

ÐÒÏÎÏÕÎÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÄ ȬÐÌÅÁÓÅȭ ÔÈÅ reader was less threatened. The use of politeness 

ÍÉÔÉÇÁÔÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÒÅÃÔ ÒÅÑÕÅÓÔȢ Ȱȣ4ÈÉÓ ÎÅÇÏÔÉÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÖÁÌÕÅ Ïf the requested goods is 

related to the degree of imposition involved in the request, and is directly reflected in the 

ÖÅÒÂÁÌ ÅÆÆÏÒÔ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÍÉÎÉÍÉÚÅ ÔÈÉÓ ÉÍÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎȱ ɉÖÁÎ $ÉÊËȟ ςππφÁȟ ρυτɊȢ  

The carefully crafted use of tone and voice was intentional by the producer.  The 

producer did not speak on behalf of the reader, but spoke to the reader with an 

informational tone as if to bring awareness or of information to them of the situation 

within the social context the producer set. Use of pronouns created an informative tone 

from the producer to the reader. According to the producer, the text speaks the truth of the 

situation.  

The establishment of a particular voice in this text worked to build meaning and 

power. Although implicit in its nature, it provided another layer of effect through the use of 

semiotic resources. Connotation worked as a semiotic resource, similar to the use of the 

photographs in this text, to deepen the message. The connotation in this text revealed, 

through the use of a polite request and pronouns, inclusion of the reader into the text as a 

problem solver. Through this medium of expression the reader was valued and given 

power by the language of the text created by the producer (van Dijk, 2006a). Other semiotic 

resources that added to the voice and analyzed earlier included modes, schema, graphic 

design, and photography. Even the medium of the door knob hanger added to the voice of 

the text, since the reader had a one-on-one interaction by touching it and handling it to 

remove it from his or her door. The personal tone of the voice on the back side of the 



113 
 

hanger was reinforced by the interaction of removing the piece from the door knob. The 

reader would not have this personal, one-on-one interaction with a poster hanging in a 

public place or even a flyer stuck in the pile of his or her mail.  This cohesion of semiotic 

resources enforced the voice of the producer and served as a discursive event by the 

producer. 

Fairclough (1992) refers to the power behind the voice as force. In this particular 

heterogeneous text of the door knob hanger, the force utterances worked to gain the trust 

of the reader to act the way the producer requested. The force utterance first appealed to 

ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÄÅÒÓȭ ÓÅÎÓÅ ÏÆ schema then contrasted that knowledge by statÉÎÇ ȰÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ÁÒÅ 

ÔÒÁÐÐÅÄȱ. The reader was brought into the discourse of the producer. They were 

historically a member of his or her school and are still members, currently, by paying taxes 

for schools. Thus a responsibility of the conditions of schools was in the hands of the reader 

in according to the discourse the producer placed in this text.  Thus the producer put the 

reader in the role of the change agent, by explaining that calling Ȱyourȱ representative the 

reader had the power to change the negative conditions set forth in the text.  

This evidenced a discursive practice.  Issues of power were evident through analysis 

of the role of the producer of the text and the conditions the producer set to create a role of 

having power over people (Fairclough, 2πρυɊȢ )Î ÔÈÉÓ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÕÌÁÒ ÔÅØÔȟ ÔÈÅ ȰÐÏ×ÅÒ ÂÅÈÉÎÄ 

ÄÉÓÃÏÕÒÓÅ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÐÏ×ÅÒ ÔÏ ÓÈÁÐÅ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÅ ȬÏÒÄÅÒÓ ÏÆ ÄÉÓÃÏÕÒÓÅȭ ÏÒ ×ÈÁÔ 

ÄÉÓÃÏÕÒÓÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÇÅÎÒÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÁÖÁÉÌÁÂÌÅȰɉ&ÁÉÒÃÌÏÕÇÈȟ ςπρυȟ ςωɊȢ "Ù ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÄÕcer setting a tone 

of informing when actually controlling the discourse of the text to include only certain 

information, questions of legitimacy were at stake.  
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Additionally, unique to this text was the hidden power of the producer. The 

producer took him/herself out of the context of the language of the text. There was no 

mention of the role or any actions taken by the producer. On the backside of the door knob 

hanger, the language promoted interactions between the reader and the representative. 

There were no inclusions of pronouns like I and my or we and us that would have included 

the producer as part of the discourse, making the producer not physically present in the 

text and allowing for the hidden effects of the power of the producer to be less obvious to 

the reader (Fairclough, 2015). With the power and presence of the producer hidden in this 

text document, readers may not have identified with or have been aware of the greater 

discourse and political environment in a wider context within, in this case, the school 

choice and the particulars of Senate Bill 1. In this text, producers framed their stance as the 

truth. The text needed further interpretation, which the producer did not offer.  

Senate Bill 1 was not named in the text of the door knob hanger. The absence of the 

main bill related to the school choice negotiations in Pennsylvania at the time of this text 

was cause for consideration. Since Senate Bill 1 was the bill everyone was taking about 

when referring to school choice in Pennsylvania at the time doorknob hanger was placed 

on doors in Schuylkill Haven, PA. This brought forth questions of manipulation and power. 

The producer used force to call the reader to action yet was not clear on the 

specifics of the proposition or the particular outcomes the action would include. First, the 

producer may have counted on the reader to be ambivalent to the request and not 

recognize the veiled request. (Fairclough, 1992) For example, callers who responded to this 

ÔÅØÔ ÍÁÙ ÎÏÔ ËÎÏ× ÏÆ 3ÅÎÁÔÅ "ÉÌÌ ρȭÓ ÅØÉÓÔÅÎÃÅȟ ÂÕÔ ÃÁÌÌ ÏÎÌÙ ÉÎ ÒÅÁÃÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÔÈÉÓ particular 

ÔÅØÔȢ 4ÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅȟ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÃÁÌÌÅÒÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÅÎÔÅÒÅÄ ÉÎÔÏ 2ÅÐ.ÅÔ ÁÓ ȬÉÎ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔȭ ÏÆ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÃÈÏÉÃÅȟ 
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even though they possibly were not clear about the legislation addressed. That gave the 

producer the political support they sought, although within disguised context.  According to 

&ÁÉÒÃÌÏÕÇÈ ɉρωωςɊȟ Ȱ)Ô ÉÓ Á ÆÏÒÍ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÏ×ÅÒ ÔÏ ÃÏÎÓÔÒÁÉÎ ÃÏÎÔÅÎÔȡ ÔÏ ÆÁÖÏÕÒ ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎ 

ÉÎÔÅÒÐÒÅÔÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÁÎÄ Ȭ×ÏÒÄÉÎÇÓȭ ÏÆ ÅÖÅÎÔÓȟ ×ÈÉÌÅ ÅØÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ ÏÔÈÅÒÓȱ ɉψπɊȢ  4ÈÅ ÁÔÔÅÍÐÔ ÔÏ ÈÉÄÅ 

content to gain favorable interpretations and actions worked discursively.  

6ÁÎ $ÉÊË ɉςππφÂɊ ÁÄÄÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÍÁÎÉÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÌÓÏ ÉÓ ȰÁ ÆÏÒÍ ÏÆ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÐÏ×ÅÒ ÁÂÕÓÅ ÁÎÄ 

ÃÏÇÎÉÔÉÖÅ ÍÉÎÄ ÃÏÎÔÒÏÌȱ ÉÎ ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ Á ÄÉÓÃÕÒÓÉÖÅ ÁÃÔ ÁÎÄ ȰÉÎÖÏÌÖÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÔÅÒÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ×ÉÔÈ 

processes of understanding, the formation of biased mental models and social 

ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÓÕÃÈ ÁÓ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ÁÎÄ ÉÄÅÏÌÏÇÉÅÓȱ ɉσυωɊȢ  !Î ÁÎÁÌÙÓÉÓ ÏÆ ÍÁÎÉÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÎ 

the part of the producer was warranted because the producer used vagueness and 

exclusion of normative information of the context while in a position of power over the 

reader. By not clearly stating that Senate Bill 1 and/or school vouchers was the focus of the 

school choice legislation the producer used his position of power to manipulate the reader 

into action without providing clear knowledge of the specifics of the request.  

For example, calls received to the representative in the text here included calls 

ÉÎÑÕÉÒÉÎÇ ÁÓ ÔÏ ×ÈÙ ÈÅ ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȟ ×ÈÙ ÈÅ ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÔÈÉÎË ÏÕÒ ÌÏÃÁÌ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ 

schools were good enough, and why he supported vouchers. Some callers unaware of any 

school choice or voucher legislation did not understand the context of the doorknob hanger 

ÙÅÔ ×ÅÒÅ ÄÉÒÅÃÔÅÄ ÐÕÒÐÏÓÅÌÙ ÔÏ ÃÁÌÌ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÁÔÉÖÅȭÓ ÏÆÆÉÃÅ ÔÏ ÒÅÑÕÅÓÔ ÈÉÓ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÏÆ 

school choice without clearly understanding, beyond the contents and context of the door 

knob hanger, and some did. Others callers had other interpretations.  

One public school teacher, after reading the door knob hanger, called the 

ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÁÔÉÖÅ ÔÏ ÁÓË ×ÈÙ ÈÅ ÄÉÄÎȭÔ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȢ 4ÈÅ Òepresentative was 
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confused because he did support public schools; his children attended public schools at 

that time, and his wife formerly taught at public schools. The teacher went on to explain 

that he read the door hanger and was concerned that the representative himself produced 

and disseminated the text to the public. There was an explanation to why he thought that. 

Legally, the entity responsible for paying for the text must be stated on the text, and it was 

stated on the door knob hanger. However, if you compared the size and status given to text 

ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÈÏÎÅ ÎÕÍÂÅÒ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÁÔÉÖÅ ÉÎ ÃÁÐÁÒÉÓÏÎ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ Ȱ0ÁÉÄ ÆÏÒ ÂÙ &ÒÅÅÄÏÍ 7ÏÒËÓȱ 

text a contrast existed. The former was much larger, bolder, and noticeable. The latter was 

tiny and the color of the font was white on a gray background, making it difficult to see. The 

producers may have minimized the ownership clause to keep implicit the beliefs or actions 

advocated by the producer (Fairclough, 1992, van Dijk, 2006b). By the producer carrying 

out certain actions such as excluding him/herself from the text, using vague language, and 

excluding specific language and labels that would be helpful for reader understanding, 

along with minimizing the ownership text, making it the smallest text on the door knob 

hanger, the text revealed manipulative and discursive practices.  

Resulting Ruminations: Power, Hegemony, and Discursivity  
 

Discursive practices revealed issues of power and hegemony. The producer 

requested to have constituents call the representative in response to the text of the 

doorknob holder. If constituents did this, and some did, the producer gained support for 

their cause and achieved the goal expressed in the doorknob hanger. The reader did not 

have access to the specifics of the request, which was a vote for school vouchers and Senate 

Bill 1, because it was not qualified in the text. The larger political context of school choice 

and school reform discourse by the delivery of this particular political text was brought 
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into the discourse of a local public school and its legislator. There was no mention of a 

specific bill or a specific solution. Further research of the historical setting of school choice 

and the discourse of the group Freedom Works was needed for the reader to understand 

the specific stance taken in the text. This attempt at manipulation created a discursive 

practice.  

Ideology at Work: Door hanger for Freedom  
 

The group Freedom Works paid for the production of the door knob hanger to 

express their message and encourage support of school choice in the legislative district 

×ÈÅÒÅ ) ÁÍ Á ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÉÖÅ ÁÉÄÅȢ 4ÈÅ ÄÏÃÕÍÅÎÔ ÉÔÓÅÌÆ ÓÁÔÅÄ Ȱ0ÁÉÄ ÆÏÒ ÂÙ &ÒÅÅÄÏÍ 7ÏÒËÓȱ ÁÎÄ 

the unsubstantiated claim was that a group called the Schuylkill Conservatives delivered it. 

Schuylkill County, where the document was delivered and where I live and work, had a 

politically active group called the Schuylkill Conservatives. If you visited the Freedom 

Works website, you found a tab at the top of the main page that said Connect. When you 

clicked on that tab, you were taken to a page called Freedom Connector. On that page you 

could enter a state, county, and/or district, which is how I found the link between Freedom 

Works and the Schuylkill Conservatives. Thus one could understand the social setting and 

the machinations &ÒÅÅÄÏÍ 7ÏÒËÓȭ ÕÔÉÌÉÚÅÄ ÏÆ ÓÍÁÌÌÅÒȟ ÇÒÁÓÓÒÏÏÔÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÉÓÓÕÅ-oriented 

groups of patriots, such as Schuylkill Conservatives to move their agenda forward 

(Freedom Works, 2012). 

Consideration of the context: Freedom Works at your door  
 

Freedom Works is a conservative, pro-privatization group who utilized carefully 

ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÅÄȟ ÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÃÒÁÆÔÅÄ ÆÒÁÍÅÓ ÔÏ ÁÐÐÅÁÌ ÔÏ ÖÏÔÅÒÓȭ ÓÅÌÆ-interests, identities, and 

values in an attempt to garner support for voucher legislation.  
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A grassroots, national organization, Freedom Works is dedicated to fighting for 

lower taxes and tax cuts along with a limited and smaller government. The organization 

originated in 1984, according to its website, from a campaign called Citizens for a Sound 

Economy.  In 2004, Citizens for a Sound Economy merged with Empower America renaming 

itself Freedom Works (Freedom Works, 2012). 

4ÈÅ ÍÁÎÔÒÁ Ȱ'ÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔ ÇÏÅÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÏÓÅ ×ÈÏ ÓÈÏ× ÕÐȱ ÉÓ ÒÅÐÅÁÔÅÄ ÏÆÔÅÎ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ 

&ÒÅÅÄÏÍ 7ÏÒËÓȭ ×ÅÂÓÉÔÅ ÁÎÄ ÁÐÐÅÁÒÓ ÔÏ ÂÅ Á ÔÁÇ ÌÉÎÅ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÍÁÙ ÓÕÍÍÁÒÉÚÅ ÔÈÅ ÇÒÏÕÐÓȭ 

motivation for getting others to join. The group claims to have grown steadfastly since its 

ÏÒÉÇÉÎÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔÌÙ ÃÌÁÉÍÓ Á ÍÅÍÂÅÒÓÈÉÐ ÏÆ ȰÈÕÎÄÒÅÄÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÏÕÓÁÎÄÓȱ ɉ&ÒÅÅÄÏÍ 

Works, 2012). According to their website, they call their members Patriots.  

The goal of Freedom Works is to fight for a smaller and more limited government 

with less and lower taxes and an increase in consumer choices in order for individuals to 

have greater control over their lives and economies (Freedom Works, 2012). The website 

offers glimpses into what this group means by freedom. Explaining freedom means to 

ÃÏÍÐÅÔÅ ×ÈÉÃÈ ȰÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅÓ ÃÏÎÓÕÍÅÒ ÃÈÏÉÃÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÓ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÇÒÅÁÔÅÓÔ 

control over what they own and earn (Freedom Works, 2012). Freedom to this group 

equals economic freedom without the government interference. 

As the word freedom is repeated often throughout the website, it is noticed that this 

ÇÒÏÕÐȭÓ ÉÄÅÁ ÏÆ ÆÒÅÅÄÏÍ ÅÑÕÁÌÓ Á ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÖÅÒÙ ÌÉÍÉÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÌÉÖÅÓ ÏÆ ÃÉÔÉÚÅÎÓȢ  

This includes a government that provides lower taxes and increased consumer choice 

(Freedom Works, 2012). 

Freedom Works works to build relationships with many other smaller conservative 

organizations throughout the country, creating a strong and well-informed network group 
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of Patriots. The membership and strength of the organization has grown over the last 25 

years, and is now a large political presence throughout the country. Freedom Works serves 

as an umbrella to the many smaller conservative groups, including Tea Party groups, by 

providing a place for unification where organization and connectedness allow for the 

sharing of information among Patriots, allowing for a unified coalition (Freedom Works, 

2012). 

Freedom Works, and their subsidiaries, had become a strong presence in 

Pennsylvania over the last decade. In 2011-2012, their presence was publicly noted. With 

the 2010 election of a pro school choice governor and a Republican majority in the House 

and Senate headed by pro-vouchers leadership, a strong presence of Freedom Works 

existed, giving the group status at that time.  In this phenomenon, power relations were at 

stake and the struggle over the function of public schools in Pennsylvania created 

discursive relations within the discourse of public schools (Fairclough, 2015, 1993).  This 

ÓÔÕÄÙ ÓÏÕÇÈÔ ÔÏ ÒÅÖÅÁÌ ÔÈÁÔ ȰÌÁÎÇÕÁÇÅ ÉÓ ÂÏÔÈ Á ÓÉÔÅ ÏÆ ÁÎÄ Á ÓÔÁËÅ ÉÎ ÃÌÁÓÓ ÓÔÒÕÇÇÌÅ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÏÓÅ 

who exercise power through language must constantly be involved in struggle with others 

ÔÏ ÄÅÆÅÎÄ ɉÏÒ ÌÏÓÅɊ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎȱ ɉ&ÁÉÒÃÌÏÕÇÈȟ 2015, 66, Fairclough, 1993). Freedom 

7ÏÒËÓȭ ÄÏÏÒ ÈÁÎÇÅÒ ÉÓ ÁÎ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÁÔȢ 

This existed in Pennsylvania in 2011-2012 regarding the school choice topic at the 

forefront of legislative debate. Through my work as a legislative aide, I saw firsthand the 

presence of grassroots Patriots and others who wished to see a reworking of public 

education in Pennsylvania take action. These groups, included but were not limited to 

Schuylkill Conservatives and The Kitchen Table Patriots, who were present in the Capitol 

ÁÎÄ ÉÎ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÏÒÓȭ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÓȢ 4ÈÅÉÒ ×ÉÌÌÉÎÇÎÅÓÓ ÔÏ ÓÔÒÕÇÇÌÅȟ ÔÏ ÆÉÇÈÔȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÏ ÐÕÓÈ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÁÕÓÅ ×ÁÓ 
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supported and furthered through the encouragement of the larger groups like Freedom 

Works, and other groups such as American Federation for Children, and the Commonwealth 

Foundation, which will be discussed in detail later.  

I analyzed the text of the door knob hanger in an attempt to show how groups 

worked to influence legislation and legislators. The analysis uncovered meanings, themes, 

and representations based on the language and images provided to reveal social practices, 

ÁÓ &ÁÉÒÃÌÏÕÇÈȭÓ ÔÈÒÅÅ ÄÉÍÅÎÓÉÏÎÁÌ ÆÒÁÍÅ×ÏÒË ÏÕÔÌÉÎÅÓȢ 4ÈÅ ÃÒÉÔÉÃÁÌ ÄÉÓÃÏÕÒÓÅ ÁÎÁÌÙÓÉÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 

text revealed ideological work by Freedom Works to convey their stance and beliefs as a 

truth and knowledge by creating a crisis within the message and presenting the solution as 

a personal responsibility to act toward and to work in alliance with the representative.  

These thematic representations, presented though the identification of frames and 

representations, revealed attempts to influence the reader not only to support, but also to 

take action on, the ideological principals of Freedom Works.  

The ideological struggle and work of Freedom Works, along with the analyses from 

the other nine texts, will be considered around issue of hegemony and power. Next, the 

Critical Discourse Analysis according to the established critique of the remaining nine texts 

is shared, according to emerged themes, in the following chapter. Finally, in Chapter 6, 

resulting revelations of the analyses will be considered.  
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Chapter 5 
 
 

Texts in the Political Setting:   
Truth, Knowledge and Reading the Ideological  

 
 
 
Ȱ,ÁÎÇÕÁÇÅ ÉÓ ÎÏÔ ÐÏ×ÅÒÆÕÌ ÏÎ ÉÔÓ Ï×ÎȠ ÉÔ ÇÁÉÎÓ ÐÏ×ÅÒ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÕÓÅ ÐÏ×ÅÒÆÕÌ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ 

ÍÁËÅ ÏÆ ÉÔȢȱ 
 

R. Wodak, (2009, 35)  
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This chapter looked closely at specific texts made public during the SB 1 discourse 

and unveiled specific themes and patterns during the textual analysis. Each sample text 

provided carefully crafted political rhetoric and designs to persuade readers to take on the 

stances of the producers. The producers created texts for very specific reasons and 

employed specific strategies to persuade readers to agree, to act, to challenge, and to 

support the desired cause. Each text took a stance within the SB 1 discourse in predictable 

ways through the use of specific themes. I used CDA, as explained in Chapter 4, to reveal the 

implicit actions, works, and strategies of the producers and organized these examples 

around the themes revealed by the 10 sample texts analyzed.  At the conclusion of this 

chapter, I compare the strategies used among advocates for SB1, their opponents, and the 

official work texts in consideration of the micro politics of SB 1. 

Designating the Themes  
 

Four themes emerged during the analysis of the texts. The themes present in all of 

the texts were:  

¶ A crisis exists. 

¶ It is personal.  

¶ Framing a stance as truth. 

¶ Forming alliances and partnerships. 

The four themes emerged over the analysis of the ten sample texts. The themes signified a 

response to or by the groups who participated in the fight around the contents of SB 1 and 

worked in particular ways to either support, oppose, or inform the legislators who would 
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be positioned to vote on the legislation. Themes to how the groups went about influencing 

the legislation were at times shared regardless of the stance.  

Four specific themes emerged from the textual responses to the legislation. First, SB 

1 is a response to a crisis around public schooling. Groups who supported SB 1 presented a 

crisis within school buildings. Groups who opposed SB 1 presented a crisis for the public in 

the work the legislation would do.  The official work texts shared a crisis of confidence and 

challenge to upholding government responsibility. The second theme represented in the 

texts appealed to the personal. Groups who supported SB 1 claimed it was personal 

because you are involved and responsible as a parent and/or taxpayer.  Groups who 

opposed SB 1 claimed personal responsibility to citizens because public institutions (public 

schools) were threatened by SB 1. The official work texts focused on charging legislators 

with a personal responsibility to provide effective and efficient public schooling for 

citizens. 

The third theme worked to frame arguments as truth and knowledge.  The groups 

who supported SB 1 created texts to explain that SB 1 and vouchers are necessary because 

public schools do not and cannot work.  Groups who opposed SB 1 and vouchers positioned 

texts to portray SB 1 and vouchers as a challenge to a democratic society and a false attack 

on current public schools. The official work texts portrayed texts that shed a light on the 

depth of legislative responsibility to identify and to understand the information swirling 

around the SB 1 and the voucher topic.  

The fourth and final theme revealed the forming of alliances and partnerships to 

push forth agendas around SB 1. The groups supporting the legislation worked to show 

they are knowledgeable and powerful organizations working in the best interest of 
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children, while the oppositional groups aimed at gaining support by working toward 

powerful alliance-building for the sake of democracy.  The official work texts took a varied  

 tone in this theme by identifying an obligation as a state legislature to be informed and 

responsive to the arguments of the groups of others working to influence the legislation.  

 In analysis of the themes, six of ten texts had all four themes present. Two of the 10 

texts had two themes present. Two other texts had three themes present. The following 

chart shows which texts held which themes:   

 
Texts: 
 
 
 

1 
Door 
Hanger 
 
 
Figure 
4.2 

2 
CF 
Pie 
Chart 
 
App. C 

3 
A.Puig 
Email 
 
 
App. D 

4 
REACH 
Letter 
 
 
 
App. E 

5 
Alliance 
Yearbook 
 
 
 
App. F 

6 
Blue 
Mt. 
Resol. 
 
App. G 

7 
CF 
17 
Roses 
letter  
App. H 

8 
3ÅÎÁÔÏÒȭÓ  
Letter 
 
 
 
App. I 

9 
,ÅÇȭÓ  
Memo 
 
 
 
App. J 

10 
NAACP 
Letter 
 
 
 
App. K 
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Table 5.1 Data Text Arranged by Emerged Themes. 

¶  The vertical column along the left side notes the themes revealed.  
¶  The horizontal column along the top notes each sample text, according to Appendix 

number. 
¶ The red represents texts received in support of SB 1, the blue in opposition, and the 

green were received from within the work environment.  
 

 Text and Theme Analysis  
 

The following section shares the analysis of the texts according to theme. Each text 

had more than one theme revealed; therefore the texts will overlap according to theme. 

You will see texts repeated throughout this section, but the analysis will reflect the theme 

of that section.   

