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CHAPTER ONE:  INTRODUCTION 

 

 School choice scholarships, better known as vouchers, have changed educational 

opportunities for students in Indiana; the chance to choose a non-public school began during the 

2011-2012 academic year.  Since this possibility began, Indiana parents have been able to choose 

where to send their children to school, and several have chosen non-public schools.  From July 1, 

2011, when the voucher option began until the date the voucher closed on September 16, 2011, 

3,919 students had taken advantage of the voucher (Center for Education Reform, 2013).   

 Much of the literature regarding vouchers in the United States focuses on the history of 

vouchers, how vouchers affect student achievement, what competition does or does not do in 

education, and how vouchers affect many different aspects of school culture.  Not much research 

is found in which stakeholders’ voices, especially those of students and faculty and staff, have 

been represented.     

Statement of the Problem 

 Indiana parents of low and middle-income children have not been able to choose readily 

where to send their children to school.  Thernstrom (1991) indicated this may be for two reasons.  

First, low-to-middle income families do not have the resources to choose where they will 

purchase a home and therefore select the school their children will attend.  Second, low-to-

middle income families do not have an income level that would support paying for private school 

tuition.  Affluent families have long been able to make the decision to send their children to the 

school of their choice because they have had the income level with which to do so, whether that 
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income is used to purchase a home in the district of their choice or to send their children to a 

private school. 

 In May 2011, then Indiana Governor Mitch Daniels signed House Enrolled Act (HEA) 

1003 into law.  HEA 1003 contained three significant pieces of legislation that altered education 

for Indiana’s low and middle income families.  The legislation contained within the bill 

addresses scholarship granting organizations as well as legislation regarding school choice for 

families.  While the legislation pertaining to scholarship granting organizations (SGOs) offers 

considerable tax benefits to the individual taxpayer who makes a contribution to the SGO, the 

school choice scholarship, also known as the voucher, has created much controversy.   

 Regardless of the controversy, Indiana and several other states across the United States 

are attempting to empower parents to give their children the best education they, the parents, 

believe possible.  Questions, however, arise in private schools as more low-to-middle income 

families become a larger percentage of stakeholders in the private school culture.  While private 

school stakeholders may have been encouraged when they thought the voucher would add more 

students and ultimately more dollars to their budgets, how the new students and families would 

be accepted into the culture remained to be seen.  Would the school culture remain the same, or 

would it change as it absorbed students from differing combined household incomes?   

 The third piece of the legislation allowed families who sent their children to private 

schools or those who homeschooled their children to take a $1,000 per student tax deduction on 

their taxes.  The deduction is subtracted from the reported income on the annual tax return; it is 

not a direct dollar-for-dollar reduction in the family’s tax liability.  In actuality, the tax deduction 

allows the family to realize $34 per child. 
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 With voucher legislation in place, it appeared that Indiana families were ready to begin 

making choices about education.  Thernstrom (1991) argued that students and families would not 

necessarily be more knowledgeable if they have consumer power – the ability to purchase their 

education where they choose (with a voucher).  Thernstrom stated that, “lots of junk survives the 

consumer taste test” (p. 13).  According to Thernstrom’s argument, customers may not always 

look for the highest quality when given a choice about where to send their children to school.  If 

parents are to make the best decisions they can, they need to have accurate and reliable 

information about the schools from which they may choose; they need to know their children and 

their children’s needs to seek and find the best school they can.   

 According to Chubb and Moe (1988), society does not directly control private schools 

through democratic politics; however, private schools are indirectly controlled by society 

through the marketplace.  It is true that private schools do not have to follow every mandate of 

the state legislature.  Private schools choose to follow laws and codes depending upon the 

amount of political control they allow in their schools, for example, if private schools choose to 

offer a state diploma or choose to be state accredited.  When private schools choose to follow 

school politics via the legislature, they are making a trade-off to give up some of their autonomy 

in order to receive some type of perceived benefit or recognition from the state.  Private schools 

are, however, more controlled by the marketplace, because if they do not meet the expectations 

of their customers in a satisfactory way, the school loses its clients. 

