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Abstract

| 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
| soughtto 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@ 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 | conducted my analysis and then revealed four themes that emerged during
analyses. In Chapters 5 and 6, | address what those themes mean for the micro politics of
Senate Bill 1 and education policy along with addressing whatn 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
O1 ET & OAT AA 1 ACEOI AOGritxa Biscautsd Andly&iOreviedled 3 AT AOA
insights of the politics of educational policy at a micrdevel. 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 stance of the producers as being In Support of SB 1, In

Opposition of SB 1, or Official Work Texts.



The results represented ideological imaginings and social practices that attempt
discursive work. Since no participant had empirical certainty behind his or heposition, 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 Formintliances and partnerships.

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

policy.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

therefore, subject to social, economic, and political influences of the times: and
participants in policy events are members of various discourse groups with distinct
OA1l OAO AT A ET OAOAOOO 1T AEAOCET ¢ A xEAA OF

J. Edmondson, (2004, 14)



This study sought to understand the micreevel 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 RepresentativeBy analyzing texs systematically
over time, | uncoveredhow social practices of political groups worked discursivelyo
communicate theirdesires for education policy In order to focus this study, | selected the
texts associated with Pennsylvania Senate Bill 8011 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 rgjiously affiliated, schools. The goals
for this study were to reveal the social practices carried out withirthese texts by
identifying the ways and the themes utilized bytheir producers to frame issues according
to their ideological positions and to slow teachers and others interested in public schools
ETl x O OAAA OOAE A Griotier foAdticigae in th& dealphactices ©A @0 O

influence education policies

Education policy

Because schooling is expected to provideersonal, community, and national means
of adaptation to change, it is often the center of puldidebate. Policy acts debate: Wich
changes are meaningful, how should we adapt, who deserves these services, who should
make such decisions, how should we prade these services, and who should payPhese
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 pesent their positions logically, and then, some types of

empirical evidence would be used in order to choose the best option to become educational



Pbi 1 EAUS8 #OAAT 80 jecnpngq AAEAET ECET 10! AIAIABAW OFE
both a hypothesis and an argument that a particular action should be taken to solve a

PDOT ATRABD EA EIi i AAEAOGAT U NOAI EEZEAO OEAO OAOQEII
Di 1 EOEAAT T U AAAADOAAIT A OMAA 6A0A TNIG AT BEAEE AYALD EAA AOO H
AT A EZAAOEAEI EOU AAT A OEA bpi OAT OEAl & O 1T AEAAO
raising questions asking politically acceptable to whom and economically feasible under

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

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

these powerladen debates about educational policy among groups trying not just to

participate but to direct the choice for the best options for public dwooling 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 eopulsory 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 estasihed 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 wahful 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 resulf a

legislative vote. Education policy can also be the result of a regulatory decision by the



governing body for education. In this case, the regulatory body is the Pennsylvania
Department of Education. In instances, the state, which is constitutionally ppinted 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 typ of tugo-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
AOA OOCCAOOAA AU 1 OE Arordt dddrced framnx intérests, AanOh  Oj OEAU
Al 1 £ EAOh &EOT T ATIETAOCEIT T O &£01Ii EOOOEAAS
the policies put forth by groups struggling to control the way schools work and run vaes,
interests, andpower struggles exsts through social practices(Edmondson, 2004). Thus,
PDi 1l EAEAO OA&EI AAO OiI I A ¢cOl OPO6 OAOOETT 1 &£ OEA
justified or accepted over others. (Tyack & Cuban, 1995).

0" AAAOOA OEA OOOAU 1 A& cdnbednAdii® Bdfinitidniof DT 1 EAU E
problems and policy choices of those in power, other perspectives are often silenced,
AAAT AOAA EOOAI AOGAT Oh DT OOPTTAAR T O ECIT OAAG j
to illuminate the social practices taken uground school choicdegislation in Pennsylvania
highlighting the examples of discursivity and power atvork over the 2011 Legislative
Session. This critical analysis seeks to uncover and explain the social reality among the
groups involved in this movement toprivatize schooling in Pennsylvania and the power

structures surrounding it to show how education policy is negotiatedl seek to illuminate

the past and current relationships of the groups involved and to document the movement



of power historically and over the course of the 20112012 legislative session, to uncover
the story of social practices anchegotiations highlighting contradictions, justice, and
relevancy.

Public schooling in the United States is offered to achieve a public gedd grow
children into responsible citizens and good workerswho support and continue democracy.
For more than thirty years beginning withA Nation at Riska report on school achievement
put forth during the Presidency of Ronald Reagan, groups have emerged and established
public rhetoric for the purpose of defining and reorgarzing the public school policiesn the
United States. These groups seeks to change the look and function of public schooling to a
privatized, market system of compulsory schooling, financially supgted but not run by
the government. Citing widening socioeconomic and academic achievement gaps, poor
standardized test scores, and worrout, government and uniorrun monopolies on public
schooling these groups seek to reorganize schooling to give famdiéhe 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 integt&o the lives of all citizens and a major
DAOO T £ OEA 1 ACEOI AOT 060 OAODPI 1 OEAEI EOEAO £EO
structure of schooling is significantin the education policy discoursebecause it questions
what public schoolingE © AT A O xEAO A@OAT O OEI OI A OOAOA ¢
be.

'T )1 OEAA O dband Earfy Asstriptions O
As a political insider and former public school teacher, | realized that | had naturally

occurring data crossing my desk in my positionfa legislative aid that sought to influence



education policy in Pennsylvania. In my position | am responsible to analyze the texts

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

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

i ACEOI AOT 080 01 6A 11 3ATAGA "Eii ph AT A ) AAC
carrying out particular social and political practices to gain stance over this particular

education policy issue. | 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. | wondered

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

to lobby for education bills.

In my early assumptions of the texts that worked to influence Senate Bill 1, |
observed that each text requested something from the representative and each text said
something about vouchers (the main topic of the bi)l 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 thesupport group for the legislator. | assumed the work
official texts were simply providing me, as a legislative employee, basic and foundational
information on the legislation. Later, upon further analysis | 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 toinfluel AA 1 ACEOI AOI 0086 OOAT AAO AT A ET x AEA OE
information to legislators. | also wondered if my former peers, public school teachers,

realized this powerful and discursive work was taking place by groups other than



educators in order o influence and to alter the way in which they conducted their work on
a daily basis. | observed that while teachers were in their classrooms all day teaching their
students, others were taking up a space in a discourse | wrongly assumed teachers, as
educdional experts, and legislators as policy makerscommunicated and negotiated
education policy. This space held opportunities for groups of others to enter into the
education policy discourse. | 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, | examinedthe SB 1 texts that crossed my desk on their way to my
legislator. | 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
DOl AOAAOOS OOAT AAO 11T 3" ps8 %AAE OA@O EAA
construct, and intentions to discover. These texts were part of the process of educational
policy in which citizens, aides, and legislators were participating actively. | received nearly
100 such texts concerning SB1; overall the legislative officeaeived approximately 600.
This was for only one bill, whereas in one tweyear 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 legilation to create a school voucher program



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 resourceto 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. Nond texts were neutral and eachheld 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
OAIi P1 A T £ OEA POAI EA OAgOO OAAAEOAAS # OEOEAA
O AEAT DOAAOEAAG AT A AAI EACADVABEAOVG Aj2810AE0AD O
312). Susan Strauss and Parastou FeizDiscourse Analysis Putting our World into Words
(2015q A@bi AETh O#OEOEAAI S$EOAT OOOA ''1T ATl UOGEO OA}
through which ideologies are shaped and communicated, normalized, apdopagated
ideologies which involve hidden dimensions of power, control, injustice, and inequity, all of
which typically go unseen and unnoticed because they are couched in what appear to be
commonrOAT OA AOOOI POETT O 1 £ Ol Arishtudy sbldghtiicE OU AT A O
understand the underlying attempt to frame arguments and stance$rough social
practices to discursivelyinfluence legislation through the use ofthe texts participating
groups make public.

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

generally agreedupon positions, ethics, and ideologies to establish the stances and aims of



the groups decided upon by established structures within the organization with the goal of
creating or holding power. Throwgh 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, lawsand 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 providsocial practices that
framed stances for the readers the texts were not neutral and held specific meaning to
motivate particular actions and perceptionsThis analysis realigned my naive perspeacte
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 actsattitudes,
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 debateand 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 clagre. For these reasons, the official texts of the PA
1 ACEOI AOOOA xAOA OOAAOAA AO OOA@OO OEAO AOI 0O
OA@OO 1T AAT Oh AOO Al 01 xEAO OEAU AEA AT A Eix O

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 twyear 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 wiganging, 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 Senated 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 itis movedio 01T OOEA A1 11 06
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
TTO PAOOKh E GnnitGomé ipEor dndthirdvotein tiie 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
becomelaw. 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 negssion 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 thveork 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 eek to persuade them to vote a
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particular way on a bill. In the legislative office where | work, constituents and groups from
within our district, as well as outside of our district, communicate their desires for
legislation through various texts. These tets 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/orthe 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 workingdly, 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 mnner 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 iFhouse work texts
are created to inform staff of the analysis and syntlsés 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, thereforenot summative or prepared for public consumption.
This study does not share these wmouse work texts and, instead, focused the study to
AT AT UUA OEA xAU AEOEUAT O AT A cOi 60 AOOAI PO
texts.

Likewise, regulaions 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 identifythe use of social practices within the jgecific

discourse in texts towork discursively to push ideological valies and stances to influence

legislators.

Data Analysis Revelations and New Perspectives

Once | realized that each text was intentional regardless of stance and accepted that
power and conflict were at play over stances, | began to ask: How were the groups doing
this?, What did they use to do it?, And how was it working? Critical Discoursealysis
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 woekisted 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 particulatime. Considerations of the
three aspects text, discourse, and sociahistorical setting- of a social practice during
analysis uncovered the transformative and discursive work carried out within texts during
the life of SB 1.

| realized that although he 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 EXxists, It is Personal, Framing a stance
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as truth, and Forming Alliances and Partnerships. | learned that each of the themes was
used to lobby in specific ways in order to change policy, influence participants, gain more
partici pants, 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 defindaly
AAT EAEO AT A OAI OAO ET OOAAA 1T &£ AI PEOEAAI AOEAA
frames to push forth stance and control the discourse of SB 1 and Pennsylvania education
policy.

This particular analysis revealed a micropolitical policy disourse present in the
negotiations of education policy. | 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 educateyes to how policy is
negotiated and created, | hope it will encourage other educators to participate in the
political work to influence education policyin Pennsylvania. | sought to uncover how
cCOl 6pO PAOOEAEPAOAA ET OEA AEOAT OOOA 1T &£ PIl EA
was happening and engage in the work themselves.

My hope is that other educators can learn from this study what | learneahd take
Ob AAOT AAAU £l O OEAEO xI OE ET O0AT1TOUI OAT EABO
be invited into the discourse but need to organize and to mobilize to insert themselves into
the discourse as expert voices and representatives for theiravk. Teachers can learn this

independently like | did, however, | 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 professial 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

| used Senate Bill 1 02011 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 o 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,
xEEAE EO A [ AET OiI OOAA 1T &£ ETATI A &£ O OEA 00AOD
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 SenatBducation Committee held a hearing on school choice,
focused on vouchers. According to the websifeA Politic§2010), it was the first public
debate on school choice in over a decade. In particular, the participants discussed the
merits of Senator Antlony 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 PiccolaRv qh OOAOAA OOEI ET ¢ xAO
conversation on school choice, and it would be a bipartisan fight for freedom and
I DPT O0OOT EOQUG6 011 EOEAO O0!'h ¢mpmnQs 3AT AOT O 7E
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 (R5) introduced Senate Bill 1 in early 2011. SB 1 aimed to
provide Opportunity Scholarships, otherwise known as vouchers, to low income students
in low performing schools to be used to attend public, private or parochial schools other
OEAT OEA OOOAAT OO6 EI T A AEOOOEAO OAETITI j0ATI
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 pgrams
(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 lowincome students who lived in the lowest

performing 5 percent of public schools (144 school buildings, not school districts). During
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the second year, low income students who attended private schools and live in sucleas
would become eligible. In the third year, the vouchers would be available to all lelwcome
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 needgPennsylvania 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 independénThe 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 lhat
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
OEA AT OEOA [ Ai AAOOEED AAZEI OA OEA ARA8I £ OEA
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 dbe 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 wdked 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 IiCE O1 AOT 008 O1T OAO 11 AAOAAOQEI 1T

Chapters wee organized to show and to support the wayhe texts that cross my
desk as a legislative aide woréd on lobbying legidators about education policiesChapter
2 identified the subject of the bill, and eglained 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 | selected texts and showed how | systematically analyzed the sample data.
Chapter 5 revealed the themes utilized as social practice to do discursive work within the
texts. Finally, Chapte6 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.

5i i
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Chapter 2

Contemporary School Reform In America:
Senate Bill 1 as a Milieu for School Reformers

041 AA AOEAZh OEATh 1AO OO OAU OEAO EEOOI OU
Oi AT T OEUAS OEA 111001 ATOGO 1T £ OEA PAOOR OOAT OF
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

xEEAE OOAT O&I Oi 6 AT AOIi AT 66 ET O1T 111 O0i

M. Foucault, (1972, 7)
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This chapterprovided a review of the literature and addressed the subject of Senate
Bill 1: school vouchers. The chapter details the historicadolitical 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 the
privatization movement and explained who favors and who rejects it and whyBy
understanding how school vouchers and school choice groups began to mobilize, to
establish a discourseand to become a political presence, the reader can have an
understanding of thesociathistorical setting that allowed for the introduction of Senate
Bill 1 in Pennsylvania and its resulting negotiations. Groups for and against this paxtlar
education policy motivated to action thus providing a detailed examplef lobbying and
education policy negotiations. his chapteralsooffered a definition of vouchers and a
description of the arguments for their usen order to give the reader anunderstanding 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 yourgitizens.
| AAT OAET ¢ OF $EATA 2A0EOAE jcmpngh O/ 00 DPOAIE
democratic society. Our public schools have been the pathway to opportunity and a better
life for generations of Americans, giving them the tools to fashiotheir own life and to
improve the commonweal. To the extent that we strengthen them, we strengthen our
AAT T AOAAUG | 2 A-onP)OGuEdnt attemptswh schpal reform touted by policy

makers as school improvement legislation are the same mandatdsat 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 aengeneral
manner, which is identified and clarified within the text.

2AE O ET OEA O0OATEA 3AEITI 3UOOAIG (1T x

Looking back over the last four decades, American politics have seen major
DOl Al AT AGETT O &£ O OA AEiole Wwith &tempts to AriitEh& Aafu@ ofd OAT E A
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, OAAAUh ¢nn¢q8 4EA 1T AAA A& O OF
proclaimed by major leaders of our government and industry and has been repeated
AT A1 A6 U AU A AT i PIEAT O POAOOGG j"AOIETAO o
come to believe in the need fomajor 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 RisKANAR). According to education
OAET 1 AO &OAAROEAE (AOGO j¢gmpmgh OI ATU OACAOA j
OA &l Oi AEAEI 0006 j pnmnq AU EOO O06OITC AAI1T O1 OA
schools and spawned intense conversationsn how to fix them. Hess argues that the
OAODPT T OA @NatignAAREKRd h®educational mandates of reform that have
AlT111TxAA TOAO0O OEAO 1 AOO EAx AAAAAAO AOA Oiil O
NationatRisld O COAT A OEROEHTTOAOETA EUBXAOEAAA OAlI AOGEOAI L
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others, argued these proposedemedies were not extreme enough to make transformative
differences in American schooling. Chester Finn, calling on the review of a quareentury
I £ OAETT1 OAZEI Of OETAA 1 .12h AOCOAA OEAO OAAE
fundamental questions,challenging longheld assumptions about how education is
i ATACAAR £O01 AAAh AARAOCECT AAh AT A 1T OAOOAAT 6} #8 &
OA &l Of AOO AOOATI POAA O1T OOAOEETE OEA OEADPA 10
Some educators and dters considered this perspective dubious with claims it is ani
teacher, schooling, and education, even arimerican. And so the argument has persisted
since ANARas 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
A

A
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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, ko served from 19831993, 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 educatio@oals 2000:
Educate America Aciccrued additional attention and support for school
vouchers. The groundbreaking and controversial work of political and social

scientists Terry Moe and John ChubB, T | EOEAOh - AOEAOOh AT A ' AOEA

(1990) asserted the current public school system was a political and govenental
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OUOOAT cCi OAOT A A-doviufordsoEddmobraiobitrol Gvhidh)
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 T O EI BT OOEAT A EZ OAA&EI O0i O 1| AAOGA
2001, 31). Moe and Chubb suggested true improvements for public schools would
AA A OOEE £GOdonchrirol &S Vely diff2ie type of system, based
I AOCAT U 11 1 AOEA O ohichpdnitéddhe wdekiof voubhiers & E A O 6
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 fronGoals 200Qhat
emphasized a goal of schooling to provide America with a top notch work force,

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

AAEEAOGETI ¢ OAETT1 0 j3POEICh pwwxqs8 61 OAEAOO 1 A

AAOAAOETT OAmEI Ofi AcCAT AAnh AOO EO xAOI 860 CiETC

Likewise, since education policy was delegated by the state®ucher

groupsunderstd A OEA 1T AAA O1 ET £ZE1 OOAOA OOAOA ci 6AOI1

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 moveent did have the opportunity to grow
from a greater recognition at the lower levels of governance. During the early

pwwnd O APGPAOOO Al AEi AA OI OGAEAO AAOT AAOAO

x AOA



learning how the political process worked, understanding their Igses, 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 thearketization
and privatization of America. They pushed hard for vouchers, holding rallies and
publishing op-ed pieces highlighting outcomes of foundatiorsupported 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 supportedschools 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 edudi®n existed. Their rhetoric

created a frame on which various privatization/voucher groups came together to

23



24

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 ofcrisisE1T | | AOEAA8 O DBOAI EA OAETIT 1
driven by the compilation of evidence highlighting failures in public schools
created and collated by the prevoucher 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 thecrisisin public educationas truth that continues to show itself in the
discourse of American public education.

This crisisportrays the current public school system as lacking in

A L oA A~ e
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at all levels from preKto 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 problesolving
making America less competitive in the glodl market created a widespread belief
that our public schools need revamping. Furthermore, thisrisisstrategy includes
blaming the current governmentrun 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 edication researchers like David Berliner and Bruce Biddle (1995)

were not alone in claiming the work of the privatization reformers as wrought
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methods for analyzing data, distortingreports of findings, and suppressing
AT 1T OOAAEAOT OU AOGEAAT AABOEAA O 1 EOCOEAAA OAEA

OAEAT AO OEAO x1 01 Ah EZLZ AAT DOAARh OAOET 001 U AAI
Additionally, claims that thismanufactured crisisevidence was hardo 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



financiers and foundations that created public forums to attract media, and the
attention of many elected oficials on state and federal levels that supported their
work toward privatization. Having the attention of the President to promote their

crisisrhetoric was a big help, too.

$O00ET ¢ OEA O0OAOEAAT OEAI AAI PAECT 1T A& ¢nnmh

AAOAAOGEI 1T OA&E Oi x1 O A AA EEO 101 AAO 1
-AAEA ODPI EA T &£ AAT AEAAOA " OOE AO OEA 1
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 wouldlow students

to transfer to more successful schools (Shannon, 2014, Stern, 2004, Ravitch, 2013).
Candidate Busltalked 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 wlen 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 traditionaly 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
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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 focs
I'T O OAEAOO8 " OOE 6, 0o Chikd A ftBehindBINMTLBY, Adddnk OE T 1
legislation by passing Congress with a large margin of bipartisan victory.

With the continuation of strong lobbying and communication of the
OAOGEAAT AA6 Al dupl€d Aithithe passéyd gENCLB intd 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 oétber 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, 20L30thers 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
i AAOOGOA T £ OOOAAT OO6h OAET T 1 06h Ains OAAAEAOOG
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 accowntability 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® activate at bigger and stronger levels than ever
before. The election of George W. Bush and the enactmentNaf 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 educatiah
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 ifinkering 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 discowse of public education reform has been

Ol xAOAOET ¢ ET DPOAOAT AA OET AA OEA AAOI U pwyndO
What is an education voucher?

Since the establishment of our public school system in America, political
involvement and negotiation have been present. There exists algics 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.

Generdly, 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 parentathoice structure draws a great
deal of attention.

Voucher advocates claim implementation would allow for choice thus increasing the
AEOAOOEQOU 1T £ OCAETT1 0 AT A OOOAAUNDIOMOBDAOEAT AA
schooling, which would naturally allow the best school to survive while the worst would
close. Advocates claim this marketiriven system would improve schooling in America.