Theme #1: A crisis exists  
 
 4ÈÅ ÆÉÒÓÔ ÔÈÅÍÅ ÒÅÖÅÁÌÅÄ ×ÁÓ Ȱ! ÃÒÉÓÉÓ ÅØÉÓÔÓȱȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÔÈÅÍÅ ÒÅÖÅÁÌÅÄ ÉÔÓÅÌÆ ÂÏÔÈ 

explicitly with direct language and implicitly through voice, force, and semiotics. Within 

this section an analysis of three texts follows. Although the following texts each attempted 

to portray a crisis around the implementation of SB 1, the language and the perspectives 

varied depending on the stances of the groups. The groups supporting SB 1 worked to 

portray a crisis in current public schools, while the groups opposing SB 1 worked to build a 

crisis that threatened current public schools and the democracy they represent. The official 

work texts sought to uncover the ways the texts represented a crisis of confidence in 

government responsibility.  
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The Commonwealth Foundation: 17 Roses letter (Appendix H)  
 
 A December 2, 2011 letter signed by the Vice President and COO of Commonwealth 

&ÏÕÎÄÁÔÉÏÎ ɉ#&Ɋ ÁÎÄ ÁÄÄÒÅÓÓÅÄ ÔÏ Ȱ$ÅÁÒ #& &ÒÉÅÎÄȱ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÆÏÕÎÄÁÔÉÏÎ ÂÏÕÇÈÔ 

4,300 white roses to distribute to members of the legislature. The CF Friends letter explained 

ÔÈÁÔ ÅÁÃÈ ÍÅÍÂÅÒ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÅ Ȱρχ ×ÈÉÔÅ ÒÏÓÅÓ ×ÈÅÎ ÔÈÅÙ ÒÅÔÕÒÎ ÔÏ (ÁÒÒÉÓÂÕÒÇ ÎÅØÔ ×ÅÅËȱ 

ÓÉÇÎÉÆÙÉÎÇ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÌÁÉÍ ÏÆ ȰȣÏÎÅ ÖÉÏÌÅÎÔ ÉÎÃÉÄÅÎÔ ÉÎ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȭÓ ×ÏÒÓÔ schools every 17 

ÍÉÎÕÔÅÓȢȱ ɉ!ÐÐÅÎÄÉØ (ɊȢ  4ÈÅ ÌÅÔÔÅÒ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÄ ÄÅÔÁÉÌÅÄ ÒÅÁÓÏÎÓ ÊÕÓÔÉÆÙÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÌÉÖÅÒÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 

roses to encourage the legislators to support vouchers. The reason 17 roses were sent to 

legislators was as a symbol of a violent incident in public schools, which signifies a crisis in 

public schools, according to the producers. According to their letter they sent the 17 roses 

ȰÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÂÏÉÌÓ ÄÏ×Î ÔÏ ÏÎÅ ÖÉÏÌÅÎÔ ÉÎÃÉÄÅÎÔ ÉÎ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȭÓ ×ÏÒÓÔ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓ ÅÖÅÒÙ ρχ 

ÍÉÎÕÔÅÓȱȢ ɉ3ÅÅ !ÐÐÅÎÄÉØ (ɊȢ 4ÈÅ letter lists the reasons they are sending the roses as: 

Ȱ"ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÓÏÍÅ ÆÏÌËÓ ÔÈÉÎË ÙÏÕ ÁÎÄ ) ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ×ÁÖÅ ÔÈÅ ×ÈÉÔÅ ÆÌÁÇ ÁÎÄ ÓÕÒÒÅÎÄÅÒ  
ÒÉÇÈÔ ÎÏ× ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÂÁÔÔÌÅ ÔÏ ÆÒÅÅ ËÉÄÓ ÆÒÏÍ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȭÓ ÖÉÏÌÅÎÔȟ ÆÁÉÌÉÎÇ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȢ  
Because nearly 82,000 children here in Pennsylvania are trapped in dangerous and 
under-performing public schools that they are assigned to by their zip code. 
Because more than 60 percent of the students in these schools fail to reach 
ÐÒÏÆÉÃÉÅÎÃÙ ÅÖÅÎ ÏÎ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȭÓ ÌÅÎÉÅÎÔ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄÉÚÅÄ ÔÅÓÔs.  
Because these schools themselves reported nearly 10,000 violent incidents on their 
grounds between 2008 and 2010, including sexual assaults, kidnappings, robberies, 
thefts, arsons, vandalism, and much more.  
Because that boils down to one violent incidÅÎÃÅ ÉÎ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȭÓ ×ÏÒÓÔ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓ 
every 17 minutes.  
Because you and I are stuck paying for these hellholes- not to mention for future jail 
stays and welfare for the students whose lives are ruined in them.  
Because this is unacceptable.  
And because to remind our state legislators of that, CF is sending each of them a 
ÂÏÕÑÕÅÔ ÏÆ ρχ ×ÈÉÔÅ ÒÏÓÅÓ ×ÈÅÎ ÔÈÅÙ ÒÅÔÕÒÎ ÔÏ (ÁÒÒÉÓÂÕÒÇ ÎÅØÔ ×ÅÅËȢȱ  

(See Appendix H) 
 
The letter utilized explicit language and direct voice to explain their reasons for sending the 

flowers.  They clearly were attempting to encourage support, to call to attention, and to 
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solicit their membership, called Patriots. The 4,300 roses that, according to the letter, 

×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÓÅÎÔ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÍÅÍÂÅÒÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÕÒÅ ÁÓ ÁÎ ÕÒÇÅÎÔ ÃÁÌÌ ȰÔÏ ÆÒÅÅ ËÉÄÓ ÆÒÏÍ 

0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȭÓ ÖÉÏÌÅÎÔȟ ÆÁÉÌÉÎÇ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȢȱ ɉ!ÐÐÅÎÄÉØ (ɊȢ #ÏÎÔÉÎÕÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÊÕÓÔÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÓÅÎÄ 

the roses as an urgent call for school choice, the CF used ÉÍÁÇÅÒÙ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÉÎÇȟ ȰÔÒÁÐÐÅÄ ÉÎ 

ÄÁÎÇÅÒÏÕÓ ÁÎÄ ÕÎÄÅÒÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÉÎÇ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȱȟ ȰɉÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓɊ ÆÁÉÌ ÔÏ ÒÅÁÃÈ ÐÒÏÆÉÃÉÅÎÃÙ ÅÖÅÎ ÏÎ 

0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȭÓ ÌÅÎÉÅÎÔ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄÉÚÅÄ ÔÅÓÔȱȟ ÁÎÄ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÄ Á ÌÉÓÔ ÏÆ ÖÉÏÌÅÎÔ ÁÃÔÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÈÁÖÅ 

occurred in PA public schools between 2008 and 20ρπ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÄ ȰÓÅØÕÁÌ ÁÓÓÁÕÌÔÓȟ 

ËÉÄÎÁÐÐÉÎÇÓȟ ÒÏÂÂÅÒÉÅÓȟ ÔÈÅÆÔÓȟ ÁÒÓÏÎÓȟ ÖÁÎÄÁÌÉÓÍȟ ÁÎÄ ÍÕÃÈ ÍÏÒÅȢȱ 4ÈÅÓÅ ÓÔÁÔÉÓÔÉÃÓ ×ÅÒÅ 

ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÍÁËÅ ÔÈÅ #&ȭÓ ÓÔÁÎÃÅ ÆÏÒ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒÓ ÁÐÐÅÁÒ ÔÏ ÂÅ Á ×ÁÙ ÏÕÔ ÏÆ ÁÎ ÕÒÇÅÎÔ 

crisis in those public schools. The word choice and statistics placed the blame on public 

schools and established the tone of the letter as urgent while painting a negative and 

ÄÁÎÇÅÒÏÕÓ ÐÉÃÔÕÒÅ ÏÆ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȭÓ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȢ   

Furthermore, the letter framed the argument that school choice would not only 

solve the urgent problem of violence in schools but also save taxpayers money.  Use of 

direct voice when refuting the argument of others who opposed SB 1 and vouchers 

ÐÏÒÔÒÁÙÅÄ Á ÓÔÒÏÎÇ ÓÔÁÎÃÅ ÁÎÄ ÆÏÒÃÅ ÂÙ ÓÔÁÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÏÐÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔȡ Ȱ"Ù the way, one 

ÔÈÉÎÇ ×ÅȭÒÅ ÈÅÁÒÉÎÇ ÏÖÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÏÖÅÒ ÉÓ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÈÉÌÅ ÉÔ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÎÉÃÅ ÔÏ ÄÏ ÓÏÍÅÔÈÉÎÇ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ 

fact that there is a violent incident in one of our failing schools every 17 minutes, school 

ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ÉÓ ÊÕÓÔ ÔÏÏ ÅØÐÅÎÓÉÖÅȱ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅȟ Ȱ4ÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÓÉÍÐÌÙ ÎÏÔ ÔÒÕÅȱ ɉ!ÐÐÅÎÄÉØ (ɊȢ 4ÈÅ 

force is subtle but strong, as if the argument was excluded away with a basic reply and a 

great deal of confidence.  The producer then reasserted his stance and the stance he 

expected from Patriots reading the letter, by providing a list of options for Patriots to do 

immediately to help CF continue its work. 
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NAACP response to CF roses letter (Appendix K) 
 

4ÈÉÓ ÌÅÔÔÅÒ ×ÁÓ ×ÒÉÔÔÅÎ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ .!!#0 ÉÎ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ #&ȭÓ ÒÏÓÅÓȭ ÌÅÔÔÅÒ 

highlighted in the previous sample. Since this letter referenced the CF letter and 

additionally provided their stance on SB 1 as a contrast to the CF letter, intertextuality 

occurs. Additionally, the NAACP in this letter took the stance that the establishment of SB 1 

and other school choice legislation created a crisis. 

4ÈÅ ÔÈÅÍÅ ÏÆ Ȱ! ÃÒÉÓÉÓ ÅØÉÓÔÓȱ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ .!!#0 ÌÅÔÔÅÒ ÈÁÓ ÔÈÒÅÅ ÃÏÍÐÏÎÅÎÔÓȢ &ÉÒÓÔ ÔÈÅ 

ÌÅÔÔÅÒ ÁÐÐÅÁÌÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÏÒÓȭ ÓÅÎÓÅ ÏÆ ÍÏÒÁÌ ÁÎÄ ÌÅÇÁÌ ÏÂÌÉÇÁÔÉÏÎ ÓÔÁÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÖÅÒÙ ÆÉÒÓÔ 

statement of the letter then again explained further in the body of the letter: 

Ȱ.ÏÔ×ÉÔÈÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇ ÐÒÅÓÓÕÒÅÓ ÙÏÕ ÍÁÙ ÎÏ× ÂÅ ÆÁÃÉÎÇ ÆÒÏÍ ÃÏÒÐÏÒÁÔÅ ÆÉÎÁÎÃÅÒÓȟ ×Å ÁÓË ÙÏÕ 

to do what is in the best interest of our children and the tax payers and to uphold the 

#ÏÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȱ ɉ!ÐÐÅÎÄÉØ +ɊȢ 4ÈÅ ÌÅÔÔÅÒ identified the pressure of the 

ÓÉÔÕÁÔÉÏÎ ÂÙ ÕÓÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒÄ ȰÐÒÅÓÓÕÒÅÓȱ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÆÅÒÒÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ×ÈÏ ×ÉÌÌ ÂÅ ÁÆÆÅÃÔÅÄ 

by the legislation and called into question the constitutionality of the legislation. 

Furthermore, the second statement was explicit in the identification of a crisis by using the 

×ÏÒÄ ȰÕÒÇÅÎÔȱ ÁÎÄ ÓÔÁÔÉÎÇ ÉÔ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÂÏÌÄ-faced type:  

Ȱ7Å ÕÒÇÅ ÙÏÕ ÔÏ ÖÏÔÅȟ Ȱ./ȱ ÏÎ ÁÎÙ ÂÉÌÌȟ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ 3"ρ ÏÒ ÏÔÈÅÒÓ ÓÕÃÈ ÁÓ (" ρτυτ 
and HB 1708- that would create state -funding for school vouchers or the 
expÁÎÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÈÁÒÔÅÒȾÃÙÂÅÒ ÃÈÁÒÔÅÒ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȢȰ  

(Appendix K)  
 

The next and final statement of the first paragraph enforced their stance by urging 

the members to vote against any amendment or expansion of any other bill having to do with 

school vouchers and/or cyber/charter work. The statement was:  
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Ȱ7Å ÁÌÓÏ ÕÒÇÅ ÙÏÕ ÔÏ ÖÏÔÅ Ȱ./ȱ ÔÏ ÁÄÄ Á ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒ ÁÍÅÎÄÍÅÎÔ ÏÒ ÁÎ 
expansion of a charter/cyber charter program to any other education bill that 
ÍÉÇÈÔ ÃÏÍÅ ÂÅÆÏÒÅ ÙÏÕȢȱ  
         (Appendix K) 
 

This final statement signified that the NAACP clearly understands the multiple ways 

legislation can be passed and signifies to the legislator-reader that they understand the 

intricacies of the legislative process, such as the process can work very quickly and 

urgently, and they keep watch for any movement regarding school choice reform. The force 

of this statement provided an urgency to put pressure on the legislator not to enact any 

legislation regarding vouchers or any school choice. The voice of the producers was 

forceful, strong, and intense, adding to the tone that a crisis exists. Note the use of the word 

ȰÕÒÇÅȱ ÉÎ ÂÏÔÈ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔÓ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÐÁÒÁÇÒÁÐÈ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÌÅÎÄÓ ÂÏÔÈ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÔÏÎÅ 

ÁÎÄ ÆÏÒÃÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ .!!#0ȭÓ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÃÒÉÓÉÓ ÁÎÄ ÕÒÇÅÎÃy of the 

discourse around SB 1.  

.!!#0 ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ÔÈÅ 3" ρ ÎÅÇÏÔÉÁÔÉÏÎÓ ȰÔÈÅ ÇÒÅÁÔÅÓÔ ÃÏÏÒÄÉÎÁÔÅÄ ÁÔÔÁÃË ÏÎ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÁÌȟ 

ÆÒÅÅȟ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #ÏÍÍÏÎ×ÅÁÌÔÈȱ ÓÉÇÎÉÆÙÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÇÒÁÖÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÂÉÌÌ 

and the urgency of taking part in the discourse that was focused by other groups, like CF, 

on creating a climate of crisis to push their pro-school choice agenda into the passing of SB 

1 into law. NAACP referenced to the above CF letter (Appendix K) by directly referencing 

the names the CF labeled to schools and children and referring to that part of the discourse 

ÁÓ ȰÔÈÅ ÇÒÅÁÔÅÓÔ ÃÏÏÒÄÉÎÁÔÅÄ ÁÔÔÁÃË ÏÎ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÁÌȟ ÆÒÅÅȟ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÈÉÓÔÏÒÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 

#ÏÍÍÏÎ×ÅÁÌÔÈȱ ÂÌÁÍÉÎÇ Ȱ#ÏÒÐÏÒÁÔÅȟ ÆÒÅÅ ÍÁÒËÅÔ ÒÅÆÏÒÍÅÒÓȱ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÚÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÉÓ 

crisis rested ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÈÁÎÄÓ ÏÆ ȰÙÏÕȟ ÏÕÒ ÓÔÁÔÅ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÏÒÓ ÔÏ ÈÁÎÄ ÏÖÅÒ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÏ 

ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÔÈÅ ÃÁÐÁÃÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÐÒÉÖÁÔÅÅÒÓȢȱ ɉ!ÐÐÅÎÄÉØ +ɊȢ  4ÈÉÓ ÔÏÎÅ ÐÌÁÃÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÅÍÐÈÁÓÉÓ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ 

responsibility of the legislators in consideration of the urgency of the situation while 
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focusing the responsibility of the establishment of the crisis to those who wanted to see the 

changes- the privateers.  

4ÁËÉÎÇ Á ÓÔÁÎÃÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÉÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÂÉÌÌ ×ÁÓ ÄÕÅ ÔÏ ȰÃÏÒÐÏÒÁÔÅȟ ÆÒÅÅ ÍÁÒËÅÔ 

ÒÅÆÏÒÍÅÒÓȱ ×ÈÏ ×ÅÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅ ÏÆ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÌÅÁÒÎÉÎÇ ÂÕÔ ÉÎÓÔÅÁÄ 

focused on achieving privatization employed force through claims of the corporate 

ÆÉÎÁÎÃÅÒÓ ÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ÏÆ ÃÏÌÏÒ ȰÁÓ Á ÓÔÒÁÔÅÇÙ ÔÏ ÁÃÈÉÅÖÅ ÔÈÉÓȱ ÁÎÄ ȰÔÏ ÍÁÎÉÐÕÌÁÔÅ ÔÈÅ ÅÆÆÏÒÔ 

to push forward the privatization agenda by parading children and parents of color before 

3ÅÎÁÔÅ ÈÅÁÒÉÎÇÓ ÁÎÄ ÕÓÉÎÇ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÆÁÃÅÓ ÏÎ ÃÁÍÐÁÉÇÎ ÌÉÔÅÒÁÔÕÒÅȢȱ ɉ3ÅÅ !ÐÐÅÎÄÉØ +ɊȢ 

#ÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÅÖÉÏÕÓ #& ÌÅÔÔÅÒȭÓ ÃÏÎÔÅÎÔÓȟ ÔÈÅ .!!#0 ÌÅÔÔÅÒ ÔÏÏË ÔÈÅ ÃÒÉÓÉÓ ÔÏ ÁÎÏÔÈÅÒ 

level by claiming that pro-school voucher groups, like CF, were using and harming students 

under the guise of a public education crisis to push forth their own privatization agenda. 

Intertextuality highlighting the references in the discourse regarding the establishment of 

crisis around SB 1. 

Blue Mountain Resolution (Appendix G)  
 

!ÎÏÔÈÅÒ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅ ÏÆ Ȱ! #ÒÉÓÉÓ %ØÉÓÔÓȱ ÃÁÍÅ ÁÃÒÏÓÓ ÍÙ ÄÅÓË ÉÎ !ÐÒÉÌ ÏÆ ςπρρȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÔÅØÔ 

ÈÉÇÈÌÉÇÈÔÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÔÈÅÍÅ Ȱ! ÃÒÉÓÉÓ ÅØÉÓÔÓȱ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ Á ÒÅÓÏÌÕÔÉÏÎ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ "ÌÕÅ -ÏÕÎÔÁÉÎ 3ÃÈÏÏÌ 

District Board of Directors, which is a school district partly in our legislative district, 

making it a local reaction to the state legislation (See Appendix G). Structured as an official 

document and signed by the School Board President and Board Secretary, the resolution 

ÃÌÅÁÒÌÙ ÓÔÁÔÅÄ ÔÈÅ "ÏÁÒÄȭÓ ÏÐÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎ ȰÔÏ 3ÅÎÁÔÅ "ÉÌÌ ρ ÁÎÄ ÁÎÙ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÒ ÁÎÙ ÅÆÆÏÒÔ 

by the General Assembly to implement a tuition voucher program in the Commonwealth or 

any other program that would have an effect similar to that of a tuition voucher program, 

and encouragÅÄ ÉÔÓ ÅÌÅÃÔÅÄ ÏÆÆÉÃÉÁÌÓ ÔÏ ÏÐÐÏÓÅ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅȢȱ ɉ!ÐÐÅÎÄÉØ 'ɊȢ !ÌÔÈÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ 
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document was prepared as a public statement on behalf of the School Board of that district, 

the language, timing, and distribution of the resolution was aimed at the urgency of the 

work of the voucher lobby and a response to the implementation of a potential voucher 

program in the Commonwealth. Furthermore, the school district was directly and explicitly 

making a request of support from the legislators serving the school district. Doing this 

publicly worked to put pressure on the legislators and called attention to the voucher 

legislation to a public who primarily attended public schools. This was explicit and stated 

in the final two paragraphs of the resolution:  

Ȱ"% )4 &524(%2 2%3/,6%D that the Blue Mountain School District directs its Board 
0ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔ ÔÏ ÔÁËÅ ÉÍÍÅÄÉÁÔÅ ÁÃÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÁÌÅÒÔ ÉÔÓ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÃÔȭÓ ÓÔÁÔÅ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÏÒÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ 
need to oppose Senate Bill 1 and the negative consequences on the school district 
and the public education system at large and to provide a copy of this resolution to 
ÔÈÅÍȢȱ 

 
Ȱ"% )4 &54(%2 2%3/,6%$ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ "ÌÕÅ -ÏÕÎÔÁÉÎ 3ÃÈÏÏÌ $ÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ ×ÉÌÌ ÅÎÃÏÕÒÁÇÅ 
others, including parents, students and district taxpayers, to contact the 
Pennsylvania General Assembly to convey the importance of supporting public 
ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ #ÏÍÍÏÎ×ÅÁÌÔÈȢȱ 

Blue Mountain School District Board of Directors, 2011 (Appendix G) 

)Î ÔÈÉÓ ÉÎÓÔÁÎÃÅ ȰÓÕÐÐÏÒÔÉÎÇ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ #ÏÍÍÏÎ×ÅÁÌÔÈȱ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÆÏÒÍ 

of voting against SB 1 and any other form of school vouchers or school choice. The language 

explicitly stated that the Board of Directors believed SB 1 and vouchers were detrimental 

to the public schools and their students and the timing of their resolutions supported the 

understanding of a crisis. It was implicitly understood that by making this a resolution a 

public document, as opposed to a personal letter, the pressure and emphasis was put on 

the local legislators, including my boss Representative Tobash, to publically support their 

public schools. In this case, to support the local school district, the legislator would have to 



132 
 

vote against SB 1 or any other school choice legislation that would be voted upon and 

responded to the established crisis in favor of the public schools and against SB 1. 

4ÈÅÍÅ Πςȡ )ÔȭÓ 0ÅÒÓÏÎÁÌ 
 

Theme #2 highlighted the connection producers sought to establish with readers to 

convince them to join their fight for or against SB 1. This theme was present in nine of the 

ten texts and attempted to pull the reader into the fight over SB 1. This was done in several 

ways based on the stance and work of the producer. At times personal appeals were made 

by producers by highlighting characteristics shared between the producer and readers; 

other times the producers directly called the reader to a sense of responsibility. One text 

revealed how the producer became an activist and a participant in this discourse. 

The texts that supported SB 1 framed this theme to appeal to parents and to 

taxpayers and their responsibility to children. The groups opposed to SB 1 worked to 

involve readers to take action against SB 1 as responsible citizens whose public institutions 

(thus democracy) were threatened. The official work texts reflected a personal appeal to 

the legislature to provide efficient and effective schools for the citizens they represent.   

Ana Puig email (Appendix D)  
 
 /ÎÅ ÓÉÍÐÌÅ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅ ÏÆ ÔÅØÔ ÔÏ ÈÉÇÈÌÉÇÈÔ ÔÈÅ Ȱ)ÔȭÓ 0ÅÒÓÏÎÁÌȱ ÔÈÅÍÅ ×ÁÓ ÔÈÅ 

establishment of grassroots group called the Kitchen Table Patriots. Founder Ana Puig, and 

her co-chair Anastasia Przybylski were stay-at-home mothers activated by their passion to 

seek legislative and political change for their children and their families. The Kitchen Table 

Patriots grew literally from around a kitchen table and since the inception of the Kitchen 

Table Patriots roughly three years before the introduction of SB1, both Puig and Przybylski 

had become outspoken political activists critiqued and criticized by political groups of both 
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progressives and conservatives. Eventually, ÔÈÅÙ ÌÉÎËÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÎÄ ȰÂÅÇÁÎ ÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÎÇ 

ÓÔÉÐÅÎÄÓȱ ÆÒÏÍ &ÒÅÅÄÏÍ 7ÏÒËÓȟ ȰÁ 7ÁÓÈÉÎÇÔÏÎ ÇÒÏÕÐ ÔÈÁÔ ÈÁÓ ÐÕÓÈÅÄ- sometimes with 

hardball political tactics- Á ÂÉÌÌ ÆÏÒ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÔÕÉÔÉÏÎ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒÓ ÉÎ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȱ ɉ-ÁÒÔÉÎȢ ςπρρȟ 

20).  Their small grassroots group came to exist within the larger and powerful Freedom 

Works, who supplied the co-chairs monetarily to continue to fight for their similar causes. 