 School choice remains contentious in the United States.  However, as more and more 

states enact voucher legislation, the question of how vouchers are implemented and how they 

affect the existing private school culture needs to be considered.  There appears to be very little 

research indicating how the private school culture is affected by incoming voucher students and 
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families.  School culture is important because it is system through which meaning is made for a 

group of stakeholders at a given time (Pettigrew, 1979).  Additionally, it “strongly influences 

achievement, morale, and connectedness in our schools” (p. 11).  MacNeil, Maclin, and Mednick 

(2006) furthered these ideas and proposed that a school’s vision of purpose is fulfilled in its 

culture.  This study seeks to share all stakeholders’ stories in the private school context and 

culture. 

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this study was to investigate how school choice or voucher programs are 

affecting school culture within the private school context.  In addition to increasing educational 

freedom for parents, school choice advocates indicate that voucher programs help improve 

education offerings to students and families, and that ultimately students are experiencing greater 

academic and social success at non-public schools.  This exploratory mixed-methods research 

examined quantitative and qualitative data from a small private school in central Indiana to learn 

the perceptions about how vouchers were affecting the school culture, and most importantly to 

give stakeholders a voice in the research regarding vouchers.  Stakeholders for this study 

included parents, students, and faculty and staff who were at the school in which the research 

was conducted during either one or both of the first two years in which vouchers were 

implemented.  

Significance of the Study 

 This study is significant because it explored data regarding school culture with the 

voucher option for families in the context of an Indiana private school.  For the state of Indiana, 

this is one of the first studies conducted regarding increased parental school choice via the use of 

vouchers and how they may be affecting school culture.  Stakeholders’ voices are rather muted in 
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the literature, and sharing multiple perspectives will add to the body of growing research about 

vouchers.  

 The potential to improve practice also adds to the significance of this study.  Often times, 

organizations leap at new opportunities without considering future ramifications.  They see what 

is positive in the present, and they fail to consider how the idea in question may be extrapolated 

over time and exponentially affect the organization over time.  Improved practice may also 

benefit school stakeholders.  Collaborative leadership with stakeholders could promote cohesion 

within the institution, as stakeholders have an opportunity to share input and be a part of the 

process.  Adequately preparing for potential change in a school may enhance the experiences the 

stakeholders have, whether these are higher staffing levels at peak times for facility tours, 

intentional mentors put in place to assist new families and students with questions and advice 

during the transition, or safeguarding and clarifying admissions policies.  

 Improved policies, or at least the potential to improve policies regarding private schools 

and their stakeholders, may also add to the significance of the study.  Other private schools could 

learn from this exploratory research and have more informed guidelines in place regarding 

voucher implementation.  Class size limits may be one policy consideration for districts to 

consider; a protocol for new family and student interviews and acceptance in accordance with the 

admissions policy could be developed and implemented.  Private schools also need to determine 

how they will put plans and practices into place that will benefit faculty as the faculty may 

require training in instructional strategies to reach a more diverse group of students.      

Research Questions 

 The research questions addressed in this study are as follows, when school culture is 

defined as perceptions of student respect, perceptions of friendship and belonging, perceptions of 



INDIANA’S SCHOOL VOUCHERS                                 6 

 

students shaping their environment, perceptions of support and care by and for faculty and staff, 

and support and care by and for parents: 

1. In a small private school in Indiana, how do parents, faculty and staff, and students 

perceive the school culture due to the acceptance of vouchers? 

2. In a small private school in Indiana, how do parents, faculty and staff, and students 

perceive the change in the school culture from before vouchers were implemented until 

two years after their inception? 

Delimitations 

 Delimitations of a study are items the researcher can control (Bold Academic Research 

Resource Center, 2011).  The first delimitation placed on this study is that it involves data from 

one non-public school in Indiana; it is an exploratory mixed-methods study.  This non-public 

school was also the researcher’s place of employment when the data were collected.  The site 

was chosen because it was the non-public school “district” that accepted the largest number of 

voucher students in the 2011-2012 and the 2012-2013 school years (Indiana Department of 

Education, 2015).   