With competition motivating schooling, schools would become more inpvative 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 implementariety 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 (We2002, 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 hidnest 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 ofD.C. School Choice Incentive Act of 269& Congress witha Republican

majority, and signed into law by a Republican President, the D.C. voucher program allowed
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parents to select schools besltitting the needs of their children, while being able to opbut
of schools that rank as in need of improvement under sgon 1116 of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1966sing a threesector approach that includes private,
charter, and public schools (Craig, T., 2011, The DC Children and Youth Investment, 2013).
Originally administered under WashingtonScholarship Fundrom 2004-2010, the program
continued through administration by the D.C. Children and Youth Investment Trust
Corporationwith scholarship amounts ranging for elementary students to over $8,000 and
for secondary students to over $12,000 ir2011-2012 (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

Qu
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Party affiliation. Others argued thisisnotEA AAOA8 O0OAOCEAAT O / AAI A
agenda promoted competition among schools. Some argued his promotion of
competition in public education exceeded those of his Republican counterparts.
' 1 OET OCEh OEA O0OAOEAAT 060 &I AQ@rogiams AAOAAOGET 1
in particular, an emphasis on competitive funding around teacher evaluations,
charter school expansion, and higher standardized test scores, callBdce 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 avoucher 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
0AT T OQUI O AdbuBhdr&anminiyl At this time, these groups often partnered
to strengthen their work.
GeraldBraceyy ¢ mmcq A@bl AET O O)1 OiIi A AAOAOh OEA
and this could be the case in Pennsylvania. Bracey explains the formation of the
pro-voucher group Education Leaders CoungfELC), consisting of statdevel
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 présus 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
AOAAOETT ET OEA "OOE AAI ETEOOOAOQET j " OAAAUN
position in 1995, (he) refused to be a member of the Council of Chief State School
| FEEAAOO AAAAOOA OEAO 1T OCATEUAOQEIT 1T bbbl OAA OA
1999, 94). In other words, he was the lead administrator of the public schools in
Pennsylania while wanting a provoucher, school choice agenda paving the way
for voucher discourse in Pennsylvania (Murphy, 2011). Additionally, in 20112,
in Pennsylvania Education Secretary Ron Tomalis, who was a former
undersecretary in the Ridge administraion 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 supportergpositioned to
transition Pennsylvania into an education voucher program.

Governor Tom Corbett campaigned on the education agenda of expanding choice in
OAT 1T OUI OATEA8O OAEITTIT OUOOAI j4ii #1 OAAOO & O
campaign planforpup EA AAOAAOQEI T xAO O1 OAT EAT AA AEAOO/
AAAT O1 OAAEI EOUhoe OI OPOT OEAA / BDDBPT 0001 EOU ' OAI
DOAT EA OAEIT10hd AT A O OCOi x OEA %AOAAOQEIT )
would provide scholarshipsto private and parochial schools (Tom Corbett for Governor,
2012). Each of these objectives included in his education platform added to an agenda
£ AOOAA O1 AgpPAT A 1 AOEAO O11 OOETTO O O0ATT OUI
governor presentedhis education agenda as part of the solution to the current economic
AOEOEO A@bl AETEICh O4EA A@gPAT OEIT 1T &£ 100 AAII
of growth all depend upon one foundatiora solid education that prepares students to
competei A CI T AAT AATTTiU6 j411 #1 OAAOO &I O ' 1 OA
AAZEET EQGETT 1T &£ OA OI 1T EA AAOAAGEI T o6 ET Al OAAA OE
Commonwealth and as an economic solution for Pennsylvania.

Upon his election, and the succsful election of pro-voucher leadership in the
House of Representatives and the State Senate, the voucher and choice movement gained
OOOAT cOE ET O0ATT OUl OAT EA8 4EEO 111 AT 0601 AT A O
even when more thansixty percent of Pennsylvanians opposed school vouchers (PSEA,
2012).

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

£l O OAgDbAUAOOR O1T OEA Al EIi AOA EI O Oii AOGEET ¢ O
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previous 20 years, educatioal choice in Pennsylvania slowly and steadily grew, making
Pennsylvania an attractive campground for prechoice, provoucher, pro-charter advocates
(Boehm, 2012). Lawmakers had expanded the role and the amount of charter schools,

home schooling options, ad the use of tax credits called Educational Improvement Tax
Credit (EITC), to provide scholarship money to lowincome students who attended private
schools (Boehm, 2012). Even though the expansion of choice programs in Pennsylvania had
been slow, proponens 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 201112 was no surprise based on
the socioeconomic environment and the culture of politics that created a distinct political
culture ripe for a negotiation of the education discourse established in the s&tThis
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 thirg® 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 Gokgor 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 aattack on schools, students, and teachers (PSEA, 2012).
Additionally, the governor called for a oneyear pay freeze for all public school teachers

(PSEA, 2012).
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0 OAOE AAT ®ace FoAhke Fopampetition seemed to add to the momentum of
pro-choice momatum in Pennsylvania. One of the many aspects of the competition was to
take specific actions to address undeperforming 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
T OAOT T O8AT i h ¢mpgQ8 O0OAOGEAAT O /1 AAi A Ai PEAOEU
and effective approaches to turekA OT OT A O00O0OCCI ET ¢ OAET T 1 06 xEEA
into offering market-solutions for public schools in Pennsylvania (Tom Corbett for
Governor.com, 2012The White House, 2012
With the federal recognition (and funding) of market solutions for public education,
the Pennsylvania Governor, and the leadership in the Housé Representatives and the
Senate gained additional momentum in introducing legislation leading to the provision of
Al OAOT AOGA 1T AOEAO Oi 1 OOEITO £ O pOAI EA OAEITIE
00T Oi 6 -cBiceandplroucher supporters. Ths combination of legislative leaders
provided the assumption of power within the promarket solution advocacy. This situation
attracted local and national support from school choice advocacy groups.
That environment led to the introduction of Senate BillL. The main objective of the
AEi i h AiiiTc 1T OEAO OEET COh xAO O61 AOEiI ¢ Oi pPi O
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 Researaihowed 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 invigoratel 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 strggthen 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 businessewho donate to education. The participating businesses
could allocate their contributions to a Scholarship Organization, an Educational
Improvement Organization, and/or a PreKindergarten Scholarship Organization that
participates in the program. Many baéved 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, schooteform 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 theno-voucher movement included groups
I £ ATT 1 O1TEOU T AI AAROO AT A PAOAT OO xET xAOA

schools (Moe, 2001, Morken and Formicola, 1999). Moe (2001) and Bolick (2003)

AEO



36

explained this contingency included the growing number of lowncome, minority
parents standing up in favor of vouchers.

Four Types of Groups that Support Vouchers

Classic Liberal Stance

Inthe mid-p ymtmd Oh *T ET 300A00 -EIT ET OOI AGAAA OfF
for private education opportunities for families. Although Mill did not use the word
O00i OAEAO6 DPAO OAh EA EO AOAAEOAA xEOE OIIT A T £
-ET 1680 AOCOi AT O-vaédné brhuinénts Ge hedt Oday. Besbught a public
school system that is supported and enfared by the State, but not entirely run and
DOl OEAAA AU OEA 30A0OA j" OAAAUR ¢mmngQs8 -EI1680
I £EAO AT 1 BDDPT OOOT EOU &I O Oi 1 01 AET ¢ PAI PI A OI
in which it casts themisthax EEAE DBl AAOAO OEA POAAT T ET AT O DI x
I AAAET ¢ O A OAAODPI OEOI 1T /&£ OEA T ETAG j-EIT EI
lead schooling would create uniformed citizenry focused on government support. Mill
believed a state formed scbol 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
j-El1Th ¢cmnmoh 2UATh pwwxh "AT OEAT QO -Ell h pwop
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 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



37

development of values, character,@h AEOAOOEOU AA

AT OAET ¢ Ol OEA ¢
without government interference. This modernday conservative stance focused on the
role of the government to require and to supplement education, but not to provide schools
and teaching, leaving that tahe guise of parents. Motivation for this stance was the notion
OEAO Ci1 OAOT T AT O OET OIA 1T1T O ET OOOAA EIT OI DPAI DI
controls and molds others to one prescribed way of existing or to impart particular values
(Mill, 2003)8 -E1180 1 PPT OEOQGETT O1 ci 6AOiT i AT O ET OO0
current conservative stance of today.

Conservatives currently seek a free market with limited government role in
education, focusing on choice in schooling, assessment basedstandardized 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 Rligious 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 prevoucher reformers. Having the backing and
financial suppart 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. Marketbased 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
$O00ET C OEA 1 AOOAO pwemnd O Al Ahopwuychedvas ET ! 1 A
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 niberal 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 economi@alth 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 ifPolitical Agendas for Educatio(iL997), credit for the
EAAAO AOT OT A OAETTIT AETEAA 1 AAT O O xAOA - EI OI
effect for education influenced by Austrian economist Fredrich Hayek, a Nobgtize
xETTAO xEI DPOI i1 O0AA OAAIT 1 EOEETING frdemarketEl OI O 1T £
theory to every aspect of living, including highways, law enforcement, defense, and
OAET T 1-20)6 Refeyanl to as Austrian economics, these ideas became a part of the
education talk and negotiations around public schooling in America fahe remaining
AAAAAAOR AOAT OAAAEET C ET O1 O1T AAU8O OAEITTIT OI
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 scbling 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 patzation.
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 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
ET OAOOAT OEiI T AT A OEA OAOCOI CEPOI POOREONOAAIID @&
All T &£ 11 AOCEAA8O AEEI AOAT | 3POET Ch pwwxh ¢1Q8
bureaucracy was the problem with public schooling, Hayek and others argued that
privatizing public schools and resituating schooling into a mdeet-based competitive arena
would break the bureaucratic power, allowing for schools to create ideal situations from

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

American Publig ¢ mmtp Qh O, AAAA O Geméntiseditte dubkd koboblisystem dsi O

A OOACT AT O AOOAAOAOAAU OEAO AT AOG 110 AT A AATI
AAOAAOGET T 66 AT A AAI EAOA OO1 OGAEAOO x1 01 A 1 PAI
AEEI AOAT 806 | pQs

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
Ci OAOT T AT O TTTEAO m O AAOAAGET T Al OAOOGEAAOKh O

OAT 1T OAT AAA ET vo@kes wauld pvardoMe thefelAsd stratification resulting

AOT i OEA AQEOOAT AA 1T &£ OEAE AT A DPIT O OAETTI AE



40

seeks a marketbased economy focused on seifterest and individual choices to maximize

thesupplyalA AAT AT A T &£ CiTAO AT A OAOOEAAO xEOET OO ¢
xEll xI OE O OEA AgOAT 6 OEAO OEAU xA1T O O AA
19).

Religious Stances

In voucher reform movements, religious groups have played a big pgan 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 irReligious Leders and Faith
Based Politics: Ten Profild2001) declared that in the political arena as within political
xAOO xEOEET 100 Al O1 OOU8O EEOOT Ouh OEAOA AOA
the aisle, which are loyal to their denominational affiation while passionately fighting for

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

AAT AAOAGET ¢ AOO 11 O OODPDPI OOET ¢ AATITIT x *Axn *1
00AOEAAT OO0 O1 '1 ' 1 ollidtite 2000elettiBrA(Foime@ad2001). T | ET AOE

, EAAAOI AT xAO OOEA EZEOOO APDPI ET OI AT O 1 &£ OEA E
this honor in American history posed a challenge for Rabbi Daniel Lapin because he
AEOACOAAA xEOE EERAOMIHIEQERARDD AMEATIADIABRQGET AT OO0 A
a Jew, without apology, much like Jimmy Carter had done in 1976 as a bagain

#EOEOOEAT 8" OO0 , APET h &£ O OAAOGI 1O 1T £ POET AEDPI A
discussed in the campaign and opposdd Ei hé j &1 O EAT 1 Ah ¢nmph ywQs
issues of school vouchers, but not enough on other issues that Rabbi Lapin would support

EEi 8 / £#O0AT h -1 OEAT OOCCAOOOh OEA PAOAADPOEIT O
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AT OEOAIT ECET O0la 2001030 Ko@ever,dike @y Bolitical 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

OAOOGEIT 1T &£ 0001 TC OOAD OABAOOEDODAOAI AER OEA A&

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, ne 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 suppt Spring (1997) states:
O4EA xAAAET ¢ AAOxAAT 21TTAIT A 2AACAT AT A OEA
shortly after the 1980 Republican convention when Reagan was askedto
AAAOAOO ¢mnhmnn %OAT CAI EAAT O AO A OAITT U ET
know that you cannot endorse me (because of the teexempt status of the |
-1 OA1 - AET OEOGUQh AOO ) Al AT OOA Uil O AT A AOA[
AT AACGET T h 2AACAT OODbDPT OOAA OEA OAI ECEI OO OF
legislation for a tuition tax credit to allow parentsto 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
AEGOOOA ET OEA 2ADPOAI EAAT bPI AOAEI Oi 0806 j1Q

Since then, the religious right and their groups &ve 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 markegstems, placed school

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

s o~
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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 lovincome, minority parents
standing up in favor of vouchers based on a frustration with inadequate schools,
resources, and curriculum. Brents 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, middleclass, and suburban
counterparts. The first voucher program in the United Stes, 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, preeform 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 dwool 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.

42
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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
&0l 1 AOh xEEAE 1T OCAT EUAA El pwww j"!% h ¢mpcqs8
COAAOAO AET EAA AT A AAOOGAO 1 POGEAOG QEIOEIET OIOEA
become the preemirent national organization for those who support highquality
educational options for lonsincome and workingA1 AOO "1 AAE AEEI AOAT o6 "
2012). In Pennsylvania in 201112, BAEO members have been instrumental in
OOEA AOAAOQEI T h DOI @EAROBDIAIgh ANAK EOD BAA TAO RIEIA OIOA& O
xEOE OOEA OODPDPI OO0 AT A 1 AAAROOGEED T &£ "! %/ AT AO
%OAT O AT A 3ATAOT O 'TOETTU 7EITEAI OGS j"!'% h ¢m
elected officials were keys in the creation and negotiations of SemaBill 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 thatnd is

reminiscent of the work of Mills, over 100 years prior. The difference argued could be Mills

(@)
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AARAOAA OEA OOAOAOGS bDOIT OEOCEIT 1T &£ A POAI EA
independent thought, and some neoliberals feared the oppositedded 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 isss
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 theseups
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 Evangelicaland Catholics, who
Ol pPpT OAA AAAE 1 OEAO ET !''i AOEAAT DIl EOEAO EEOO
OOEAPAA PAOOEOAT PIii1EOEAAI 11 UAI OEAORS6 O1 OEI
their allying or partnering can progress their sharedvision for voucher education (Morken
and Formicola, 1999, 152). Catholics are known to form partnerships with many other
COl O0PO xEI AOA x1 OEET C 001 0O0PDPI OO A1l OOGAE A
OAETT1 AET EAAS8AOGAT IEIM CIO® OB TAIOIAE AMIAIT U T AE AIAA A (
(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 particular political fight.
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This type of collaboration was quite prevalent during the Presidential election of
2T T AT A 2AACAT 8 00OAOGET 6O O 21T AT A 2AACAT 60 O
the formulation of the Religious Right prompted, as some rearchers claim, by the
DOAOAOOAOGETT 1T &£ OACOACAOCEI T8 4EA )23h AOOET C
Christian schools to prove they were not preserving segregation based on a hypothesis that
i ATU 371 OOEAOT #EOEOOEAT OArBNhite stadlentsMe@iAg AOAAOAA
ET OACOAOETI T 6 j3POET Ch pwwxh oQ8 ZDAOOO AOCO
OEA $Ai T AOAOEA 0AOOU O ETET OEA 2APOAI EAAT o0
(Spring, 1997, 3).

Interestingly, during the promotion of Goals 200@nd his voucher plan that
would give $1,000.00 vouchers to students from lower income families, President
George HW Bush formed an alliance withthe @ET 1 6 O CT OAOT T 0068 4EA Of C
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 200(rogram for education, he aligned with the National GOA OT T 06 O
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
OAETT1 OAAZEI Oih OAI PEAOGEUETI ¢ OEA OEAI AO 1T £ EOI
andreinvel OET T 1T £ OAETT1 066 O OEA TAOQEI T Al ObPI Ol EC
1 ETAO AAOxAAT OEA AAOAAOCEIT T Al DBITEAEAO T &£ 1A
$AT T AOAOOS OET xET ¢ OEA O1ITx AOO AAI AOI AGAA xI

1997, 54).



46

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 ares, the lines in the voucher movements, although often
times following ideological and/or party lines, is less delineated and dependable
i 3DPOET Ch pwwxh -TAh ¢nmpqg8 -TA AOOAOOOh O4EA
Republican presidents, or candidates fopresident, need to put together a broadly
based support coalitionr not just of conservatives and suburbanites, but also of
minorities, urban dwellers, and those lower in incomeand they have seen the
Ol OAEAO EOOOAO AO Al AQHegokdootadd, | AAT O 1T £ Al EI
O02ADOAT EAAT 1 ACEOI AOI OO8OAT A O1 AT T A mEOI T A I
Al T OOEOOAT AEAOh AT A &£ O OEAI OF OAEAOO EAOGA 1A
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 n 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?
7ET 1T EAI 3 EI T ADime fq Toghgnhahded 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 stnger economy and social need3.he
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New York Timebest seller came at a time when the general citizenry feared the

Ci OAOT 1 A1 660 AgpPAT OEOA OiI AEAT AT A AAT 111 EA DI
ET AEOEAOAI 06 AT A AT EI EA Oraking thé téxi weltokedBOA A AT I A
DOAI EA AEOAOOOEI T8 !'1 OETOGCE 3EIiTT80 OEAOI OEA

ideological values of individual liberty and limited government intervention than on

empirical evidence, his text appealed to a wider audiercthat felt the burden of higher

taxes and government regulations encroaching on their own liberties giving way to

AAAADOAT AA 1T £ EEO OOPEOEOAA AAI1T O1 AOI 66 oI
damaging the livesandwelA AET ¢ T £ | EOAOAT T U AOGAOUITA ET OE
ODPOAI EA E1-182) aédeRnintedjthe gopernment, due to fiscal and economic

DI 1 EAEAOR EAA OCI 1T A Axabrgradete-4rave ety foréur OEDT A B
AEOEUAT O AT O1TAq 17T 111 cAO AA OAOPI T OEAI U A@b
leaving the reader concerned not only with the future of the country, but also his or her

own wellbeing (213). The appeal of tls 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 disourse 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 developmernis 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 dhe policy.
These coalitions use policy research to fortify their arguments and stances. | will
AEOAOOO OEA 1T AcCi OEAOGETT AT A OEA OOA 1T &£ ODPI 1 EA
SETAA OEA Ai AOGCATAA T £ &OEAAT AT 860 x1 OE AT A EI
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 wil garner better success.

In order to promote the idea of a marketbased schooling venture, neoconservatives
AT A TAT1 EAAOAT O x1T OEAA O1 ODPOIT OEAA A AITTA 1T &
legislation monitoring, policy analysis, and expertis¢o policymakers, educators, business
COil OPOh AT A AT i1 OTEOU 1 AAAAOOGe O ET & OATAA b
accomplish this various groups identified the need for collaboration resulting in the
emergence of think tanks and foundations to lay 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 platbrm 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 exfgsrargue 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 tient, and their ideas to build an
ET £FOAOOOOAOOOA 1 O OAAPEOAI A O OEA EOOOOAG xE
iTTAU AoT O1 Ao 11 EIiTAAEAOA AAOOAO AT A OEAO OA
Al OA EO AT ET Co6 |, AEIlrefE Lakoff argubs wasya Giek offraming OA O O1 O
and infrastructure for the progressives while the conservatives were spending time and
money collaborating and building infrastructure for sustainability. Lakoff (2004)states that
OEEO DPOI AAOO @QedAOE A DEMCA GAOP A OCEA OECEOO | ¢w(
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
souOET T 0 &£ O DOAT EA OAEITTITEIT ¢C8 O0ATT OUdnhgcAlT EA OA,
and pro-voucher supporters. This combination of legislative leaders provided the

assumption of power within the pro-market solution advocacy attracting local and nationia

support from powerful and politically influential school choice advocacy groups.