The voucher and school choice discourse and legislative fight became personal for them 

because they saw a chance for their children to gain a form of schooling they believed to be 

beneficial for them. They were parents and the fight  was personal; they would use that 

stance to work to garner support from others.  

REACH letter (Appendix E)  
 
 This sample text was a letter prepared by the organization REACH (Road to 

Education Achievement through Choice), an umbrella organization created in Pennsylvania 

to work for vouchers and school choice expansion consisting of many other groups and 

organizations that support school choice (REACH, 2015).  The first phrase of the first 

sentence of this letter made it personal: As you know. (Appendix E). The phrase initially 

invited the reader into the discourse of the letter and gave the reader credibility as 

knowledgeable. This use of language by the producer created a personal tone and made the 

reader feel welcome. Additionally, it set the face of the letter as polite and personalized.  

The letter explicitly stated that REACH was in support of SB 1, but created a force 

that was not oppositional, as many texts within the voucher discourse were, but instead 

ÄÉÒÅÃÔÌÙ ÓÔÁÔÅÄȟ Ȱ3ÃÈÏÏÌ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ÉÓ ÎÏÔ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÐÉÔÔÉÎÇ ÐÒÉÖÁÔÅ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓ ÁÇÁÉÎÓÔ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓ ÏÒ 

ÓÁÙÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÏÎÅ ÏÐÔÉÏÎ ÉÓ ÂÅÔÔÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ÔÈÅ ÏÔÈÅÒȢ )ÔȭÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÅÍÐÏ×ÅÒÉÎÇ ÆÁÍÉÌÉÅÓ ÔÏ ÍÁËÅ ÔÈÅ 

best choice for their children- ×ÈÅÒÅ ÉÔȭÓ ÈÏÍÅÓÃÈÏÏÌÉÎÇȟ Á ÃÙÂÅÒȟ ÓÃÈÏÏÌȟ ÃÈÁÒÔÅÒ ÓÃÈÏÏÌȟ 
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ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÏÒ ÐÒÉÖÁÔÅ ÓÃÈÏÏÌȢȱ 4ÈÉÓ ÁÔÔÅÍÐÔÅÄ ÉÎÄÉÒÅÃÔÌÙ ÔÏ ÃÒÅÁÔÅ Á ÔÏÎÅ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÁÓ 

ÉÎÃÌÕÓÉÖÅ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÓÐÅÃÔÆÕÌ ÏÆ ÅÖÅÒÙÏÎÅȭÓ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ÆÏÒ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÉÎÇ ÔÈÕÓ ÃÒÅÁÔÉÎÇ Á ÖÏÉce respectful 

of everyone who reads the letter. The carefully crafted statements were personalized to 

ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅ ÅÖÅÒÙ ÓÔÁÎÃÅȟ ÔÈÕÓ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÔÈÅÍÅ Ȱ)ÔȭÓ 0ÅÒÓÏÎÁÌȱ ÁÎÄ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÉÎÃÌÕÓÉÖÅ ÏÆ ÁÌÌ 

readers of this letter.  

The pattern continued with claims against competition among schooling options. 

The paragraph reads:  

Opportunity Scholarships, together with increased funding for EITC,  
will provide more parents than ever the opportunity to choose the best 
educational path for their children.   (Appendix E). 

 

First off, the face was polite in the structure of the sentences. The first statement claimed 

the school choice negotiations should not be about fierce competition in the various types 

of schooling, whether public or private. This was a unique statement within the school 

choice discourse, as the sides for SB 1 and against SB 1 often work in opposition to each 

ÏÔÈÅÒȢ 4ÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔ ÅØÐÌÉÃÉÔÌÙ ÓÔÁÔÅÄ Ȱ3ÃÈÏÏÌ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ÉÓ ÎÏÔ ÁÂÏÕÔȣȢÓÁÙÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÏÎÅ ÉÓ ÂÅÔÔÅÒ 

ÔÈÁÎ ÔÈÅ ÏÔÈÅÒȱ ÁÎÄ ×ÏÒËÅÄ ÔÏ ÒÅÄÕÃÅ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÎÓÅ ÏÆ ÃÏÍÐÅtition that existed within the 

broader school choice discourse, creating an example of interdiscursivity. By relying on the 

notion of schemata, the producer attempted to quell the emotional stance of those that 

were opposed to vouchers and introduced into the discourse other options for stance: the 

notion of options and variables of choice, not competition and not one or the other as the 

only options. This use of politeness made the reader feel welcomed to and a part of the 

discussion. The producer created face in specific ways to find a level of politeness that 

worked to include and to encourage the reader to feel invited to be part of the solution 
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while claiming a strong stance to provide his specific solution. Employing indirect language 

was the method to accomplish this.  

 Although the producer ended the paragraph by expressing that the choice for 

schooling should be the choice of the parents with many options for them to choose the 

best path for their children, the tone remained kind and inclusive to readers with other 

stances.  (Fairclough, 1992). 

 To close the letter, another use of personalization promoted the polite, personal, 

ÁÎÄ ÉÎÃÌÕÓÉÖÅ ÔÏÎÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÔÔÅÒȡ Ȱ) ÁÍ ÃÏÎÆÉÄÅÎÔ ÔÈÁÔȟ ×ÏÒËÉÎÇ ÔÏÇÅÔÈÅÒȟ ×Å ÃÁÎ ÏÎÃÅ ÁÇÁÉÎ 

ÉÍÐÒÏÖÅ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȭÓ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ system. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you 

ÈÁÖÅ ÁÎÙ ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎÓȱ ɉ!ÐÐÅÎÄÉØ %ɊȢ  4ÈÅ ÐÅÒÓÏÎÁÌÉÚÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÉÎÃÌÕÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÄÅÒ ÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ 

instance was direct and explicit.  I, we, and me are personal pronouns used together to 

create an inclusive cohesion of language to unite the producer and reader supporting the 

)ÔȭÓ 0ÅÒÓÏÎÁÌ theme.  

Commonwealth Foundation 17 Roses Letter (Appendix H)  

Theme #3 Framing Stance as Truth  
 This theme showed and explained texts that worked in specific ways to frame an 

argument or a stance for SB 1 that the producers of the text wanted to present as reality. As 

(ÁÌÌ ɉρωωχɊ ÄÉÓÃÕÓÓÅÓ ȰËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ÌÉÎËÅÄ ÔÏ ÐÏ×ÅÒȟ ÎÏÔ ÏÎÌÙ ÁÓÓÕÍÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 

ÔÒÕÔÈ ÂÕÔ ÈÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÐÏ×ÅÒ ÔÏ ÍÁËÅ ÉÔÓÅÌÆ ÔÒÕÅȱ ɉτωɊ !ÎÁÌÙÓÉÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÔÅØÔÓ ÉÎÃÌÕded in this 

theme revealed attempts by the producers to position language in particular ways to read 

as fact or truisms. This discursive act attempted to control the language of their texts to 

control the language of the discourse. This theme was revealed by texts in various ways, 

using both intertextuality and interdiscursivity in the texts. The first sample of this theme 

highlighted a chain of texts that took place over a short time period and interacted in 
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competition to gain stance and support of their vision for SB 1 and vouchers. The 

ÉÎÔÅÒÔÅØÔÕÁÌÉÔÙ ×ÏÒËÅÄ ÆÏÒ ÏÒ ÁÇÁÉÎÓÔ ÔÈÅ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒÓȭ ÖÉÓÉÏÎ 

of how schooling should be in Pennsylvania at that time.  

The chain of texts shared language and references at times, but the ways in which 

the texts were used vary according to the stances of the producers. For the texts in support 

of SB 1 the language worked to prove that current public schools were not doing an 

appropriate job. The texts in opposition to SB 1 positioned language to convince readers 

that SB 1 and vouchers were not a democratic method for educating our children. And the 

official work texts revealed a positioning of the legislature to highlight their power and 

ÏÂÌÉÇÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÏ ÂÅÓÔ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÅ ÔÈÅ #ÏÍÍÏÎ×ÅÁÌÔÈȭÓ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȢ &ÁÉÒÃÌÏÕÇÈȭÓ ÆÒÁÍÅ×ÏÒË 

supported the intertextuality of the chain by explaining that each text provided a portion of 

explanation within a greater discourse in a particular social circumstance. Thus each texts 

×ÏÒËÅÄ ÔÏ ÓÈÁÒÅ ȰÔÒÕÔÈȱ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ 3" ρ ÄÉÓÃÏÕÒse through the use of specific language 

practices to work in a socially transformative manner (Fairclough, 1993). 

 Following the example of the intertextual chain, other sample texts were provided 

to give alternative samples of how framing to build a stance can sound and read as truth. 

Understanding the tone, voice, and force of producers allowed readers to critically examine 

beyond the surface level reading, to uncover issues of power and ideology.  

The five texts: Intertextuality and context in a discursi ve struggle:  

Framing texts as a means of movement  
 

The following analyses included a series of texts that were triggered by the work of 

an initial semiotic text by the Commonwealth Foundation. There were a total of five texts in 

this series, or intertextual chain. Each of the categories of data collection for this study: 
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texts that support SB 1, texts that oppose SB 1 and official work texts were represented in 

this intertextual chain. There were five texts in this intertextual chain: The first was the 

semiotic text of flowers delivered to each member of the legislature by the Commonwealth 

Foundation (CF) that triggered the creation of the four additional texts. The remaining four 

texts include:  the 17 Roses Letter (Appendix H), an attached letter by a state Senator 

(Appendix I), an memo sent to the legislative members by a member of the legislature (a 

state representative) (Appendix J), and finally a letter by the National Association for the 

Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) (Appendix K). All of the texts were part of the 

intertextual discourse triggered by the delivery of 17 roses to each member of the 

ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÕÒÅ ÔÏ ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔ #&ȭÓ ÃÌÁÉÍ ÔÈÁÔ ÅÖÅÒÙ ρχ ÍÉÎÕÔÅÓ ÁÎ ÁÃÔ ÏÆ ÖÉÏÌÅÎÃÅ ÔÁËÅÓ ÐÌÁÃÅ ÉÎ Á 

0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÓÃÈÏÏÌȢ  %ÁÃÈ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÇÒÏÕÐÓȭ ÔÅØÔÓ was intertextually connected and 

identified a shared discourse while working to establish their own frames and stances in 

accordance to SB 1 and related school choice legislation.  This thread of texts created an 

intertextual and interdiscursive event that carried on the struggle over SB 1.  

 !ÃÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ &ÁÉÒÃÌÏÕÇÈ ɉρωωςɊȟ ÁÎ ÉÎÔÅÒÔÅØÔÕÁÌ ÃÈÁÉÎ ÉÓ Á ȰÓÅÒÉÅÓ ÏÆ ÔÙÐÅÓ ÏÆ ÔÅØÔÓ 

which are transformationally related to each other in the sense that each member of the 

series is transformed into one or more of the ÏÔÈÅÒÓ ÉÎ ÒÅÇÕÌÁÒ ÁÎÄ ÐÒÅÄÉÃÔÁÂÌÅ ×ÁÙÓȱ ɉρσπɊȢ 

Intertextual chains are sequential or syntagmatic (Fairclough, 1992). In this case the texts 

were obviously sequential in order as prescribed by the dates listed in the texts. However, 

elements of syntax were present since the core topic of each text was a response to both 

the semiotic text of the flower delivery and the explanation letter that followed it.  The 

delivery of the flowers and the contents of the letter were the focus of the response in each 

text following it in the chain. However, the rhetoric of and conventions in which they were 
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used were transformative based on the way the responding groups defined, explained, and 

shared the information of the original text (Fairclough, 1992).  

The intertextual chain began when the CF decided to deliver flowers to each 

member of the legislature in an attempt to garner support for SB 1. In itself, that semiotic 

text was a discursive practice, specifically framed and carefully crafted in an attempt to 

challenge the stances and to convince the members of the legislature to support SB 1 and 

voucher legislation. The resulting texts likewise responded with specifically crafted frames 

ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÆÏÒÃÉÎÇ ÆÕÒÔÈÅÒ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÂÏÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒȭÓ ÉÎÔÅÎÔÉÏÎÓ ÁÎÄ 

perceived possible stances of the legislators. The responding groups brought into the 

textual chain other discourse considerations, including school choice and school reform 

issues further transforming the original discourse of the text and creating opportunities for 

interdiscursivity.  

  To understand the context of the texts involved noting the timeline of them was 

warranted. First the Commonwealth Foundation sent a letter dated December 2, 2011 via 

email highlighting their planned actions. The CF, on the Wednesday before, purchased 

4,300 white roses with plans to send 17 of them to each state legislator in Harrisburg the 

following week. On December 8, 2011, a state Senator issued a memo to all members of the 

legislature that included a copy of the CF letter and his very specific and passionate 

response to it. Following that, the final texts in the chain were an email letter from a state 

representative that shared a public letter from the NAACP in response to the CF letter.  

Framing their Stance as Truth  
 

The CF letter (Appendix H) utilized a direct voice to explain their reason for sending 

the flowers, encouraging support, and soliciting statements to be included in the delivery 
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ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅÉÒ 0ÁÔÒÉÏÔÓ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÁÔÔÁÃÈÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÔÔÅÒÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÓÔÁÔÉÎÇȟ Ȱ4ÕÅÓÄÁÙ ÉÓ ÇÏÉÎÇ to be a great 

ÄÁÙȢȱ &ÕÒÔÈÅÒÍÏÒÅȟ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÔÔÅÒ ÆÒÁÍÅÄ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÓÏÌÖÅ ÔÈÅ 

problem of violence in schools and will save taxpayers money.  Use of direct voice when 

refuting the argument of others who opposed SB 1 portrayed a strong stance and force by 

ÓÔÁÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÏÐÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔȡ Ȱ"Ù ÔÈÅ ×ÁÙȟ ÏÎÅ ÔÈÉÎÇ ×ÅȭÒÅ ÈÅÁÒÉÎÇ ÏÖÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÏÖÅÒ ÉÓ 

that while it would be nice to do something about the fact that there is a violent incident in 

one of our failing schools every 17 minutes, schooÌ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ÉÓ ÊÕÓÔ ÔÏÏ ÅØÐÅÎÓÉÖÅȱ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ 

ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅȟ Ȱ4ÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÓÉÍÐÌÙ ÎÏÔ ÔÒÕÅȢȱ 4ÈÅ ÆÏÒÃÅ ×ÁÓ ÓÕÂÔÌÅ ÂÕÔ ÓÔÒÏÎÇȟ ÁÓ ÉÆ ÔÈÅ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔ ×ÁÓ 

excluded away with a basic reply and a great deal of confidence.  The producer then 

reasserted his stance and the stance he expected from Patriots reading the letter, by 

providing a list of options for readers to do to help CF continue its work, and asked for 

ÆÉÎÁÎÃÉÁÌ ÃÏÎÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎÓȢ 4Ï ÅÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÔÔÅÒȟ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒ ÓÉÇÎÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÔÔÅÒȟ Ȱ&ÉÇÈÔÉÎÇ ÆÏÒ 9ÏÕÒ 

&ÒÅÅÄÏÍȱȟ ÅÌÉÃÉÔÉÎÇ ÆÕÒther consideration of hegemony and ideology.  

Letter from Senator (Appendix I)  
 

The CF letter was forwarded to all members of the General Assembly via email by a 

3ÅÎÁÔÏÒȢ 4ÈÅ 3ÅÎÁÔÏÒȭÓ ÃÏÒÒÅÓÐÏÎÄÅÎÃÅ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÄ Á ÍÅÍÏȟ ÔÈÅ #& ÌÅÔÔÅÒȟ ÁÎÄ ÁÎ 

accompanying letter in response to the CF letter prepared by the Senator himself. The 

memo gave further context to the discourse and gave insight into the contentiousness of 

the SB 1 negotiations:  

Ȱ%ÎÃÌÏÓÅÄ ÉÓ Á ÃÏÐÙ ÏÆ #ÏÍÍÏÎ×ÅÁÌÔÈ &ÏÕÎÄÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÒÅÃÅÎÔ ÅÍÁÉÌ ÁÎÄ ÍÙ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅȢ ) 
take issue with their choice of rhetoric and assertion that all struggling schools in 
0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁ ÁÒÅ ȰÈÅÌÌÈÏÌÅÓȱ ÁÎÄ ÂÒÅÅÄÉÎÇ ÇÒÏÕÎÄÓ ÆÏÒ ÆÕÔÕÒÅ ÉÎÍÁÔÅÓ ÁÎÄ ×ÅÌÆÁÒÅ 
recipients. I have asked Mr. Mitchell to apologize and to come retrieve his 17 roses. I 
encourage all of you to do the same. We can disagree, but it should be done 
ÒÅÓÐÅÃÔÆÕÌÌÙȢ 4ÈÁÎË ÙÏÕȢȱ 

 (Appendix I) 
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The senator then attached a copy of his own-crafted letter in response to the CF letter. The 

3ÅÎÁÔÏÒȭÓ ÌÅÔÔÅÒ ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÆÒÁÍÅ ÁÎÄ ÓÔÁÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #&ȭÓ ρχ 2ÏÓÅÓ ,ÅÔÔÅÒ ÉÎ ÖÅÒÙ ÃÌÅÁÒ 

and pointed language, setting another frame and stance in the SB 1 negotiations within this 

textual chain.   

 Each of these texts revealed discursive practices through the construction of 

rhetoric within each text. Each text following the CF letter was crafted with specific 

intentions to provoke a certain response from the legislator-reader through both the 

deconstruction of the CF letter and the construction of their response to it by utilizing 

intertextual chains and implementing their ideological stance into it. By challenging the 

rhetoric of the CF and providing alternatives to school choice and vouchers, 

interdiscursivity existed. This occurred when the letters in response to the CF letter 

ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÄÉÓÃÏÕÒÓÅ ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒȭÓ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÒÅÆÏÒÍ ÉÄÅÁÓ ÁÎÄ ÁÔÔÅÍÐÔÅÄ ÔÏ 

refocus the discourse of SB 1.  For example, when the Senator who responded to the CF 

ÌÅÔÔÅÒ ×ÉÔÈ ÈÉÓ Ï×Î ÌÅÔÔÅÒ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÏÒÓ ÓÁÉÄȟ Ȱ) ÔÁËÅ ÉÓÓÕÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅÉÒ ɉ#&ȭÓɊ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ÏÆ 

ÒÈÅÔÏÒÉÃ ÁÎÄ ÁÓÓÅÒÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÌÌ ÓÔÒÕÇÇÌÉÎÇ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓ ÁÒÅ ȬÈÅÌÌÈÏÌÅÓȭ ÁÎÄ ÂÒÅÅÄÉÎÇ grounds for 

ÆÕÔÕÒÅ ÉÎÍÁÔÅÓ ÁÎÄ ×ÅÌÆÁÒÅ ÒÅÃÉÐÉÅÎÔÓȟȱ ÈÅ ÁÃËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅÄ #&ȭÓ ÃÏÎÔÒÏÌ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÃÏÕÒÓÅ 

ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ÁÎÄ ÄÉÒÅÃÔÌÙ ÏÐÐÏÓÅÄ ÉÔ ÂÙ ÓÔÁÔÉÎÇȟ Ȱ) ÔÁËÅ ÉÓÓÕÅ ×ÉÔÈȣȱ ÁÎÄ ÆÏÌÌÏ×ÉÎÇ 

ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔ ×ÉÔÈȟ Ȱ) ÈÁÖÅ ÁÓËÅÄ -ÒȢ -ÉÔÃÈÅÌÌ ÔÏ ÁÐÏÌÏÇÉÚÅ ÁÎÄ ÔÏ come retrieve his 17 

ÒÏÓÅÓȢȱ  

Later in the same letter, the senator framed his stance by focusing on the children 

ÒÅÆÅÒÅÎÃÅÄ ÂÙ #&ȭÓ 6ÉÃÅ 0ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔ -ÉÔÃÈÅÌÌȟ ÁÃÃÕÓÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒ ÏÆ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÕÁÔÉÎÇ Á 

ÄÁÎÇÅÒÏÕÓ ÓÔÅÒÅÏÔÙÐÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÄÁÍÁÇÅÓ ȰÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȟ ÔÅÁÃÈÅÒÓȟ ÁÄministrators, and the education 

ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙȱ ɉ!ÐÐÅÎÄÉØ )ɊȢ 4ÈÅ ÓÅÎÁÔÏÒ ÆÕÒÔÈÅÒ ÅØÔÅÎÄÅÄ ÈÉÓ ÆÒÁÍÅ ÏÆ ÄÁÍÁÇÉÎÇ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ÉÎ 
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ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÃÏÕÒÓÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ρχ ÒÏÓÅÓȭ ÌÅÔÔÅÒ ÂÙ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÈÏ× #&ȭÓ ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÈÁÒÍÆÕÌ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ 

children who attended these schools. He used varying phrases regarding the children who 

attended these schools to challenge the stereotype alluded to by Mitchell throughout the 

letter with 18 references to the children from these schools in the one-and-a-half page 

letter. First he challenged MitchelÌȭÓ ÒÅÍÁÒË ÃÁÌÌÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓ ȰÈÅÌÌÈÏÌÅÓȱ ÁÓ ȰÅÇÒÅÇÉÏÕÓȱȟ 

asking Mitchell how he would feel if he attended a school that was labeled in that manner 

ÁÎÄ ÒÅÑÕÅÓÔÉÎÇ -ÉÔÃÈÅÌÌ ÁÐÏÌÏÇÉÚÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅÍȢ 4ÈÅÎ ÈÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÅÒÅÄ -ÉÔÃÈÅÌÌȭÓ ÃÌÁÉÍ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ 

ÁÓ Á ȰÈÅÌÌÈÏÌÅȱ ÂÙ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÈÅ ÒÅÃÅÎÔÌÙ ȰÈÏÓÔÅÄ *ÕÎÉÏÒ 2/4# ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅÓÅ 

ȬÈÅÌÌÈÏÌÅÓȭȱ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔ ȰÅÁÃÈ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ÈÁÓ ÍÁÄÅ Á ÃÏÍÍÉÔÍÅÎÔ ÔÏ ÓÅÒÖÅȱ ÃÏÕÎÔÅÒÉÎÇ 

-ÉÔÃÈÅÌÌȭÓ ÓÔÁÎÃÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÏÒÌÙ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÉÎÇ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓ ×ÉÌÌ ÐÒÅÐÁÒÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ ÆÏÒ ȰÆÕÔÕÒÅ ÊÁÉÌ 

staÙÓ ÁÎÄ ×ÅÌÆÁÒÅȱ ÁÎÄ ÃÒÅÁÔÉÎÇ ÁÎ ÉÎÓÔÁÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÄÉÓÃÕÒÓÉÖÉÔÙȢ  4ÈÅ ÓÅÎÁÔÏÒ ÃÈÁÎÇÅÄ ÔÈÅ 

discourse to focus on students, not policies and politics, which worked to convince the 

reader-legislators that the rhetoric and solution of school vouchers by CF is flawed, 

ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ȰÔÒÕÔÈȱȟ ÓÔÁÎÃÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÆÒÁÍÅ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ #&Ȣ 

Furthermore, the senator referred to the distribution of the white roses with 

ÎÅÇÁÔÉÖÅ ÆÏÒÃÅȢ (Å ÃÌÁÉÍÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÅÖÅÎÔ ×ÁÓ ȰÔÒÕÌÙ ÄÉÓÇÕÓÔÉÎÇȱȟ ȰÅÇÒÅÇÉÏÕÓȱȟ Ȱ×ÉÌÄÌÙ ÏÆÆÅÎÓÉÖÅȱȟ 

ȰÃÏÕÎÔÅÒÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÉÖÅȱ ÁÎÄ ȰÃÏ×ÁÒÄÌÙȱ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÆÅÒÅÎÃÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÅÖÅÎÔ ÁÓ ÎÅÇÁÔÉÖÅ ρχ ÔÉÍÅÓȢ (Å 

ÃÌÁÉÍÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÎÃÅ ÁÎÄ ÆÒÁÍÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #& ÉÎ ÒÅÇÁÒÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓ ÉÓ Á ȰÖÅÒÙ ÓÍÁÌÌ ×ÁÙ ÏÆ 

ÔÈÉÎËÉÎÇȱ ÁÎÄ ×ÁÓ ÕÔÉÌÉÚÅÄ ÔÏ ÆÉÔ ÉÎÔÏ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÉÄÅÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÁÇÅÎÄÁ ×ÉÔÈÏÕÔ ÒÅÇÁÒÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ 

or the most recent statistics. He then provided a paragraph stating statistics that showed an 

improvement of standardized test scores by economically disadvantaged students. 