 The second delimitation for this particular study is the length of time used to collect the 

data.  I chose to gather, review, and interpret quantitative and qualitative data during spring and 

summer 2014, surveying and interviewing stakeholder groups who were part of the school during 

the 2011-2012 school year and the 2012-2013 school year.  New voucher regulations went into 

effect on July 1, 2013, and students, families, faculty and staff who were not a part of the school 

during at least one of the first two years of the voucher being implemented were excluded from 

this research.   
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Definitions 

Balkanize.  To balkanize is to separate or divide into smaller factions.  According to Levin 

(2002), balkanization (separation or division) in our society may occur with the inception of 

vouchers instead of the concept of social cohesion being promoted. 

Cream-skimming.  Private schools only taking the best and perhaps even most affluent students 

constitutes cream-skimming (West, 1997; McEwan, 2000). 

Non-public School.   All schools that are private, whether or not they have a religious affiliation, 

are considered non-public schools.  Charter schools are public schools (House Enrolled Act 

1003, 2011).   

Scholarship Granting Organization.  An organization that is exempt from federal income tax 

and has a school scholarship program is a scholarship granting organization (House Enrolled Act 

1003, 2011).   

School Choice Scholarship.  The school choice scholarship is Indiana’s educational choice 

program instituted in July 2011, to give parents of school-aged students more freedom in 

selecting which school their children will attend (House Enrolled Act 1003, 2011). 

School Culture.  For the purposes of this study, school culture is defined via the constructs from 

the School as a Caring Community Profile II (Lickona & Davidson, 2003), and includes: 

perceptions of student respect, perceptions of students having a sense of friendship and 

belonging, perceptions of students shaping their environment, perceptions of the support and care 

by and for faculty and staff, and perceptions of the support and care by and for parents.   

Social Cohesion.  According to Belfield and Levin (2005), social cohesion is a “common 

education experience that will orient all students to grow to adulthood as full participants in the 

social, political, and economic institutions of our society” (p. 5). 
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Voucher Program.  A voucher program, another term for Indiana’s school choice scholarship, is 

when a city or state, or even a federal government, decides to give parents a coupon of sorts 

worth a certain dollar amount.  The dollars are tax dollars.  The parents may then take that 

coupon to the school of their choice to help pay the tuition that would be due for their child to 

attend that school (Essortment, 2015). 

Organization of the Study 

 This study contains five chapters, and also includes references and appendices.  Chapter 

Two reviews the literature regarding the history of vouchers, the evolution of Indiana’s voucher 

law, and school culture.  Chapter Three defines the research design and the methods used for this 

study.  The results are presented in Chapter Four, and Chapter Five shares the conclusions drawn 

and future recommendations for research.  There is also a reference list and supporting 

appendices. 

Summary 

 The school choice scholarship began in Indiana in July 2011, for low-to-middle-income 

families.  Approximately 4,000 students participated in the school choice scholarship program in 

its first year, and over 9,000 students in the second year.  This study has reviewed research, 

quantitative data, and qualitative data in order to give stakeholders a voice regarding their 

experiences with vouchers in Indiana. 
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CHAPTER TWO:  REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 

 School choice, specifically the use of vouchers, is a source of controversy in the United 

States (Belfield & Levin, 2005; Levin, 2002).  While education is a right under state 

constitutions (Alexander & Alexander, 2005; Andes, 1995), it is easy to agree with Tyack 

(2001), that education should be a concern of all citizens, and not only governing bodies and 

parents.  Parents have high hopes and expectations for how well their children will do 

educationally (Simplicio, 1996), and parental choice, through vouchers, may be a method of 

education reform that will assist parents in helping their children meet those hopes and 

expectations.  In the early days of American government, Thomas Jefferson said, "An educated 

citizenry is a vital requisite for our survival as a free people" (Monticello.org, n.d.).  Milton 

Friedman (1962) concurred when he said the gain a student receives from education benefits 

society and not just the student and the student’s family.  The ongoing education controversy has 

stemmed from differing views and opinions about how to best achieve this goal of an educated 

citizenry.   