#Al1ETC Al O&Z£& 11 OEA O#OEOEOo6d #EAI T AT CETI C OE
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 teacheganions, associations supporting public school
administrators and schod boards, civil rights groups, and Democrats were bracing
for the negotiations (Bracey, 2002, Moe, 2001 Additionally, a major influence on
Ol OAEAO 1 ACEOI AGETT AT A A &£ AAl PTETO 1T £ 1ACE
AT A &1 OI EAT 1 ABO OOOAU xAO PpOAI EA PAOAAPOEIT 8
reform reluctantly, so do elected officials. One eXgnation, argues Morken and

&1 OT EATT A jpwwwdh EO OEAO OOEEO CAT AOAOGEITT Al
positive memories of neighborhood schools: They do not yet want school choice to

be adopted wholesale which can partially explain the slow movemeif voucher

DOl COAIi O T OAO OEiIi A6 jcyyqgs 4EAO TT1TOEIT 1T AU EA
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 mermrandum 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 tht 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 collaation of

these groups focused to deliver their message to citizens and elected officials, who

EAA A TA 1 AiTOEAOG AT A ATl £ OOAAEI EOU xEOE O0AI

school system.
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In 2011, many of the public school administrators within the legislave district
where | work felt intense anxiety over the proposed budget cuts and impending voucher
legislation. Many feared the cuts would force them to reduce kindergarten to hadfay
programs or to cut the programs completely. Superintendents feared theuts would force
them to enlarge class size, to cut programs such as electives and wemsential courses, to
lay-off teachers or not fill vacancies. Other administrators, such as business managers
TT OAA OEAO OAZEQGAA Al OOOO6 ditékd ApEmoretary ieshukods AT A Al A
regularly reserved for curricular purposes. Public school managers along with teachers
x AOA Al @EI 008 0)1 OOAAA T £ PpOT OEAET ¢ OEAOA 060
they clearly need, this budget gives themlessfdnET ¢ OEAT OEAU OAAAEOAA |

00AOCEAAT O *Eiq 4A0O0OAOI AT AAAAA8 O7TEAO AOA OEA

M

AT A POI COAI 6 OEAO EAI b OOOAAT OO 1 AAOT AOA AA
cuts, 2012). Although an argument can be ade 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, | 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 ften
read about or discussed with others, but now | vieed it from a front-row seat. Before, as a
teacher, | often saw the results of the negotiains. Now, in this new role, | wagrovided

another perspectivein which to see groups undertake social practes 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 me states and
the District of Colombia have established legislated voucher programs (NCSL,
2012, The Freidman Foundation, 2012c). Twentpne 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 provoucher groups that continue to grow
and to lobby without retreat.
Following the timeline of politics gavea view of the incorporation of
voucher policy and rhetoric into the education policydiscourse 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 parof the public education discourse. Identifying the role
voucher advocatesand oppositionscontinue 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 federhgovernment and politics, as withessed
in Pennsylvania. Privateers and voucher advocates have written themselves into
the history of education policy and work hard to continue that powerful
positioning.
01 0 j pwxcq Agbtradstoimddocudnts OOT OU EO O
06 xEAOA OEA AEOAT OOOA AT A OA@OO

foundations that serve as historical posts of knowledge and truth that not only



define, but re-define, history and create new and stable structureS.he work of
political groups focused on privatizing traditionally government responsibilities
have carved a place itthe education micro-political history where they continue
to work to build a stable structure for their place in the discourselikewise,
groups who havetraditionally 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 wa to discursive work, voucher reformesundertake to
build power and to control the past in order to change the future of public

education policy in the United States.

53



54

Chapter 3

Study Review of Voucher Programs

OAOAAOEI T Al OAEI O 6 AOA ET OOET OEAAI 1T U bPi 1 EO
and contest with other groups in the politics of education to express their A A |
OA1 OAO AT A O OAAOOA OEAEO ET OAOAOOO ET ¢

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 focs of this review considered how groups utilizeddata 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, Which revealed no overwhelming empirical
evidence in support or in opposition of the quality of schol voucher programs
Furthermore, this chapter shared examples where groups utilized dati@om 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 attemptedto
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 providedn 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 politicaircumstances
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 Milwauk&eucher program was
selected since this was the first modersday 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 federeand local coalition to enact and
i AET OAET A Oi OAEAO POiI COAi8 7EEI A AAAE OOOAUG

voucher programs, no study showed a clear empirical advantage for voucher programs, or
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likewise, for public school programs. As propoents of each side utilized language and
findings of the studies to claim advantage, issues of power and politics emerged.

Some of the literature | investigated over the course of this study utilized studies of
international voucher programs to connect toand 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 @hy research. Since the focus of this study was to find
evidence of he social practices othe 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 Shatuck 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 thedt
voucher study to use a randomized experiment to measure the impact of school vouchers
IT AiT1T1ACA AT oiilili AT 08 4EA AOOET 0O AAAAA OEAO
interventions, including school vouchers, focused on shoterm outcomes such as
stulAT 006 OAT OAO 11 OOAT AAOAEUAA O AenOodtBomé&sA x OO0
AT A AOAT EAxAO AOA AAIT A O1 Al O1 EIT OEA Al OA
More so, the data for this study was neatly accumulated at the onset of the vbac
program in New York City, due to the request of information by the supporting foundation,
School Choice Scholarships Foundat{@CSF). The SCSF was created to privately fund New
91 OE #EOUB8O OAETTI1 AEI EAA O OAE k®pfofdingdie OAODI 1
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 egible 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 usge
information from the National Student Clearinghouse (NSC), the authors were able to
Oi AOAE OEA AAOAo6 OET AAh Oji1 Q& OEA choooe OOOAA
needed to match the data was available for 2,642, or 99.1% of the original sample } 1 8 4 EA
authors stated due to the identifying information collected prior to the lottery for the
DOEOAOAIT U &O1 AAA O1 OAEAOOh OOEA AOOOEOEIT T bDOI
AOGAIT OAGETT ET OEA DPAOGO AOA Al iTheéaGhohkutfizEBROAT U Al

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 voucheeligible school. The autors 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 collegeroliment 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 A&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 speific data collected from a large pool of participants.

The Results

4EA AOOET 006 i1 00 Ai PEAOEUAA Al AEi A&EO1T i1 OE
the voucher program on African Americans students moving on to college (Chingos &
Peterson, 2012, 12). Thispecific 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
AT1T1TACA AT OilT1T AT O xEOE OEA 1T £EAO 1T &£ A O1 OAEA
expected gradation from high school. Furthermore, the authors did not find further
evidence of statistically significant impacts on other heterogeneous subgroups of students,
AAGAA 11T CATAAO 10 OAOGO OAIT OAGh AOA8 4EA AOOE
discussionon the results by ethnicity because they are consistent both across models and

outcomes and are consistent with the tesOAT OA OAOOI 0O T £ OEA 1T OECEI



59

& Peterson, 2012, 12). These comparisons are between groups of African American
students and Hispanic students.
1O & O OEA OO6OAUBO AEET AET CO-progha@A OAET C | £OE
participants, the statistically significant claims are for the group of African Americans
offered a voucher. That group saw a college enroliment increasate 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 enroliment. Additionally, another stistic asserted by the authors claimed
a greater impact on African American students, over Hispanic students. For example:
oriitT1¢c 1t ZFOEAAT 11 AOEAAT Oh ¢ DAOAAT O T A&
attended college fulltime at some point within three years of
expectedhigh-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 percentag@ 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 patical, 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 groupsAfrican American and Hispanics studentscould
AA AOA O1 OAEEEAOAT AA AAAAOOGA OOOGAAT O 1T AAAOG A
0AOAOOT T hegmpechpywgs /TA T &£ TATU AgAiviedtBad 1T ££FAO

ET OEA AT 10071 ¢OI Ob &doing réiedrbfelaisdnce@i@@ouchér 006 Al |
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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 performinghan Hispanic
OOOAAT OO6 DPAOAT OO8 !''11 OEAO AgAipi A Agbl AET ET ¢
vouchers differed. For instance, Hispanic families were seeking vouchers for religious
OAAOT T Oh AO 1 HDPT OAA O OEA AOOK&nGamidiesmasedT OEAOE
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, ademics,
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 rebats and the
academic responses to them, provided context.
Sara GoldrickRab, an associate professor of education policy at the University of
Wisconsin-Madison works as a scholaactivist and researcher in areas regarding
education policy with a focus orpost-secondary education, reviewed this study in
September of 2012. GoldrickRab (2012a) challenged multiple findings, conclusions, and
methods utilized by Peterson and Chingos, encouraging readers to question the assurance
I £ OEA 0©O0O0A Udis€ussAhesk Bolv @ridl referencexttiein later to discuss ways
groups used the findings of this studysto pushas social practiceheir agendas and to gain
power within the school voucher discourse.
Goldrick2 AA j ¢npcAQqQ OOAOAAhR Oenled, hedviaid ihdidiof ET x E
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 fromoned T OEAOO | ¢Qq8 3 EA Ag@DI
ET OEA 0AOAOOIT AT A #EET CI 06 OOOAU OOEA 11060
that the vouchers were effective in advancing the participation of students in higher
AAOGAAOQET 1 6 | ¢ nmRak dféredqndiple sudportdfdér Aldim.

First, Goldrick-Rab (2012a) criticized the presentation of the study that focused on
the gains in college enroliment by the subgroup African Americans, and instead claimed the
focus should have been on the findings of the ovalf 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
AEZEZEAOAT O &EOI I AAAE 1T OEAOG6 jc¢mpcAh Q8 3EA Al
to warrant the result for African American students and the findings showing no effect of
O1 OAEAOO 1T OAOCAT T MAOD ODOBBEHNWDO O AOEOCON BT 1 E

The claims GoldrickRab (2012a) made in her assertion included the absence of the
evaluation of the nul-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. Goldrick2 AA OT T E EOOOA xEOE OEA Ai PEAOEC
influence to the subgroup African American that lead to a higher enroliment in college
compared to Hispanics, along with the methods in which the statistics were concludedes
also discussed the exclusion of results for groups other than African American and Hispanic

in the study.
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Next, Goldrick2 AA j ¢mpcAqQ T £#ZAOAA AOEOEAEOI 1T &£ OEA
She suggested the authors emphasized the use of prior studeesd evidence that only
supported their claims without including studies that challenged their claims. She noted to
the average, norexpert reader this would not offer a valid picture of the issues of voucher
evidence.
Next, she commended the authors emg@sis on attempting to understand the
OOAAOI AT OO &£ O EAOAOI ¢cAT AT 6O cOi 6pOh AOO OEA
established in the analyses. In part, this is because the modeling strategies are not
COl 01 AAA ET 00011 C(IOEADDEROBAD cABCBAOCABT AAOIT
OZAEI OOA O1 OOI A 1060 OEA DI OOEAEI EOU OEAO OEA
| i AOEAAT AT A (EOPATEA 30ACOi OPO6 jgmpgAh o0Qs8
enough attention to whether these gans 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-RabthenOT T E EOOOA xEOE OEA AOOET 008 Al AEI
300AAT O #1 AAOET CET OOA | .3#Q8 3EA AOAAEOO OEA
ET OOEAAAEAO T £# OEA . 3#h AOO AOEOEAEUAO OEA AO
a grandenterprise, 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-2 AA A@bl AET AA OxEEI A OEA .3# OAANEOAG AT I 1
colleges and universities, the coverage rate varies is strongest at public, and weaker at
private colleges andforD OT £ZEO AT 11 ACA O jcnmpcAh 1tqQ8 ! AAEO

the report claims a match of 99.1% of the original sample, empbizing that availability of
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OOOAAT OO6 OiI AEAT OAAOOEOU 1 O0i AAROO pOiT OEAAA EI
POl AAOOh OEA OOAOAOh OOEA .3# AEA 110 OOA 33.
based solely on name and date of birth, a process thatly be more fallible for students

with more complexity to their names, for students with very common names, for student

COiI 6PpO I 1T OA TEEAT U O EAOA I EOOET ¢ AAOA | Ascs
(2012a, 4). She asserted the use of the NSTi T OAOOT 1 A OF OOEA AACOAA (
. 3# O1 1 0AO0 OEA AOOOEOEITT bDOT Al AI AilT &£OI 1T OAA E
Goldrick2 AA OOAOAO OEEO OAEEAAOO OEA OEUA 1T £ OEA
render the estimates statisically non-significant (2012a, 4).

Goldrick-2 AA AEAIT 1 AT CAA OEA OAI EAEOU | £ OEA 0060
OAOEAAT AO AEAOGOG jc¢mpcAh vQgs "U 110 pOI OEAET C
AAOAAOGET 1 I-eBtéblshed éxpladdbry polvér for the dependent variable college
enrollment- the authors do not explain to the readers the possibility of other factors that
may haveET £ OAT AAA AT (2018s¢c53. AT OT 111 A1 OO

Furthermore, Goldrick2 AA Al AEi AA OEA OOOlkexplan AOOET 00
bl OAT OEAT 1T AAEATEOI O &£ O AAOOAT Al AEI O jc¢mpcA
explanation of alternative measures that may have affected the outcomes for each group,
AOPAAEAI T U AAAAOOA OEA Al AEIi O AOR >oEAMOOEGADT AOI
analysis ends up focusing on heterogeneityn treatment effects for some students but not

A O T OEAOO80 j-RampfferAh ¢Q8 ' 11 AOEAE
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not strong evidence that the statistically signitant

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 thenost attention and

Z ~ N o~ A oA

i AOEOO PI T EAU OAOOOEIT UGS jc¢cmpcAh Q8

This discussion of validity continued through another round of rebuttals from both the

s 0~ N - A

rebuttal brings us to the next consideration.
Other Studies: Looking at voucher programs

Other studiesattempting 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
OAEIT T 1 OI OAEAOO i1 OEA OOOAAT 60 OmpabdteOA OEAI
schools around theml 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, politicaljharged
federally-legislated city voucher program. As this study was prepared, other fighfor
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 SchoolChoice 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
cnipp O4EA 9AAO T &£ 3AEIT1 #EI EAA6 AT A A@bl AET E
legislation throughout the US. The summaryfdhe report makes claims to the support of
MPCP school vouchers:
0/ 60 OAOAAOAE OAOGAAT AA A PAOOGAOT 1T &£ OAEIITI

from neutral (no significant differences between Choice and MPS) to

bl OEOCEOA j Al AAO AATAZEZEO O #ETEAAQS6 7711 £&h

&T 11T xET ¢ OEEO Al AEih OEA AOOET OO 1 EOO-0OAOAI
partisan evaluation of schoolch EAA DB OT COAIi O dApgendix B).Ee stgdg p ¢ h o
findings explained participation in the voucher program to have neutral tgositive results

£ O OOOAAT 6068 4EA AOOET OO0 Al AEi OEAO OEAEO OU
AT A EAOI £01 AZEEAAOO T £ AEIT EAASG j 711 &£ c¢mpch o
relating to the success of the voucher program included buaire 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
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enrollment, reading growth and reading and scienceest 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 levelan 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, impared 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 @e 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
AOOOEOGET T h AOO A@DPi AEIw®)ofidcomelgse to AT OAOEAAI
OAT AT i EUAA AgbPAOEI AT 06 21 OOAh pwwyh vuvtags /0O
AOGEAAT AET ¢ 11T OOAOEOOEAAI CAET O & O 01 6AEAO O
comparison groups and other factors (Rose, 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 theaddition 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 jourralist who has written on the MPCP voucher program from its
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inception and served as managing editor dRethinking Schoolsa Milwaukeebased teacher
lead, nonprofit publication dedicated to public education, raised issues of the voucher
programs and advocags 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, Buffebarger, 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,
¢nmpoQ8 ! AAEOGET T AT T Uh ET ¢mmw OEA Od#dh , ACEOI
audit department, report raised questions regarding the exclusion of certaistudents 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, Mine2002). 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 Todayeported and Barbara Miner (2002) reiterated that
teachers at MPCP schools may be less qualifieadanot 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 anAnalysis of the Milwaukee
Parental Choice Project Attainment Studfforward Institute, 2013) explaining the SCDP

data analysis, also used in the longitudinal study, to be misleading and not supporteyg the
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support of MPCP by SCDP, claiming empirical evidence of higher graduation rates and
college attainments for voucher student as significant, wheRolicy Studies donal (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#$060 AAOA OEOI OCE OEA OOA IifeEndAhatiSCmPA OA1 EA
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 Gocil of Education Statistics, which
the Forward Institute claimed was true for multiple SCDP studies. The Forward Institute
explained these shortcomings as academically misleading and not supportive of the data,
which is problematic, since the outcomesfdsSCDP 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 nbthe 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 Optunity Scholarship Program (OSP). The study was
conducted for the Institute of Education Sciences, a government body, by Westaho
assembled a team, including two subcontractors: Patrick Wolf and his team at the
University of Arkansas Department of Edoation 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 scholaships, vouchers, to lowincome 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 ofcity 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 golrtisan manner in 2004 (The DC
Children and Yath 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 bting the needs
of their children, while being able toopt-out of schools that rank as need of improvement
using a threesector 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 hvestment Trust Corporation, in the 20132014 school, 395
children were awarded new scholarships from over 1500 applications and over 5,600
OOOAAT OO EAOA OAAREOAA 1TBHDPI OOOT EOU OAEI 1 AOOEE
Children and Youth InvestmenfTrust 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 areascluding 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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participants, parents, and principals in both OSBarticipating schools and DC public

schools. Impacts were compared buytilizing a control group of OSRparticipating 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:

1 Overall reading and mathscores were not significantly affected by the
Program, even for students transferring from SINI (Schools in Need of
)y I BOT OAI A1 6gqh xEEAE xAOA A DOEI OEOEUAA coOI
However, some subgroups showed improvement in reading, although
not statistically significant.
1 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.

T/ OGAOAI 1T DAOAT OO AOOAOOI AT OO T &£ OGAEITIT OAO
higher £1 O / 30 DAOOEAEDAOEI C OAEITT1 Oh AOO OOOA
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.
Vil, 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
O1 OAEAO DPOT COAI O AGEOOAA EIT éEvhigiere3oithis6 O # ADE

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 ose political ideologies promote their

decisionrmaking. 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 statedn 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
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 spak
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

Al AEi AA OEA i1 O6A xAOi1 80 1ACAI h OET AA OEA OAAO
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authored by Senator Boehner, included a sum of $60 million dollars over five years 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
0OAOEAAT 6860 1T AAE T &£ Al 1T AAOEI T Al W©eradiandf / 30 DO
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 (Rghing, 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, considerinthe 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
AEreERAAOAA OEA AAEAOEI 008 /1T A ET OOAkdohof ET Al OAAA
Institute of Education Sciences (IES) who released an article through the Brookings
Institute in April of 2009, following the release oflmpact After Three Yearsaport in this
series. He explained allegations by columnists from th&all Street Jarnal and the Denver
Postclaiming 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) speclated that Duncan
AEAT 60 OEAOA 10 OAI AAGA OEA OAOOI 6O OEAO EAOI
Democratled Congress and the President to end the program (Whitehurst, 2009).

Noting Democrats traditionally take an antivoucher role, he explaird the

columnists argued Duncan must have purposely hid the report findings or at best was
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Democratic Administration (Whitehurst, 2009). However, Whitehurst argueOEAO OCE OAT1
the established procedures of the IES, it is extremely unlikely that Secretary Duncan would
EAOA ET 1T x1T OEA OAOOI OO T £ OEA OOOAUG AO OEAO
OEOOAODPI T OEAT A AT A OT1 AxEDl TAE Qs ONA AEXOAGE
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 Appropriahs Act of 2009 (Whitehurst,
¢nnmwd8 (I xAOAOh AT A EIi b1 OOAT O xEAT AT 1 OEAAOQEI
OOAOOAT OEAT OAAOIT OI AAIT EAOGA OEAO OEA OAAOAO
because the report was released on a Fridawhich 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 no®vents, 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 positiaing 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 iarest 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 vad 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 notincluded 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
Ow@gest(s) that much of the reading achievement benefit reported in the thirgtear
evaluation was for a treatment of middle school students who were able to select from
Ai1T1Tc A OAI AGEOGAT U 1 AOCAO coOoi Obp 1T & j GAT ECET 00
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 smnificant 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 femalesceiving voucher offers, students
offered vouchers entering the OSP with ranking within the top two thirds of the applicant
pool, and voucher offered students in K8 grades, but not high school. Carnoy explained
that the K-8 group would likely refer to the students n sixth through eighth grades dudo

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
OOO0AU OAAT 11T AAOGOI U EIi pOT OAT AT O OO0 AMace)08 AAE
AT A OAOOI O ET COAAOAO PAOAT O OAOEOEAAOQEITT xEO
Al AAOl U Agbl AET 856 (A AOOAOOAA OEA DPOAOAT AA I
the authors yet valuable to understanding the success of the pn@m: 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 dezlschool 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 schqahowing 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 socieconomic and testing categories. Fourth,

#AOT T U AOEOEAEUAA O Bdnofihd twe doldMsistating thadithd £ AT | PAO
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 withrandomized 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 theeffects (Carnoy, 2009).