4ÈÅ ÓÅÎÁÔÏÒȭÓ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅ ÔÏ -ÉÔÃÈÅÌÌȭÓ ÌÅÔÔÅÒ ÆÒÁÍÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔ ÉÎ Á ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ×ÁÙ 

anÄ ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÅÄ ÔÈÅ ȰÔÒÕÔÈȱ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #&ȭÓ ÓÔÁÎÃÅȢ 4ÈÅÓÅ ÔÅØÔÓ ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÅÄ ÉÓÓÕÅÓ ÏÆ ÔÒÕÔÈȟ ÓÔÁÎÃÅȟ 
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and power where issues of hegemony and ideology drove rhetoric. Furthermore, the 

addition of a letter from the NAACP provided to the legislature in response to the CF letter 

distributed on their behalf by another member of the legislature extended the intertextual 

chain and raised further issues of discursivity. 

Intertextuality in the chain: An email from a representative and a letter from the 
NAACP  
 

The textual chain continued with two more texts. The first text was an official work 

text that introduced the NAACP letter. On December 14, 2011, a state representative sent in 

a short 10-lined email to the members of the General Assembly that introduced the letter 

from ÔÈÅ .!!#0Ȣ 4ÈÅ .!!#0 ÌÅÔÔÅÒ ×ÁÓ ÃÌÅÁÒÌÙ ÉÎ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ #&ȭÓ ÄÅÌÉÖÅÒÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÒÏÓÅÓ 

and the sequential CF Friends letter and pointedly took a stance in opposition to SB 1 and 

any other school choice legislation. This letter continued the intertextual chain and 

challenged the frame in which the CF makes a stance for SB 1 and school choice and was 

the fifth and final text in the chain.  

Memo from the State Representative (Appendix J)  
 
 The memo from the state representative was part of this intertextual chain. 

However, the tone of the letter was not overtly forceful. It was informational in tone and 

clearly explained the request he had to share the letter. This was one type of official work 

text that I experienced in my daily work. This text contained less force in language use than 

the other texts in this chain. However, the neutral language of the text hinted at stance:  

Ȱ) ÈÁÖÅ ÂÅÅÎ ÁÓËÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁ 3ÔÁÔÅ #ÏÎÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ .!!#0 %ÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ 
Committee to share with you this correspondence voicing their opposition for school 
voucher and/or the expansion of the charter/cyber charter system. They would 
ÁÐÐÒÅÃÉÁÔÅ ÙÏÕÒ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎÓȢȱ   

(Appendix J) 
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The representative-producer did not introduce the reader to his stance or perspective, but 

focused his text in an informational way, giving focus to the attached NAACP letter. 

However, the producer did reference that the attached letter was personal to the intended 

ÒÅÁÄÅÒÓ ÂÙ ÕÓÉÎÇ Á ÓÅÒÉÅÓ ÏÆ ÐÅÒÓÏÎÁÌ ÐÒÏÎÏÕÎÓ ÌÉÎËÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÄÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ .!!#0 ÌÅÔÔÅÒȭÓ 

producers. More so, one may consider the stance of the representative-producer based on 

ÈÉÓ ÁÃÃÅÐÔÁÎÃÅ ÔÏ ÐÁÓÓ ÔÈÅ .!!#0ȭÓ ÌÅÔÔÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÈÉÓ ÒÅÑÕÅÓÔ ÔÏ ȰÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎÓȱȢ .Ï 

ÏÖÅÒÔ ÔÏÎÅ ×ÁÓ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔȟ ÂÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÎÅÃÔÉÏÎ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÏÒ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ .!!#0ȭÓ ÓÔÁÎÃÅ 

was connected by his email and sharing of the letter.  

NAACP LETTER (Appendix K) 
 

The text was a letter from the Pennsylvania State Conference NAACP Education 

Committee sent to members of the House of Representatives of the Pennsylvania General 

Assembly. The salutation of the letter was to the representatives, and the representative for 

whom I worked received an email of this letter. The letter was dated December 13, 2011 

and was signed from the President of the PA State Conference of the NAACP and a member 

of the Education Committee of the PA State Conference of the NAACP.  

4ÈÅ .!!#0 ÐÅÒÓÏÎÁÌÉÚÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÔÔÅÒ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÎÏÕÎ ȰÙÏÕȱ ÒÅÐÅÁÔÅÄ fifteen 

times throughout the letter employing their frame that the legislators have a moral 

obligation to support students and taxpayers. The use of you was done in two ways: First, it 

acknowledged the legislator as responsible for the outcome of the legislation and the 

ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅ ÏÆ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÌÅÁÒÎÉÎÇ ÓÉÔÕÁÔÉÏÎȢ .ÅØÔȟ ÉÔ ÈÅÌÄ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÏÒÓ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔÁÂÌÅ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅÉÒ 

×ÏÒË ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȰÔÒÕÔÈȱ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÉÔÕÁÔÉÏÎȢ &ÏÒ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅȟ 

ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔȟ Ȱ7Å ÕÒÇÅ ÙÏÕ ÔÏ ÖÏÔÅȟ Ȱ./ȱȟ ÏÎ ÁÎÙ ÂÉÌÌȟ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ 3" ρȣȱ ÓÈÏ×Ó ÔÈÅ .!!#0 

held the legislator responsible for his/her vote. Additionally, another use of the pronoun 
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ȰÙÏÕȱ ÓÈÏ×ÅÄ ÔÈÅ .!!#0 ÈÏÌÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÏÒ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔÁÂÌÅ ÆÏÒ ÈÉÓ ÏÒ ÈÅÒ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 

ÔÒÕÔÈ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÉÔÕÁÔÉÏÎȡ Ȱ9ÏÕ ËÎÏ× ×ÈÙ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌvanians oppose the expansion of the 

charter/cyber charter movement that is funneling tax dollars out of the traditional public 

system and into private fortunes- ÌÅÁÖÉÎÇ ÔÒÁÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓ ÔÏ ÓÔÒÕÇÇÌÅ ÆÉÎÁÎÃÉÁÌÌÙȢȱ  

The use of a direct voice to address the reader-legislator asserted strength in the stance of 

the NAACP. 

 Next the use of force drove the stance of the NAACP by framing the legislation as a 

ÔÒÉÃË ÂÙ ȰÃÏÒÐÏÒÁÔÅȟ ÆÒÅÅ ÍÁÒËÅÔ ÒÅÆÏÒÍÅÒÓȱ ÔÏ ÇÁÉÎ ÁÃÃÅÓÓ ÔÏ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÐÕÒÐÏÓÅ ÏÆ ÆÒÅÅ 

markeÔ ÏÐÐÏÒÔÕÎÉÔÉÅÓȢ 4ÈÅÙ ÃÌÁÉÍÅÄ ȰÍÉÌÌÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÄÏÌÌÁÒÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÂÅÅÎ ÐÏÕÒÅÄ ÉÎÔÏ 

0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁ ÔÏ ÂÕÙ ÉÎÆÌÕÅÎÃÅ ÁÎÄ ÓÅÃÕÒÅ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÏÒ ÖÏÔÅÓȱ ÁÎÄ ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÅÄ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÏÒÓ ÎÏÔ ÔÏ 

ÁÃÃÅÐÔ ÔÈÉÓ ÓÔÒÁÔÅÇÙ ÂÙ ÓÔÁÔÉÎÇȟ Ȱ"ÕÔ ×Å ÁÓË ÙÏÕȟ Ȭ7ÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÉÃÅ ÏÆ Á ÃÈÉÌÄȩȭȱ 4ÈÅ ÆÏÒce 

continued throughout the two-page letter by challenging the assertions of those fighting for 

SB 1 with direct language that challenged the truthfulness of their claims. The language of 

the NAACP was direct, detailed, and showed they clearly have prepared to fight against any 

claims made by the opposition with a command of forceful language in response to the 

discourse attempts of others.  

 The use of force continued with a threat that appeared near the end of the letter. 

The NAACP explained that in the near future they will create a legislative report card 

ÈÉÇÈÌÉÇÈÔÉÎÇ ȰÈÏ× ÅÌÅÃÔÅÄ ÏÆÆÉÃÉÁÌÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÖÏÔÅÄ ÏÎ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÆÕÎÄÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÉÏÎ 

ÐÅÒÔÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÕÎÉÖÅÒÓÁÌȟ ÆÒÅÅȟ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȢȱ &ÕÒÔÈÅÒÍÏÒÅ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÔÈÅÙ ×ÉÌÌ ȰÓÈÁÒÅ 

how legislators have hÁÎÄÌÅÄ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÃÉÔÉÚÅÎÓ ÏÆ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȢȱ 4ÈÉÓ 

use of implicit threat drives the seriousness of the stance of the NAACP and worked to 
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motivated legislators to vote against SB 1 or any other legislation pertaining to school 

choice.  

Other texts that Frame Stance as Truth  

 

CF Pie Chart: A chart and flyer from Commonwealth Foundation (Appendix C)  
 

The Commonwealth Foundation, who produced the 17 Roses Letter (Appendix H) 

also released the graphic pie chart (Appendix C). Later I came across an information sheet 

from Pennsylvania Catholic Conference that included the pie chart. The chart was 

forwarded to me via email by an employee of a lobbying firm hired by groups that wanted 

to see Senate Bill 1 pass and vouchers used in Pennsylvania.  The pie chart displayed a 

contrast between the costs of vouchers as a result of Senate Bill 1 versus the entire state 

education funding budget. The chart showed that SB 1vouchers were minuscule in cost in 

relation to the entire public school budget. The information sheet was a one page paper 

that included an image of the pie chart along with an explanation to the question, Will 

School choice Drain Resources from Public Schools?  

The Commonwealth Foundation and Pennsylvania Catholic Conference work in 

alliance ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ 2%!#( ɉ3ÅÅ !ÐÐÅÎÄÉØ %Ɋȟ ×ÈÏ ×ÁÓ Ȱ0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȭÓ ÇÒÁÓÓÒÏÏÔÓ 

ÃÏÁÌÉÔÉÏÎ ÄÅÄÉÃÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÅÎÓÕÒÉÎÇ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÁÌ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ÉÎ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȭȢ ɉ2%!#(ȟ ςπρυɊȢ 4ÈÅ 0ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔ 

of the Commonwealth Foundation was also a Board Member of the REACH Foundation and 

the REACH Alliance. Additionally, the Executive Director of the Pennsylvania Catholic 

Conference also served on the Executive Committee of the REACH Foundation and Alliance. 

(REACH, 2015). Recognizing this connection established the connection of the two 

documents sent to me by the lobbying firm.  
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The pie chart (Appendix C), according to the lobbyist, was created by the 

Commonwealth Foundation who titled the document Education Spending Under SB 1 FY 

(fiscal year) 2012-13. The chart was a large circle of green with a very thin, tiny sliver of 

blue, and an even thinner, tinier sliver of red. According to the chart, the green represented 

the spending for public schools based on 2009-2010 spending. The blue section 

represented the spending of EITC (Education Improvement Tax Credits), and the red 

represented the spending on opportunity scholarships, which were vouchers. The pie 

charts shouted out in bright green ink that the majority of spending for the 2012 school 

year was dedicated to public schools with only barely visible slivers of the pie cut out for 

both EITC funding in blue ink and voucher funding in red ink. (Note: The amount of funding 

for public schools is based on the amount of funding that was spent in the school year 

2009-2010 because that would be the most recent statistics available.) There were no 

numbers stating dollar amounts spent or to be spent printed on the chart.  

This was where the use of discursive strategies was evidenced. Two important 

explanations were missing from this semiotic text. First, financial costs for the three 

educational entities named in the chart were missing from the chart even though it was 

titled Education Spending Under SB 1 FY 2012-2012. Second the chart only reflects 

spending on vouchers and EITC for one fiscal year, 2012-2013, which would have been the 

first and least costly year of the voucher program, had SB 1 become law.  

Since this text was shared with me and the representative for whom I work as a 

means to lobby to convince him to support Senate Bill 1, then Critical Discourse Analysis 

revealed the text would reflect their stance. First of all, the outstanding difference between 

the green ink and the red ink stood out. One who looked at the pie chart would notice that 



147 
 

immediately and look to see what was so large and what was so small as noted in the 

diagram. With no large writing or explanations of the chart included, it was not quickly 

observed. Next, the explanation of the color key was written under the chart in significantly 

smaller ratio to the chart. The small letters sat under the chart emphasizing the grandness 

of the chart and all the green in it. The green signified pubic school spending.  

Also, as noted on the date in the title, 2012-2013, the chart only reflected the 

spending on voucher and EITC funds for one year of the program. Senate Bill 1 explained 

that over time the use of voucher and EITC funding would expand. This expansion of 

funding was not noted in the chart. This absence does not allow the reader to understand 

the spending allowances asked for in Senate Bill 1 as a whole. Additionally absent was the 

explanation of the funding represented in the public school section. During the negotiations 

of Senate Bill 1 funding explanation were a contention. Superintendents we worked with 

shared their contention and frustration on the handling of funding and costs that would be 

sent to the voucher school and the amounts that would remain, or not remain, in the public 

schools. This point of contention was well known by my representative and had been 

debated in the environment of Senate Bill 1, but was not addressed in this document.  

An observer who looked at this document might conclude that the voucher and EITC 

×ÅÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÂÉÇ ÈÉÎÄÒÁÎÃÅÓ ÏÎ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȭ ÂÕÄÇÅÔÓȟ ÓÉÎÃÅ ÔÈÅ ÁÍÏÕÎÔ ÏÆ ÍÏÎÉÅÓ ÁÔÔÒÉÂÕÔÅÄ 

to EITC and vouchers in the pie chart appeared miniscule. Critical Discourse Analysis of 

these characteristics revealed consideration of intentionality to gain a desirable outcome in 

favor of vouchers as endorsed by the producer, the Commonwealth Foundation.  

The intertextual symbols situated in the chart challenged the argument of school 

voucher opposition. The producers utilized intertextuality of known positions of the 
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opposition to deflate their argument. The exclusion of costs in the chart along with the 

exclusion of the increases of voucher costs over the subsequent years of its implementation 

promoted that strategy. The full view of costs was not relayed in this text and was 

recontextualized to counter an argument of the opposition that has been a normalized part 

of the discourse and ongoing negotiations to garner support against SB 1 (Wodak, 2009, 

Fairclough, 1995).  The use of a visual semiotic genre, such as the pie chart, provided a 

striking contrast in which to set the argument in a new context, allowing for the producer 

to decontextualize and refigure that argument made by their opponents to their audience. 

(Wodak, 2009, Fairclough, 2015).  Additionally, evidence suggested the use of 

interdiscursivity. The work of Senate Bill 1 involved allocating funding to the new voucher 

program and affecting the fiscal budget of the Commonwealth. Therefore, the use of this pie 

chart showed the legislators the small fiscal impact the voucher program would have in 

relation to the public school budgetary funding. By crossing over from the discourse of 

voucher legislation to the discourse of fiscal responsibility was an attempt by the 

producers to gain the consideration of the reader. (Fairclough, 2015, Wodak, 2009).  

Analyzing this text within the discourse of the budget in addition to the discourse of 

voucher negotiations gave an opportunity to diversify the talk around the voucher bill in 

favor of the stance of the producer of this text (Fairclough, 1995). Interpreting this chart 

from the stance of budgetary and fiscal analysis introduced a variable interpretation of the 

voucher discourse and restructured the order of the discourse to give the producer a new 

strategy in which to provide the reader a new vision or perspective of the discourse 

(Fairclough, 1995). Utilizing the genre ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÈÁÒÔ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÄ Á ȰÓÏÃÉÁÌÌÙ ÁÖÁÉÌÁÂÌÅ 

ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅɉÓɊ ÔÈÁÔ ÃÏÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÅɉÓɊ ÔÈÅ ÏÒÄÅÒ ÏÆ ÄÉÓÃÏÕÒÓÅȱ ÒÅÖÅÁÌÉÎÇ Á ÄÉÓÃÕÒÓÉÖÅ ÔÒÁÎÓÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ 
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of language to mediate the dialog between fiscal analysis and responsibility into the Senate 

Bill 1 and voucher discourse (Fairclough, 1995). By structuring the text to reveal an 

oppositional challenge to the fiscal discourse of the voucher opposition, (the voucher 

program would be too costly) a transformation to the discourse was introduced in an 

attempt to gain power over the fiscal talk of the discourse. The discursive revelation 

through use of a semiotic structure distributed to the representative through a third party 

revealed an attempt to control the specific discourse to gain power and authority by 

claiming truth in  numbers.  

5ÔÉÌÉÚÉÎÇ ÔÈÉÓ ÃÈÁÒÔ ÔÏ ÇÁÉÎ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÁÔÉÖÅ ÒÅÖÅÁÌÅÄ ȰÄÉÓÃÕÒÓÉÖÅ 

strategies of gaining, controlling and retaining power (through knowledge) by employing 

ÖÁÒÉÏÕÓ ÍÏÄÅÓ ÏÆ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ȬÔÅÃÈÎÏÌÏÇÉÅÓ ÏÆ ÐÏ×ÅÒȱ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÕÌÁÒ 

political setting (Wodak, 2009, 37). By creating a text with specific constructions to 

represent knowledge as legitimate, the producers sought to gain power of specific actors. 

In this particular case the producers sought to gain the support of a legislator by both 

sharing the text with the legislator and a member of his staff (Wodak, 2009). In this case 

the lack of language and descriptions, the use of specific semiotic symbols to represent 

information as truth, and the specific context that prioritize certain information over others 

revealed the intent of the producers to position the institution of Senate Bill 1 as fiscally 

reasonable, making an appeal for the bill that appeared less of an infringement on the 

current system and deemphasized an argument of the opposition.    

 7ÏÄÁË ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÓ ÔÈÅ ȰȭÄÉÓÃÕÒÓÉÖÅ ÃÏÎÓÔÒÕÃÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÔÉÅÓȭȟ ÕÔÉÌÉÚÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ȰÓÔÒÁÔÅÇÉÅÓ 

of positive self-ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÎÅÇÁÔÉÖÅ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÏÔÈÅÒÓȱ ÉÎÔÅÎÄÓ ÔÏ ÁÃÈÉÅÖÅ Á 

particular goal (Wodak, 2009, 40). In this case, the producers framed the text to express a 



150 
 

certain perspective in relation to the grander discourse, creating a sense of ambiguity and 

creating a place in the discourse for multiple interpretations (Wodak, 2009). By placing this 

pie chart within a perspective of opposition of the argument made by the opposing side a 

new frame in the discourse was provided. The text provided a visual and textual 

perspective that revealed description supporting their perspective within the voucher fight 

and was utilized to persuade readers to consider their stance from another perspective 

(fiscal) (Wodak, 2009, Fairclough, 1995).  

 Ideologically speaking, the text of the chart sought to preserve and to strengthen the 

stance of the pro-voucher group, along with those groups of others that worked in alliance 

with the producer (van, Dijk, 2006a, Wodak, 2009). The structure of the text and the 

revelations of the chart pushed an ideological stance held by the producers and their 

colleagues and contradicted the stance of the opposition. They pushed forth as knowledge 

the fiscal representations of the chart in attempt to negate the discourse of the school 

voucher opposition. Although the text itself did not speak of ideology, the revelation of the 

message it sends did reflect the ideological structures of the groups around it.  

 The Commonwealth Foundation (CF) had an ideological investment in Senate Bill 1 

and had formed alliances, as mentioned above, to push forth that ideological stance by 

physically fighting and demonstrating the positives for the implementation of school 

vouchers in the Commonwealth.  

Theme #4: Forming Alliances and Partnerships  
 
 The final theme was revealed through texts that attempt to gain support for SB 1 by 

working to form connections with like-ÍÉÎÄÅÄ ÇÒÏÕÐÓ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÁÄÅÒÓ ÔÏ ÊÏÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒȭÓ 

cause. The texts used various strategies to form partnerships and/or alliances to 
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strengthen their fight around SB 1. The specific use of language with a variety of genres 

worked to invite readers to become a part of the groups that support public education in 

various ways. The use of emotional appeal and social relations worked to frame the 

argument for participation with the use of inclusive language. This was done both implicitly 

and explicitly. The following sample texts revealed use of partners to frame and stance to 

convince readers to align with the producers.   

A letter from REACH: Partnerships and Patterns (Appendix E)  
 
 The letter from REACH Executive Director addressed SB 1 with the focus to identify 

the use of explicit politeness to reveal its intentions and to gain support for its stance 

through the use of implicit manipulation, which was in contrast to the previous data 

samples in this study. As shown above, in Theme #3, patterns of politeness and stance were 

noted throughout the text. This interdiscursivity within the framework provided an 

altering of discourse between politeness (and inclusivity) with (stance and) manipulation 

seeking to gain heterogeneous support of SB 1. (Fairclough, 1992, Strauss and Feiz, 2015). 

Ȱ4ÈÅ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÅÄ ÄÅÓÉÇÎ ÏÆ ÐÏÌÉÔÉÃÁÌ ÌÁÎÇÕÁÇÅ ÉÓ ÏÎÅ ÃÒÕÃÉÁÌ ÆÁÃÔÏÒ ÉÎ ÓÕÃÃÅÓÓ ÉÎ ÐÏÌÉÔÉÃÁÌ 

ÓÔÒÕÇÇÌÅȢȱ ɉ7ÏÄÁË ÉÎ Öan Dijk, 1997, 259.) Seeking support by the use of intertextuality, the 

producer crafted the text to invite readers into the group of SB 1 supporters. This discourse 

practice was both hegemonic and discursive.  

The pattern continued in the third paragraph by making claims against competition 

among schooling options. The paragraph read:  
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Ȱ3ÃÈÏÏÌ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ is not about pitting private schools against public 
schools or saying that one option is better than the otherȢ )ÔȭÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ 
empowering families to make the best choice for their children- ×ÈÅÔÈÅÒ ÉÔȭÓ 
homeschooling, a cyber school, charter school, public school or private 
school. Opportunity Scholarships, together with increased funding for EITC, 
will provide more parents than ever the opportunity to choose the best 
educational path for their childrenȢȱ       
         (Appendix E) 

 

First off, the face was polite in the structure of the sentences. The first statement claimed 

the school choice negotiations should not be about fierce competition in the various types 

of schooling, whether public or private. This was a unique statement within the school 

choice discourse, as the sides for SB 1 and against SB 1 often work in opposition to each 

ÏÔÈÅÒȢ 4ÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔ ÅØÐÌÉÃÉÔÌÙ ÓÔÁÔÅÄ Ȱ3ÃÈÏÏÌ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ÉÓ ÎÏÔ ÁÂÏÕÔȣȢÓÁÙÉÎÇ Ôhat one is better 

ÔÈÁÎ ÔÈÅ ÏÔÈÅÒȱ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÄÕÃÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÓÅÎÓÅ ÏÆ ÃÏÍÐÅÔÉÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÅØÉÓÔÅÄ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÂÒÏÁÄÅÒ 

school choice discourse, creating an example of interdiscursivity. By relying on the notion 

of schemata of the reader, the producer attempted to quell the emotional stance of those 

that are opposed to vouchers and introduced into the discourse other options for stance: 

the notion of options and variables of choice, not competition and not one or the other as 

the only options. This use of politeness worked ÔÏ ÍÁÎÉÐÕÌÁÔÅ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÄÅÒ ÔÏ ÁÃÃÅÐÔ 3" ρȭÓ 

offering of vouchers as another option for schooling.  

 In the third paragraph of the letter, the politeness-manipulation pattern continued. 