 Vouchers are purported to be one such method to improve education.  According to Wolf 

(2008), government funds, either city, state, or federal depending on the scenario, pay for the 

voucher.  Parents then use those funds to make a choice about which school they believe is best 

for their children; parents enroll their children in that particular school and use the voucher to 

pay the private school tuition.  This approach to education has led to many claims regarding a 

violation of the Establishment Clause (Minow, 2010; Levin, 2002; Boyer, 2009; Bassett, 2008), 

http://www.monticello.org/site/jefferson/educated-citizenry-vital-requisite-our-survival-free-people-quotation
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and has also led to claims of competition between public schools and the private sector schools 

(Bassett, 2008; Walberg & Bast, 1993; Boyer, 2009; Minow, 2010; Carr, 2011; Arum, 1996; 

Chubb & Moe, 1988), comparisons of overall achievement scores (Wolf, 2008; 2012; Wolf et 

al., 2012; Carr, 2011; Walberg & Bast, 1993; Rouse, 1998; Miller, 2001), and the differences in 

the cultures of the public and non-public school settings (Tovey, 1995; Walberg & Bast, 1993; 

Arum, 1996; Simplicio, 1996; Chubb & Moe, 1988; 1990; Minow, 2010; Wolf, 2008; Carr, 

2011).  While much has been written regarding vouchers and how they affect competition 

between public and private schools and student achievement, this study focuses on the school 

culture.  Specifically, it focuses on if the culture is a caring community for the student, parent, 

and faculty and staff stakeholder groups.  Beyond being a caring community, is the introduction 

of vouchers potentially changing the school culture?  For this study, school culture includes 

perceptions of student respect, perceptions of students having a sense of friendship and 

belonging, perceptions of students shaping their environment, perceptions of support and care by 

and for faculty and staff, and perceptions of support and care by and for parents.   

 Missing from previous voucher research is stakeholders’ voices and how stakeholders 

perceive the school culture.  There are studies that use quantitative data to measure parental 

satisfaction (Chubb & Moe, 1988; 1990; Arum, 1996; Carr, 2011; Wolf, 2008; Wolf et al., 2010; 

McEwan, 2000; Ferreyra, 2007; Cullen et al., 2006), and one study used phone interviews of 

parents that shared qualitative data presenting why types of schools parents chose and why 

(Hsieh & Shen, 2001).  However, no studies were found that evaluated the voucher and its 

perceived influence in private schools from parents, students, and faculty and staff.  While it is 

important to know about voucher history, the differences there are in public and private school 

choices, and the competition the voucher invokes, it is also important to know how those who are 
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receiving the voucher are adapting in their new school culture.  Also, it is important to learn how 

the private school culture is being affected by vouchers through the voices of parents, students, 

and faculty and staff.  To gain more insight into how vouchers are affecting private schools 

through the voices of stakeholders, a survey, entitled School as a Caring Community Profile-II 

and authored by Lickson and Davidson (2003), was administered as a part of the methods for this 

dissertation.  Interviews of stakeholder groups were also conducted so stakeholders’ voices may 

be heard as they are part of a non-public school where vouchers are being accepted.      

 Indiana’s voucher law, first signed into existence in May 2011, by then Governor Mitch 

Daniels, gave qualifying parents the freedom to choose where their children would go to school 

based on what the parents thought was the best environment for their children (IC 20-51-1; IC 

20-51-4).  Since qualifying for Indiana’s voucher is means-tested, it requires that a family’s 

combined household income meet certain criteria to be eligible for the voucher;  voucher 

eligibility relies on federal free and reduced lunch program guidelines (IC 20-51-1), students in 

greater poverty, or from a lesser combined household income, are eligible to attend private 

schools by using vouchers.  How then, in a small private school in Indiana, do parents, faculty 

and staff, and students perceive the school culture due to the acceptance of vouchers?  In a small 

private school in Indiana, how do parents, faculty and staff, and students perceive the change in 

the school culture due to the acceptance of vouchers?  This study seeks to respond to these 

questions.     