Overall, Carnoy (2009) offered the study does not significantly impact the
EOOOEAZAEAAQEITT &£ O OEA DPOI COAIi8 (A AAI EOOh OEA

program that is no more costly per student than is spentinD&C D OAIT EA OAET 11 06 j
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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 toysh forth the voucher agenda.
Although mainstream media and other prevoucher 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 imbdA OAA 0 OAOEAAT O / AAIT A
to suspend the program in 2009, and | 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 afocial
practiceswithin 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 othe 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 vouchemsvg 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 movemeint 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 particulsr
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, | will share
responses from praschool voucher groups. Responses included are from the Friedman
Foundation, the Heritage Foundation, and the American Federation for Childresl|
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 Pesen and Chingos study.
The title used a focus on pushing their agenda to expand school choice and voucher
DOl COAI O AU EECEI ECEOET ¢ x EA OAFriémédn Fautoaidry £AO1
3AUO . Ax 300AU ! CAET 3EI xO @®MFa) shdwedihe puSPXA %l DI
claim school choice, a term used synonymous to school vouchers, works for students. Using
OEA x1 OA O! CAET 6 1 AAOGAO OEA OAAAAO O1 OEETE E
At no point in the article was a mention that oveall 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
xI OE OOAOET ¢ch O/ 1 AA iskiGididn the rEost@gorous, rahdhize@ AAET C

OOOAEAO AOA Ai1 AOCAOAAh OEA AOEAATAA EO 11 0A A
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have a better shot at not only getting a good-K2 education, but now we see a chance that
it translates to the possibiEOU T £ A COAAO AT 11 AcCA AAOAAOEI 1T 86
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 Choiegth a sub-heading: Advancing Milton & Rose
&OEAAI AT80O 6EOEIT 1 AccdidyAoEHeii website FrrideiAah Fodidddion! 1 1 8
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 esponse 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
&1 O1T AAGET T h ¢ Bagk¢oGpshookt Holv CEnEN@ TrAl\hHel® Minority Students
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 emphasiA A OEA OOOAUB0O AET AET CO OEAO OT «
I FOEAAT '1 AOEAAT OOOAAT OO Au 11 O0Ei ¢ OEA OOOAU
enrollment among African American students. Also, present in the article was a quote by
voucher-advocate and research® * AU ' OAAT A 11 OET ¢ OEA OOOAUB0
no significant changes for Latinos and white students. Additionally, the article claimed the
AOOOAT O POAI EA OUOOAI EOIT 60 x1 OEET ¢ch OACAOAI A

programs, and claimed th® OA COIl xET ¢ AT AU 1T £ AGEAAT AA AAT T
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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 lowincome families, posted on their website an emphasis of

OEA EZ£ET AET CO OEAO POI i1 OA 1&#60 1 EOCOEITT 1T &£ PO
Federati T &l O #EEI AOAT h ¢mpoQq8 4EA AOOEAI A OOAOAZ
ET AT 1 1ACA AT OT11TATO A& O ' £#OEAAT 11 AOEAAT 060

been disputed by academics. This particular group, like many other groups, chosewer
specific and particular parts of this study to emphasize. The use of the wosdynificant
before increasein the title would lead readers to believe the voucher program studies were
very impactful in that situation.
4EA AOOEAIT A CiAK@ican Fedetation oriCHikirerk@ERA T AOET 1 6 0 C
for school choiceDOAEOAA OEA AZ£ET AET CcO806 xEEI A A@gbl AET EI
African American students, yet never mentioned the overall findings that showed no
increase for college attedance (American Federation of Children, 2012). More so, the
AOOEATI A Oi OOAA OEA EAOAET AOO 1T &£# OEA OOOAUGO A
show evidence of voucher success in D.C., Milwaukee, Florida, and Louisiana. No details of
the study thatwould 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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educational options on the table pays dividends for the
students, both now and in the longterm. This research
makes clear the lifechanging affet 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
AATTTI EA Ei PAOAOEOA OEAO xA Al Oi 86
(Chavous in Ameican Federation of Children, 2012)
.1 OET C #EAOI OO86 OOCA 1T &£ AAOAOI ET AOA 1 AT COACA A
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to the above quote provided an emotinal element to show readers that supporting the
O1 OAEAO AAOOA xAO OOPDI OOEI ¢ I TAB8O AiTii Ol EOEA
easy to do based on the information this particular Foundation chose to share with readers.
Responses from anti -voucher groups

Responses from prevoucher groups were easier to come by when | searched for
responses to this particular study by Peterson and Chingos. | 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). |
particularly looked on the New York state education association website, but could not find
a response. | found many references in blogs of researchers, such as DRaagitch, who
supports the antrvoucher platform, but did not uncover many specific articles of this study
from groups who do not support school voucher programs.

/ITA AOOEAI A POAI EOEAA OEOI OCE OEA . AOGEIT T AI
SchoolBoard Ax O AAAOAOOAA OEA O0AOAOOI T NelvoucHeE ET CIT & ¢

OO0OOAU AT AOT 380 1 E®A jOB"0Ih EUBDAMS. H'EA GAOODEAT A 1

Z oA oA N N

OOOAURh O OAOAT T ZAOCAA 11 AAOOAO ET AT OBACA Al
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received vouchers, readers can immediately identify the assoéeE T T 6§ O AEAI I AT CA 1

~ o~ oA 2 s

OO0 Aindidags.. 3" ! %BAAOOEOA $EOAAOI Oedgrdandiocke , 8 " OUAT O
OOAOQGAIT AT 60 1T AAA ET OEA AgQgAAOOEOA OOi i AOU AOA
factors not included in the study, such as parental involvement, play a significant part in

OOOAAT O AAEEAOGAI AT 608 & OOOE Andthodoldgies OEA AOOEAI
0001 OA1 AOT i As8d 4EA AOOEATI A 1 EOOAA OAOAOAT AEA

NOAOOETI 1T AA EOO AEEZEAAAUS /1 OEEO 1 EOOh &£ O Ag

isolates the impact of private schools nor school chagcon students going back to

AT11ACAB84EA OOOAU 1T AOGAO OITE ET O AAAT O1 O xEA
O OAEAO DPOT COAi O OAOOGOT O1 OEA DPOAI EA OAEITI
expanding vouchers programs will necessarily resulin higher college going rates for low

ETATT A OOOAAT 6O ET OOAAT OAETTI1 Oh AOAT Al AAE

These statements go right to the analysis level of the study and challenged in very
Al AAO x1T OA AET EAA OEA OOA 1"MUGE 60O @A ARAD OB A
O1l OAEAO POI BiI T AT 0066 OO0A 1T £ OEA OwihevayehdaLET AET
This article challenged the notion of previous authors, challenging the use of empirical
AGEAAT AA EOT i OEA . 9 rclit @Avbugher seeds OOAER G A O A
this article disputed those claims as being inauthentic and grandiose. The article adds that
A Oi T OA O1T AOOOO6 OOOAU EO T AAAOGOAOU OO I1TOA b
voucher offer hasontheenroll AT O T £ Al AAE OOOAAT 66 ET AiTl1l1AC
I AAT OAET ¢ O OEA A OOE-Andddivouchersfdr privateb bl OAO O

schools because such programs abandon public schools, which are required to serve all
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students regardless of abilities and eliminate publid AAT 01 OAAEI EOU & O OET O
With that mission clearly stated, the reader understands the frame on which the response
EO POI OEAAA CEOAT -vauehArsttroeC AT EUAOQOET 1 8O0 ATl OE
The reactions of voucher stakeholders to the NYC study revealed frargito 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/ou can see the reactions either
EECEI ECEO AZET AET CO OEAO OOBPPTI OO 1T O NOAOGOEITT O
made the findings or lack of findings appear definite and absolute, which was carried out to

garner support of stance. Similamstances appear in the Milwaukee study.

Positioning Stance through Texts: Angling for power

z A A~ o N =z -

Yy OEA -EI xAOEAA OOOAUBO ET Al OADPTI OO0 j2AD
points in the summary of findings discussed the continued growth of populatoof MPCP in
spite of budget cuts to lower performing schools and how MPCP enroliment yields an
OET AOAAOGAA 1 EEATEEITT A6 1T £ COAAOAOGET T OAOAO Al
the third and fourth bulleted points find a neutral effect on MPCP sclats, the language
employed by the authors put the choice schools in a positive reference. The third bullet
point reads,
O7TEAT OEI EITAO -0#0 AT A -03 OOOAAT OO AOA 1A
tracked over four years, the achievement growth of MPCP students
compared to M5 students is higher in reading but similar in math.
The MPCP achievement advantage in reading is only conclusive in
2010-2011, the year a highstakes testing policy was added to the

-0#060
(Report #29, 4) (Wolf, 2012)
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4EA OOAOAT AT O OAUO OEA -#0 OOOAAT OO6 OAIT OAO A
AOI 1 AO PTET O OOAOAO OEAO OAT OA EO 111U C¢iiT A &
Additionally the fourth finding shares the differences in accountability test scores.
A4EA £EET AET ¢ OOAOAA EEOOO OEA -o0#0 OOOAAT 606 O
OEA -0360 OAI OAO 1 OAO OEA -0#0 OOOAAT OO8 4EEO
the language of the statement and all theutleted 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 gitioning of words within this report summary may
I AAA OF AZOOOEAO EI OAOOECAOET C 1T &£ OEA AOOEIT 006
For example, of the seven major findings bulleted by the authors, the language used
to discuss findings by the authors reflects success of MPCPetlg and then neutralizes the
success of MPS. Additionally, as in bulleted point #4, the language highlights the higher
OAOOI OO A O -0#0 OOOAAT OOh UAO 1TAOOOAI EUAA A1l
scores are higher, making it clear to the readehat the intention of this report and study is
to highlight the successes of the MPCP voucher program (Wolf, 2012, 4).
'l OET OCE OEA AOOET 006 1T OCAT EUAOEIT AT A AOGA
Milwaukee program showed dedication to the evaluation of saol choice compared to
public education, based on the tone of this report, | 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, throulgout 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 adh 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 bolgrinted finding in this report starte A x EOE O- 0#0 6
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 oe tMilwaukee charter
OAETT1 EITC POICOAi8 10 ) OAAA OEA OAPI OO6h ) RNO
0/ OO OEAOAA AT i T EOIATO EAO AAAT O AAOAEOIIT U
EO 1 AAAOS8S

I TA AT OxAO AAT OEI Bl Uin goky Makefs@ent¥ledthe¢ mme 7 EO
School Choice Demonstration Project (SCDP) as the organization to help answer lingering
NOAOOEI 1O AAi 6O OEA AEEAAOO 1T &£ OAEIT T 1 AEI EAA
study the MPCP thus primarily stated in theifdings (Wolf, 2012, 2).

The other answer, however, may be one involving power and politics around this
DOl COAIi 60 OAOAAOAEAOO AT A &£EO1T ARAOOS 4xi 1 £ OE
Wolf and Jay P. Greene, as stated on the University of AlkeA 06 O x AAOEOA xEEAE
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 Washingtor)C 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
A1 O1 AAGET 1T O OEAO OODPDPI OOAA OEAEO x1 OEh AAIITEI
2012, 3). However, looking more closely at the websites of these foundations, one can
identify that every foundation listed supportseducation 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 missiona 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 £hool 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,
¢nmnmnds 'O OEEITEDPO AT A "OOAOI AO Agpl MET h 0O&I

N o~ 2 z s

DPAOOPAAOGEOA T O PTETO T £ OEAx8 YO EO A OOOGEOI
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AOiI T OEA xAU 1T OEAO EO®DMOTEqhdA oDl AERHL OBADAT AD
perspective does not necessarily lead to subjectivity, and relativitgoes not always
x AOOAT O OEA AEAOCA 1 )AokeleE baSed ArBhis@dhdideratior; mmmmh 1 ¢
readers much consider the researcher may exist from within the world he is reviewing
and possesstrongly held beliefsand valuations on the workhe studies. This
consideration was significant in the review of studies on school voucher programs.

| highlighted these particular textual reactions to the New York City, Milwaukee,
and Washington, DC studies to show how groumseate andshare texts to influence stance
on voucher programs. Additionally, | attempted to uncover how language and discourse
participation by the groups using these studies was carefully constructed tsend
particular messages by utilizing specifics parts of data from the studieliven by stance
and ideologynot empirical evidence. Sincehe data findings do not show clear empirical
advantage foror againstvoucher programs readers must consider the rationale for the use
of the data. Critical reading of education policy allows for refers to uncover social

practices within texts that seek to work discursively to affect education policy.
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Chapter 4

Critical Discourse Analysis

O+1 1T x1 AACA 1 ETEAA OI BixAoh 170 111U AOOOI
but has the power OT | AEA EOOAI £ O0OOAS8SG

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
ET £ OAT AA AAOGAAOQEIT DHITEAU AT A 1 ACEOIVAOI 008
analysis tounpack public textsandto uncover the patterns and themeseld 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 pusforth political and
ideological agendas. By organizing the analysis into three levetbe 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 particur 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 paly problem, hypothesizing a solutionand
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 politially acceptable and economically feasibl@Cuban 2010).

Since the argument for or against SB 1 wsanot enpirically based, then it wasmade
discursively, with values driving the rhetorical choices within the publicly shared

texts. This ideological strugge 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 trutland knowledge

and to control the powerful discourse of school choice within the state and beyond. When
an establisred 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



89

power relations within the culture, ultimately working to change the meanings withinthe
discourse(Ball, 1990). Likewise, the groups who hold power ovethe discourse work to
OAAEAT A EOO ET OAOAOO AT A O COAOAT OAA OEA 11U
EOO | Al AROGO6 j OAT S$SEEEh c¢nmeAh otydyshsredd EOT OCE
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 polieg
OA 1 AOOAO T £# OEA AOOEI OEOAOGCEOA Al 11T AAGETT 1T &
OOAOQGAIT AT OO T £ OAl OAOG6 xEOEET A O1T AEAIT A1 1 0A@O
work to make it law or not was the center of the debate within the textshared. Prunty
i pwopyuvq AgbPl AET O OEAO PI T EAU AGPOAOGOAOG OEA EAA
cannot be divorced from interests, from conflict, from domination or from justid 8 6 j 0 q
Furthermore, Prunty (1985) states that all policy is embeddeck EOE OBIT x AOh AT 1 OOI
I ACEOEI AAUh DPOEOEI AcCAh ANOEOUh EOOOEAAR AT A A
the policy analysB @.33)

Text as Representations

Texts

In Representation: Cultural Representations and Signifying Practi¢E397) Stuart
Hall explainscommunications were shared through representations within aliscourse and
culture or setting. An established cultureor setting must exist before representations can
make meaning throughtext and semiotics to establish the way in which we estextsto
convey intentional message$or a shared understanding. When aulture provides for a set

of shared representations frames, and languagwithin a social context as a base for
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Therefore, the systematic analysis of this study considetexts to show how groups
represented their frames through patterns and themes within the socigpolitical setting of
Senate Bill 1 in 201112 to influence the education policy 6school vouchers.
Discourse
The values within policy are the result of an ideolgy, where social actors see the
xI Ol A OEOT OCE A OPAAEAZEA AAZET AA OET OAOPOAOEOD
OAl AGET T OEED O1 OEA x ITHadfrAnde isjstthduted ased db beliefst m @ A h
presentedAU OEA [ Al AAOO 116 AO A OAOG 1T &£ AAT EAEOR (
AAAADOAA OOOOEOI 66 OEAO OAOOA OEA ET OAOAOGOO 1
disempower o0 E A @D 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 quoand control over the discourse(Foucault, 1972, 1980). As
(A1 OOCCAOOOh O+11Tx1 AACA 1 ETEAA O bPi xAoOh 11
EAO OEA Pi xAO O1 1 AEA EOOAI £ O0OAS j (Al h poww
When this ideological culture is identified and challenged bytbers, a discursive
practice to alter the status quo becomes legitimatithin the discourse. This ideological
struggle over the dscourse of Senate Bill 1 through textsreated a discursive béle for the
power to define,to establish, andto 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 policycentered texts, power and conflict were at plawithin the
political discourse of SB 1In this casethe influence would be theway a legislator votes on
SB 1Inthe context of OE A D OA1 E A dconndatioies Adhvwénhk lisk of @nguage
and the exercise of power are often not clear to people, yet appear on closer examination to
AA OEOAI 1T U EIiI bi OOAT O O OEA x| Ana&\gihgGheieds DT x A0
shared to lobby legislators ando ultimately influence their vote revealed patterns and
themes showing theconnections used bythese groupsto attempt to link their

knowledge to power through the text.

Methods

This study employed a poststructuralist theoretical perspective to educatiaal
policy inquiry. Each data piece (text) wasystematically analyzedn consideration of
rhetorical devices employed to understand theliscursive choices and social actions of the
participating groups. Texts were critiqued for the use of normalized and @minant
language application that presentedcomfortable and takenfor-granted application of
language andliscourse 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 understandhow texts presentedthe dynamics of power and the use of
knowledge of the political to control the use of language and texts withirheé education
policy discourse
Qualitative Study: Critical Discourse Analysis

Using critical discourse analysis on texts by gnagps sought to reveal and to

understand the rationale for the use of specificepresentations oflanguage and semiotics
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inther DOAT EA OA @0 Or8e-ASEA ARG A EIT G @A H 6 OEOCO\Hudh finka@ds inOA @ D1 T «
particular diOAOOOEOA AOAT 00 ET OEOAA EZAAAOOG6d OA@OON
OAT I P1 Al AT OAOU xAUO 1 £ OAtArdvedl igdologital hdctie®l A@ O A
and values around issues of power and hegemony (Fairclough, 1993, 13&fcording to
OAT S$EEE jq¢nmnoAQqh O&AEOAI T OCESO APPOT AAE EAO
contemporary processes of SA EAT OOAT O /&l Borrdwldfiom &8 AFOAL QOCES O
framework, my systematic analysis of the ten sample texts viewéanguage as a social
practice that (1.) Is a mode of languagén this case within a series of textthat are (2.)
situated in a particular socialand political discourse and (3.)exist within a particular
sociakhistorical setting that holds certain sydsems 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 practiceat work (Wodak, 2009).
O, AT COACA EO 110 PIi xAO&AEOI 11 EOO T xin EO CAEI
(Wodak, 2009, 35). Analysis not only of the language but also of the discourse and
discursive practices surrounding the language, the conk¢ of its use, and its inherent use of
the values, politics, and ideologies makéhe analysis critical (Fairclough, 2015, van Dijk,
2006a).

In this study, using Critical Discourse Analysis on texts by grps within the current
discoursethat 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 aspect$ £ & AEOAI T OCE8 O OEOAA AEI AT C

analyze texts wthin the discourse and social practices of Senate Bill 1



93

Design of this Analysis

Since this study analyzed multiple texts in a political setting and uncovered issues of
discursivity, the textsrevealed ideological work andissues ofpower, hegemony, ad
politics. In addition to the door knob hanger, liree texts from each categorysupport of SB
1, opposed to SB 1, and official work textsvere analyzed. The texts from the support
groups and the oppose groups revealed a use of discursive strategies songsupport for
their stances and agends and usually weresent 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 iRhouse channelsand were, at times, revealed
stance indirectly.

Consideration for each data piece followed the outline | created titleuiding
Checklist for Systematic AnalysiSDAFramework of Shared Texts of Public Discourse Data of
Senate Bill 2which derived from the CDA of the door knob hanger and was employed for

the purpose of consistency. (See below for outline.)



Figure 4.1
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Guiding Checklist for Systematic Analysis:
CDAFramework of Shared Texts of Public Discourse Data of Senate Bill 1*

l. Macro and Micro consideration of Texts

A.

Analysis of discourse data in context and
setting

1. Intertextuality

2. Interdiscursivity

3. Historical
Text Structure
1. Genre(s)
2. Production
3. Semiotic

4. Text Transformation

Meaningsof words and text

1. Words

2. Grammar

3. Transivity
a. Frame
b. Voice
c. Stance
d. Force
e. Theme

4. Modality, others

I. Discourse Practice

A.

B.
C.
D

Theme(s)

Interdiscursivity

Intertextuality

Coherence

1. How can the text be interpreted?
2. Is it heterogeneous or homogeneous?
3. Isitimplicit or explicit?

Patterns

Representations

1. How does genre (style) influence
interpretation?

Who produced the text?

What is nondiscursive evidence?
What shows ideational meaning?
What is absent/vague?

akrwbd

1. Social Practices

A.

B.
C.
D.

Social relations

Discursive relations

Hegemonic relations

Contributions to Orders of Discourse

V. Resulting Revelations

>

B.
C.
D

Of Ideology
Of Hegemony
Of Power
Othe



95

*The compilation of this outline was done for the purpose of continuity in the analysis of the datd 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 am 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 (198), Tuen van Dijk (20®a), and Tuen van Dijk
(2006b).