The face of the paragraph was positive and the tone encouraged collectivism. In order to 

ÁÃÈÉÅÖÅ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒȭÓ ÇÏÁÌ ÏÆ ÇÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÏÆ 3" ρȟ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒ ÃÒÅÁÔÅÄ ÆÁÃÅ ÉÎ ÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÃ 

ways to find a level of politeness that worked to include and to encourage the reader to feel 

invited to be part of the solution while claiming a strong stance to provide his/her specific 

solution. Employing indirect language was the method to accomplish this.  
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 The first sentence sought to unify the players and their seemingly oppositional 

stances, working to play down the role of competition claimÉÎÇȟ Ȱ3ÃÈÏÏÌ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ÉÓ ÎÏÔ ÁÂÏÕÔ 

pitting private schools against public schools or saying that one options is better than the 

ÏÔÈÅÒȢȱ (Å ÃÌÅÁÒÌÙ ÁÖÏÉÄÅÄ ÔÈÒÅÁÔÅÎÉÎÇ ÌÁÎÇÕÁÇÅ ÁÎÄ ÉÎÓÔÅÁÄ ÕÔÉÌÉÚÅÄ ÉÎÃÌÕÓÉÖÅ ÌÁÎÇÕÁÇÅ ÔÏ 

draw in the reader. He gauged distance by stating with direct language that all parties and 

ÓÔÁÎÃÅÓ ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÎÏÔ ÂÅ ȰÐÉÔÔÅÄȱ ÏÒ ÃÏÍÐÅÔÉÔÉÖÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÅÁÃÈ ÏÔÈÅÒȟ ÔÈÕÓ ÓÁÖÉÎÇ ÆÁÃÅȢ .ÅØÔȟ ÈÅ 

was polite and offered inclusiveness to what type of schools should be available to families, 

including all types of schooling within this political conversation in Pennsylvania at this 

time. Finally, he ended the paragraph by expressing that the choice for schooling should be 

the choice of the parents with many options for them to choose the best path for their 

children. The tone of the paragraph was kind and inclusive to readers with other stances.  

(Fairclough, 1992). 

 However, upon a closer reading of the paragraph, a discursive revelation can be 

ÓÅÅÎȢ !Ó 3ÔÒÁÕÓÓ ÁÎÄ &ÅÉÚ ÓÔÁÔÅ ɉςπρυɊȟ ȰȣÕÎÄÅÒÌÙÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÔÅÒÁÃÔÉÏÎ between speaker (S) 

and hearer (H) are the socio-cultural elements of power, distance, and weightiness of the 

&4!ȱ ɉÆÁÃÅ ÔÈÒÅÁÔÅÎÉÎÇ ÁÃÔÓɊȢ ɉςτψɊȢ &ÕÒÔÈÅÒÍÏÒÅȟ ÔÈÅÙ ÄÉÓÃÕÓÓ ÔÈÅ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÉÎÄÉÒÅÃÔÎÅÓÓ ÔÏ 

ÓÁÖÅ ÆÁÃÅ ÂÙ ÁÐÐÌÙÉÎÇ ȰÐÏÓÉÔÉÖÅ ÁÎÄ ÎÅÇÁÔÉÖÅ ÐÏÌÉÔÅÎÅÓÓ to circumvent or redress and FTA, 

ÐÒÏÄÕÃÉÎÇ ÁÎ ÁÍÂÉÇÕÏÕÓ ȰÏÆÆ-ÒÅÃÏÒÄȱ &4!ȟ ÏÒ ÎÏÔ ÄÏÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ &4! ÁÔ ÁÌÌȱ ɉ3ÔÒÁÕÓÓ ÁÎÄ &ÅÉÚȟ 

2015, 248). In this paragraph of the letter the use of indirectness followed by directness 

worked to reduce the threat that his stance may cause by initially including all options of 

the discourse. For example, the producer was inclusive to the participants in the school 

choice movement by listing each schooling choice and claiming that families should have 

the empowerment to make the best choice for their children; the producer attempted to 
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include everyone reading the letter. Next, he listed all the schooling options: homeschooling, 

a cyber school, charter school, public school, or private, which appears polite.  Finally, he 

ended the ÐÁÒÁÇÒÁÐÈ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÖÅ ÌÁÎÇÕÁÇÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÎÅ× ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÉÏÎ Ȱ×ÉÌÌ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÍÏÒÅ 

ÐÁÒÅÎÔÓ ÔÈÁÎ ÅÖÅÒ ÔÈÁÔ ÏÐÐÏÒÔÕÎÉÔÙ ÔÏ ÃÈÏÏÓÅ ÔÈÅ ÂÅÓÔ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÐÁÔÈ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȢȱ 

The language does not appear to challenge any particular stance nor provide FTA in a 

negative or challenging manner.  

 Implicitly, a discursive event takes place. First the order of the schooling options 

employed a power stance by the producer. This revelation began to unfold after the reading 

of the final stance of the paragraph. Following the list of schooling options, the last 

ÓÅÎÔÅÎÃÅ ÓÔÁÔÅÓȡ Ȱ/ÐÐÏÒÔÕÎÉÔÙ 3ÃÈÏÌÁÒÓÈÉÐÓ ÔÏÇÅÔÈÅÒ ×ÉÔÈ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅÄ ÆÕÎÄÉÎÇ ÆÏÒ %)4#ȟ ×ÉÌÌ 

provide more parents than ever the opportunity to choose the best educational path for 

ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȢȱ 4ÈÉÓ ÃÌÁÉÍÅÄ Á ÓÐecific stance in the school choice negotiations and clearly 

supported the contents of SB 1. The paragraph opened with polite language of inclusion 

and ends with a conclusion that supports SB 1, which supported a clearly defined option for 

schooling. That option included creating vouchers from public tax money to pay for private 

tuition.  

 Now referring back to the list of schooling options, one noted that the list may 

proceed in an order of increasing worth to the producer. School voucher money that would 

ÂÅ ÒÅÌÅÁÓÅÄ ÂÙ 3" ρ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÐÁÙ ÆÏÒ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÔÕÉÔÉÏÎ ÁÔ ÐÒÉÖÁÔÅ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓ ÏÒ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ 

schools. By listing that type of school last, the reader can indirectly and vaguely gain the 

impression that the list was created in increasing order of worth as set forth by the 

producer. Secondly, the politeness of the producer veiled the directness of the final 

statement.  
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 The final statement took a direct stance on the solution for the previously 

mentioned failing schools. That stance directly opposed the opening statement that 

appeared inclusive of all schools and schooling options. The producer clearly stated 

opportunity scholarships and EITC funding, the two concepts introduced in SB 1, would 

ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÔÈÅ ȰÏÐÐÏÒÔÕÎÉÔÙȱ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ȰÂÅÓÔ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÐÁÔÈ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȢȱ 4ÈÅ ÃÏÎÔÅÎÔÓ ÏÆ 

that statement revealed the stance of the producer to be in agreement of the contents of SB 

1, which referred back to the opening paragraph of the letter that explained SB 1 and the 

opening sentence of the second paragraph that claimed directly that REACH supports SB 1. 

The use of politeness and positive face created a false sense of inclusion; where by a closer 

ÃÒÉÔÉÃÁÌ ÒÅÁÄÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÔÔÅÒ ÕÎÖÅÉÌÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒȭÓ ÓÔÁÎÃÅ ÁÎÄ ÉÎÔÅÎÔÉÏÎÓȟ ÒÅÓÕÌÔÉÎÇ ÉÎ Á 

hegemonic event. 

 That stance supported SB1, and the letter revealed the producer of the letter was 

working to gain support of SB 1, which included the imposition of opportunity 

scholarships, or vouchers, along with EITC funds, which were tax dollars sent to schools for 

ÕÓÅ ÉÎ ÐÁÒÔ ÁÓ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒÓȢ 5ÔÉÌÉÚÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÏÕÔÌÉÎÅ ÆÏÒ #$! ÉÎ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ &ÁÉÒÃÌÏÕÇÈȭÓ ÔÈÒÅÅ 

dimensionaÌ ÆÒÁÍÅ×ÏÒË ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÔÔÅÒ ÒÅÖÅÁÌÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒȭÓ ÂÅÌÉÅÆ ÔÈÁÔ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒÓ ×ÏÕÌÄ 

make schools better.  

 The final paragraph of the letter provided another example where the politeness of 

the letter conflicted with the stance and request of the producer. The final paragraph 

ÏÐÅÎÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ Á ÐÏÌÉÔÅȟ ÉÎÃÌÕÓÉÖÅ ÒÅÑÕÅÓÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÄÅÒ ÔÏ ×ÏÒË ÔÏÇÅÔÈÅÒ ÔÏ ȰÉÍÐÒÏÖÅ 

0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȭÓ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȢȱ 4ÈÅ ÒÅÁÄÅÒ ×ÁÓ ÌÅÆÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÉÄÅÁ ÔÈÁÔ ÂÙ ×ÏÒËÉÎÇ 

inclusively with people from all types of schooling options an improvement of all schooling 

in Pennsylvania will occur. However, by looking closely at the options for improvement 
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offered in the letter, only options that included vouchers and EITC, were the options that 

×ÏÕÌÄ ÉÍÐÒÏÖÅ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȭÓ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȢ .Ï ÏÔÈÅÒ ÏÐÔions for school improvement 

were offered as solutions, contradicting the inclusive statements of the letter.  

Ana Puig Email (Appendix D)  
 

The three-dimensional framework notes the influence of social practice. Fairclough 

explains that within the text is a ȰÄÉÓÃÏÕÒÓÅ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÃÅ ÉÎÖÏÌÖÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ 

ÉÎÔÅÒÐÒÅÔÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÅØÔ ÁÎÄ ÉÔ ÉÓ Á ÐÉÅÃÅ ÏÆ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÃÅȱ ɉ&ÁÉÒÃÌÏÕÇÈȟ ρωωσȟ ρσφɊȢ 

&ÕÒÔÈÅÒÍÏÒÅȟ ÈÅ ÁÔÔÅÓÔÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÁÎÁÌÙÓÉÓ ÏÆ ÔÅØÔ ÔÈÅÒÅ ×ÁÓ ȰÁ ÃÏÍÐÌÅØ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÅÖÅÎÔȱ 

ÔÈÁÔ ÅØÉÓÔÅÄ ȰÕÐÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÐÏ×ÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÄÏÍÉÎÁÔÉÏÎȱ ɉ&ÁÉÒÃÌÏÕÇÈȟ ρωωςȟ ρσφɊȢ  )Î ÔÈÉÓ 

particular study, relationships were interwoven among groups that were working to 

influence the legislation. In some cases the members of groups overlapped into other 

groups and in other cases local groups became a part of larger more encompassing groups.  

 One example of that would be the Kitchen Table Patriots led by Ana Puig. The 

Kitchen Table Patriots began as a grassroots effort created by Puig with a conservative 

agenda and activated by their passion to seek political change and school reform. Since 

ÔÈÅÉÒ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÌ ×ÏÒËȟ ÔÈÅÙ ÈÁÖÅ ÌÉÎËÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ &ÒÅÅÄÏÍ 7ÏÒËÓȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÐÁÉÄ ÔÈÅÍ ÔÏ ×ÏÒË ȰÓÃÈÏÏÌ 

tuition vouchers in Pennsylvania (Martin, J. 2011, 20).  Their small grassroots group came 

to exist within the larger and powerful Freedom Works, who supplied the co-chairs 

monetarily to continue to fight for their similar causes.  

 Additionally, the email (Appendix D) sent to me from Ana Puig regarding SB 1, 

explained her relationship with others who were members of the fight for SB 1 and 

vouchers from the Commonwealth Foundation and the American Federation for Children. 

CDA revealed the interconnectedness of these groups via data documents and a newspaper 
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article. At times the appearance of multiple groups could be illusionary and evidenced 

interdiscursivity. The following text was another sample of inter-relational partnerships 

and interdiscursivity.  

Yearbook from Alliance for School Choice (Appendix F)  
 

The Alliance for School Choice Yearbook 2011-12 detailed the school choice 

programs throughout the country over the previous year. In the course of my work, I 

collected three yearbooks from three different school choice groups that had similar 

organization and content, and one other type booklet that was tÉÔÌÅÄȟ Ȱ4ÅÎ 0ÒÉÎÃÉÐÌÅÓ ÏÆ 

3ÃÈÏÏÌ #ÈÏÉÃÅȱȢ 4ÈÅÙ ×ÅÒÅ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÒÅÅ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ "ÏÏËÌÅÔÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÏÆÆÅÒÅÄ ÂÙ 

Alliance for School choice (2), the Friedman Foundation for Educational Choice, and the 

Heartland Institute.  

 The multi-colored yearbook from the Alliance for School Choice included articles, 

charts, diagrams, and photographs along with definitions and explanations of types of 

school choice programs existing throughout the country, including a state-by-state profile, 

which was the largest portion of the book.  The yearbook moved in a deliberate manner 

from defining school choice and its types to highlighting the growth and feature stories of 

existing programs. Information on other organizations that support school choice, both on 

the national and state levels, was included. The yearbook was a compilation of alliances 

working in their particular states to push forth voucher legislation. The book served as a 

resource for the groups to align and to form partnerships under the umbrella of school 

choice programs.  

Although the yearbook provided an informational tone and face, a closer analysis of 

the structure and content of the yearbook revealed normalized language and 
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organizational properties of the text that provided another avenue for seeking 

partnerships. The coherence throughout the yearbook focused on progress and growth of 

voucher and school choice programs which unified the topics, the texts, and the 

interpretation of the texts within the yearbook. For example, repetitions of language and 

vocabulary within the texts normalized the pro-voucher stance. This included an expressed 

ÅØÐÌÉÃÉÔ ÔÈÅÍÅ ÒÅÐÅÁÔÅÄ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÙÅÁÒÂÏÏË ÏÆ ÂÅÉÎÇ Ȱ4(% 9%!2 ÏÆ 3#(//, #(/)#%Ȣȱ 

&ÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÒÓÔ ÔÅØÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÂÏÏËȟ ÏÎ ÐÁÇÅ φȟ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÇÒÏÕÐÓȭ ÍÉÓÓÉÏÎ ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔ ÏÎ ÐÁÇÅ 74, the 

themes of parental choice and school choice expansion as best practices in education were 

prevalent and signified the values embedded in the texts. The structure of the yearbook, 

and the texts within it, were used in an instrumental way to gain partners (Fairclough, 

ςπρυɊȢ  3ÉÎÃÅ ÔÈÅ ÂÏÏË ×ÁÓ ÃÒÅÁÔÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÅÄ ÁÓ Á Ȱ3ÃÈÏÏÌ #ÈÏÉÃÅ 9ÅÁÒÂÏÏË ςπρρ-ρςȱ 

the expected voice, face, force, and overall content were expected to focus on school choice 

options, especially school vouchers. This appeared naturalized.  

 However, the attempt at seeking partnerships was revealed in another way and held 

discursive components. Since the mission of the producers of the text, Alliance for School 

Choiceȟ ×ÁÓ ÔÏ ȰÉÍÐÒÏÖÅ ÏÕÒ ÎÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ +-12 education by advancing systemic and sustainable 

public policy that empowers parents, particularly those in low-income families, to choose 

ÔÈÅ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÅÙ ÄÅÔÅÒÍÉÎÅ ÉÓ ÂÅÓÔ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȟȱ ÔÈÅ ÅÎÔÉÒÅ ÔÅØÔ ÉÓ ÄÅÄÉÃÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ ×ÏÒË 

done in promotion of school choice and attempts to persuade the reader to accept the 

solutions offered for school reform in this book by semiotics and prose based on their 

mission statement (Glenn, 2012, 74). The practice of sharing photographs, quotes, 

explanations, and individual features of school choice in action was to promote and to 

incorporate school choice offerings and legislation into the current structures of public 
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education discourse as exclusive means to solve public schooling problems without any 

attempt to identify or to offer other explicit solutions created a discursive event. 

(Fairclough, 1992, 2015).  

Additionally, the dissemination of the yearbook and its accompanying letter sought 

to gain alliance with members of the legislature who were currently in the position to vote 

for or against school vouchers in SB 1. At the time the letter was sent, February 21, 2012 

the representative would be aware that the voucher bill existed. At this point in the bill 

process, legislators would have earned about the bill and its content. Therefore, receiving a 

ÂÏÏË ÏÆ ÔÈÉÓ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÍÉÇÈÔ ÄÒÁ× ÔÈÅ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÏÒȭÓ ÁÔÔÅÎÔÉÏÎȢ 4ÈÅ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÙÅÁÒÂÏÏË 

was professional, colorful, organized, and easy to read. Additionally, it was flashy and full of 

photographs of cheering, rallying, and hopeful children. (See Appendix F.2) This 

combination of characteristics worked to grasp the attention and the mind of the legislator. 

4ÈÅ ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÏÆ ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÙÅÁÒÂÏÏË ȰÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÓ ÍÅÁÎÉÎÇ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÐÌÁÙ ÏÆ 

ÏÂÊÅÃÔÓȱ ÁÎÄ ȰÉÓ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓ ÏÆ ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÁÔÉÏn- the manner in which 

ÍÅÁÎÉÎÇ ×ÁÓ ÃÏÎÓÔÒÕÃÔÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÎÖÅÙÅÄ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÌÁÎÇÕÁÇÅ ÁÎÄ ÏÂÊÅÃÔÓȱ ɉ(ÁÌÌȟ ρωωχȟ ρυσɊȢ  

)Î ÔÈÅ ÌÅÔÔÅÒ ÅÎÃÌÏÓÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÙÅÁÒÂÏÏËȟ ÔÈÅ ÔÅØÔ ÃÌÁÉÍÅÄ ςπρρ ÔÏ ÂÅ ȰÔÈÅ 

ÂÒÅÁËÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÙÅÁÒ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÁÓ ςπρρȱ ÁÎÄ ȰÁ ÙÅÁÒ ÔÈÅ 7ÁÌÌ 3ÔÒÅÅÔ *ÏÕÒÎÁÌ ÈÁÓ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ȬÔÈÅ ÙÅÁÒ ÏÆ 

ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÃÈÏÉÃÅȢȭȱ  &ÕÒÔÈÅÒÍÏÒÅȟ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÎÁÌ ÐÁÒÁÇÒÁÐÈ ÆÏÃÕÓÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÔÅØÔ ÔÏ ÕÎÃÏÖÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 

book as a promotional tool to lobby the representative to see the value in school choice 

programs: 

            Ȱ)Æ ÙÏÕȭÒÅ ÌÏÏËÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÓÅÅ ÈÏ× school choice programs are benefiting  
students in your state, or what the research says on the powerful impact voucher and 
scholarship tax credit programs have on families,  
the Alliance for School Choice is here to provide you with that information.  

              0ÌÅÁÓÅ ÃÁÌÌ ÏÒ ÅÍÁÉÌ ÕÓ ÁÔ ÁÎÙ ÔÉÍÅȢȱ  
(Appendix F.1) 
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The producers of the letter explained they are a source to show the legislator the worth of 

vouchers and tax credit programs.  

The clear presentation of the contents as facts and truths in a normalized tone 

provided a strong representation of their solution to the need to reform failing schools in a 

forthright, factual, naturalized manner encouraging the representative to adopt their 

version of the solution to the problem of failing public schools. This constructivist approach 

by the producer created a powerful and significant text through the incorporation of 

ȰÓÅÍÉÏÔÉÃÓ ÁÎÄ ÐÏÅÔÉÃÓ ÏÆ ÅØÈÉÂÉÔÉÎÇȱ ÔÏ ÃÒÅÁÔÅ Á ÄÉÓÃÕÒÓÉÖÅ ÓÔÁÎÃÅ ÔÏ Òepresent a particular 

solution for school reform through naturalized discourse (Hall, 1997, 153).  

!ÃÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÆÏÒÅ×ÏÒÄȟ ȰÔÈÉÓ ÙÅÁÒÂÏÏË ÒÅÃÏÕÎÔÓ ÔÈÅ ÂÒÅÁËÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÙÅÁÒ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÁÓ 

2001, while analyzing the trends and data that illustrate why publicly funded private 

ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ÉÓ Á ÃÒÉÔÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÍÁÉÎÓÔÒÅÁÍ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÒÅÆÏÒÍȱ ɉ'ÌÅÎÎȟ ςπρςȟ 

6). In explanation the book was created to review the year of voucher reform and policy. 

However, by distributing the yearbook in certain ways, the yearbook shifted from serving 

as an overview of the year to a resource to build alliances and partnerships. Admittedly the 

Chairman for Alliance for School Choice, and author of the foreword, Besty DeVos, the 

yearbook aimed to analyze data to prove school choice was important to education reform, 

within that realm and with that information, the yearbook was also used as a political tool 

to convince legislators to support SB 1 and school voucher policy.   

Comparison of texts  
 

In Support of SB1, In Opposition of SB1, and Official Work Texts  
 

The data from the sample texts provided an overview on ways texts work to 

ÉÎÆÌÕÅÎÃÅ ÓÔÁÎÃÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÐÅÒÓÐÅÃÔÉÖÅÓ ÏÎ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒÓȭ ÁÔÔÅÍÐÔÓ ÔÏ ÉÎÆÌÕÅÎÃÅ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÏÒÓ 
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through texts that come across their desks during the consideration of particular 

legislation. Comparisons of the texts around SB 1 revealed considerations beyond the 

surface understanding of the message or meaning of the texts and provided a glimpse into 

the wider discourse. As was highlighted in the literature review and revealed in the data 

analysis, deeper meaning and intent may be realized when consideration beyond a surface 

reading of text is considered along with consideration of the wider discourse and social 

environment of the policy. As established in the design of this study, a critical analysis was 

considered to reveal an understanding of how texts shared with legislators work to 

influence their stance (and possible vote) on legislation.  

 Borrowing from .ÏÒÍÁÎ &ÁÉÒÃÌÏÕÇÈȭÓ ÔÈÒÅÅ ÄÉÍÅÎÓÉÏÎÁÌ ÆÒÁÍÅ×ÏÒË ×ÉÔÈin Critical 

Discourse Analysis uncovered meanings, intentions, and themes for each sample text. Four 

overarching themes emerged: A crisis exists, It is Personal, Framing stance as truth, and 

Forming Alliances and Partnerships. The themes reflected a variety of genre and stances, 

and the texts varied in complexity among the themes. Issues of intertextuality and 

discursivity emerged in the analysis of texts over all themes. These issues and 

considerations are significant in identifying and understanding the effect and impact the 

texts have upon the stance of legislators and the possible outcome of legislative votes. The 

data analyzed in this study supported these assertions.  

Theme Comparison   

Multiple themes in texts  
 

All ten texts revealed the presence of multiple themes. The findings of this analysis 

revealed the four specific themes that overarch the sample texts. According to themes, one 

theme, Forming Alliances and Partnerships, was included in all ten texts. The theme, 
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Framing Stance as Truth, was present in nine texts. The theme )ÔȭÓ 0ÅÒÓÏÎÁÌ was present in 9 

texts, also. Finally, the theme A crisis exists was present in six of the ten texts.  An analysis of 

the texts reveals the predominance of these themes.  

Shared themes present across stances  

In this study, the themes were present in texts regardless of the stances of the 

producers. Each theme included texts that were in support of SB 1, in opposition of SB 1, 

and official work texts. These themes were explicit in many texts and implicit in some. The 

themes were more overtly identified across texts that were in support of SB 1 and in 

opposition of SB 1 than in the official work texts. Within the texts of this study, additional 

consideration was given to the work informational texts to uncover their themes. For 

example, at times multiple texts were attached in the work official texts. For instance, in the 

3ÅÎÁÔÏÒȭÓ ÌÅÔÔÅÒ ɉ!ÐÐÅÎÄÉØ )Ɋȟ ÔÈÅ 3ÅÎÁÔÏÒ ÓÈÁÒÅÄ ÁÎ ÏÆÆÉÃÉÁÌ ×ÏÒË ÔÅØÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÄ ÂÏÔÈ ÔÈÅ 

CF 17 Roses Letter (Appendix H) and his own letter that responded to the CR 17 Roses 

Letter (Appendix I). Within the entire text group sent by the Senator, all themes are 

present. 

Many of the texts employed multiple themes to support their stances and in an 

effort to gain support and, at times, action by the reader. The themes signify how the 

producers worked to achieve the support and the movement by readers who experienced 

the sample text(s).  

Shared themes held variety of genre  
 
 The texts within each theme were not organized by one particular genre. Within the 

first theme, A Crisis Exists the following genres were present in the sample texts: a 



163 
 

doorknob hanger, three letters, a yearbook, and a resolution. In the second theme, )ÔȭÓ 

personal, the following genres were present in the sample texts: a doorknob hanger, two 

emails, three letters, a yearbook, a resolution, and an email memo. The third theme, 

Framing stance as truth, and the fourth theme, Forming alliances and partnerships, includes 

all ten texts which includes a variety of genre including a doorknob hanger, a pie chart, two 

emails, three letters, a yearbook,  a resolution, and an email memo.  