Conceptual Framework  

 Organizational theory, as discussed by Hanson (2003), is a framework for viewing 

effective organizations, including schools.  The major theories include: classical, socio-political, 

open-systems and contingency theory, and institutional theories.  All organizations, including 
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schools, may be viewed and analyzed through the organizational theory paradigm.  Chubb and 

Moe (1988; 1990) referenced organizational theory, and argued that private schools offer more 

efficient organizations that lead to better performing schools because they do not have the large 

centralized bureaucratic influences that public schools have.  Arum (1996) acknowledged 

organizational theory through the socio-political lens when he discussed norms, values, and 

behaviors of schools; he also referenced classical organizational theory when he discussed 

bureaucracies, systems, and effective performance in schools.  For this study and the focus on 

stakeholders’ voices and school culture, the socio-political theory is the organizational theory 

that is most applicable. 

 Socio-political organizational theory is revealed through informal groups in 

organizations, and the human relations movement is also prevalent in this theory (Hanson, 2003).  

Descriptors of this theory include: coalitions working outside the formal system, diffused power, 

goals of group conflict with formal goals of organization, conflict is inevitable and constructive, 

humans are not interchangeable, shared beliefs and values (as demonstrated at a minimum by an 

organization’s mission and vision statement), and norms of conduct.  This theory focuses on the 

power held in the lowerarchy, those without ruling authority.  This is evidenced by School 

Choice Indiana’s website (n. d.), and is readily demonstrated in its grass-roots movement that 

persisted in getting Indiana’s voucher program put in place.  The socio-political theory describes 

power and influences within an organization, and change theory addresses how cultures shift 

slowly, or sometimes quickly, becoming something different than they used to be. 

 Change theory is important for public schools as they face the change process in 

potentially losing students to non-public schools due to the voucher, and to the non-public 

schools as they potentially accept new students into their current cultures.  Organizational change 
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“is the process of altering behavior, structures, procedures, purposes, or output of some unit 

within an organization” (Hanson, 2003).  The change process requires an organization, or school, 

to understand its identity as an organization (Durand & Calori, 2006), to know its history and 

past culture (Wilkins & Dyer, Jr., 1988), and to understand the levels of change involved in the 

change process (Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003; Durand & Calori, 2006).  All schools will 

need to examine their identities and what constitutes their identities – what are their beliefs and 

values – and, remember what their school culture has been, and then strategically plan the 

change that takes place within the schools’ cultures due to vouchers. 

United States Voucher History and Court Cases 

 At the heart of the voucher debate is that taxpayer dollars may end up in private schools, 

and more specifically, a religious private school, whether the school be Catholic, Protestant, or 

Islamic, etc.  When our founding fathers wrote the United States Constitution, part of the first 

amendment, known as the Establishment Clause, was written to help ensure that citizens of the 

United States would have freedom of religion.  The Establishment Clause reads that, “Congress 

shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion” (n. d).  Voucher opponents often 

invoke the Establishment Clause, arguing that state dollars are going to a religious private 

school, this promotes an establishment of religion (Harvard Law Review, 2009; Bassett, 2008; 

Boyer, 2009).  However, this limitation of not promoting religion was originally for Congress 

alone.  States could make their own decisions regarding the proper place of religion.  Through 

the last several decades the Doctrine of Incorporation has been used to expand the Bill of Rights 

to apply at the state level, too, and not only the federal level (Amar, 2002).  This, in addition to 

the Establishment Clause, is used to argue against allowing tax payer dollars to fund private 

education.  
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 Vermont instituted vouchers in 1869, with Maine following a mere four years later.  

These vouchers were to allow parents to choose where they would send their children to high 

school since there were no public high schools in several rural areas of these states (Wolf, 2008).  

At virtually the same time Vermont instituted vouchers for high school students in rural areas 

(Wolf, 2008), a strong anti-Catholic sentiment arose that produced the Blaine Amendments in 

several states (Boyer, 2009).  The Blaine Amendments, lobbied for by Maine’s United States 

Representative James Blaine, were amendments that were originally intended to be added to the 

United States Constitution (Boyer, 2009).  However, the amendments did not pass at the federal 

level; consequently, the following year in state governments, state legislatures carried Blaine’s 

idea forward.  Thus today, 37 states’ constitutions contain Blaine Amendments (Boyer, 2009) as 

a result of Irish-Catholic immigration and a desire to prohibit state dollars from going to 

religious institutions (Boyer, 2009).   