Trustworthiness

In this chapter, | shared in great dedil the analysis of one publity 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 dep analysis of this data sample wato 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 studfach of the ten texts wasrsalyzed
based on the established protocol outlined in the Methods section and guided by the
outline above.

With this protocol in place, each ample text wasanalyzedfirst for textual content
before wider analysis of a broader discourse or social settingag 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 the was given. Then, considerations of
DOl AOAAOOS AAAECOT Ol AGbh EAAT 1T CEAOh [ EOOEIT Onh
systematic approach to analysis was purposefully implemented to reduce bias atul

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 | worked during the 20112012 legislative session. Each data

piece addressed the topic of school choice, mostly vouchers and/8enate 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 commuations, 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 offte of a representative. RepNet v&an electronicfiling -type
system that includedthe name and contactnformation of the constituents located in a
legislative district. Each legislative office hadccess to his or br constituent list and
utilized the system to file information regarding their constituents. For exampldf the
legislative office helpeda canstituent 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 weas assisted. Furthemore, if a constituent
contacted the legislative office with an opinion on a legislative bill or topic, theomments
or texts shared weresaved in the RepNet system. Then whenkdll related to that topic
neededconsideration by the represatative, the representativeretrieved from RepNet the
I EOOO T £ AT 1T OOEOOAT O ET &1 Of AGETT O1 O1 AAOOGOAIT

or the topic. Additionally, RepNet wasised to access constituent information to follow up
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on particular topics. For example, many constituents reached ot the office where | 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 thatdpic 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 crossemy desk. Some were filed into RepNet, where | 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 exatapduring 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 ard received was filed into RepNet. Each
bl OOAAOAKh EI xAOAOh AEA 110 AT A AAOI OO iU
existence.

The texts that came across my desk were fewer. My role as the District Policy
Director called for me to answer speific 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 partfany job.

The texts combined came from both individuals and groups. Some came via

individuals via groups. The groups included offered communication regarding school

ARO
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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 genref literature received in this legislative office included:
bi OOAAOAOh DAI PEI AOOh ATT O EAT CAOOh AiTEI AOGOh
articles, press releases, letters in various forms including personal, form, response and
emailed, Quesbns 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 3

Education

PA House of 36
Representatives

PA Senate

125t Interoffice
Correspondence (my office)
NAACP

PA Opposed to Vouchers
Freedom Works

Heartland Institute
Commonwealth Foundation
Alliance of School Choice
Friedman Foundation
REACH

PASBO

(PA School Boards
Association)

Kitchen Table Patriots 1
PSEA (Pennsylvania State 11
Education Association)
NEA(National Education 1
Association)

PSBA (Pennsylvania School 3
Board Association)

~N ~

RPRRRUORWEW

125t School Districts 10
(Including Intermediate

Units

Pottsville Republican 1
Newspaper (local in 12%
District)

Keystone State Education 3
Coalition

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 irhouse mail from other legislativeoffices 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 inrhouse
work correspondence within the House of Representatives that | wasot 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 samplés this
analysis. Atotal of 10 documentswere analyzed through Critical Discarse 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 dooknob hanger- type text that was delivered and
hung on the doorknobs of residences in Schuylkilaven, Pennsylvania, which was the
1 TAAOCEIT T/ OEA OAPOAOAT OAOEOAGO ABEDTOEAOD
analysis of only this piece was included ithis chapter, Chapter 4, andhared in great detail
to uncover how CDA andspects ofFairclouge 6 O -GiriedsioAal 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 thatvere 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 teate located

in the Appendix.

| EA
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The ten texts that underwent Critical Discourse Analysis included:

1 A door hanger in support of SB 1 (Appendix 4.2)

1 A pie chart in support of SB 1 (Appendix C)

1 An email correspondence as work official text about SB 1(Appendix D)

1 A letter from an advocacygroup in support of SB 1 (Appendix E)

1 A glossy yearbook from an advocacy group in support of SB 1
(Appendix F)

1 A public resolution from a public school board in opposition to SB 1
(Appendix G)

1 A letter following a flower delivery as work official text abait SB 1
(Appendix H)

T ! 3ATAOT 060 1 AOOAO ET 1 DDPT OEOETT Ol

1 A memo from a legislator as a work official text about SB 1 (Appendix
J)

1 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
Ol ADPDPAAI Anteredds|iderdtite§ and Gallés /A 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 myffice is located. The office wathe

district office of the legislator for whom | work.
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The doorknob hanger was approximately eight inches in length and three inchén
width. The door hangers were placed on doors knobs in a town where homes are very close
together making their presence noticeable. It appearethat people had canvassed the town
with these pieces. | saw quite a few of them still hanging on many doaas | 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 fread
and passed. Some peoplend groups thoughta 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, 201&xisted.

Considering the Door Hanger as literature: Structure and Meaning in Words and Text
Door knob hangers wee an easy and economical method to get a message out to
large groups. A door knob hanger consists of a tw&ided sheet of heavy paper that can
deliver information in a variety of colors, fonts, and symbols in an emomical manner. This
method was thought more effective thara mailer as the person came contact with it one-
on-one as opposed tgetting lost in the shuffle of everyday mail (McFarlin, 2016).
Additionally it was easyto read quidkly and distributed in a grassroots manner,
where many people can canvass an area in a relatively small amount of time. | have been a
part of many literature drops where a group canvassed geographical area dropping
literature to thousands ofhomes in the matter of hours. Hangingadode AT CAO 11 DAT bl
homes gota message out quickly to many voters in a relatively quick manner.
Figure 4.2 Freedom Works Doorknob Hanger

Front Back
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PENNSYLVANIA'S CHILDREN ARE But YOUR

Representative
"\ has the Power to
-/ Set them Free.

Mike Tobash (R-125):
(717) 260-6148

Dlease call TOPA and ase prur
Kepresentative 19 Supprrt schort
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In Failing Schools RS
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50ET C 4A@0 OiF ' pPAAIT O 2AAAAOOGG ) AAT OEOEAO

In consideration of the textual analysis of the door knob hanget,consideredboth
the linguistic (words) and the textual (semiotics andform) elements o the data piece.
Fairclough explainedthat form is part of content and consideration of linguistic elements
and without textual analysis, understanding of discourse is limited and use of textual
AT A1 UGEO OAOAxO AOOAT OET T O1 OEA AADAT AAT AA 1
I £/ OEA OAOI OOAAO 1 AAA AOAEI (A%AF B818H.OEET OEA 10
witnessedthis in the analysis of the doorknob hanger. Bhough this analysisfocused on
the revelation of meanings within the text over identifying language forms, both occred
AAAAOOA OET AT Al UUET ¢ OA@OO 11 A &dofarimaiUO OEI
NOAOOGEI 1O 1T &£ | AATET Co6 j} &AEOAI T OCEh pwwch x1Q8
OEA AT Al UOEO 1T £ OEA OA@OOAI ET AAAEOEIT O OE
1 ATCOACA AT A O1 AEAT AT 1 OA@bo6 jpywds
Text Structure

To analyz this literature, | 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
barsofaclod A EAEIT AAI 1T 1T OAO Bwedwith deEhAnddob Bel hedadO E A A A
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,
O0ATTIOA®DA AEEI AOAT AOA 421 00%w$ ET EAEI ET C OAI
letters and the word TRAPPED was boxed in a bold white harsh square. The box and

lettering were in a withered, marked up fontthat looked stamped and worn
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The photo along withthis statement evoked a sense of negativityFor instance, the
font in all capitals portrayed a serious yellng or call for attention, asoften 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.

. Agbh OEA 1 EOAOAOOOA APPAAI AA O OEAnddAAAARAOOS
1100 1T £ AOAAAT T AU O éreaduced tddlstampedahnd I@béled! B 0 %$ h 6
Al AAOT U OOAOGET CAGEAAOAD AADA UAGERH obulydndyiby theE O E
capital letters and the bright white print on a dark background. The worrout 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 EAOA O0%. . 39, 6! .) ! &
#(),$2%. !12% 421 00%$6h AU OOAOEIT C O)1 &AEIETC
AppAAl 1T &£ OEA EAEI AAIl EITTEIG¢C A AEEI A xEI AD
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 themto want to help rectify this situation. By appealing to
OEA OAAAAOOE OAT OA 1T &£ OAI OAOG AT A EAAT OEOUR OE
in order to make a call to action.

| AAEOET T Al 1 Uh OEA AT A T &£ OEA OGhde AT O 0O)I1
bottom in bright white letters with a contrasting a black background, appealing to the

values and seHinterest 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 dfieir hard earned
dollars going toward anything failing, let alone a school with programs that fail children.
AEEO Ei ACA ApPAAI AA O1 OEA O1I OAOOGS OAT OA 1T E E
grow students who learn. If schools are failingthen ® AAOO8 EAOA AAOT AA OA@
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 showedail-l EEA AT T AEOETT O 1T £ 0AT 1T OUI
incorporating careful word selection, semiotics, and vibrant color contrast The use of
AEOAAO AT A AAOEOA 1 AT COACA x1 OEAA O COAA OEA
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 worAlooking design Additionally,
the use of semiotic mode of a child in a prison cell juxtaposed the forceful voice in the
language that accompanied the imagé&his appeal to schema and to ethos invited the
reader into the process of systematic focus on the responsibility they may havegave 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 schoolsas jails, sent a secific message of a diraituation. This heterogeneous
Al 1 OA@O OOPDPI OOAA AU OPAAEAZEA 1 AT COACA AET EAA

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 baude. This
side included further information to progress the message introduced on the front side of
this document paid for byFreedom Works
The backside of the literature drewd A6 O AUAO Ei | A b dRel U OT Al
photo was of a man in a suit antle 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 ta 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,

OE A O BOtAXBURReprésentative has the Poweto Setthem Fre8 6 4 EA DPOT 11 61 O

AT A OOEATI 6 xAOA CEOAT OPAAEAI AOOAIT alfeiters8 4 EA
and underinedmakc 1 ¢ OEA POT 11T O01T O OOAT A 1008 I AAEOE
italicized. The phrase that accompanied the pronoun was also in italicSet them Free.

These were all in white print. Just below that statement directly above the photo were

Al ARE 1 AOOAOO OEAO OOAOA 0Os$11680 I1AEG OB GALO A
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 othereating a visual contrast The

x EEOA 1 A OO AYDORRENGRAcOEtiYe ha3th®FowedT 3 A0 OEAI &OAAG A
above the barbed wire, formed in a cloudike status. The black letters were positioned

below the barbed wire and just above tk photo of the man in the photo groundean the

paper. Those words weran jail.
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By the writer using the word YOURand underlining it, the reader wasvisually
drawn into the literature as a member othis problem. The language invited the readeto
solve this problemthus making the message personallhesewords andimagescreated a
discursive event by puting the reader in a position of power to affect change for this
OEOOAOQOEITd 3AOET C 0ATT OUlI OATEAGO AEEI AOAT xAO
Connecting Discourse and Social Practices

Next, consideration of semiotics focuses the reader to thean in the photo. The
barbed wire pointed to him and situatedhim prominently . His formal gppearance and
location on the textnoted by a smile situated him in a position and appearance of power.
He may have the power to imprison or free those who are traggal. 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
AAOAAA xEOA AOI OCEHDto thephotods phbth toingctedto he®® OE C
barbed wire, physically connecting the two.The accompanyingD OA OAT AT & AAT OA OA
YOURRepresentative has the Powera S&®® OEAI & OAAS thAal tiebhoto @asA OA A A/
of his or her representative. The accompanying sybols and language showed he had a role
inthefreeAT 1T O T O 1T AAE 1T £ EOAAATIT O AOiI OT A OAEITITETC
from the jail-like schools.According to the language he can make a change to schools.
Rhetorically, in both language and imagehis text claims the representativeneld 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 thdiscourseof children trapped in
jail-like schools, creaing a partnership or alliance between the representative and the

reader through the directive of the producerUnder his photograph was the name and
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phone number of the representative in the photoinviting the reader to call and participate
in the discourse of therepresentations 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 preided an escape from that jaHlike school by
requesting readers toO 0 IsefcAll TODAY and ask your Representative gapport school
AEiI EAA 1 ACEOI AOET T ET O0AT 1 OUl OAT EA80O

The piece stateshat 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 fechool choice
legislation. This explained school choice legislation will set the children of Pennsylvania
free from the jail-like schools that trapped and faiéd them. He has the power to do it, if you
ask. The name and phone number of his office were prioled to make the job easy.
&AEOAIT T OCES O £OAI Ax1T OE EAAT OE £EA@ Frédddn O AEAI
Works displayed this cohesively by attaching the reader to his/her community and school,
in order to apply particular languageas knowledge andruth 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 meier with the ability to cause change for the better
and for freedom, according to the text. The text signified the reader asrustee of the
community by the use of a possessive pronoun (your) repeatedly when referring to the
representative. It stated hat 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.
4EA AAAE OEAA T &£ OEEO AT 1T O E échsedf@entittte OAOAOOD
as a votercitizen. Therequest asked thereader to call his or her legislator to ask him to
support schoolas achoice legislation in Pennsylvania, andhe use of thepossessive
PDOT 11 O1 makes th®medsage 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,
OEAU xEIlT O3A0 OEAI &OAAhdo OAOA OEA AEEI AOAI
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 requesthey were asked to make wasnplicit and veiledby the
language of the text. The carefully selected language of the door knob hanger stated:
001 AAGA AAIT T 4/ %' 9 AT Asugp@school chaize laghBtiorirO AT OAOE O
0AT T OQUI OAT E A 8 a@sked tBereadrOtd tdkd & shécific action on a certain topic
and presented that topic as truth, not stanceHowever, the specifics of the topics were not
explained overtly, so when the readr called he or she may not havenderstood the
specific topic, sgecific 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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subjectverb pattern and presented the information as face. The statement provided a
OOAEAAO AT A &£ AOGO &£ O OEA OAAAAO Alofs 1030 O O
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 fah the representation of truth by presenting the text
with a definitive, unmitigated word choice. No hedging of the reader exists in this text. The
AT 1 OAgO xAO OAO AU OEA EEOOO OOAOAI AT O POAOAI
commitment of the producer to the truth of the proposiET T 6 xAO | AAA AU OEA
statement (Fairclough, 2015, 144). The producer was clear on their stance and asserted
OEAEO OAOOEIT 1T /&£ OEA OOOOE ET OEEO OOAOAI Al Os8
power and presented him/herself as an imficit 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 expressi®
altered. The presence opossessive pronounsvorked to welcome and to entice the reader
following the bold initial statement contrastedthe 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 ofwe and the implementation of the use of the pronouryour. The producer did
not establish a relational value within the text, which the use of pronouwe instead ofyou
would have done. He/She did however continue to build the implicit authority by usig the
word your.

In contrast to the front side, the tone in which the producer took this actio

becomessofte8 )1 T OAAO O APPAAI OF OEA OAAAAOB8O ORF
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OEA OOA 1T &£ Pi 1 EOCA O AwdehiidyedrverthGughithe vdicodt ODI1 AAOA
AOOET OEOU OAiI AET AA8 4EA DPOT AOGAAOSO AEOAAOEOAO
PDOTT1T 061 O AT A OE AeaderdwasiesibdatdnedT Beduse Ofpdliteness
i EOECAOAA OEA AEOAAO OANOA dhedreqiestadigéodsisi ACT OEAO
related to the degree of imposition involved in the request, and is directly reflected in the
OAOAAIT AgEZEI OO ET OAOOAA O 1 ETEIEUA OEEO EI BI O

The carefully crafted useof tone and voice was intentionaby 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 praducer set. Use of pronounsreated 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 ofa 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, 2006&)ther semiotic
resources that added ¢ 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 oren-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
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hanger was reinforced by the interaction of removing the piece from the door knob. The
reader would not have this personal, one@n-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 anserved as a discursive event bihe
producer.

Fairclough (1992) refers to the power behind the voice as force. In this ptcular
heterogeneous text of the door knob hanger, the force uttances worked to gain the trust
of the reader to act the way the producer requested. The force utterance first appealed to
OEA OAAAA &Retna theh todtisted #iat knowledgepstatE T ¢ OAEEIT AOAT
O O A b .pife Aedder 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 theonditions of schools wa 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 agenby explaining thatcalling Gourdrepresentative the
reader had the power to change the negativeonditions 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

s N oA 2 o~~~

AO

having power over people (Fairclough,zpuv d8 )1 OEEO DAOOEAOI AO OAQ®

AEOAT OOOA ET Al OAAO OEA bPi xAO O OEAPA AT A ATI1l

AEOAT OOOAO AT A CAT OAO AOA AOAEI édehsethn@aténd EOAIT T O

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 likd and my or we and usthat 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 presece of the producer hiddenn 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 partculars of Senate Bill 1. In this texproducers 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. Firsthe
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

OA@O T AUu T1 0 ETTx 1T &£ 3ATAOA "EI Il pasticulaAgE OOAT A

OApO8 4EAOAAI OAh OEAOA AAI T AOO xAOA A1 OAOAA E
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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 disgused context. According to
&AEOAT 1 OCE jpwwcqh O0)O0 EO A £ O 1T &£ OEA bi xAO
ET OAOPOAOAOGEI T O AT A Oxi OAET ¢cO08 1 £ AOAT 6Oh xEE
content to gain favorable nterpretations and actions worked discursively.

6 AT S$EEE j¢nmeAQq AAAAA OEAO | ATEDPOI AOGEIT A
AT CTEOEOA T ETA AiT0O00T16 ET AAAEOEITT OF A AEOA
processes of understanding, the formation of biased méad models and social
OADPOAOAT OAOEI 1 O OOAE AO EITT xI AAGCA AT A EAATIIT G
the part of the producer was warranted because the producer used vagueness and
exclusion of normative information of the context while in a posibn 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 ofthe specifics of the request.

For example, calls received to the representative in the text here included calls
ET NOEOET C AO O xEU EA AEAT 60 O00OBPDPT OO POAI EA
schools were good enough, and why he supported vouets. Some callers unaware of any
school choice or voucher legislation did not understand the context of the doorknob hanger
UAO xAOA AEOAAOAA DPOODPI OGAT U O AAI 1T OEA OADPOA
school choice without clearly understandimg, 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

A £ A 2 oax

OAPOAOGAT OAOEOA O1 AOE xEU EAeprBsEniative WwasOODDT OO0 b
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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 repsentative 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, ifou compared the size and status given to text
I £/ OEA PETTA 10i AARO T £ OEA OAPOAOAT OAOBOA
text a contrast existed The former was much larger, bolder,ra noticeable. The latter was
tiny and the color of thefont was white on a gray backgrand, 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 inasponse 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 sva 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 locapublic 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 specificstance 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 saiahoice in the legislative district

xEAOA ) Ai A 1 ACEOI AOEOGA AEAA8 4EA AT AOIi AT O E

the unsubstantiated claim was that a group called the Schuylkill Conservatives delivered it.
Schuylkill County, where the documenwas delivered and where | 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 sasbnnect When you
clicked on that tab, you were @aken to a page calleéfreedom ConnectorOn that page you
could enter a state, county, and/or district, which is how | found the link between Freedom
Works and the Schuylkill Conservatives. Thus one could understand the social setting and
the machinations& OAAAT I 771 OEO8 OOEI EUAA T-oented A1 1 AOh
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, prrivatization group who utilized carefully
AT 1T OEAAOAAR OPAAEEEAAI 1 U A QiAeEdts KentEesAdnd O O

values in an attempt to garner support for voucher legislation.

ADb
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A grassroots, natbnal 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 calleditizens for a Sound
Economy In 2004 Citizens for a Sound Economyerged with Empower Americaenaming
itself Freedom Works (Freedom Works, 2012).

A4EA T AT OOA O' 1 OAOT I AT O ¢ci AO OI OET OA xEI O
&OAAAT T 71 OEO8 xAAOEOA AT A APPAAKRO GEHA ACKOTAD PGS
motivation for getting others to join. The group claims to have grown steadfastly since its
I OECET AOETT AT A AOOOAT Ol U Al AEiI O A 1 Ai AAOOGEED
Works, 2012). According to their website, they call their memberBatriots.

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)h& website
offers glimpses into what this group means by freedom. Explaining freedom means to
Al Il PAOA xEEAE OET AOAAOGAOG Ai 1 001 A0 AEIT EAAO AT A
control over what they own and earn (Freedom Works, 2012). Freedom to this gup
equals economic freedom without the government interference.