Each sample text sought in very intentional ways to gain the attention of readers. 

Some used unique genres and semiotics, and other samples texts overlapped in the genres. 

According to this study, stance can be communicated in a variety of genres and genres can 

be employed regardless of stance.  

All Themes and texts revealed emotional appeals  
 

Across all four themes, the use of emotionally appealing language in those texts was 

present. Through the establishment of tone, voice, and force the producers included an 

attempt to emotionally appeal to the reader. The producers worked to do this in texts to 

gain support of their stanÃÅÓ ÏÒ ÔÏ ÄÅÔÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÏÐÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÓÔÁÎÃÅÓ ÂÙ 

ÉÎÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ ÂÏÔÈ ÌÁÎÇÕÁÇÅ ÁÎÄ ÓÅÍÉÏÔÉÃÓ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÁÐÐÅÁÌ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÄÅÒȭÓ ÓÅÎÓÅ ÏÆ ÅÍÏÔÉÏÎÓȢ  

Within all themes and genre of this study, emotional appeal was present.  

Each theme revealed Intertext uality and discursivity  
 

Each of the sample texts revealed examples of intertextuality and interdiscursivity 

to share their messages and reveal their themes. Furthermore, analysis of intertextuality 

and interdiscursivity revealed connections to specific issues of ideology and hegemony.  
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At times the texts included snippets or parts of other texts, responses to other texts, 

and continuations of discourse begun in previous texts. In some instances, meaning, stance, 

and frame was better understood and identified when the reader was aware of all the texts 

involved. Meaning, understanding and context could be altered when the reader only 

experienced part of the intertextual chain.  This was important to consider when issues of 

stance leading to support or opposition of legislation is requested. Having part of the 

discourse conversation may impact the understanding of the reader leading to a 

misrepresentation of stance and alliance, as in the door hanger sample. Intertextuality and 

Interdiscursivity are powerful elements of discourse that impact and affect the position, 

stance, and understanding of the reader.   

Intertextual chains  
 

Interestingly, these sample texts show in most instances the texts produced by 

supporters of SB 1 initiated the intertextual chain by motivating or provoking a response to 

their texts from either the oppose SB 1 group or the official work group. The official work 

group seemed to share stance texts with other members of the legislature and/or took 

issue with stance and shared both the text they challenged and their response to it. Other 

work texts shared within the offices, usually by staff, were considered confidential and 

could not be made public. However, the stances or the responses to texts by a legislator 

were often put in a public context.  

Thematic Conclusions  
 
 In consideration of the thematic revelations of the texts, the micro politics of school 

reform work centered on SB 1 and voucher legislation included a focus to create a crisis, 

personalize the argument, provide language normalizing truth, and to present texts and 
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stances in coalition and alliance as tools in the negotiations around SB 1. The texts in this 

study crossed my desk as a legislative aide to inform and to persuade the legislator for 

whom I work, and regardless of stance-  for SB 1, opposing SB 1, or official work of SB 1-  

shared those tools in their attempt convince readers.  The data suggested this revelation 

across genre and stance warranted through Critical Discourse Analysis.  

 Themes are enacted as a social practice to do discursive work. The themes work 

discursively because they take on a tug-o-war or struggle to get certain values and actions 

positioned as the authority. In this case, groups push forth social practices either to change 

or to maintain the function of the public schooling structures in PA. The support texts 

employ the stated themes to realign policies by employing the themes to push forth change. 

Likewise, the opposition texts utilized the same themes as justification to sustain the 

current frame of schooling. Both groups do work through texts that ask others to join in to 

their values, interests, stances, and power, making the work discursive.  

 The first theme, A Crisis Exists, did it by making the request of the reader urgent. It 

is Personal, the second theme, appealed personally by putting responsibility for the needs 

of public education onto the reader. The third theme, Framing Stance as Truth, did it by 

passing their viewpoints and values as knowledge, not stance. And finally, the fourth 

theme, Forming Alliances and Partnerships, worked to convince readers into action by 

encouraging readers to join the group in working together to gain power. Utilizing each 

theme in particular ways to gain power over the policy discourse, groups enacted social 

practices within these themes to place their voices as authority while silencing other, thus 

acting discursively.  
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 Furthermore, the presence of intertextual chains revealed a discourse established 

particularly around SB 1 and inclusive of the three stances. The two stances of support of 

SB 1 and oppose SB 1 revealed distinct perspectives through particular language and 

semiotics of what groups on those sides defined as truth and stance that was set across 

discourse. However, the official work groups at times revealed evidence of text sharing that 

was not present in the support or oppose groups. Texts disseminated as official work text, 

usually shared via a member of the legislature, upon further analysis, included texts that 

either supported or opposed SB 1 and voucher legislation.  Overall of the texts, the themes 

existed regardless of stance and ideological perspectives, giving insight to the micro politics 

of education policy. The texts around Senate Bill 1 provided insight as to how producers 

created texts to gain political favor and to the workings of social practices of education 

policy.  
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Chapter 6 
 
 

Conclusion: Where can we go from here?  
Finding a place in the discourse  

 
 
 
Ȱ(ÅÌÄ ÉÎ ÐÌÁÃÅ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÖÅ ÐÏ×ÅÒ ÏÆ ÃÏÍÐÅÔÉÎÇ ÄÉÓÃÏÕÒÓÅÓȟ ÔÈÅ ÆÒÁÍÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÔÅØÔ 
commands our attention, offers us positions of competence, and rewards specific 
meanings as normal. Frames can only invite us to fit in general; they cannot secure 
our acquie scence within particular contexts. While framing positions us, it cannot 
determine how we will read the frame with unique arrays of discourses available to 
ÕÓȢȱ  
 

P. Shannon, (2011, 68) 
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Summary of the Study  

 I initiated this study because I wanted to know more about the educational policy 

process.  From my vantage point as current legislative aide, I had access to the political 

ÔÅØÔÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÅÎÔÅÒÅÄ Á ÓÔÁÔÅ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÏÒȭÓ ÏÆÆÉÃÅȢ  0ÒÏÄÕÃÅÒÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÔÅØÔÓ ÎÁÍÅ ÁÎÄ ÆÒÁÍÅ ÁÎ 

ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ȰÐÒÏÂÌÅÍȟȱ ÁÎÄ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÁÎ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔ ÔÏ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÈÙÐÏÔÈÅÓÉÚÅÄ ÓÏÌÕÔÉÏÎȢ  

They intend to inform and persuade the legislator to side with them and to advocate, act 

ÁÎÄ ÐÅÒÈÁÐÓ ÖÏÔÅ ÁÃÃÏÒÄÉÎÇÌÙȢ  3ÙÓÔÅÍÁÔÉÃ ÁÎÁÌÙÓÅÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÔÅØÔÓ ÒÅÖÅÁÌ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒÓȭ ÖÉÓÉÏÎÓȟ 

tactics, and tropes, illuminating the politics of educational policy at a micro level.  The light 

ÏÆ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÁÎÁÌÙÓÅÓ ÓÈÏ×Ó ÔÈÅ ÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÔÙ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÔÅØÔÓ ÁÎÄ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒÓȭ 

efforts to persuade; however ultimately that light focuses our attention on the irrationality 

of the educational policy process and mechanisms groups use to seek legitimacy and 

authority to define the educational experiences those who work in and attend public 

schools (or their legal equivalent).  

  My study of Pennsylvania Senate Bill 1 in 2011 provided further evidence of 

support of these theories about educational policy.  The enthusiasm of a new governor was 

sufficient to push bipartisan support for a school voucher plan that would provide 

ȰÏÐÐÏÒÔÕÎÉÔÙ ÇÒÁÎÔÓȱ ÔÏ ÌÏ× ÉÎcome families from the lowest -performing five percent of 

public schools, enabling their children to attend the public, private or parochial school of 

ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÈÏÉÃÅȢ "ÁÓÅÄ ÐÒÉÍÁÒÉÌÙ ÏÎ -ÉÌÔÏÎ &ÒÅÅÄÍÁÎȭÓ ÔÈÅÏÒÙ ÔÈÁÔ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÃÏÍÐÅÔÉÔÉÏÎ 

among schools would improve the quality of education for all children at lower costs, SB 1 

sponsors argued that the vouchers would serve both the individual and society.  This 

approach echoed the arguments made across the United States in support of school 

vouchers.  SB 1 invited commentaries from prominent national figures and organizations 



169 
 

with limited experience in Pennsylvania schools but with clear political convictions that 

vouchers were either right or wrong for the state (and the nation).   The ties between these 

national and local advocates were not always transparent. 

 In the debates surrounding SB 1, no participant had empirical certainty behind his 

or her position.  The evidence in support or in opposition was scant, often of poor quality, 

and inconclusive.  Clearly some students benefited from changing schools through a 

voucher program, and just as clearly others did not.  Benefits were disputed in terms of 

size, importance, and longevity; and negative impacts on the public schools were often 

vaguely defined and difficult to characterize empirically.  Despite continued media 

attention, evaluations of the school voucher programs in New York (largest), Milwaukee 

(oldest), and Washington D. C. (federally run) were mixed at best and debated rigorously in 

academic circles.  As a result, proponents of vouchers and their opponents had to base their 

arguments on their (political) theories and (economic) values over empirical evidence in 

order to direct their actions during the life of SB 1. 

 Approximately 100 texts crossed my desk on the way to the legislator, covering an 

array of genre from door hangers to official legislative guides to the bill, itself.  Most were 

clear about their positions on the topic and all were political by attempting to persuade 

readers toward a determined point of view.   Because producers were careful in the 

construction of their texts -leaving nothing to chance ɀ I analyzed the coding systems used 

in ten percent of the texts, examining everything from the overall designs right down to the 

sizes and types of the font employed.  I was selective in my sampling in order to ensure that 

I included the three basic positions on SB 1 ɀ proponents, opponents, and official ɀ and a 

variety of genre.  Within those sampling categories, I chose texts randomly whenever 
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possible.  Using the systematic practices of Critical Discourse Analysis, I looked for themes 

across these positions and genre, believing that the politics of educational policy making 

was not unique to this topic or these particular producers. 

Social Practices and Discursive Events  
 

Evidenced in this study, groups entered the education policy discourse of SB 1 for 

social interaction to push forth social practices for discursive purposes. Groups created 

texts with particular themes, tropes, and tactics to push their stance and exert power over 

the reader. The participants in the social practices used specific processes and mechanisms 

ÔÏ ÇÁÉÎ ÔÈÅÉÒ Ï×Î ÏÒ ÔÏ ÌÅÓÓÅÎ ÁÎÏÔÈÅÒȭÓ authority  and power to define the educational 

experieÎÃÅÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÏÓÅ ×ÈÏ ×ÏÒË ÉÎ ÁÎÄ ÁÔÔÅÎÄ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȭÓ public schools, highlighting 

the irrationality of the education policy practices.  

Recognizing Social Practices and Discursive Events  
 
 Social practices are constructed in and through the sharing of discourse, and the 

essence of a social practice includes the interaction of individuals and groups over a shared 

topic. Social practices provide an apparatus for sharing within a particular discourse in 

time and space. In this case, the discourse focused on SB 1 and school vouchers as a means 

of defining schooling practices in Pennsylvania. This interchange of talk and text around SB 

ρ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÄ ÒÈÅÔÏÒÉÃ ÃÒÅÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÉÎÆÌÕÅÎÃÅ Á ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÏÒȭÓ ÖÏÔÅ ÁÎÄ ÕÌÔÉÍÁÔÅÌÙȟ ÔÈÅ ÃÒÅÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ 

school vouchers. Furthermore, texts were shared as a means for social practice events and 

used as an apparatus for lobbying legislators. The texts held political verbal and semiotic 

ÍÅÓÓÁÇÅÓ ÉÎÔÅÎÄÅÄ ÔÏ ÍÅÄÉÁÔÅ ÁÎÄ ÔÏ ÉÎÆÌÕÅÎÃÅ ÒÅÁÄÅÒÓȭ ÓÔÁÎÃÅÓ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ 3" ρȢ 2ÅÃÏÇÎÉÚÉÎÇ 

social practices and the discourse events held within education policy, allows for the 
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recognition and critique of the work of the participants. This work seeks to shift and to 

control power of the topic, thus making for discursive events.  

 Since completing this study, I realized that I now read texts that cross my desk 

differently than I did before the study. Before, I quickly read and sorted the texts by topic 

and overt stance, without much consideration beyond a surface reading of the text. Now, I 

ready texts more critically and deeply. First, after a periphery reading of the text, I consider 

both the language and images more deeply and seek to make connections to the education 

policy and discourse.  Second, I consider the social practice within the policy discourse and 

ask where the text is located in the chain of texts. Third, I work to uncover acts of 

discursivity, and finally, I seek to connect those acts with the ideological and political 

stances and imaginings as related to the education policy discourse. Recognizing my shift to 

a more critical reading of policy texts, motivated me to share this approach to reading 

social practices with others interested in education policy.  

Thematic Summary : Thematic Patterns as Discursive Practices  
 
 My analyses revealed four themes that cut across the three positions.  The four 

themes are: 1. A Crisis Exists. 2. It is Personal. 3. Framing a Stance as Truth and 4.  Forming 

Alliances and Partnerships.  The first theme was A Crisis Exists:  Opponents took the 

stance, SB 1 is a response to a crisis in public schools.  Proponents said SB 1 presented a 

crisis for public schooling.  And the official work texts demonstrated SB 1 existed due to the 

ÐÕÂÌÉÃȭÓ ÌÁÃË ÏÆ ÃÏÎÆÉÄÅÎÃÅ ÉÎ ÓÔÁÔÅ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔ ÔÏ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÅÆÆÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÂÁÓÉÃ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓȢ  4ÈÅ 

second theme was It is  Personal:  Proponents textualized SB 1 as personal because you 

(the reader) are a parent and/or a taxpayer.  Opponents believed because you are a citizen, 
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you should be concerned of the threat to public institutions.  And official work texts took 

the stance: because you are a legislator, your stance toward SB 1 is a duty according to our 

state constitution.  The third theme was Framing a Stance as Truth:  Proponents believed 

SB 1 is needed because public schools do not work and government cannot fix them.  

According to opponents, SB 1 should be blocked because it will ruin public schools and 

diminish our democratic society.  And the official work texts took the stance SB 1 should be 

voted on because the legislators understand how best to educate all citizens.  The fourth 

and final theme revealed was Forming Alliances and Partnerships : Proponents 

ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÅÄ 3" ρ ÉÓ ÂÁÃËÅÄ ÂÙ ÓÍÁÒÔ ÁÎÄ ÐÏ×ÅÒÆÕÌ ÇÒÏÕÐÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÃÈÁÍÐÉÏÎ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔÓȢ  

Opponents explained SB 1 is opposed by knowledgeable organizations that work for equity 

and democracy.  Official work texts stated voting on SB 1 is our obligation as state 

legislators, aligning with and competing against other states. 

This study uncovered a struggle among groups who wished to place their values and 

ÖÏÉÃÅÓ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÉÔÙȟ ×ÈÉÌÅ ÓÉÌÅÎÃÉÎÇ ÏÔÈÅÒÓȭ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ×Áy they wish to realign the policies 

of the state through their regard on school vouchers. As policies are suggested by others to 

ÌÁ× ÍÁËÅÒÓȟ ȰɉÔÈÅÙɊ ÁÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÄÉÖÏÒÃÅÄ ÆÒÏÍ ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔÓȟ ÆÒÏÍ ÃÏÎÆÌÉÃÔȟ ÆÒÏÍ ÄÏÍÉÎÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÒ ÆÒÏÍ 

ÊÕÓÔÉÃÅȱ ɉ"ÁÌÌȟ ρωωπȟ σɊȢ 4ÈÅÏÒÉÓÔÓ explain: Within the policies put forth by groups struggling 

to control the way schools work and run, values and ideologies motivate power struggles 

ɉ%ÄÍÏÎÄÓÏÎȟ ςππτȟ (ÁÌÌȟ ρωωχɊȢ  3ÉÎÃÅ ÐÏÌÉÃÉÅÓ ÒÅÆÌÅÃÔ ÓÏÍÅ ÇÒÏÕÐÓȭ ÖÅÒÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÉÄÅÁÌȟ 

ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎ ÇÒÏÕÐÓȭ Áuthority and power is justified or accepted over others (Tyack & Cuban, 

ρωωυȟ %ÄÍÏÎÄÓÏÎȟ ςππτɊȢ Ȱ"ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÏÆ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÈÁÓ ÏÆÔÅÎ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎÅÄ ÔÈÅ 

definition of problems and policy choices of those in power, other perspectives are often 
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silenÃÅÄȟ ÄÅÃÌÁÒÅÄ ÉÒÒÅÌÅÖÁÎÔȟ ÐÏÓÔÐÏÎÅÄȟ ÏÒ ÉÇÎÏÒÅÄȱ ɉ(ÅÃËȟ ςππτȟ σςɊȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÓÔÕÄÙ ×ÁÓ ÁÎ 

example of that struggle of discursive events within that political tug-o-war. 

In this education policy study, themes were used to push forth the discourse in 

specific and particular ways. The themes worked to change policy, to take power of the 

discourse, to influence participants, and to gain more participants. Additionally, the themes 

helped to expose the tactics of others within the education policy discourse and make their 

tactics overt. Texts that agreed with the tactics of another text, supported and extended the 

tactic of the original text. However, if the text disagreed with another previous text, the 

new text sought to uncover, to expose, and to challenge the tactics of the opposing 

ÇÒÏÕÐɉÓɊȢ 4ÈÅÓÅ ÉÎÓÔÁÎÃÅÓ ÏÆ ÉÎÔÅÒÔÅØÔÕÁÌÉÔÙȟ ÁÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #ÏÍÍÏÎ×ÅÁÌÔÈȭÓ ρχ 

Roses letter (Appendix H) and the corresponding texts in response to it, show instances of 

interdiscursivity of groups challenging the tactics, tropes, and stances of the 

Commonwealth Foundations through both language and semiotics in overt and implicit 

ways.  

The texts revealed stance and challenged stances through attention to power, 

culture, and truth within the SB 1 discourse. Ideological imaginings and stances were 

hidden within the formation of language and semiotics, but were revealed through critical 

ÄÉÓÃÏÕÒÓÅ ÁÎÁÌÙÓÉÓ ÔÏ ÓÈÏ× ȰÔÒÕÔÈȱ ÁÎÄ ȰËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅȱ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÂÅÌÉÅÆÓ ÁÎÄ ÖÁÌÕÅÓ ÉÎ ÏÒÄÅÒ ÔÏ 

ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅ ÓÔÁÎÃÅ ÁÎÄ ÐÏ×ÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÔÏ ÃÒÅÁÔÅ Á ÓÅÎÓÅ ÏÆ ȰÃÒÉÓÉÓȱ ÔÏ ÇÁÉÎ ÒÅÁÄÅÒÓȭ ÁÔÔÅÎÔÉÏÎȢ 

Frames were created to help groups appeal personally to readers so they work in alliance 

with the producers and take up their stance within the discourse and social practices of SB 

1.  
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Ideology Reflected in Themes  
 

Furthermore, this study uncovered education policy at work and showed instances 

of loud and silenced voices throughout the SB 1 negotiations. Instances of normalized 

ȰÔÒÕÔÈȱ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÅÄ ÂÙ ÇÒÏÕÐÓ ÓÏÕÇÈÔ ÔÏ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎ ɉÔÈÅÉÒɊ ÖÅÒÓÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÐÕblic schooling policy 

in PA as right and just to gain power and publicity within the school voucher discourse 

ÁÒÏÕÎÄ 3" ρȢ (Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÔÈÉÓ ×ÁÓ ÎÏÔ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅȢ Ȱ!ÌÔÈÏÕÇÈ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÐÏÌÉÔÉÃÁÌ ÇÒÏÕÐÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÉÒ 

organizational representatives search for evidence that supports their positions, they 

oppose or favor vouchers largely on the basis of their ideologies rather than evidence of 

ÅÆÆÅÃÔÉÖÅÎÅÓÓȱ ɉ"ÅÌÆÉÅÌÄ Ǫ ,ÅÖÉÎȟ ςππυȟ υυπɊȢ Ȱ4ÈÅ ÈÁÌÌÍÁÒË ÏÆ ÁÎ ÉÄÅÏÌÏÇÙ ÉÓ ÉÍÐÅÒÖÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓ 

ÔÏ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅȱ ɉ,ÅÖÉÎÅ Ǫ ,ÅÖÉÎÅȟ ςπρσȟ ττσɊȢ !Ó ÔÈÅÓÅ ÇÒÏÕÐÓ ÓÔÒÕÇÇÌÅÄ for hegemony, the 

process of policy creation was revealed to be far from a science, with elements of struggle 

for rationality and influence present throughout the process (Cuban, 2010). By looking at 

the micro political work of the groups, I identified anÄ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÅÄ ÖÁÒÉÏÕÓ ÇÒÏÕÐÓȭ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÁÎÄ 

struggle over language, power, power relations, and resources that revealed their 

ideologies within the discourse (Prunty, 1985, Strauss & Feiz, 2015).  

Evident in the analyzed texts, and highlighted by Belfield and Levin (2005), the 

voucher framework highlighted freedom of choice, efficiency, equity, and social cohesion. 

"ÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÏÎÅȭÓ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÒÏÌÅ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÐÌÁÙ ÉÎ the imposition of vouchers, 

determined the stance taken for or against vouchers and the role the groups play in the 

social practices of this education policy. The texts studied highlighted this framework.  

Proponents of SB 1 
 
  Texts analyzed in this study by proponents of SB 1 shared certain values, even when 

at times their motivations differed. Overarching ideologies connected the groups to work to 
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gain support for vouchers, sometimes across the nation, and in this case of SB 1 in 

Pennsylvania. At times these groups worked together to position their discourse as 

hegemonic while workÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÍÁËÅ ÔÈÅ ÏÐÐÏÎÅÎÔÓȭ ÄÉÓÃÏÕÒÓÅɉÓɊ ÅØÃÌÕÄÅÄ ɉ3ÈÁÎÎÏÎȟ ςπρρɊȢ 

 Since school is an ideological institution, groups fight for the influence to control the 

dynamics, reproduction, and structure of them (van Dijk, 200a). In this case, groups in 

support of SB 1 prioritized private market systems for education that focused on market 

competition where they claim vouchers would improve and reinvigorate the quality of 

education and open up choice of schools for children which they believe would create a 

more equitable public school system where social and academic goals would be more 

equitably distributed and less bureaucratically controlled to create a cohesive and strong 

economic future for the country (Belfield & Levin, 2005, Coons, et al, 2000). 

 For instance, the Door Hanger (Figure 4.2) text by Freedom Works highlighted the 

heavy role of government in education emphasizing bureaucratic failure and claiming 

vouchers will set a private and market driven system that will set students free. Then the 

Alliance for School Choice Yearbook (Appendix F) endorsed SB 1 and pro-voucher 

legislation by supplying a yearbook of successful voucher-oriented programs across the 

nation to each legislator emphasizing the need for parental choice and freedom to choose. 

Next, the Commonwealth Foundation (Appendix C) published a pie chart utilized by the 

Pennsylvania Catholic Conference and worked in conjunction with REACH (Appendix E) to 

work collaboratively to promote vouchers. The chart highlighted the equitable economic 

side of SB 1 vouchers upon tax payers while neutralizing the economic argument against SB 

1. The pie chart linked the two groups together, and further analysis of the REACH text 

revealed the use of normalization and legitimation to support of the implementation of a 
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private market system to drive quality of education through competition and provide 

equitable education for Pennsylvania children. REACH established itself for the purpose of 

creating a voucher system in Pennsylvania; therefore the pro-voucher groups created a 

space in which to fortify their power by combining their messages.  