 Three types of Blaine Amendments exist on a continuum according to Boyer (2009): 

permissive, moderate, and broad expansive prohibitions.  These amendments were ratified into 

state constitutions in an attempt to limit money from state treasuries going to religious 

institutions, primarily private Catholic schools.  The type of amendment the state chose to 

incorporate into its constitution has also helped determine if voucher bills would become law in 

those states, and then if those laws would or would not be overturned (Ferreyra, 2007).  

According to the Blaine Amendments website (n.d.), Indiana is a state with a Blaine 

Amendment.  Article I, § 6 of the Indiana Constitution reads that “no money shall be drawn from 

the treasury for the benefit of any religious or theological institution” (n. d).  Simplicio (1996) 

indicated that the legality of vouchers depends on the wording of those Blaine Amendment 
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provisions. He also listed that, “variations in the design of the program, jurisdictional basis of the 

law, and judicial preferences” (p. 215) were important in the legality of vouchers. 

 Many court cases, in addition to the Establishment Clause and the Blaine Amendments, 

have challenged the legality of vouchers.  Figure 1 gives a brief historical overview of several 

voucher cases.  These cases do not all directly promote vouchers, but they do deal with different 

aspects of education that have been part of the debate in the recent voucher movement.  From the 

Pierce case in1925 upholding that it is acceptable for parents to choose where children go to 

school, to the Everson case in 1947 in which it was ruled permissible that the state would provide 

assistance for bus fares for students attending private schools, vouchers have evolved.  The  

Zelman case in 2002, which is often viewed as a landmark voucher case, involved the State of 

Ohio giving voucher aid to students with financial need to attend schools of choice.  These cases, 

along with several others, support that the majority of court cases in the 20
th

 and 21
st
 centuries 

are more in favor of parents choosing schools than not (See Figure 1).  According to The ABCs 

of School Choice (2012), 64% of voters said they favored school vouchers, with 29% saying they 

opposed.  Additionally, Walberg and Bast (1993) argued that the public continues to favor 

educational choice.  According to Minow (2010), even though vouchers were upheld 

constitutionally, they lacked a political popularity so that vouchers were not becoming a reality 

for families.   
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Figure 1  

Court Cases Affecting the Evolution of Vouchers in the United States 
Year Court Case/ 

Level of Decision 

Abbreviated Findings Reference 

1925 Pierce v. Society of the 

Sisters of the Holy 

Names of Jesus and 

Mary/U. S. Supreme 

Court 

Parents like to choose where their 

children go to school, and that is 

acceptable 

Boyer (2009) 

1947 Everson v. Board of 

Education/U. S. 

Supreme Court 

State could assist parents by providing 

bus fares for children to attend non-public 

schools 

Harvard Law Review (2009) 

1948 McCollum v. Board of 

Education/U. S. 

Supreme Court 

Moved to separate religion from public 

schools and public tax payer dollars to 

private schools 

Bassett (2008) 

1955 Minnesota/State 

decision 

Parents able to deduct education expenses 

from state income taxes; private school 

costs were allowed. 

Walberg & Bast (1993) 

1961 Vermont/State decision Catholic and Protestant fundamentalist 

schools were excluded from receiving 

voucher dollars 

Walberg & Bast (1993) 

1971 Lemon v. Kurtzman 

(re: The Establishment 

Clause)/U. S. Supreme 

Court 

3 part test 

1 – have secular legislative purpose 

2 – have a primary effect that neither 

enhances nor inhibits religion 

3 – avoid excessive government 

entanglement with religion 

Boyer (2009) 

 

1983 Mueller v. Allen/U. S. 

Supreme Court 

Parents may take tax deductions for 

tuition, textbooks, and transportation 

expenses for children in private schools 

Harvard Law Review (2009) 

Simplicio (1996) 