As the word freedom is repeated often throughout the website, it is noticed that this
COi OP6 O EAAA T £ EOAAAT T ANOAT O A Cci OAOTT AT O O
This includesa 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 welinformed 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 Bagroups, 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 [@@&nce in
Pennsylvania over the last decade. In 2022012, their presence was publity noted. With
the 2010 election of a pro school choice governor and a Republican majority in the House
and Senate headed by preouchers leadership, a strong presence of Eedom 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 (Fairclogh, 2015, 1993). This
OO0OAU Oi OCEO O1T OAOGAAI OEAO Ol AT ¢cOAcCA EO Al OE
who exercise power through language must constantly be involved in struggle with others
Ol AAEAT A 10 11 0AQq DA FairBldughF19B) Areeédoin & AEOAT T O
71 OEO8 AT T O EATCAO EO Al AgAipi A 1T &£ OEAOS

This existed in Pennsylvania in 20142012 regarding the school choice topic at the
forefront of legislative debate. Through my work as a legislative aide, | 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

AT A ET 1 ACEOI AOiI 008 1T £#ZEAAO8 4EAEO xEI T ET GT AO
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supported and furthered through the encouragement of the larger groups like Freedom
Works, and other groups suclas American Federation for Childremnd theCommonwealth
Foundation which will be discussed in detail later.

| analyzed the text of the door knob hanger in an attempt to show how groups
worked to influence legislation and legislators. The analysis uncovered meaninghemes,
and representations baed on the language and images provided to reveal social practices,
AO &AEOAI T OCESO OEOAA AEI AT OET T Al AEOAI AxiT OE 1
text revealed ideological work by Freedom Works$o 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 withthe representative.

These thematic representations, presented though theentification 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 powelext, 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

O, ATCOACA EO 110 pPi xA0O&EOI 11 EOGO 1 x1in EO CAE
i AEA 1T £ EO86

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 analysig€€ach 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. Bch text took a stance within the SB 1 discourse in predictable
ways through the use of specific themes.used CDA, as explained in Chapter 4, to reveal the
implicit actions, works, and strategies of the producerand organized these examples
around the themes revealed by the 10 sample texts analyzed. At the conclusion of this
chapter, | 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;:

1 A crisis exists.

=a

It is personal.

=a

Framing a stance as truth.

=a

Forming alliances and partnerships.
The four themes emerged over the analysis of the ten sampkxts. 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. Thaes 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. Group$w 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 resposibility. 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 responsibilitio 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 ifiormation 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 powdul 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:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Texts: Door CF A.Puig REACH Alliance Blue CF 3AT AC, ACiNAACP
Hanger Pie Email Letter Yearbook Mt. 17 Letter Memo Letter
Chart Resol. Roses
- letter
Figure
4.2 App- € App. D App.E  App.F APP-G App. H App. | App.d  App. K
Theme:
S -
A crisis X X X X X X
exists
)y 060 b X X X X X X X X X
Framing a X X X X X X X X X
stance as
truth.
Forming
alliances X X X X X X X X X X
and

partnerships
(for power)
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Table 5.1 Data Text Arranged by Emeegl 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.

1 Thered represents texts received in support of SB 1, thelue in opposition, and the
greenwere 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 refleché theme

of that section.

Theme #1: A crisis exists

AEARA EEOOO OEAI A OAOGAAI AA xAO O! AOEOEO
explicitly with direct language and implicitly through voice, force, and semiotics. Within
this section an analysis ofliree 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.

ADE
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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
&1 O1 AAGETT j#&q AT A AAAOAOOGAA O1 O$AAO #& &OE
4,300 white roses to distribute to members of the legislature. The CF Friends letter explained
OEAO AAAE 1 AT AAO x1 O1 A OAAAEOA Opx xEEOA Ol OA«
OECT EEUET ¢ OEAEO Al AEI 1 &£ 0811 A schobl$ évédry 130 ET AE/
i ET OOAO086 ! PPAT AE® ( Q8 4EA 1T AOOAO POI OEAAA
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 puiec schools, which signifies a crisis in
public schools, according to the producers. According to their letter they sent the 17 roses
OAAAAOOA OEAO AT EI O Aixi O 1T1TA OEiITAT O ET AEZ
i ET OO0A0G068 | 3AA letteBiftfthe AeBsBns th€y dre defdig the roses as:

O" AAAOGOA OI T A EI1EO OEETE UIT O AT A ) OET OI A

OECEO 11T x ET OEA AAOOI A O &EOAA EEAO £OI I

Because nearly 82,000 children here ifPennsylvania 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

DOl ZEAEAT AU AOGAT 11 O0AT1T OUd OAT EAGO 1 AT EATO

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 incildT AA ET 0AT T QUi OAT EAG0O

every 17 minutes.

Because you and | are stuck paying for these hellholasot to mention for future jail

stays and welfare for the students whose lives are ruined in them.

Because this is unacceptable.

And because toremind our state legislators of that, CF is sending each tifem a

AT ONOAO 1T &£ px *xEEOA 01 OAOG xEAT OEAU OAOOOI
(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, acating to the letter,

x| O A AA OAT O O61 OEA 1 Ai AAOO 1T &£ OEA 1 ACEOI AOO

0AT 1T OUI OATEA8O OETI A1 Oh ZAEITET C OAEITTI 086 j! D

the roses as an urgent call for school choice, the CFugedl ACAOU ET Al DAET ¢ch OO

AAT CAOT 60 AT A O1 AAOPAOAI Oi ET ¢ OAETT1 06h 0Oj 000

OAT T OUIl OAT EAGO 1 ATEAT O OOAT AAOAEUAA OAOOO6h Al

occurred in PA public schools between 2008 and 20t OEAO ET Al OAAA OOA@OA

EEAT ADPET ¢cOh Ol AAAOEAOh OEAAEOOh AOOI 1T Oh OAT AA

DOAOAT OAA O1 1 AEA OEA #&60 OOAT AA & O OAEITI

crisis in those public schools. The wordlwice and statistics placed the blame on public

schools and established the tone of the letter as urgent while painting a negative and

AAT CAOT OO PEAOOOA 1T &£ 0AT1T OUI OAT EA6O0 POAI EA OA
Furthermore, the letter framed the argument that school choice wodl 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

OEET ¢ xA6OA EAAOET ¢ T OAO AT A T OAO EO OEAO xEE

fact that there is a violent incident in one of our failing schools every 17 minutes, school

AET EAA EO EOOO Oi1l AgbAl GEOGAL % EOE OOBARA6OA OBIDIA

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 pviding 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)

AEEO | AOOAO xAO xOEOOAT Au OEA .11 #0 EIT OA
highlighted in the previous sample. Sincéhis 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 legisition created a crisis.

4EA OEAI A T &£ 0! AOEOEO AQEOOOS6 1T &£ OEA .11 #
1 AOOAO APPAAI AA O OEA 1 ACEOI AOT 006 OAT OA T &
statement of the letter then again explained furthein the body of the letter:
O.1 OXEOEOOAT AET ¢ POAOOOOAOG Ui O T AU 11 x AA EAA
to do what is in the best interest of our children and the tax payers and to uphold the
#1 1 OOEOOOEI T 1T £ 0AT 1T OUI Gderitifiedtbe pjedsdebohtheAE @ + Q8 4
OEOOAOGEIT AU OOET ¢ OEA x1 OA ODOAOGOOOAOGSE AT A O
by the legislation and called into question the constitutionality of the legislation.
Furthermore, the second statement was explicih the identification of a crisis by using the

Z A s oA oA

x]T OA OOOCAT 66 Al Afaedtpp&ET ¢ EO ET OEA Al 1A

07A OOCA Ui 6 061 O1 O0Ah O./06 11 ATU AEIIT h EI
and HB 1708- that would create state -funding for school vouchers or the
expAT OET 1 1T &£ OEA AEAOOAOTAUAAO AEAOOAO 0OUOO/

(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 andbr cyber/charter work. The statement was:
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O07A Al 01 OOCA Ui 6 Oi OiIO0A O./06 O1 AAA A
expansion of a charter/cyber charter program to any other education bill that
| ECEO AT i A AAAEI OA Ui 086
(Appendix K)
This final statement signified that the NAACP clearly understands the multiple ways
legislation can be passed and signifies to the legislatoeader 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

O00CAd ET AT OE 1T &£ OEAOA OOAOAI A1 OO xEOEEIT OEA

AT A & OAA ET OEA .11 #0860 I AAOOOALIAMET ¢ T £ OEA

discourse around SB 1.

AGEIT O O
EO

T

E

M

1 #0 AAIT 1T AA OEA 3" p 1 i O cO

@)
Ol ou 1T £ OEA

T
)

AOAAh DOAI EA AAOAAOETT EI A E

O
m;

and the urgency of taking part in the discours¢hat was focused by other groups, like CF,

on creating a climate of crisis to push their preschool 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 tackools and children and referring to that part of the discourse

AO OOEA COAAOAOGO AT 1 OAET AGAA AOOAAE 11 O1EOAO
#1 111717 xAA1 OE6 Al AT ET ¢ O#1 Obl OAOGAR EOAA 1 AOEAO
crisisrestedET  OEA EATAO 1T £ OUI Oh 100 OOAOA 1 ACEOI AC
ET AOAAOGA OEA AADPAAEOU 1T £ POEOAOAAOO8SG ! BPAT A

responsibility of the legislators in consideration of the urgency of the situation whd
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focusing the responsibility of the establishment of the crisis to those who wanted to see the
changes the privateers.

AAEET ¢ A OOAT AA OEAO OEA DPIiETO T &£ OEA AEII
OA &I Of AOOG6 xET xAOA 11 0 AIOIARA OIOAA | AROE EOEA AIOD
focused on achieving privatization employed force through claims of the corporate
AET AT AAOO OOET ¢ AEEI AOAT 1T &£ A1 T O OAO A OO0OAOD

to push forward the privatization agenda by parachg children and parents of color before

—

3AT AOGA EAAOET cO AT A OOEI ¢ OEAEO ZAAAO 11 AAI D
#EAI 1 AT CET C OEA DPOAOGET OO0 #& 1 AOOAOGO Ai1 OAT OO
level by claiming that pro-school voucher goups, 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)

' T1T OEAO AgAI PI A T £ 0! #OEOEO %@EOOOG6 AAI A
EECEI ECEOAA OEA OEAI A O! AOEOEO AQGEOOOS OEOI O
District Board of Directors, which is a schodtlistrict 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
Al AAOT U OOAARN GEEQE "1 AGDONS B AT AGA "ElT 1 p AT A Al
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,

andencourap A EOO Al AAOAA 1T £#ZEAEAT O O 1 bbi OA OEA ¢
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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. Dagrthis
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:
0" % ) 4 &5 2 4 (Daitat the Bide/ Modhtitin School District directs its Board
0OAOCEAAT O O OAEA EIi il AAEAOA AAOEIT O Al AO
need to oppose Senate Bill 1 and the negative consequences on the school district
and the public education syeem at large and to provide a copy of this resolution to
OEAI 80
O" % )4 &54( %2 2%3/,6%$ OEAO OEA "1 0A -1010
others, including parents, students and district taxpayers, to contact the
Pennsylvania General Assembly to convefie importance of supporting public
AAOAAOET 1T ET OEA #11i1171TxAAl OE86
Blue Mountain School District Board of Directors, 2011 (Appendix G)
)T OEEO ElT OOAT AA OOOPDPI OOET ¢ DOAT EA AAOAAOQGEII
of voting against SB 1 and angther 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
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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 andagst SB 1.
4EAT A ngcg )O080 0AOOTTAI

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 readernto 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 dildren. 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 provideefficient and effective schools for the citizens they represent.

Ana Puig email (Appendix D)

/ITA OEIiPI A AgAiPI A T £ OAgO O EECEI ECEO
establishment of grassroots group called the Kitchen Table Patriots. Founder Ana Pwagd
her co-chair Anastasia Przybylski were stayat-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 thenception 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



133

progressives and conservatives. Eventuall)EAU 1T ET EAA xEOE AT A OAACA]
OOEPAT AG6 AOT I &OAAAT T 771 OEOh GdmettmasOwET COT 1 C
hardball political tactics-A AEIT 1 /& O OAEI 11 OOEOEITT OI OAEAOO

20). Their small grassroots group cam# exist within the larger and powerful Freedom

Works, who supplied the cechairs 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 fdineir 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 letteprepared 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 chate (REACH, 2015). The first phrase of the first
sentence of this letter made it personalAs 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 laguage 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 oppostional, as many texts within the voucher discourse were, but instead
AEOAAOI U OOAOAAh O3AEITTI1T AETEAA EO 110 AAI OO
OAUET ¢ OEAO 1T1TA T pPOEIT EO AAOOAO OEAT OEA 1 0E

best choice for their children x EAOA EO8 O ET I AGAET T 1 ET Ch A AUAA
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DOAI EA OAEIT1 1T O DPOEOAOA OAEIT186 4EEO AOOAI B
ET Al OOEOA AT A OAOPAAOAEOI 1T &£ AOAOUdeiedpeatiul AET EAA
of everyone who reads the letter. The carefully crafted statements were personalized to
ET Al OAA AOAOU OOAT AAnh OEOO O0O0OPDPI OOEI ¢ OEA OEA
readers of this letter.

The pattern continued with claims agamnst 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 statementithin the school

choice discourse, as the sides for SB 1 and against SB 1 often work in opposition to each

I OEAO8 4EA OOAOGAI AT O Aobl EAEOI U OOAOAA O3AETI
OEAT OEA 1T OEAOO6 AT A xI OE Aitlon thdt exiQddl Aihih the OEA OAT O
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 intahe 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 createdlace 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 toaccomplish 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 reders with other
stances. (Fairclough, 1992).
To close the letter, another use of personalization promoted the polite, personal,
AT A ET Al OOEOA OI T A T &£# OEA 1 AOOADOY O) Al Al 1 EE
Ei DPOT OA 0AT 1 OUI Csistern.PeaBe db AdDhedtddetd condact me if you
EAOA AT U NOAOOEI 106 ! PPAT AED® %Qs8 AEA DPAOOITI
instance was direct and explicit.l, we, andmeare personal pronouns used together to
create an inclusive cohsion of language to unite the producer and reader supporting the
)y 06 0 ahkreOT T Al

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

(ATl jpwwxq AEOAOOOAO OET I x1 AACA TETEAA O bl
OOOOE AOO EAO OEA pPixAO OiF 1 AEA dedxlid £ O00AG
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 revealbg 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 theirision for SB 1 and vouchers. The
ET OAOOA@OOAI EOQU xi1 OEAA A O 1T O ACAET OO OEA 01 O
of how schooling should be in Pennsylvania at that time.
The chain of texts shared language and references at times, but the way 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 languade 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
I Al ECAOETT O O AAOO AACAADAEOERT BCEGOT £AAAI DEDB
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
xI OEAA O OEAOA 00O O Getliroughln® &se 6f spéciidlanguage p AE OAT
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 stareecan 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 atst&enator
(Appendix 1), 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 tlexts were part of the
intertextual discourse triggered by the delivery of 17 roses to each member of the
I ACEOI AOOOA O1 OAPOAOGAT O #&860O Al AEi OEAO AOAO
0ATT OUIl OAT EA DPOAI EA OAE] wak igtertexadlAdonnéctdd adcE A OA CO
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 thatcarried on the struggle over SB 1.
I AAT OAET ¢ O &AEOAI T OCE jpwwcqgh AT ET OAOOA
which are transformationally related to each other in the sense that each member of the
series is transformed into one or more of thé OEAOO ET OACOI AO AT A POAA
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 weregoresent 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
AEAT T AT CET ¢ AT A £ OAET ¢ AEAZOOOEAO AT 1 OEAAOAOQEITI
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 opportuties 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 8dnesday 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 letteaind 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



139

AOiI I OEAEO O0OAOOEI OO0 O AA AOOAAEA/fob®dgeatEA 1 AO
AAUBO6 &OOOEAOIT OAh OEA 1 AOOAO EOAI AA OEAEO AO
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 strgnstance and force by
OOAOCET ¢ OEA 1 PPi OEOEI 1680 AOcOi AT 6 O"U OEA xA
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, schbo AET EAA EO EOOO Oi 1 Agb
OAODPT 1 OAh O4EAO EO OEIPIU 110 O0O0OA86 4EA £ OA
excluded away with a basic reply and a great deal of confidence. The producer then

reasserted his stance and the stanceerexpected from Patriots reading the letter, by

providing a list of options for readers to do to help CF continue its work, and asked for

A N £ A N A £ oA

AET AT AEAT AT 1 OOEAOOGEIT T O 417 AT A OEA 1 AOOAON

(@}

Letter from Senator (Appendix 1)
The CF letter was forwarded to all members of the General Assembly via email by a
3AT AOT 08 4EA 3AT AOI 060 AT OOAOPT T AAT AA ET Al OAA
accompanying letter in response to the CF letter prepared by the Senator himself. The
memo gave @irther context to the discourse and gave insight into the contentiousness of

the SB 1 negotiations:
Ol Al T OAA EO A AIPU T &£ #1111T1TxAAl OE &1 O1 AA
take issue with their choice of rhetoric and assertion that all strugglingchools in
0OATT OUIl OGATEA AOA OEAITTEITTAOGS AT A AOAARAAET C
recipients. | have asked Mr. Mitchell to apologize and to come retrieve his 17 roses. |
encourage all of you to do the same. We can disagree, but it should be done
OAOPAAOAEOI 1 U8 4EATE Ul 0806

(Appendix 1)
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The senator then attached a copy of his owarafted letter in response to the CF letter. The
3AT AOT 060 1 AOOAO AEAI 1T AT CAA OEA EOAI A AT A OOA
and pointed language, settingnother 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 legislatoreader 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
ET Al OAAA ET OEEO AEOAT OOOA AEAI T AT CAA OEA bDOI
refocus the discourse of SB 1. For example, when the Senator who responded to the CF
I AOOAO xEOE EEO I x1 1 AOOAO O1 OEA 1 ACEOI AOT 00O
OEAOI OEA AT A AOOAOOEIT OEAO All OgwfciQql ET ¢ OA
AOOOOA ET T AOGAO AT A xAl ZAOA OAAEDPEAT OOhd EA AA
AOT OT A OAETTI1 AETEAA AT A AEOAAOI U 1 bbi OAA EO
OEA OOAOGAI AT O xEOEh O) EAOA do&rBideve-hi®87 - EOAEAI
Ol OAO86

Later in the same letter, the senator framed his stance by focusing on the children
OAEAOAT AARA AU #&60 6EAA O0OAOCEAAT O -EOAEAI T h A

T £ oA A~ e

(@}

AT T EOQUG ! PPAT AE® ) Qs 4EA OAT AOiT O AOOOEAO
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OEA AEOAI OOOA 1 &# OEA px OI OAOGSG 1 AOOAO AU Agbi
children who attended these schools. He usedrying 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 onand-a-half page
letter. First he challenged Mitchdl 8 © OAI AOE AAI T ET ¢ OEA OAEITT160
asking Mitchell how he would feel if he attended a school that was labeled in that manner
AT A OANOAOGOET ¢ -EOAEAIT APIITTCEUA O1 OEAIi 8 4E
AO A ORAI APl A&ET ET ¢ OEAO EA OAAAT O1 U OEI OOAA
OEATTEIT AGES AT A OEAO OAAAE 1T &£ OEAOGA OOOAAT OO
-EOAEAT 160 OOAT AA OEAO OEA DPilT Ol U PAOAE OI ET C
staUO AT A xAl ZAOAS AT A AOAAOGET ¢ AT ET OO0AT AA 1 E
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,
AEAT T AT CET ¢ OEA OOOOOEO6h OOAT AAR AT A EOAIT A AO

Furthermore, the senator referred to the distribution of the white roses with

T ACAOEOA &I OAA8 (A Al AEI AA OEA AOGAT O xAO 00600
OAT O1 OAOA®I AAOCEGAT xAOAT U6 AT A OAEAOAT ARAA OEA .
Al AET AA OEA OOAT AA AT A EOAT A 1T &£ OEA #& EI OAC
OEET EET Co AT A AO OOEI EUAA O1 #Z£EO EI O OEAEO
or the most recent statistics. He then provided a paragraph stating statistics that showed an

improvement of standardized test scores by economically disadvantaged students.

OA

(@}

4EA OAT AOI 0860 OAODPITOA O -EOAEAIT B8O 1A

T A N A~ A N =

anA AEAIT 1 AT CAA OEA OOOOOESd 1T &£ OEA #&60 OOAT AAs8
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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 ti@&F 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
fromOEA .11 #08 4EA .11 #0 1 AOOAO xAO Al AAOI U EI
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 @n 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 cin.

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 | experienced in my daily work. This text contained lesfrce in language use than

the other texts in this chain. However, the neutral languagef the text hinted at stance:
0) EAOA AAAT AOGEAA AU OEA 0ATT OUlI OATEA 30,
Committee to share with you this correspondence voicing #ir opposition for school
voucher and/or the expansion of the charter/cyber charter system. They would
APDPOAAEAOA Ul OO Ai 1 OEAAOAOQEITT 1T &£ OEAEO ATl

(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 thetended
OAAAAOO Au OOET ¢ A OAOEAO T &£ PAOOITAI bHOITTT Ol
producers. More so, one may consider the stance of the representatipeoducer based on
EEO AAAADPOAT AA O DPAOO OEA . ! 10# ®OEA EIOA QDA @ ALl O
I OAOO O1TTA xAO POAOAT Oh AOO OEA AT11TAAOQGEITT AA
was connected by his email and sharing of the letter.
NAACP LETTER (Appendix K)

The text was a letter from the Pennsylvania State Conference NGP 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 | worked received an email of this letter. The letter wadated 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.