-ÉÌÔÏÎ &ÒÉÅÄÍÁÎȭÓ ÎÅÏÌÉÂÅÒÁÌ ÍÁÒËÅÔ ÄÒÉÖÅÎ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ ÔÏ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÉÎÇ Á ÃÏÍÐÅÔÉÔÉÖÅ 

private educational market stewarded the work of pro-voucher allies (Friedman, 2002). At 

times, groups joined with Friedman to push forth a market agenda while other groups 

ÁÌÉÇÎÅÄ ÆÏÒ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÒÅÁÓÏÎÓȢ !ÌÔÈÏÕÇÈȟ &ÒÉÅÄÍÁÎ ɉρωωυɊ ÃÏÎÔÅÎÄÓ ȰÁ ÓÔÁÂÌÅ ÁÎÄ ÄÅÍÏÃÒÁÔÉÃ 

ÓÏÃÉÅÔÙ ÉÓ ÉÍÐÏÓÓÉÂÌÅ ×ÉÔÈÏÕÔ ×ÉÄÅÓÐÒÅÁÄ ÁÃÃÅÐÔÁÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÓÏÍÅ ÃÏÍÍÏÎ ÓÅÔ ÏÆ ÖÁÌÕÅÓȱȟ ÈÅ 

offers no ÁÌÉÇÎÍÅÎÔ ÓÏÌÕÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÕÐÈÏÌÄ ÃÏÍÍÏÎÁÌÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ ÓÕÇÇÅÓÔÓ ȰÔÈÅ ÐÒÉÎÃÉÐÌÅ ÏÆ 

ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌ ÆÒÅÅÄÏÍ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÃÈÏÉÃÅÓ ÂÅ ÐÅÒÍÉÔÔÅÄȱ ɉρςτɊȢ (ÉÓ ÏÖÅÒÖÉÅ× ÇÉÖÅÓ 

way for the incorporation of groups to form coalitions for the purpose of passing voucher 

legislation, even when their objectives do not align.   

Over the course of SB 1 these coalitions existed. Coalitions formed to build power 

and to strengthen organization aimed at passing voucher legislation and came together 

based on political realities and shared positions, not necessarily a shared value-base.  The 

REACH Foundation (Appendix E) and its sister organization, the REACH Alliance, are 

0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȭÓ ÇÒÁÓÓÒÏÏÔÓ ÃÏÁÌÉÔÉÏÎÓ ÄÅÄÉÃÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÅÎÓÕÒÉÎÇ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÁÌ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ÉÎ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȢ 

-ÅÍÂÅÒÓ ÏÆ 2%!#( ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅ ȰÁ ÂÒÏÁÄȟ ÄÉÖÅÒÓÅ ÃÏÁÌÉÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÓ ÍÅÍÂÅÒÓ ÆÒÏm the 

ÂÕÓÉÎÅÓÓ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙȟ ÅÔÈÎÉÃ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÌÉÇÉÏÕÓ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎÓȟ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÁØÐÁÙÅÒ ÇÒÏÕÐÓȱ ÁÎÄ 

ȰÉÓ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÅÄ ÂÙ ÁÎ ÉÎÄÅÐÅÎÄÅÎÔ ÂÏÁÒÄ ÏÆ ÄÉÒÅÃÔÏÒÓ ÁÎÄ ÆÕÎÄÅÄ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÇÅÎÅÒÏÕÓ 

ÃÏÎÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁ ÃÉÔÉÚÅÎÓȟ ÃÈÕÒÃÈÅÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÆÏÕÎÄÁÔÉÏÎÓȱ ɉ2%!#(ȟ ςπρυɊȢ REACH 

ÁÄÖÏÃÁÔÅÄ 3" ρ ÁÎÄ ÕÐÏÎ ÉÔÓ ÆÁÉÌÕÒÅ Ȱ×ÁÓ ÉÎÓÔÒÕÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÄÒÁÆÔÉÎÇȟ ÐÁÓÓÁÇÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÃÅÎÔ 
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ÅØÐÁÎÓÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȭÓ ÌÁÎÄÍÁÒË %ÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ )ÍÐÒÏÖÅÍÅÎÔ 4ÁØ #ÒÅÄÉÔ ɉ%)4#Ɋ 

ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍȱ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÏÍÅ ÃÌÁÉÍÅÄ ×ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÓÏÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÐÒÉÚÅ ÆÏÒ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒ ÁÄÖÏÃÁÔÅÓ ɉ2%ACH, 

2015). 

Members of the REACH coalition came together to advocate for SB 1 with various 

ideological perspectives. Groups included pro-market neoliberals, religious and faith-based 

groups, minority groups, business, and other associations (REACH, 2015).  For example the 

Pennsylvania Catholic Conference, the Keystone Christian Education Association and the 

Dioceses of Pittsburg all have representation on the Executive Committee and Board of 

Directors and traditionally, represent cultural conservatives seeking to implement 

vouchers based on morality and certain religious-ÂÁÓÅÄ ÖÁÌÕÅÓ ÁÎÄ ȰÓÅÅÍÓ ÖÅÒÙ ÓÔÒÁÎÇÅ 

ÂÅÄÆÅÌÌÏ× ÆÏÒ ÌÉÂÅÒÔÁÒÉÁÎÓȟ ×ÉÔÈ ×ÈÏÍ ÔÈÅÙ ÓÈÁÒÅ ÌÉÔÔÌÅ ÉÄÅÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÇÒÏÕÎÄȱ ɉ+ÅÎÎÅÄÙȟ ςππρȟ 

451). Neoliberals, like Friedman, are represented in REACH by the Pennsylvania 

Manufacturing Association and the Bravo Group, and ideologically support vouchers for the 

advocacy of limited government, a competitive market based economy, and individual 

autonomy. Allying with Neoliberals, Libertarians and Christian-based groups, the business 

community and accompanying foundations sprouted from them, like the Donahue Family 

Foundation and Milestone Partners, which seek less bureaucracy and government 

ÒÅÇÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ  !ÎÄ ÁÌÔÈÏÕÇÈȟ ȰÍÁÊÏÒ !ÆÒÉÃÁÎ !ÍÅÒÉÃÁÎ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÒÅÍÁÉn firmly committed 

ÔÏ ÉÎÔÅÇÒÁÔÅÄ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȟȱ 2%!#( ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÄ -ÉÎÏÒÉÔÉÅÓ ÆÏÒ #ÈÏÉÃÅ ÁÎÄ !ÆÒÉÃÁÎ !ÍÅÒÉÃÁÎÓ 

for Educational Opportunities (Kennedy, 2001, 451, REACH, 2015).  This coming together 

ÏÆ ÉÄÅÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÄÉÖÅÒÇÅÎÔ ÇÒÏÕÐÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÖÁÒÙÉÎÇ ȰÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÉÎÔerests, social goals, and 

political and religious beliefs that are affected by public policies and so motivate political 

ÂÅÈÁÖÉÏÒȱ ÊÏÉÎÅÄ ÆÏÒÃÅÓ ÁÎÄ ×ÁÇÅÄ Á ÃÁÍÐÁÉÇÎ ÉÎ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÏÆ 3" ρ ÉÎ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁ ÁÎÄ 
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continued to work to implement vouchers and support privatization of education in 

Pennsylvania (Kennedy, 2001, 451, REACH, 2015). 

Interestingly, in the texts of this study, no evidence existed to support specific plans 

or criteria for curricular and/or educational objectives improvement from the pro-voucher 

groups represented in the texts of this study. The groups within the social practices of SB 1 

worked discursively to offer criticism through texts claiming failure of current public 

schooling, but failed to offer solutions that were educationally and academically oriented.  

As these groups continue to work to push forth privatized education and implement 

vouchers in Pennsylvania and beyond, other groups take up social practices to halt the 

progress they have made.  As explained, this can be motivated by ideologically opposing 

views; it can also be explained in part by party politics. Kennedy (2001) explains that 

ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒÓ ÔÅÎÄ ÔÏ ÆÏÌÌÏ× ÐÁÒÔÙ ÌÉÎÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÈÁÖÅ ÅÍÅÒÇÅÄ ÁÓ Á Ȱ×ÅÄÇÅ ÉÓÓÕÅȱ ÁÌÌÏ×ÉÎÇ 

2ÅÐÕÂÌÉÃÁÎÓ ÔÏ ȰÐÕÒÓÕÅ Á ÐÁÒÔÉÓÁÎ ÓÔÒÁÔÅÇÙ ÁÎÄ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÔÉÍÅ Ávoid polarizing their 

ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔÅÒÓȱ ɉτυρɊȢ 'ÅÎÅÒÁÌÌÙȟ $ÅÍÏÃÒÁÔÓ ÅÍÂÒÁÃÅ ÁÎÔÉ-voucher and pro-government 

support of education matching the traditional constituencies (Spring, 1997, Ravitch 2013). 

Exceptions to this claim exist. Although SB 1 was not voted upon in the House of 

Representatives, SB 1 followed that accord of party lines in the vote taken in the Senate 

with twenty -four Republicans and three Democrats voting in support of SB 1 and 

seventeen Democrats and five Republicans voting against SB1. (One senator, a Republican, 

did not cast a vote.)  
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Opponents of SB 1  
 
 Like proponents of SB 1, those in opposition of the bill shared certain values and at 

times ideological perspectives yet differed on motivational drives to oppose the bill.  At 

times the groups shared perspectives and concerns on the efficacy and purpose of the SB 1, 

but in the case of the texts analyzed in this sample, did not work in overt alliance. However, 

one unique experience showed that some texts against SB 1 were shared discursively as an 

official work text through the delivery by a legislator.  

 The groups who shared texts within the opposition category included state chapters 

of national organizations, statewide education associations, statewide groups formed to 

oppose vouchers, public school districts, and local citizens. More opposition 

correspondence was received than from proponents. The groups analyzed were 

representative of these groups: NAACP (Appendix K), the Blue Mountain School District 

(Appendix G), and a response letter from a senator who challenged the work of a pro-

voucher group (Appendix I). 

 Groups in this category fought to keep public schools functioning as they 

traditionally have in Pennsylvania and took up stance to serve as a mechanism for liberal 

democracy and the promotion of freedom and inclusivity (Shannon, 2011). In this category 

groups appeared to have shared more closely ideological perspectives around the public-

ness of schooling. However they did not tend to form coalitions or release shared texts as 

the proponent groups, based on the data.  All three texts in this category used language to 

challenge the discourse of the proponents of SB 1 and to create discursive experiences to 

defend the role, structure, and function of public schooling in Pennsylvania.  
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 Ideologically, the oppositional group included progressive, liberal, and labor groups 

that support the government as the prime setting for the management and functioning of 

public schools. The ideologies of these groups challenged the neo-liberal notion of the 

ÐÒÏÐÏÎÅÎÔ ÇÒÏÕÐ ÔÈÁÔ ÂÅÌÉÅÖÅÄ ȰÓÃÈÏÏÌÓ ÁÒÅ ÔÏ ÂÅÃÏÍÅ ÂÕÓÉÎÅÓÓÅÓȟ ÒÕÎ ÁÎÄ ÍÁÎÁÇÅÄ ÌÉËÅ 

ÂÕÓÉÎÅÓÓÅÓ ×ÉÔÈ Á ÐÒÉÍÁÒÙ ÆÏÃÕÓ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÆÉÔ ÁÎÄ ÌÏÓÓ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔȱ ÔÏ ÃÈÁÎÇÅ ÔÈÅ ÃÕÌÔÕÒÅ ÁÎÄ 

philosophy of the current form of public schooling, which opponents viewed as a detriment 

to democracy and to society (Ball, 1990, 68).  Furthermore, the opposition group 

ideologically opposed the focus of SB 1 in their texts:  to turn public schooling into private 

business markets as the delivery method for education, where students become products 

(Ball, 1990). The opposition group challenged the frame of voucher advocates that 

competition will promote learning achievement and progress in all children and asserted 

treating children as products will widen the achievement gap and disenfranchise more 

students (Shannon, 2011, Weil, 2002). 

 These texts sought to frame their ideas of education policy that challenge market 

ideology by explaining and challenging the discourse of the pro-3" ρ ÇÒÏÕÐÓȭ ÅÆÆÏÒÔÓ ÔÏ 

identify to the public and policymakers the perceived dangers of vouchers on public 

education. (Engel 2000)  This stance set forth in the discourse that vouchers brought a 

decline of democracy, a loss of equality, autonomy, and inclusiveness, along with civic 

identity and local cultural values (Engel, 2000, Weil, 2002). 

 For example, the Blue Mountain Resolution (Appendix G), created intentionally as a 

public document by the Members of the Board of Education of the Blue Mountain School 

District for the consumption of their (public) constituency, promoted their school and its 

success for the continuation of autonomy while promoting the increased academic 
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achievement ÏÆ 0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁȭÓ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÁÎÄ ÄÅÍÏÃÒÁÔÉÃ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȢ 4ÈÅ ÒÅÓÏÌÕÔÉÏÎ ÅÍÐÈÁÓÉÚÅÄ 

the role of public schools as a mechanism for inclusiveness and equality while asserting 

ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓȭ ÓÔÒÕÃÔÕÒÅ ÁÓ ÅØÃÌÕÓÉÏÎÁÒÙ ÁÎÄ ÕÎÁÃÃÏÕÎÔÁÂÌÅ ÆÏÒ ÂÏÔÈ ÁÃÁÄÅÍÉÃ ÁÎÄ 

ÄÅÍÏÃÒÁÔÉÃ ÖÁÌÕÅÓȢ  4ÈÅÎȟ ÔÈÅ .!!#0 ,ÅÔÔÅÒ ɉ!ÐÐÅÎÄÉØ +Ɋ ÁÒÄÅÎÔÌÙ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÅÄ ȰÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ÏÆ 

ÃÏÌÏÒȱ ÈÁÖÅ ÂÅÅÎ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎÅÄ ÁÓ ÐÁ×ÎÓ ÉÎ ÔÈe voucher negotiations by pro-voucher 

ÁÄÖÏÃÁÔÅÓ ÁÓ ȰÄÉÓÉÎÇÅÎÕÏÕÓȱ ÁÎÄ ÓÅÇÒÅÇÁÔÉÎÇȟ ÒÁÉÓÉÎÇ ÉÓÓÕÅÓ ÏÆ ÃÉÖÉÃ ÁÎÄ ÃÕÌÔÕÒÁÌ ÖÁÌÕÅÓ ÏÆ 

the advocates. The letter established voucher legislation as a threat to cultural and civic 

values, highlighting the exclusion of an equal education to the most vulnerable children: 

ȰÔÈÅ ÐÏÏÒȟ ×ÈÏ ÁÒÅ ÏÆ ÃÏÌÏÒȟ ÁÎÄ ×ÈÏ ÈÁÖÅ ÓÐÅÃÉÁÌ ÎÅÅÄÓȢȱ &ÉÎÁÌÌÙȟ ÔÈÅ .!!#0 ÌÅÔÔÅÒ 

endorsed the continuation of public schools to promote democracy and inclusion with the 

offer to work with current sÃÈÏÏÌÓ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ȰÉÍÐÒÏÖÅɉÍÅÎÔɊ ÏÆ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅ ÆÏÒ 

0ÅÎÎÓÙÌÖÁÎÉÁÎÓȢȱ 

 Appendix I was a Letter from a Senator responding to and defending the role of 

public education in society by challenging the assertions of a letter by a voucher proponent 

group.  The 3ÅÎÁÔÏÒȭÓ ÔÅØÔ ÒÁÉÓÅÄ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎÓ ÏÖÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÏÕÔÌÁÎÄÉÓÈ ÄÉÓÃÏÕÒÓÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÇÒÏÕÐȭÓ 

claims and their disingenuous commentary as harmful to children, schools, democracy, 

equality and the community.  Since the proponents highlighted and defamed the lowest 

performinÇ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÓ ÁÓ Á ÊÕÓÔÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÆÏÒ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÔÈÅ 3ÅÎÁÔÏÒȭÓ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÅ ÔÅØÔ 

pinpointed the harm of inflammatory commentary toward autonomy, democracy, equality 

ÁÎÄ ÉÎÃÌÕÓÉÖÉÔÙ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ÇÒÏÕÐȭÓ ÁÔÔÅÍÐÔ ÔÏ ÄÅÖÁÌÕÅ ÂÏÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÁÎÄ ÉÔÓ ÃÉÖÉÃ ÁÎÄ 

cÕÌÔÕÒÁÌ ÃÈÁÒÁÃÔÅÒȢ  4ÈÅ 3ÅÎÁÔÏÒȭÓ ×ÏÒË ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÔÅØÔ ÁÉÍÅÄ ÔÏ ÄÉÓÅÍÐÏ×ÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÌÁÎÇÕÁÇÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 

ÐÒÏÐÏÎÅÎÔȭÓ ÎÅÏÌÉÂÅÒÁÌ ÄÉÓÃÏÕÒÓÅ ÂÙ ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÄÉÓÁÒÍÉÎÇ ÃÌÁÉÍÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÒÅÁÔÓ ÍÁÄÅ ÔÏ 

democracy and the progressive, liberal, and labor ideological perspectives. 
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 *ÏÈÎ $Å×ÅÙȭÓ ÐÒÏÇÒÅÓÓÉÖÅ ÁÎÄ ÄÅÍÏÃÒÁÔÉÃ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ ÔÏ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÉÎÇ ÒÅÊÅÃÔÓ 

ÐÒÉÖÁÔÉÚÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÍÁÒËÅÔ ÉÄÅÏÌÏÇÙ ÔÏ ÆÏÃÕÓ ÏÎ Á ÓÃÈÏÏÌÉÎÇ ÏÆ ȰÄÅÍÏÃÒÁÔÉÃ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÔÉÏÎȱ ÁÎÄ 

ȰÄÅÍÏÃÒÁÔÉÃ ÃÉÖÉÌ ÖÁÌÕÅÓȱ ÆÏÒ Á ÓÈÁÒÅÄ !ÍÅÒÉÃÁÎ ÅØÐÅÒÉÅÎÃÅȟ ÁÌÉÇÎÉÎÇ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÉÄÅÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ 

perspectives of the con-voucher groups (Engel, 2000, 45).  His contemporaries have 

continued to work for a public school system that embraces the spirit of American 

democracy, culture, inclusiveness, and civic values in light of the aggressive neoliberal 

campaign to reformulate schooling. The growth of the neoliberal movement and the 

resulting political rhetoric remain a challenge to democratic progressivism. 

 Over the life of the SB 1 legislation the textual work of the opponents often took a 

defensive stance. More so, the analyzed texts put forth by the proponents of SB 1 showed 

an offensive stance rather than a defensive or responsive stance. As for the texts offered by 

the opponents, all three of them offered rebuttals to the rhetoric of the proponents work 

and texts. The Blue Mountain School District Resolution (Appendix G) justified the good 

work of public schools in being public, inclusive, autonomous, free, and democratic. The 

NCAA Letter (Appendix K) directly addressed the use of children of color and their parents 

as a strategy and commodity to achieve vouchers in Pennsylvania regardless of the harm it 

may cause to democracy, freedom, equality, and inclusion. Finally, the letter from the 

Senator (Appendix I) directly challenged the Commonwealth Foundation letter (Appendix 

H) as a misplaced visual history or perspective of certain students, asserting the use of 

stereotypical, disgusting, and appalling rhetoric for positioning students, schools, teachers, 

and the community in an exclusionary and harmful manner (Hall, 2009,  Strauss & Feiz, 

2015). The text addressed the recent academic success of one of the public schools in spite 

of the work of groups like the Commonwealth Foundation. 
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As work of the pro-voucher organizations continues to focus on a disempowerment 

of the current and traditional public school structure, the work of progressives to improve 

the curriculum, pedagogy, and condition of American public schools also continues.  The 

social practices of education policy reform has included, for decades, neoliberal ideological 

work targeted at proving the inefficacy of public schooling and democratic pedagogy. 

Traditionally, the rhetoric of the neolÉÂÅÒÁÌ ÉÄÅÏÌÏÇÙȭÓ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÃÅ ÉÓ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ 

challenging the efficiency and effectiveness of public schools and the resulting workforce in 

competition within the global market, creating a sense of fear among the public through the 

use of rhetoric (Hall, 2009, Prunty, 1984.) 

Official Work Texts  
 
 Unique to this study was the role that work texts played in the discourse of SB 1.  

Initially, an assumption of a neutral stance of work texts was taken since the location of the 

information was among and within the members and the staff of the House of 

Representatives, and texts included in this group often explained the contents of SB 1 

without overt statements on stance. The latter texts were often in-house, confidential texts 

ÎÏÔ ÓÈÁÒÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÓÔÕÄÙȭÓ ÓÁÍÐÌÅÓȢ 3ÏÍÅ ÔÅØÔÓ ÆÒÏÍ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÏÒÓ ÔÏ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÏÒÓ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÄ 

addendums from pro and con groups that held direct stance. Upon analysis, as signified by 

the sample work texts shared in this study, texts were revealed to not only share to inform 

but also to persuade, to convince, and to charge legislators to take a stance with or against 

3" ρ ×ÈÉÌÅ ÏÆÔÅÎ ȰÐÒÏÊÅÃÔÉÎÇ ÃÈÁÒÁÃÔÅÒ ÔÒÁÉÔÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÎÏÒÍÁÔÉÖÅ ÍÅÁÎÉÎÇÓȱ ɉ7ÏÄÁËȟ ςππωȟ 

8). Like all other texts in this study, discursivity existed within the work official texts of SB 

1. 
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For example, in the Ana Puig email (Appendix D), no overt statement regarding 

stance was shared. Upon closer analysis the text revealed the attempt to build coalitions by 

connecting me and the legislator for whom I work with other proponent groups of SB 1 for 

the purpose of sharing pro- SB 1 statistics and rhetoric. By both reinforcing the physical 

meeting between the legislator and the pro- SB 1 advocate and introducing new advocates 

to the legislator and me, the advocate, worked to build stance for SB 1 takes place, making 

this work text a pro-SB 1 text (Haugaard & Lentner, Ball, 1990). 

 Next, the letter authored by a Senator (Appendix I) to an officer of a pro-voucher 

group, the Commonwealth Foundation (Appendix H), was filed as a work text since the 

Senator provided copies of his letter to each member of the General Assembly. However, 

upon initial reading of the letter, overt stance against SB 1 and voucher legislation are 

observed. More so, an argumentative tone was established within the letter against the 

rhetoric and tactics of the pro-voucher group as a discursive strategy to reframe the 

discourse utilizing perspectivation (Wodak, 2009). Not only does this letter take a stance in 

the voucher negotiations; it also challenges the rhetorical tactics utilized by the pro-

voucher/SB 1 group, Commonwealth Foundation. Although this type of text existed in all 

the text groups in this study, for the official work texts, analysis revealed texts containing a 

normative tone were prevalent (Wodak, 2009, Strauss & Feiz, 2015). 

 For example, the memo from a member of the House of Representatives (Appendix 

J) to the members of the General Assembly showed the flow of information. The 

Representative used neutral language to share an addendum (Appendix K) that took clear 

stance against SB 1. Although the language shared by the Representative within the email 

memo he authored referenced no stance or possible vote on the legislation, the physical 
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sharing on his part constitutes a stance on the topic. (Fairclough, 2015, Strauss & Feiz, 

2015) However, as Fairclough (2015) explains texts are connected to the world where they 

exist through normative language connected to that physical and rhetorical setting. In this 

case, texts released through the work ÓÅÔÔÉÎÇ ÃÁÎ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ȰÁ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÉÄÅÏÌÏÇÙ ÁÓ ÁÎ 

ȬÉÍÐÌÉÃÉÔ ÐÈÉÌÏÓÏÐÈÙȭ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÃÁÌ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ ÏÆ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÌÉÆÅȟ ÂÁÃËÇÒÏÕÎÄÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÔÁËÅÎ ÆÏÒ 

ÇÒÁÎÔÅÄȟ ÔÈÁÔ ÃÏÎÎÅÃÔÓ ÉÔ ÔÏ ȬÃÏÍÍÏÎ ÓÅÎÓÅȭȱ ɉρπχɊȢ  

 Therefore, upon implementation of CDA to the official work texts sampled within 

this study, the revelation emerged that no text was neutral or without stance. (Strauss & 

&ÅÉÚȟ ςπρυȟ &ÁÉÒÃÌÏÕÇÈȟ ρωωςȟ ρωωυɊ !Ó (ÁÌÌ ɉςππφɊ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÓȟ ȰȣÔÈÏÓÅ ÇÒÏÕÐÓ ×ÈÏ Ï×Î ÔÈe 

ÍÅÁÎÓ ÏÆ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÅÒÅÂÙ ÃÏÎÔÒÏÌ ÔÈÅ ÍÅÁÎÓ ÏÆ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÃÉÒÃÕÌÁÔÉÎÇ Á ÓÏÃÉÅÔÙȭÓ 

ÉÄÅÁÓȱ ɉστχɊȢ  )Î ÔÈÉÓ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÇÒÏÕÐÓ ×ÈÏ ÔÏÏË ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÓÔÁÎÃÅ ÃÒÅÁÔÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÃÉÒÃÕÌÁÔÅÄ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÔÅØÔÓ 

in different ways to gain power to control their message as truth, to build relationships, and 

to explain the crisis while personalizing the message to the audience with intentions of 

gaining power to control the outcome of Senate Bill 1 (Hall, 1997, Wodak, 2009). Many of 

the official work texts did this implicitly through norm atively structured documents.  