4EA .11 #0 DPAOOTT AT EUAA OEA 1 AOOA Offtdey OEA O
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 letasion and the
I OOATT A T &£ OOOAAT 0066 1 AAOT ET ¢ OEOOAOEI T8 . A@O
x] OE AT A OEAEO AT 1 OEAAOAOQGEITT AT A ETIT xI AACA T &
OEA OOAOAT AT O6h O7A OOCA UIOAEQGIC Bi"OAhMB 60.OEd k O 1C

held the legislator responsible for his/her vote. Additionally, another use of the pronoun
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Ouil 66 OET xAA OEA .11 #0 EI1AET C OEA 1 ACEOI AOi O
OO0OOO0E 1T &£ OEA OE OOA OBvariags ofpdsk the eparisisn oktiteU 0 AT T QU
charter/cyber charter movement that is funneling tax dollars out of the traditional public

system and into private fortunesl AAOET ¢ OOAAEOEIT T Al DPOAI EA OAEI
The use of a direct voice to addiss the readerlegislator 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
OOEAE AU OAI ObPT OAOGAR ZEOAA 1 AOEAO OAAEI Oi AobGs O
markeO | PPT OOOT EOEAOG8 4EAU Al AEI AA OIEITEITO 1 £&
OAT T Oul OAT EA O1T AOU ET & OAT AA AT A OAAOGOA 1 ACE
AAAAPO OEEO OOOAOACU AU OOAOET Gh O" OGe xA AOE
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 prepaite 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 theear future they will create a legislative report card

EECEI ECEOET ¢ OEI x Al AAOAA 1T £AEZEAEAI O EAOA 01 OA
DAOOAET ET ¢ O O1 EOAOOAI h Z£OAAhRh POAIT EA AAOAAOQE
how legislators have AT AT AA OEAEO OAODPI 1T OEAEI EOEAO O OE/

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 | came acsamn 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 Pennsylvaniae ple 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 infomation sheet was a one page paper
that included an image of the pie chart along with an explanation to the questiowill
School choice Drain Resources from Public Sctiols
The Commonwealth Foundation and Pennsylvania Catholic Conference work in
alianceOEOT OCE OEA 2%! #( j 3AA ' bPAT AE@ %Qqh xET xA
AT A1 EOETT AAAEAAOAA O1 AT OOOEiT ¢ DAOAT OA1 AETE
of the Commonwealth Foundation was also a Board Member of the REACH Foundation and
the REACHAlliance. 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

documentssent 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 documenE&ducation Spending Under SB 1 FY
(fiscal year) 2012-13. The chart was a large circle of green with\gery 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 2002010 spending. The blue section
represented the spending of EITC (Education Improvemefitax 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 vibie 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 @nt 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, finacial costs for the three
educational entities named in the chart were missing from the chart even though it was
titted EducationSpending Under SB 1 FY 2012012. Second the chart only reflects
spending on vouchers and EITC for one fiscal year, 20PP13, 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 | work as a
means to lobby to convince him to support Senate Bill 1, then Critical Disgse 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
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immediately and look to see what was so large and whatas 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 lettersat 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, 2022013, the chart only reflected the
spending on voucher and EITC funds for one yeaf 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 SenaBill 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 andfrustration 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 enwronment 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
xAOA T1 0 AEC EET AOAT AAO 11 bDOAIT EA OAETTI1 068 AO
to EITC and voucbrs 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 he 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 thenpducer
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 ew 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 ovdrom 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 additia 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 iroduced 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

~ N s N oA N .

(Fairclough, 1995). Utilizingthe genrd £ OEA AEAOO DPOT OEAAA A OOT AE

z A £ A~ A

OAOT OOAA} b OEAO AT 1 OOEOOOA} 6q OEA 1T OAAO T &£ A
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of language to mediate the dialog between fiscal analysis and responsibility into the Senate
Bill 1 and voucher discouse (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 ove 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.
50EI EUET ¢ OEEO AEAOO Oi CAET OODPDPI OO0 £AEOI I
strategies of gaining, controlling and retaining power (through knowledge) by employing
OAOEIT 6O 1T AAG 1T &£ AT 1101 EAAOGETT AT A OOGAAETTIITC
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 lpth
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 certaininformation 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 th@pposition.
of positive selfD OAOAT OAOETT AT A OEA TACAOEOA DPOAOGAT OAC

particular goal (Wodak, 2009, 40). In this case, the producgeframed the text to express a
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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 oppaition 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 readrs 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 prevoucher group, along with those groups of others thawvorked 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 hed 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 statures 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 foithe 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-il ET AAA CcOil OO AT A OAAAAOO

cause. The texts used various strategies to form partnerships and/or alliances to

Oi
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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 frantest
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 politenas (and inclusivity) with (stance and) manipulation
seeking to gain heterogeneous support of SB 1. (Fairclough, 1992, Strauss and Feiz, 2015).
O4EA AAI AOI AGAA AAOGECT 1 &£ i1 EOGEAAI 1 AT COACA
YO00OCCI A8 dan pijk, 1997 759.)5kekifly 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 paragraphby making claims against competition

among schooling options. The paragraph read:
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schools orsaying that one option is better than the othe8 ) 08 © AAT OO
empowering familiesto make the kest choice for their children x EAOEAO E
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 tle best

educational path for their children8 6

06 O

(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 tgp
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
I OEAO8 4EA OOAOQGAI AT O AobPl EAEOI U awAcGshditerO3 AET 1
OEAT OEA 1 O0EAOO6 AT A OAAOGAAA OEA OATOA 1T &£ AT I D
school choice discourse, creating an example of interdiscursivity. By relying on the notion
of schemata of the reader, the producer attempted to quell éhemotional 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 worke®i | AT EPOI AOA OEA OAAAAO
offering of vouchers as another option for schooling.

In the third paragraph of the letter, the politenessmanipulation pattern continued.
The face of the paragraph was positive and the tone encouraged collecdivi. In order to
AAEEAOA OEA DPOi AOAAOSO Ci Al T &£ CAETEI C 00BDPI O
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 astrong 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 competitionclafBT Ch O3 AET 11 AET EAA
pitting private schools against public schools or saying that one options is better than the
I OEAO86 (A Al AAOI U AOT EAAA OEOAAOQOATEIT C 1 AT CcOA
draw in the reader. He gauged distancly stating with direct language that all parties and
OOAT AAO OETOI A 110 AA OPEOOAAG 1T O AT i PAOEOEOGA
was polite and offered inclusiveness to what type of schools should be available to families,
including all typesof 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
OAAT 8 'O 300A000 AT A &AEU OOA 6dhwegnspegker Bp 08 OT A
and hearer (H) are the sociecultural elements of power, distance, and weightiness of the
&4!1 6 j AAAA OEOAAOGAT ET ¢ AAOOQ8 jctyqgs &OOOEAOI
DOl AGAET ¢ Al -GAAIECOHd 684 10h A/ 11 60 AT ET ¢ OEA &4
2015, 248). In this paragraph of the letter the use of indirectness followed by directness
worked to reduce the threat that his stace 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 thebest choice for their children; the producer attempted to
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include everyone reading the letter. Next, he listed all the schooling optionsomeschooling,
a cyber school, charter school, public school, or privatdich appears polite. Finally, he
endedthebPAOACOADPE xEOE OEA bPi OEOEOA 1 AT COACA OEAC
DAOAT OO0 OEAT AOAO OEAO 1 bbPi O00OT EOU OF AETT OA
The language does not appear to challenge any particular stance nor provide FTAiIn
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. Folleing the list of schooling options, the last
OAT OAT AA OOAOAOGg O/ BDPT OOOT EOU 3AET 1 AOOEEDO Ol
provide more parents than ever the opportunity to choose the best educational path for
OEAEO AEEI AOAT 8ciic stafc&idtheAsthAdEdndicd nedotiaidds 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 @tion 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
AA OAT AAGAA AU 3" p x1 O A PAU &£ O OOOAAT 068 O
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 directnesstbg 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 dilyastated
opportunity scholarships and EITC funding, the two concepts introduced in SB 1, would
DOl OEAA OEA Oi pBI 0001 EOUG6 &£ O OEA OAAOGO AAOAA
that statement revealed the stance of the producer to be in agneent 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 createdase sense of inclusion; where by a closer
AOEOEAA] OAAAET C T &2/ OEA 1 AOOAO O1 OAEI AA OEA b
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
OOA ET DPAOO AO O1 OAEAOO8 50EI EUEI ¢ OEA 1 001 ET
dimensionak &AOAIl Ax1 OE 11 OEA 1 AOOAO OAOGAAI AA OEA b
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. Therfal paragraph
I DPATAA xEOE A Pi1EOAh ET Al OOEOA OANOAOGO 1T £ OE
OAT T OUI OATEA8O AAOAAOQOEITT AT OUOOAI 86 4EA OAAAA
inclusively with people from all types of schooling options an improvemeinof 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
xI O1' A EI DOl OA 0AT T OUI OAT E A didns fér AchoblAntpioveinentO U OO A |
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
ET OAOPOAOGAOGEIT 1T &£ OAO AT A EO EO A PEAAA 1T &£ O
&OOOEAOI T OAh EA AOOAOOAA OEAO xEOEET OEA AT AI
OEAO AQGEOOARNEIO® 11 MDA xBLO MT A AT T ETAOGEITO6 j &A
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 cass 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 byheir passion to seek political change and school reform. Since
OEAEO ET EOEAI x1 OEh OEAU EAOA TETEAA xEOE &OA
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 cohairs
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 weremembers 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 groupsould be illusionary and evidenced
interdiscursivity. The following text was another sample of intefrelational partnerships
and interdiscursivity.

Yearbook from Alliance for School Choice (Appendix F)

The Alliance for School Choice Yearbook 2012 detailed the school choice
programs throughout the country over the previous year. In the course of my work, |
collected three yearbooks from three different school choice groups that had similar
organization and content, and one other type booklet thatwa£tO1 AARh O4 AT 0 OET AE
SAEITIT #EIT EAA68 4EAU xAOA &OI T OEOAA AEAEAEAOAI
Alliance for School choice (2), the Friedman Foundation for Educational Choice, and the
Heartland Institute.

The multi-colored yearbook fromthe 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 statey-state profile,
which was the largest portian 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 andstate 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
vocahulary within the texts normalized the pro-voucher stance. This included an expressed
Aobl EAEO OEAI A OAPAAOAA OEOI OCET 60 OEA UAAOAI
&0l i OEA EEOOO OA@dO 1T &£ OEA AT TER 11T AEA oh O
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 paners (Fairclough,
¢mpu(Qds 3ET AA OEA AT TE xAO AOAAOAA AilpAcd OCAT E
the expected voice, face, force, and overall content were expected to focus on school choice
options, especially school vouchers. This appeared natuized.
However, the attempt at seeking partnerships was revealed in another way and held
discursive components. Since the mission of the producers of the teAd]iance for School
Choichh xAO O1 OEI b Oi2@ducaliod by advdnbirg bysténmiandtsustainable
public policy that empowers parents, particularly those in lowincome families, to choose
OEA AAOAAOEIT OEAU AAOAOIETA EO AAOO &I O OEAE
done in promotion of school choice and attempts to petgde 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 iaction 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 schml 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
AiTTE T £ OEEO NOAI EOU 1 EGCEO AOAx OEA 1 ACEOI AOQI
was professional, colorful, organized, and easy to read. Additionally, it was flashy and full of
photographs of cheering, rallying, and hopeful children. (See Appdix F.2) This

combination of characteristics worked to grasp the attention and the mind of the legislator.

4EA OUOOAI 1T &# OADPOAOAT OAOETT EIT OEEO UAAOAITTE
I AEAAOOS AT A OEO AT 1T AAOT A An-thefr@rher @ wifich D OT AAOO 1
i AATET ¢ xAO AT1 OOOOAOAA AT A AT 1 OAUAA OEOI OGE

yi OEA 1 AOOAO AT AI T OAA xEOE OEA UAAOAITT Eh
AOAAEOEOI O6CE UAAO OEAO xAO cmpp6 AARAI DA OBGAD
OAEIT1 AET EAA8G0O &OOOEAOI T OAnh OEA £ET Al DPAOA
book as a promotional tool to lobby the representative to see the value in school choice
programs:

O) £ Ul 086 OA 1 TsthéoEchoe phogranis Ard beBefiting

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.

ol AAGA AAIl 10 Ai Ael OO0 AO AT u OEIiI A8d

(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 #ir
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
OOCAI ET OEAO AT A PI AOCEAO 1 £ AQE Epe&sénEdpgiculadl AOAA
solution for school reform through naturalized discourse (Hall, 1997, 153).
| AAT OAET ¢ Oi OEA &I OAxi OAh OOEEO UAAOAITE
2001, while analyzing the trends and data that illustrate why publicly fundd private
OAEIT1 AETEAA EO A AOEOEAAI T U EI PIi OOAT O PAOO
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 yearbaok 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 choieeas 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

ET £ OAT AA OOAT AAh AT A DPOi OEAA PAOOPAAOEOAO i1
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through texts that come across their desks during the considation 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 relew 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 theesign 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.

Borrowingfrom. T Of AT &AEOAI T OCE8 O OEOAAhCHiel AT OET 1
Discourse Analysis uncovered meanings, intentions, and themes for each sample text. Four
overarching themes emergedA crisis existslt is PersonaliF-raming stance as truth, and
Forming Alliances and Partnership$he themes reflected a varigt 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 #ect 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 Partnershipsvas included in all ten texts. Theheme,
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Framing Stance as Truthwas present in nine texts. The themp 086 O QwAs(pr@sent i B
texts, also. Finally, the them@ crisis existsvas 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 explicin 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 workinformational texts to uncover their themes. For
example, at times multiple texts were attached in the work official texts. For instance, in the
3AT AOTI 060 1 AOOAO j! DbPAT AE® )qh OEA 3AT AOI O OE
CF 17 Roses L#&tr (Appendix H) and his own letter that responded to the CR 17 Roses
Letter (Appendix I). Within the entire text group sent by the 8nator, 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 oganized by one particular genre. Within the

first theme, A Crisis Existthe following genres were present in the sample texts: a
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doorknob hanger, three letters, a yearbook, and a resolution. In the second theheQ 8 O
personal the following genres were pesent 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 truthand the fourth themeForming alliances and partnershipsncludes
all ten texts which includesa 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 semioticand 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 usef 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 theirstalMAO T O O1 AAOAO OEA O6OPDPI OO0 T £ OEAI
ET Al OAET ¢ AT OE 1 AT COACA AT A OAI EI OEAO OEAO «xI
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 isues 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 identiid 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 opposibn 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 rotivating 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 texhey 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 catext.

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 presengxts 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 | work, and regardless of stancefor SB 1, opposing SB by 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.eTthemes work
discursively because they take on a tug-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 stuctures 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 wrk 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 by making the request of the reader urgent. It
is Personal, the secondheme, appealedersonally 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 Partneships, worked to convince readers into action by
encouraging readers to join the group in working together to gain powelJtilizing each
theme in particular ways to gain power over the policy discourse, groups enacted social
practices within these themedo 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 suppairt
SB 1 and oppose SB 1 revealed distinct perspectives through particular language and
semiotics of what groups on those sides defined as truth and stanthat was set across
discourse. However, the official work groups at times revealed evidence of texiaging 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 legislatiorOverall 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

createdtexts to gain political favorandto 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

O(AT A ET bpI AAA AU OEA OAI ACEOGA bPI xAO 1T £ Al i PA
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

0080

P. Shannon, (2011, 68)
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Summary of the Study

| initiated this study because | wanted to know more about the educational policy
process. From my vantage point as current legislative aide, | had access to the political
OA@0OO OEAO A1 OAOAA A OOAOA 1 ACEOI AOT 060 1T EAEEA
AAOCAAOBI AAATI 6B AT A DPOT OEAA AT AOcOi AT O O1 00b
They intend to inform and persuade the legislator to side with them and to advocate, act
AT A PAOEADPO O1T OA AAAT OAET Cl U8 3UOOAI AGEA AT A
tactics, and tropes, illuminating the politics of educational policy at a micro level. The light
I £ OET OA AT Al UOGAO OEI xO OEA OAOEITT Al EOU xEOEE
efforts to persuade; however ultimately that light focuses our attetion on the irrationality
of the educationd policy process and mechanisms groups use to selggitimacy and
authority to define the educational experiences those who work in and attengublic

schools (or their legal equivalent).

My study of Pennsylvana Senate Bill 1 in 2011 provided further evidence of
support of these theories about educational pacy. The enthusiasm of a newayernor was
sufficient to push bipartisan support for a school voucher plan that would provide
Ol BT 0001 EOU oeiamidies dromQtie lowdstperfétring five percent of
public schools, enabling their children to attend the public, private or parochial school of
OEAEO AET EAA8 "AOAA DPOEIAOEI U 11 -EIO0IT &OAAA
among schools wouldmprove 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 inted commentaries from prominent national figures and organizations
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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. Clearlysome 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 diffcult 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) value®ver empirical evidencein

order to direct their actions during the life of SB 1.

Approximately 100 texts crossed mydesk 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 determned point of view. Because producers were careful in the
construction of their texts -leaving nothing to chancez | analyzed the coding systems used
in ten percent of the texts, examining everything from the overall designs right down to the
sizes and ypes of the font employed. | was selective in my sampling in order to ensure that
| included the three basic positions on SB 4 proponents, opponents, and officiaf and a

variety of genre. Within those sampling categories, | chose texts randomly wheresv
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possible. Using the systematic practices of Critical Discourse Analysis, | 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 per over
the reader. The participants in the social practices used specific processes and mechanisms
Ol CAET OEAEO 1 x1 auth®ity @rid powdr 10 Gefire thédduc&iandl O 6 O
experiel AAO 1T £ OEI OA xET x1 OE blic sBhools higrigbthg A 0 AT T O
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 eriaction 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 pragices in Pennsylvania. This interchange of talk and text around SB
p ET Al OAAA OEAOI OEA AOAAOGAA O ET & OATAA A 1A
school vouchers. Furthermore, texts were shared as a means for social practice events and
used & an apparatus for lobbying legislators. The texts held political verbal and semiotic
i AOOACAO ET OAT AAA O1 1T AAEAOGA AT A O1 ET £ OAT AA

social practices and the discourse events held within education policy, allows ftire
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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, | realized that | now read texts that cross my desk
differently than I did before the study. Before, | quickly read and sorted the texts by topic
and overt stance, without much consideration beyond a surface reading of the text. Now, |
ready texts more critically and deeply. First, after a periphery reading of the textcbnsider
both the language and images more deeply and seek to make connections to the education
policy and discourse. Second, | consider the social practice within the policy discourse and
ask where the text is locagd in the chain of texts. Third | work to uncover acts of
discursivity, and finally, | 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, motivatedne 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: 1A Crisis Exists. 2. It is Personal. 3. Framing a Stance as Truth and 4. Forming
Alliances and Partnerships. The first theme waA Crisis Exists: Opponents took the
stance, SB 1 is a response to a crisis in public schools. Proponents said SB 1 presented
crisis for public schooling. And the official work texts demonstrated SB 1 existed due to the
DOAI EAGO |1 AAE T &£ AT 1T ZEAAT AA ET OOAOA ci OGAOTIT A
second theme wadt is Personal: Proponents textualized SB 1 as pepnal 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 stanmevard SB 1 is a duty according to our
state constitution. The third theme wad~raming 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 bloc#éecause 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 wag-orming Alliances and Partnerships : Proponents

Aobpl AET AA 3" p EO AAAEAA AU Oi AOO AT A pPi xAO&ED
Opponents explained SB 1 is opposed by knowledgeable organizations that work for equity
and democracy. Official work tgts 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

Y L A N~

OTEARO AO OEA AOOET OEOUNh ytkely wishAo redlign theipdlicies ¢ 1T OE A
of the state through their regard on school vouchers. As policies are suggested by others to

1 Ax T AEAOORh Oj OEAuqQq AOA 110 AEOI OAAA EOI I ETO

A~ oA o~ N sz A =z

to control the way schools work and run, values and ideologies motivate power struggles

i WAITTAOTTh ¢gmmnth (AllTh pwwxds 3ET AA PI 1T EAEA
AAOOAET uthotty abdpdver idjustified or accepted over others (Tyack & Cuban,

pwwuvh %AIT1TAOITh ¢nmntq8 O" AAAOOA OEA OOOAU 1 E

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



173
sienAAAh AAAI AOAA EOOAI AOGAT Oh bBI 00PTTAAR T 0O ECI
example ofthat struggle ofdiscursive events withinthat political tug-o-war.