Ideological Influences   

 Within the texts analyzed, values of the producers emerged. The values were 

signified through textual images and themes provided in the shared texts as 

representations of ideological imaginings within social practices (Hall, 1997).  Semiotically, 

meanings were constructed and displayed to signify the values held and ideologies 

promoted by the producers (Hall, 1997, Ball, 1990). The ideologies of these groups reached 

out from each text to position ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÄÅÒ ×ÉÔÈ ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎ ȰÔÒÕÔÈÓȱ ÁÎÄ ÔÏ ÃÁÐÔÕÒÅ ÈÉÓ ÏÒ ÈÅÒ 

allegiance to either support or oppose SB 1.  
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 !ÃÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÖÁÎ $ÉÊË ɉÕÎÐȢɊȟ ÉÄÅÏÌÏÇÉÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÔÈÅ ȰÂÁÓÉÃ ɉÓÙÓÔÅÍɊ ÏÆ ÂÅÌÉÅÆÓ ÓÈÁÒÅÄ ÂÙ 

ÇÒÏÕÐÓȱ ÁÎÄ ȰÁÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÂÁÓÉÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÍÅÍÏÒÙ ÓÈÁÒÅÄ ÂÙ ÇÒÏÕÐÓȱ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ 

movements that are carried out specifically by groups seeking certain outcomes over 

others (14). Within these social structures are social practices that represent ideologies. 

4ÈÅÓÅ ÉÄÅÏÌÏÇÉÅÓ ȰÁÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÓÏÃÉÏÃÕÌÕÔÒÁÌ ÁÎÄ ÃÁÎÎÏÔ ÂÅ ÐÒÅÓÕÐposed to be accepted by 

ÅÖÅÒÙÏÎÅȣȢ )ÄÅÏÌÏÇÉÅÓ ÔÙÐÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÇÉÖÅ ÒÉÓÅ ÔÏ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÃÅÓ ÏÆ ÏÐÉÎÉÏÎȟ ÔÏ ÃÏÎÆÌÉÃÔ ÁÎÄ ÓÔÒÕÇÇÌÅȱ 

(14). In this study, ideology was considered to be the basic social representation 

framework of beliefs shared by specific groups with the purpose of reflecting and 

promoting specific, predetermined values and ideas to represent a proposition (Hall, 1997, 

Ball 1990). 

 Over the time of SB 1, an ideological struggle took place. Groups representing the 

proponents and the opponents struggled to capture the power to define good public 

schooling through the representations in their public texts. This struggle for hegemony 

ÐÌÁÙÅÄ ÏÕÔ ÁÓ ȰÁ ÍÁÔÔÅÒ ÏÆ ÐÅÒÓÕÁÓÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÎÓÅÎÔ ÁÓ ÏÆ ÆÏÒÃÅȱ ÔÏ ÄÏÍÉÎÁÔÅ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÃÏÕÒÓÅ 

and to win both the marginalized and the competing groups within the elected and the 

popular citizenry in Pennsylvania at that time (Hall, 1997, 348). By framing texts to push 

forth particular ideological visions, the groups poised their texts discursively to push forth 

certain policy work or to kill certain policy work while positioning themselves to gain 

hegemony and control of the dialogue and the meaning of texts (Ball, 1990, Shannon, 

2011).  This ideological work was evident in the texts shared in this study.  
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Ideology at Work  

This study uncovered a struggle among groups who wished to place their values and 

ÖÏÉÃÅÓ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÉÔÙȟ ×ÈÉÌÅ ÓÉÌÅÎÃÉÎÇ ÏÔÈÅÒÓȭ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ×ÁÙ ÔÈÅÙ ×ÉÓÈ ÔÏ ÒÅÁÌÉÇÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÌÉÃÉÅÓ 

of the state through their regard on school vouchers. As policies are suggested by others to 

ÌÁ× ÍÁËÅÒÓȟ ȰɉÔÈÅÙɊ ÁÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÄÉÖÏÒÃÅÄ ÆÒÏÍ ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔÓȟ ÆÒÏÍ ÃÏÎÆÌÉÃÔȟ ÆÒÏÍ ÄÏÍÉÎÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÒ ÆÒÏÍ 

ÊÕÓÔÉÃÅȱ ɉ"ÁÌÌȟ ρωωπȟ σɊȢ 4ÈÅÏÒÉÓÔÓ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎȡ 7ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÌÉÃÉÅÓ ÐÕÔ ÆÏÒÔÈ ÂÙ ÇÒÏÕÐÓ ÓÔÒÕÇÇÌÉÎÇ 

to control the way schools work and run, values and ideologies motivate power struggles 

ɉ%ÄÍÏÎÄÓÏÎȟ ςππτȟ (ÁÌÌȟ ρωωχɊȢ  3ÉÎÃÅ ÐÏÌÉÃÉÅÓ ÒÅÆÌÅÃÔ ÓÏÍÅ ÇÒÏÕÐÓȭ ÖÅÒÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÉÄÅÁÌȟ 

ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎ ÇÒÏÕÐÓȭ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ ÐÏ×ÅÒ ÉÓ ÊÕÓÔÉÆÉÅÄ ÏÒ ÁÃÃÅÐÔÅÄ ÏÖÅÒ ÏÔÈÅÒÓ ɉ4ÙÁÃË Ǫ #ÕÂÁÎȟ 

ρωωυȟ %ÄÍÏÎÄÓÏÎȟ ςππτɊȢ Ȱ"ÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÏÆ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎÁl policy has often concerned the 

definition of problems and policy choices of those in power, other perspectives are often 

ÓÉÌÅÎÃÅÄȟ ÄÅÃÌÁÒÅÄ ÉÒÒÅÌÅÖÁÎÔȟ ÐÏÓÔÐÏÎÅÄȟ ÏÒ ÉÇÎÏÒÅÄȱ ɉ(ÅÃËȟ ςππτȟ σςɊȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÓÔÕÄÙ ×ÁÓ ÁÎ 

example of that political tug-o-war. 

Furthermore, this study uncovered education policy at work and showed instances 

of loud and silenced voices throughout the SB 1 negotiations. Instances of normalized 

ȰÔÒÕÔÈȱ ÅÓÔÁÂÌÉÓÈÅÄ ÂÙ ÇÒÏÕÐÓ ÓÏÕÇÈÔ ÔÏ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎ ɉÔÈÅÉÒɊ ÖÅÒÓÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÉÎÇ ÐÏÌÉÃÙ 

in PA as a right and just to gain power and publicity within the school voucher discourse 

ÁÒÏÕÎÄ 3" ρȢ (Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÔÈÉÓ ×ÁÓ ÎÏÔ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅȢ Ȱ!ÌÔÈÏÕÇÈ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÐÏÌÉÔÉÃÁÌ ÇÒÏÕÐÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÉÒ 

organizational representatives search for evidence that supports their positions, they 

oppose or favor vouchers largely on the basis of their ideologies rather than evidence of 

ÅÆÆÅÃÔÉÖÅÎÅÓÓȱ ɉ"ÅÌÆÉÅÌÄ Ǫ ,ÅÖÉÎȟ ςππυȟ υυπɊȢ Ȱ4ÈÅ ÈÁÌÌÍÁÒË ÏÆ ÁÎ ÉÄÅÏÌÏÇÙ ÉÓ ÉÍÐÅÒÖÉÏÕÓÎÅÓÓ 

ÔÏ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅȱ ɉ,ÅÖÉÎÅ Ǫ ,ÅÖÉÎÅȟ ςπρσȟ ττσɊȢ !Ó ÔÈÅÓÅ ÇÒÏÕÐÓ ÓÔÒÕggled for hegemony, the 

process of policy creation was revealed to be far from a science, with elements of struggle 
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for rationality and influence present throughout the process (Cuban, 2010). By looking at 

the micro political work of the groups, I identifiÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÅÄ ÖÁÒÉÏÕÓ ÇÒÏÕÐÓȭ ÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÁÎÄ 

struggle over language, power, power relations, and resources within the discourse of SB 1 

that revealed their ideologies through specific social practices (Prunty, 1985, Strauss & 

Feiz, 2015).  

New Literacies: Reading with a Discursive Lens  
 

Teacher, Texts and Discourse Participation  

 )Î ÏÒÄÅÒ ÆÏÒ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÏÒÓ ÔÏ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÔÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÃÏÕÒÓÅ ÏÆ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ȰÍÕÃÈ 

work needs to be done toward this end, and much effort needs to be expended toward 

including teacherÓ ÉÎ ÐÏÌÉÃÙÍÁËÉÎÇ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓÅÓ ÁÔ ÓÔÁÔÅ ÁÎÄ ÆÅÄÅÒÁÌ ÌÅÖÅÌÓȱ ɉ%ÄÍÏÎÄÓÏÎȟ 

2004, 86). Teachers cannot wait to be invited; they need to mobilize and vocalize to insert 

themselves into the discourse. In order for educators to engage and to mobilize in this type 

of policy discourse participation and negotiation toward effecting positive change for 

schooling practices and the continuation of democratic schooling, a process of learning and 

communicating must take place. Teachers would benefit by understanding the work of 

social practices within education policy discourse, so they can read policy work critically, 

identify discursivity, and respond and participate with critical literacy.  

This process needs to take place at several levels and in a variety of forums.   

The process of preparing to engage in advocacy should be an established part of teacher 

education preparation and should be incorporated into educator professional 

development. Additionally, opportunities for practice and for participation in education 
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policy discourse and negotiations at the macro and micro level must happen. Educators can 

learn: 

1. to read education policy texts critically  

2. to identify social practices and the discursive acts within them 

3. to engage in the discourse of education policy work 

4. to participate and to advocate for their work within the education policy discourse 

Often, teachers are not comfortable or confident to participate in education policy talk in a 

public forum where education policy negotiations take place. Often during these public 

discourse experiences, teachers are usually not present in the direct exchanges at the local, 

state, and federal levels. Traditionally, that work has been left for administrators, union 

lobbyists, and association representatives.  In Pennsylvania, examples of these groups 

include superintendents, local school board members, the Pennsylvania State Education 

Association (PSEA), and the Pennsylvania Association School Business Officials (PASBO). 

In my experience as a public school teacher I, along with my English department 

colleagues, felt silenced by my principal in response to standardized test scores and NCLB 

mandates. Most likely, the principal felt silenced from his superiors who were feeling the 

pressure of state and federal mandates in response to making AYP (Adequate Yearly 

0ÒÏÇÒÅÓÓɊȢ /ÕÒ ÅÆÆÏÒÔÓ ÁÓ %ÎÇÌÉÓÈ ÔÅÁÃÈÅÒÓ ȰÔÏ ÆÉÎÄ ÓÏÍÅ ÂÁÌÁÎÃÅ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÆÏÃÕÓÉÎÇ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ 

test scores and helping students make sense of themselves and the world through reading 

ÁÎÄ ×ÒÉÔÉÎÇȱ ×ÁÓ ÍÅÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÎ ÁÓÓÕÒÁÎÃÅ ÔÈÁÔ ×Å ÈÁÄ ÎÏ ÒÏÌÅ ÏÒ ÖÏÉÃÅ ÉÎ ȰÓÅÔÔÉÎÇ ÃÕÒÒÉÃÕÌÕÍȟ 

ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÐÒÏÆÅÓÓÉÏÎÁÌ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÉÎ ɉÈÉÓɊ ÓÃÈÏÏÌȰ ɉ(ÏÂÂÓȟ ςππφȟ ςψσɊȢ &ÏÌÌÏ×ÉÎÇ 

ÔÈÁÔ ÍÅÅÔÉÎÇȟ ) ÄÅÃÉÄÅÄ ÔÏ ÒÅÓÉÇÎ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ Ȱ) ÃÏÕÌÄ ÎÏÔ ÃÏÎÔÉÎÕÅ ×ÏÒËÉÎÇ ÉÎ Á ÓÉÔÕÁÔÉÏÎ ×ÈÅÒÅ 

ÍÙ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ×ÁÓ ÓÉÌÅÎÃÅÄȣ ɉÁÓɊ I seek a democratic workplace in which I have a say in 
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ÔÈÅ ÄÅÃÉÓÉÏÎÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÆÆÅÃÔ ÍÙ ×ÏÒË ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÌÉÖÅÓ ÏÆ ÍÙ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȱ ɉ(ÏÂÂÓȟ ςππφȟ ςψσɊȢ 7ÉÔÈÉÎ 

the frame of education policy discourse teachers find themselves negated from 

conversations and their professional advice discounted; therefore I became motivated to 

find some other way for me, and other teachers, to find a place to use my voice to 

participate in the education policy discourse and negotiations for schools, students, and 

educators (Hobbs, 2006, 283). 

Additionally, a recent conversation with a veteran middle school public education 

teacher over controversial state bills seeking to alter certain education plans and 

regulations in Pennsylvania provided another example of silenced teachers. The teacher 

shared with me her opposition to the legislation and frustration with the course of recent 

legislative education policy negotiations in Pennsylvania; I offered her an opportunity to 

voice that frustration and to offer solutions in a forum of educators with the legislator for 

whom I work. She declined. She explained going public with her stance within the current 

frame of authority would get her punished.  The current public education policy discourse 

ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÓ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔ ȰÅØÐÅÒÔÓȱ ÁÎÄ ÎÅÏÌÉÂÅÒÁÌ ÇÒÏÕÐÓ ×ÈÏ publicly define teachers in a 

particular manner through the misuse of test scores and other data established through 

education policy mandates leading to the deskilling of teachers and diminishing respect of 

ÔÅÁÃÈÅÒȭ ×ÏÒË ɉ%dmondson, 2004, Shannon, 2014). This current frame of discourse silences 

and excludes public school educators. However, with education ÔÈÉÓ ÃÁÎ ÃÈÁÎÇÅȢ Ȱ%ÄÕÃÁÔÏÒÓ 

must begin to link their concerns with one another and work together to strategically 

influence policies at all levels: localȟ ÓÔÁÔÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÆÅÄÅÒÁÌȱ ɉ%ÄÍÏÎÄÓÏÎȟ ςππτȟ ψωɊȢ  

Education scholars within teacher education programs can begin to offer 

opportunities for pre-service teachers to explore and to identify opportunities for teacher 
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discourse participation. Awareness of the current frame of discourse can help pre-service 

teachers to understand and to navigate the education policy setting and begin to offer 

ÐÒÁÃÔÉÃÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÐÒÅÐÁÒÅ ÆÕÔÕÒÅ ÔÅÁÃÈÅÒÓ ÔÏ ÅÎÔÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÆÅÓÓÉÏÎ ×ÉÔÈ Á ÓÅÎÓÅ ÏÆ ȬÈÏ× ÔÏȭ ȰÁÃÔ 

democratically on behalf of themÓÅÌÖÅÓȟ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÉÅÓȱ ɉ(ÏÂÂÓȟ 

2006, 283). Books like Educators on the Frontline: Advocacy Strategies for Your Classroom, 

Your School, and Your Profession (Lewis, Jongsma, & Berger, 2005) offers these examples 

and opportunities to see how other educators entered the discourse and took up social 

practices to advocate and to participate in the policy negotiation of schooling and serves as 

an example of texts that can be used in teacher preparation courses. Had I read this book 

before I entered the classroom, I would have been more prepared and may have responded 

differently.  

  Opportunities to study and to analyze current educational policy discourse during 

teacher education programs can ready teachers to take up discourse negotiations, in 

confident and effective ways that share professional expertise to create change and to build 

collations with administrators, parents, community members, public officials, 

ÐÏÌÉÃÙÍÁËÅÒÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÏÔÈÅÒÓ ×ÈÏ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÔÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓȢ  Ȱ)Î Reshaping High School English 

(1997) Bruce Pirie challenges educators to act quickly on implementing advancements and 

necessary changes in light of history. He explains if educators are not willing to take on this 

ÁÄÖÏÃÁÃÙ ȰÔÈÅÒÅ ÁÒÅ ÐÌÅÎÔÙ ÏÆ ÌÅÇÉÓÌÁÔÏÒÓ ÁÎÄ ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔ ÇÒÏÕÐs only too willing to define it for 

ÕÓȱ ɉφɊȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÉÓ ÔÅÓÔÁÍÅÎÔ ÔÏ 0ÉÒÉÅȭÓ ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔÓȢ 7ÏÒËÉÎÇ ×ÉÔÈ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÓÃÈÏÌÁÒÓ 

both within teacher education programs and in settings for teacher professional 

development work, educators who have the key knowledge of best practices can become 

ÁÄÖÏÃÁÔÅÓ ÁÎÄ ×ÏÒË ÄÉÓÃÕÒÓÉÖÅÌÙ ÔÏ ȰÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÖÉÔÁÌ ÉÍÐÁÃÔ ×Å ÈÁÖÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓÅÓ 
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ÏÆ ÔÒÁÎÓÆÏÒÍÉÎÇ ÏÕÒ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȱ ɉ(ÏÂÂÓȟ ςππφȟ ςψσɊȢ "Ù ÉÎÔÒÏÄÕÃÉÎÇ ÁÄÖÏÃÁÃÙ 

concepts, discourse analysis, and critical policy study to both pre-service and present 

service teachers, educators can become literate in the discourse and  empowered to 

question, to discuss, to debate, to argue and to convince others through participation in the 

social practice of education policy.  

Outcomes: Learning to Participate in the Social Practices of Education Policy  
 

Programs that teach educators to advocate need to build arsenals and confidences 

in public education teachers to change the current and historical role of silence. To do this, 

teacher education programs and teacher professional development programs can organize 

lessons and create opportunities for educators to gain an understanding of the micro-level 

policy process and to engage in and to analyze the discourses of policy work within 

classroom settings, so they can develop skills, language, and confidences to advocate 

publicly for their work, their schools, and their students.   

Reading and participating in education policy work is complex but can be done.  

Although all of the texts were ultimately intended to evoke an appropriate vote from my 

legislator, few of the texts were produced primarily for his consumption.  Most producers 

addressed the public as individuals and groups who were then to apply pressure to get or 

to prevent that vote.  Regardless of the intended audience, the textual tropes were similar.  

To every group the text producers explained:  We face a critical situation that requires 

action; you are responsible to do something; our argument tells you all you need to know; 

and by your action you join a larger powerful coalition doing vital work for children in 

America.  Distinguishing the positions, then, were the ideologies ɀ sets of values ɀ the text 
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producers encoded in the texts and the individuals they were able to recruit through these 

efforts.  The relative power of those ideologies within the educational policy making 

situation determined the outcome ɀ in this case, the killing of SB 1 before its vote in the 

House of Representatives. 

Conclusion  
 

I began this study to understand how teachers might identify the role of other 

groups and the discourse present during legislative negotiations on educational policies, 

but in the end, I learned new ways of critically reading education policy texts. I hoped 

teachers would identify others were working to affect, to change, to alter, and to control 

public education within the political setting. Ultimately, I sought to uncover, for those who 

read this study, an opportunity to see the social practices within the discourse of the 

politics of public education policy in action. My hope was for educators to identify the 

specific discourse(s) of education politics and to see the possibilities of their role as a voice 

and an advocate for public schools by taking access into the public education policy 

discourse.   

Many opportunities exist for educators to participate in education policy discourse. 

Local and grassroots efforts can work effectively to communicate with students, parents, 

the public, and lawmakers to take up policy concerns and to stand up for or against power 

relations, control of the discourse, and justice for their work. An example of shared 

discourse in the legislative district where I live and work has created effective 

communication. Since the initial year of the legislÁÔÏÒȭÓ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅȟ Á ÇÒÏÕÐ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ÔÈÅ 4ÅÁÃÈÅÒÓȭ 

Coalition meets to share the discourse of public school education policy. The grouped 
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formed through the organization of myself and the legislator by inviting two teachers from 

each school district within the legislative district. Teachers from all school levels- 

elementary, middle, and high- were represented. Approximately a dozen teachers have 

participated in meetings held several times over each school year. Over pizza and 

refreshments, teachers are free to dialogue with the legislators and to dive deeper into the 

effects of legislative mandates and government regulations on their work, classrooms, and 

students. Likewise, the legislator and I share the current processes and focuses of 

education within the General Assembly. This sharing of discourse has built trust and 

confidence among the groups with often stark and direct discourse exchanges. 

Understanding the discourse and texts present in the public school education policy talk 

has enabled the groups to push forth on topics valued to them (us). The legislator has even 

sponsored legislation that has emerged from the discourse exchange of the Teachers 

Coalition.  

Opportunities  for social practice and discourse participation came about through 

the legislative office due to my professional duties. However, I have come to realize that as 

an educator, I could have organized the same opportunities or have communicated 

individually with my state and federal legislators. My hope is that this study and my work 

can motivate teachers to learn to ready education policy critically, identify the social 

practices around education policy, and to become empowered to participate in the 

negotiations of education policy. 

Ultimately, that kind of communication affected the life and the death of Senate Bill 

1 in Pennsylvania in 2011. According to my legislator, the bill did not have enough public 

support from local voters to gain his support. He believes this also to be the case for other 
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members of the PA House of Representatives. In our office more texts against SB 1 were 

received than for SB 1. Although very loud and powerful texts were shared and lobbied 

upon him often by powerful participants, ultimately the quieter, local voices captured his 

attention and impacted his stance, showÉÎÇ ÂÏÔÈ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÏÒÓȭ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÐÕÂÌÉÃȭÓ ÐÏ×ÅÒ ÔÏ 

affective communication and discourse awareness upon the vote of a legislator.   

Identification of and participation in the critical reading of education policy and the 

texts circulating to influence it ȰÄÏÅÓ Íuch to increase the political consciousness and 

Á×ÁÒÅÎÅÓÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÉÎÖÏÌÖÅÄȱ ɉ%ÄÍÏÎÄÓÏÎȟ ςππτȟ ωτɊȢ %ÄÕÃÁÔÏÒÓ ÕÎÄÅÒÔÁËing critical 

literacy practices will be prepared to participate in the education policy discourse in order 

to raise awareness and challenge current political ideologies working to control and to 

dominate public education policy. By recognizing discursive work within the discourse and 

texts influencing education policy work, teachers can learn to challenge current ideological 

practices and provide new imaginings in order to take up space with in education policy 

discourse. Public education can benefit from social practices shared between lawmakers 

and educators for the purpose of leading to the creation of new spaces and opportunities to 

progÒÅÓÓ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÄÅÍÏÃÒÁÔÉÃ ÓÃÈÏÏÌÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ȰÂÅÇÉÎ ÔÏ ÆÏÒÇÅ ÁÎ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ 

ÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÎÅÅÄÓȱ ɉ%ÄÍÏÎÄÓÏÎȟ ςππτȟ ωυɊȢ    

 4ÈÅ ×ÏÒË ÔÁËÅÎ ÕÐ ÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÓÏÕÇÈÔ ÔÏ ȰɉÒɊÅÃÏÇÎÉÚÅ ÈÏ× ÆÒÁÍÅÓ ×ÏÒË ÉÎ ÔÈÅ 

struggle of discourses for power over interpretation can help readers to employ their 

sociological imagination in efforts to choose to accept or resist the dangers inherent in the 

ÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆÆÅÒÅÄ ÔÈÅÍ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ Á ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎ ÔÉÍÅ ÁÎÄ ÐÌÁÃÅȱ ɉ3ÈÁÎÎÏÎȟ ςπρρȟ φυɊȢ 3ÈÁÎÎÏÎ 

(2011) explains, as quoted in the opening of this chapter, that established structures and 

frames are often perceived as steadfast, but in reality offer us possibilities for agency and 
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imagining through social competence.  Although the established themes and social 

practices of education policy discourse hold powerful stances, we as educators cannot 

allow them to discount our expertise and prevent us from understanding and participation.  

Therefore, this work sought to unveil to educators and those interested in public education 

how others lobby and work to influence public education through participation in 

discursive social practices, so they too can critically ready, engage, and lobby with the 

education policy discourse.  
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