In this education policy study, themes were used to push forth the discourse in
specific andparticular ways. The themes worked to change policy, to take power of the
discourse, to influence participants, and to gain more participantAdditionally, the themes
helpedto expose the tactics of others within the education policy discage and make heir
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 tastiof the opposing
COl Opj 68 4EAOA ET OOAT AAO 1T &£ ET1 OAOOGAGOOAI EOQUN
Roses letter (Appendix H) and the corresponding texts in response to it, show instances of
interdiscursivity of groups challenging the tactics, trops, 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 imaginigs and stances were
hidden within the formation of language and semiotics, but were revealed through critical
AEOAT OOOA AT AT UOGEO OiF OET x OOOOOEG6 AT A OETT xI
DOT AOAA OOAT AA AT A Pl xACEQ@d AOIOT C MDA ADRA MA AT &
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
OO00O0OES6 AOOAAI EOEAA AU CcOl OO Hidséngding poficky BT OEO
in PAasright and just to gain power and publicity within the school voucher discourse
AOT OT A 3" p8 (I xAOAOh OEEO xAO 110 AOEAAT AAS
organizational representatives search for evidence that supports their positionshey
oppose or favor vouchers largely on the basis of their ideologies rather than evidence of
AEEAAOEOAT AGOGS " Al AFEAT A O , AOET h ¢mmuvh vuvmQgs
Oi AOGEAAT AA6 j, AGET A O , AOET A nhforkegemony, the t 08 ! O
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, | identifiedadA A @bl AET AA OAOET OO COI
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 andekin (2005), the
voucher framework highlighted freedom of choice, efficiency, equity, and social cohesion.
"AOAA 11T 1T1TA80 O1 AAOOOAINAEmpositioh ofvollels, OT 1 A OEAO
determined the stance taken for or against voucherand the role the groups play in the
social practices of this education policyThe texts studied highlighéd 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 whileworke T ¢ OT [ AEA OEA 1 BbBI 1T AT 008 AEOAT OO0/

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 1prioritized private market systems for education that focused on market
competition where they claim vouchers wouldmprove and reinvigorate the quality of
education and open up choice adchools for children which they believe would create
more equitable public school system where sociahnd 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 andaucher
legislation by supplying a yearbook of successful vouchariented programs across the
nation to each legislator emphasizing the need for parental choice and freedom to choose.
Next, the Conmonwealth 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 SBL 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 prooucher groups creded a
space in which to fortify their power by combining their messages.
-ET O T &OEAAI AT860 TAT1EAAOAT [ AOEAO AOEOAI
private educational market stewarded the work of prevoucher allies (Friedman, 2002). At
times, groyos joined with Friedman to push forth a market agenda while other groups
AT ECTAA £ O 1T OEAO OAAOI 1068 ''1 OET OCEh &OEAAI Al
OIl AEAOU EO Ei i OOEAI A xEOET OO0 xEAAOPOAAA AAAA
b

EiT A ATT11717TAI EOU

O

offersnoAl ECT I AT O O11 O0ET [
@)

ET AEOEAOAT AEOAAAT T OANOEOAO OEAO OEI OA AEIT EAA
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 valbase. The

REACH-oundation (Appendix E) and its sister organization, the REACH Alliance, are

N e L o~ s oA

0ATT OUl AT EA8O GCOAOOOIT O
-AT AROO T £ 2%! #( ET Al OAA OA AOI AAh mieeOAOOA AT
T A OAI EGCET OO0 1T OCA
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DOl COAi 6 xEEAE OiiT A Al AEI AA xAO OEA ACHIT O 1 AOE

2015).

Members of the REACH coalition came together to advocate for SB 1 with various
ideological perspectives. Groups included pronarket neoliberals, religious and faithbased
groups, minority groups, business, and other associations (REACH, 201bhr 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 seeig to implement
vouchers based on morality and certain religiousA AOAA OA1 OAO AT A OOAAI O
ARAEAT 1T x £ O 1 EAAOOAOEAT Oh xEOE xEI I OEAU OE
451). Neoliberals, like Friedman, are represented in REACH 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 Christiarbased groups, the business
community and accompanying foundations sprouted from them, like the Donahue Family
Foundation and Milestone Partners, which seek less bureaucracy and government
OACcOI AOCEIT 1 8 ' T A Al OET OCEh OIi AEnfimly commied AT ! | A
Ol ET OACOAOAA DPOAI EA OAEIT10hoe 2%! #( ETAI OARAA
for Educational Opportunities (Kennedy, 2001, 451, REACH, 2015). This coming together
I £ EAATTTCEAAT T U AEOAOCAT Qerests) sobid@gnalssandE OAOUET
political and religious beliefs that are affected by public policies and so motivate political

AAEAOET O6 EI ET AA & OAAO AT A xAGCAA A AAI PAECGI
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continued to work to implement vouchers and supportprivatization 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 groupsithin 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 ademically oriented.

As these groups continue to work to push forth privatized education and implement
vouchers in Pennsylvana and beyond, other groups take up social practicés halt the
progress they have made. As explained, this can be motivated tgalogically opposing
views; it can also be explained in part by party politics. Kennedy (2001) explains that
O1 OAEAOO OAT A O1 A i1i1i1Tx PAOOU 1T ETAOG AT A EAOA
2ADOAT EAAT O O OPOOOOA A bPAOOHAMfizingi@dAOACU Al
O00PDPT OOAOOSG jtupq8 ' Al A aducheramd pisdoieindedtA OO Al AOA
support of education matching the traditional constituencies (Spring, 1997, Ravitch 2013).
Exceptions to this claim exist. Although SB 1 was not voted upa 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. (Oneasen 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 groyps 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 shadestursively 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, pubt 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 &@m a senator who challenged the work of a pro
voucher group (Appendix I).

Groups in this category fought to keep publischools functioning as they
traditionally have in Pennsylvaniaand took up stance to serve as a mechanism for liberal
democracy and thepromotion 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 catag used language to
challenge the discourse of the proponents of SBahd to create discursive experiencet

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 Admeral notion of the
DOl PITATO cOil 6 OEAO AAI EAOGAA OOCAEITTI O AOA Ol
AOOET AOOAO xEOE A DPOEI Aou &£ AOGO 11 OEA poOil £EO
philosophy of the current form of public schooling, which opponents vieweds a detriment
to democracy and to society (Ball, 1990, 68). Furthermore, the opposition group
ideologically opposed the focus of SBifh their texts: to turn public schooling into private
business markets as the delivery method for education, where stedts 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 andisenfranchise 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 ofthe pi®" p COI OBPO& A ALl O
identify to the public and policymakers the perceived dangers of vouchers onublic
education. (Engel 2000) This stance set forth in the discourse that vouchers brought
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 autonomyvhile promoting the increased academic
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achievementl £ 0AT 1 OUl OAT EA80O0 POAIT EA AT A AAi T AOAOEA

the role of public schools as a mechanism famclusiveness and equality while asserting

O OAEAO OAEITT1 068 OOOOAOOOA AO A@Al OOEIT 1T AOU Al
AAT T AOAOEA OAIl OAOS AEATh OEA .11#0 , AOOAO j!
AT 1106 EAOGA AAAT ble obdbdf hetohiakionstb@ prdcuchéerO ET  OE

AAOT AAOAO AO OAEOET CcAT O1 666 AT A OACOACAOGET ¢h
the advocates. The letter established voucher legislation as a threat to cultural and civic
values, highlighting the exclusiorof an equal education to the most vulnerable children:
OOEA bPilT Oh xEI AOA T &£ AlTi1TOh AT A xEI EAOA ODPA
endorsed the continuation of public schools to promote democracy and inclusion with the
offer to work with currentsAET 11 O &£ O OEA OEI bOI OAj 1 A1 O6QqQ 1T & .
0AT 1T OUI OAT EAT 086

Appendix | 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. The3 AT AOT 060 OA@O OAEOAA AT T AAOT O T OAO OEA
claims and their disingenuous commentary as harmful to children, schools, democracy,
equality and the community. Since the proponents highlighted and defamed the lowest
performinC OAETT1 O AO A EOOOEAZAEAAOQOEITT 4£&£ O 01 OAEAO
pinpointed the harm of inflammatory commentary toward autonomy, democracy, equality
AT A ET Al OOEOGEOU OEOI 6CE OEA CcOi OP8O AOOAI PO O
cOl OO0OAT AEAOAAOAOS 4EA 3AT AOT 060 x1 OE ET OEA
POl PT T AT 080 TAI 1 EAAOAT AEOAT OOOA AU AEAI T AT CE

democracy and the progressive, liberal, and labor ideological perspectives.
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DOEOAOEUAOEIT AT A 1 AOEAO EAATITCU O A& AGO 11
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perspectives of the corvoucher 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 #atextual work of the opponentsoften 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 anleir 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 |) directly challenged the Commonwealth Foundatn 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 maner (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 disempavment
of the current and traditional public school structure, the work of progressives to improve
the curriculum, pedagogy, and condition of American puldischools also continuesThe
social practices of education policy reform has included, fatecadesneoliberal ideological
work targeted at proving the ineficacy of public schoolingand democratic pedagogy.
Traditionally, the rhetoric oftheneoE AAOAT EAAT 11T CUBO O AEAT DOAAC
challengingthe efficiency and effectiveness of public scho®land 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
Unigue to this study was the role that work texts played in theidcourse 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 explainetié contents of SB 1
without overt statements on stance. The latter texts were often Hmouse, confidential texts
TTO0 OEAOAA E1T OEEO OOOAUB8O OAIiPI AOGS8 311 A OAgO
addendums from pro and con groups that held dirdcstance. Upon analysis, as signified by
the sample work texts sharedn 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" p xEEIT A T £Z0A1T ODPOI EAAOETI ¢ AEAOAAOAO OOAEOGO
8). Like all other texts in this study, discursivity existed within the wak 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 | work with othe proponent groups of SB 1 for
the purpose of sharing pre SB 1 statistics and rhetoric. By both reinforcing the physical
meeting between the legislator and the preSB 1 advocate and introducing new advocates
to the legislator and me, the advocate, worketb 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 pnucher
group, the Commonwealth Foundation (Appendix H), was filed aswork 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 establishedthin the letter against the
rhetoric and tactics of the prevoucher 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 challengethe 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 (@#gndix 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 topi¢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 worPAOOET ¢ AAT DBOT OEAA OA AiI T AAD

OEi I EAEO PEEIT OI PEUS ET OEA DPOAAOEAAI AAOQEOE

COAT OAAn OEAO AT1T1AAOO EO O1 OATITITT OA1T OAdo
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 &

&AEUR ¢mpuh &AEOAITOCEh pwwc¢ch pwwuvq ! G (AT j

i AAT O 1T £ DOTI AGAOETIT OEAOAAU AiT1 6011 OEA 1 AATO

EAAAOOG jotx(Qs Yyl OEEO OOOAU cOiI OO xET OITE

in different ways to gain power to control their message as truth, to bld 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 imaginingswithin 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 positonOEA OAAAAO xEOE AAOOAET OOOOOEOO

allegiance to either support or oppose SB 1.
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I AAT OAET ¢ O1T OAlT S$EEE j Oibsqh EAAITTTGCEAO A
COl 6p06 AT A OAOA OEA AAOGCEO 108 CGHAIGQAEE A diMEA
movements that are carried out specifically by groups seeking certain outcomes over
others (14). Within these social structures are social practices that represent ideologies.
AEAOA EAATTT CEAO OAOA 11 O (obkelt befatebpied®yAl AT A A
AOGAOUT T A88 )AATI T CEAO OUPEAAI T U CEOA OEOA Oi
(14). In this study, ideology was considered to be the basic social representation
framework of beliefs shared by specific groups with te 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 t@apture the power to define good public
schooling through the representations in their public texts. This struggle for hegemony
bl AUAA 100 AO OA 1 AOCOAO T &£/ PAOOOAOGETT AT A ATl
and to win both the marginalized and he 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 textgliscursively 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.



187

Ideology at Work

This study uncovered a struggle among groups who wished to place their values and
OT EAAO AO OEA AOOEI OEOUKh xEEI A OEI AT AET C 1 OEA
of the state through their regard on school vouchers. As policies are suggested by others to
1 Ax T AEAOOh Oj OEAUQq AOA 11O AEOT OAAA EOI I ETO
EOOOEAAG j"Allh pwwnmh o8 4EAT OEOOO AgbPi AET ¢
to control the way schools work and run, values and ideologies mette power struggles
i WAITTAOTTh ¢gmmth (Al h pwwxds 3ET AA PI 1T EAEA
AAOOAET ¢cOi OPO86 AOOEI OEOU AT A PixAO EO EOOOEE
pwwuoh %AITTTAOITh ¢mnt g8 O dolepnasoien BEBAMedBO AU T £
definition of problems and policy choices of those in power, other perspectives are often
OElI AT AAAhRh AAAT AOAA EOOAI AOGAT Oh DPT OODPITAAR TO
example of that political tugo-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
O00OO0OE®6 AOOAAI EOEAA AU ¢cOI 6O O1I 6¢CcEO O bPi OEO
in PA as a right and just to gain power and publicity within the school voucher discourse
AOiI OT A 3" p8 (I xAOAOh OEEO xAO 110 AOEAAT AAS
organizational representatives search for evidence that supports their positns, they
oppose or favor vouchers largely on the basis of their ideologies rather than evidence of
AEEAAOEOAT AGOGS " Al ZEAT A O , AGET h ¢nmmuvh vuvmQgs
01 AOEAAT AA6 |, AGET A 0O , AOE ygkdiforbegemory,tret c Q8 ! O

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, lidentifidf A AT A A@bl AET AA OAOET 60
struggle over language, power, power relations, and resourc@athin the discourse of SB 1

that revealed theirideologies through specific social practiceéPrunty, 1985, Strauss &

Feiz, 2015).

New Literacies: Reading with a Discursive Lens

Teacher, Texts and Discourse Participation

Yyl T OAAO A1 O AAOGAAOTI OO 01 PAOOEAEDPAOA ET O
work needs to be done toward this end, and much effort needs to be expended toward
including teachet® ET DBIi 1 EAUI AEET C POI AAOGOGAG AO OOAOA A
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 placeTeachers would benefit by understanding the worlof

social practices withineducation 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 participationin education
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policy discourse and negotiations at the macro and micro level must happen. Educators can

learn:

1. to readeducation policy textscritically

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 confidertb participate in education policy talkin a
public forum where education policy negotiations take place. Often during thegmiblic
discourse experiences, teacherare 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 Pennsylvaniaxamnples 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 withy 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 tnaking AYP (Adequate Yearly
001 COAOOQs / OO AEAEI 000 AO wi cl EOE OAAAEAOO 00
test scores and helping students make sense of themselves and the world through reading
AT A xOEOQOET Cé6 xAO 1 A0 xAKOEI ADT IAD OIOOADTARA DERIO (¢
I OCAT EUAOGEITT AT A DPOT £ZAOCOEIT T A1 AAOGAT I PIi AT O EI
OEAO 1 AAGET ¢ch ) AAAEAAA O OAOGEcCT AAAAOGOA 0)

iU ETTxI AACA x AlBeelEdeniotratidwotkplaceArOnGich | have a say in
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the frame of education policy discourse teachers find themselves negated from
conversations and their profesgonal advice discounted; therefore | became motivated to
find some other way for me, and other teachers, to find dgre to use my voice to

participate in the education policy discourse and negotiationfor schools, students, and

educators (Hobbs, 2006, 28).

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; | offered her an opportunity to
voice that frustration and to offer solutions in a forum of educators wh the legislator for
whom | 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
ET Al OAAO Cci OAOT 1 AT O OA @b A aubdidpdefihé tdachierdind EAA OAI
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
OA A A E A O dmonrdsan, 2004, hannon, 2014Yhis current frame of discourse silences
and excludes public school educators. Howevenjth education OEEO AAT AEAT CA8 O

must begin to link their concerns with one another and work together to strategically

influence policies at all levels: locdi OOAOAh AT A AEAAAOAT 6 j AT T 1 AO]

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 curent frame of discourse can help preservice

teachersto understand and to navigate the education policy setting and begin to offer

N s o~ A o~

A1 O

democratically on behalf of thenD A1 OAOh OEAEO OOOAAT OO6h AT A OEA

2006, 283). Books likeEducators on the Frontline: Advocacy Strategies for Your Classroom,
Your School, and Your Professifirewis, Jongsma, & Berger, 2005) offers these examples
and opportunities to see how other educators enteredhe discourse and took up social
practicesto 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 | read this book
before | entered the classroom, | 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 negotiatiQirs
confident and effective ways that share professional expertise to create change and to build

collations with administrators, parents, community members, public officials,

s s.A, s~ 2

bi 1 EAUI AEAOOh AT A T OEAOO x Rdshapny@ighsSadt EndgliénA ET O

(1997) Bruce Pirie challenges educators to act quickly on implementing advancements and

necessary changem light of history. He explains if educators are not willing to take on this

AAOT AAAU OOEAOA AOA bl Al OUonlymo wilkgtt dfindiOoro0 AT A

s A A~ N

006 Q8 4EEO OOOAU EO OAOOAI AT O O O0OEOEAB8O O

both within teacher education programs and in settings for teacher professional

development work, educators who have the key knowdge of best practices can become

AAOI AAOAO AT A xi1 OE AEOAOOOEOAI U O 001 AAOO

OAl
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concepts, discourse analysis, and critical policstudy to both pre-service and present
service teachers, educators can become literate in the discourse and empowered to

guestion, to discuss, to debate, to argue and to convinathers 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 miclevel
policy process and to engage in and to analyze the discourses of policy work vitith
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 textswere ultimately intended to evoke an appropriate vote from my
legislator, few of the texs 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 kmp
and by your action you join a larger powerful coalition doing vital work for children in

America. Distinguishing the positions, then, were the ideologigssets of values the text
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producers encoded in the texts and the individuals they were able tecruit through these
efforts. The relative power of those ideologies within the educational policy making
situation determined the outcomegz in this case, the killing of SB 1 before its vote in the

House of Representatives.

Conclusion

| began this studyto understand how teachers might identify the role of other
groups and the discourse present during legislative negotiations on educational policies,
but in the end, | learned new ways of critically reading education policy textshoped
teachers would identify others were working to affect, to change, to alter, and to control
public education within the political setting. Ultimately, | sought to uncover, for those who
read this study, an opportunity to see thesocial practices within thediscourse 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 publidugation 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 concernand to stand up for or against power
relations, control of the discourse, and justice for their workAn example of shared
discourse in the legislative district where | live and work has created effective
communication. Since the initial year of the legid OT 06 0 OAOOEAAR A COI1 0D .

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 highwere represented. Approximately a dozen teachers have
participated in meetings held several times over each school year. Over pizza and
refreshments, teachers are free to dlogue 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 | share the current processes and focuses of
education within the Geneal 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 pusforth 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 participatiorcame about through
the legislative ofice due tomy professional duties. However, | have come to realize that as
an educator, | 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 teachersto 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 andhe 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. dar 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, showT ¢ AT OE AAOAAOI 0668 AT A OEA
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 O A T Auéh td increase the political consciousness and
AxAOAT AGO 1T &£ OET OA ET O1T 1 OAAG | %AihgicritidhlOT T h ¢mmt
literacy practices will be preparedto participate in the education policy discourse in order
to raise awareness and challeng current political ideologies working to control and to
dominate public educationpolicy. By recognizing discursive work withinthe discourse and
texts influencing education padicy work, teachers can learn to challengecurrent ideological
practices andprovide new imaginings in order to take up spacevith in education policy
discourse Public education can benefit from social practices shared betweeawmakers

and educatorsfor the purpose ofleading to the creation of new spaces and opportunities to

~ N s oA s~

AT 11 AAGEOA O1T AEAT 1TAAAGSG | %AITTAOITh ¢mmth wu
4EA x1 OE OAEAT Ob ET OEEO OOOAU OiI OGCEO Oi

struggle of discourses for power over interpretaion can help readers to employ their

sociological imagination in efforts to choose to accept or resist the dangers inherent in the

bl OEOQGEIT 10 1T £#ZAOAA OEAI xEOEET A AAOOAET OEI A

(2011) explains, as quoted in the openig 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 establishedemes and social
practicesof education policydiscourse hold powerful stances, we as educators cannot
allow them to discount our expertise and prevent us fronunderstanding andparticipation.
Therefore, this work sought to unveil to educators and those interested in public education
how others lobbyand 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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