1985 Aguilar v. Felton/U. S. 

Supreme Court 

Public school teachers could not provide 

services at a non-public school 

Bassett (2008) 

1986 Witters v. Washington 

Department for the 

Blind/U. S. Supreme 

Court 

Private education choices are important in 

determining the “constitutionality of 

government funding in sectarian 

education” (p. 1760) 

Harvard Law Review (2009) 

1993 Zobrest v. Catalina 

Foothills School 

District/U. S. Supreme 

Court 

State placing a sign-language interpreter 

in a Catholic school was ruled not to 

interfere with the Establishment Clause 

Harvard Law Review (2009) 

1997 Agostini vs. Felton/U. 

S. Supreme Court 

Public school teachers could go to private 

schools for remedial education to 

disadvantaged students 

Harvard Law Review (2009) 

2000 Mitchell v. Helms/U. 

S. Supreme Court 

If the government offers aid (loans) to 

religious, areligious, and irreligious 

schools, government has not established a 

religion.  This case also shifted burden or 

proof of the Establishment Clause from 

the private school to the public school 

Harvard Law Review (2009) 

2002 Zelman v. Simmons-

Harris/U. S. Supreme 

Court 

If families are choosing where to spend 

vouchers, it is not direct government aid 

to schools 

Harvard Law Review (2009) 

2011 Meredith v. 

Daniels/County 

decision 

Upheld Indiana’s voucher law; indicated 

that the plaintiffs would be unlikely to 

succeed in their claims; stated that 

schools do not directly benefit from 

voucher dollars 

Cause No. 49D07-1107-025402 

Marion Superior Court 

Civil Division, Room No. 7 

(2011) 

2013 Meredith v. 

Daniels/State decision 

Upheld Indiana’s voucher law at the 

Indiana Supreme Court Level 

No. 49S00-1203-PL-172 

Indiana Supreme Court 
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Figure 2 offers an overview of what states were offering vouchers and when those offerings 

began.  Six more states began offering vouchers in 2011 and 2012.   

Figure 2  

States Participating in Voucher Programs as of 2011 
State Year Launched Number of Students How Qualify for Voucher 

Colorado 2011 494 Student must have attended Douglas 

County Schools for at least one year 

District of Columbia 2004 1,584 100% of free/reduced lunch guidelines 

Florida 1999 23,011 Students with disabilities who have an IEP 

or 504 plan, enrolled in public school for at 

least one year 

Georgia 2007 3,227 Students with disabilities who have had an 

IEP for one year and who were previously 

enrolled in public school 

Indiana 2011 9,324 Up to 150% of free and reduced lunch 

guidelines 

Louisiana 2008 4,944 No more than 250% of federal poverty line 

and attended a public school who received a 

C, D, or F in previous year, are entering 

kindergarten, or were enrolled in a public 

school in the Recovery School District 

Louisiana 2011 22 Special needs students who have an IEP or 

service plans in line with Title 34 must 

reside in a qualifying parish, be eligible to 

attend public school, and entering grades K-

8, and not deemed gifted or talented 

Maine 1873 8,818 Live in Maine in an identified sending town 

that does not have public school at that 

particular grade level 

Mississippi 2012 42 Students in grades 1-6 and diagnosed with 

dyslexia 

Ohio 

(Cleveland) 

1996 6,001 Preference to students living in conditions 

which are up to 200% of the poverty level 

Ohio 2004 2,241 Students diagnosed with autism spectrum 

disorder and be enrolled in special 

education in the public school 

Ohio 2004 15,959 Students who attend public school on 

academic watch or emergency 

Ohio 2012 1,342 Special needs students who already have an 

IEP 

Oklahoma 2010 169 Special needs students currently enrolled in 

a public school 

Utah 2005 714 Most students who have disabilities; limited 

participation based on money appropriated 

Vermont 1869 2,501 High school students who live in rural areas 

where there are not public high schools 

Wisconsin 

(Milwaukee) 

1990 24,027 Milwaukee families earning up to 300% of 

federal poverty guidelines 

Wisconsin 

(Racine) 

2011 499 Any student who income qualifies 

Data taken from: 2012 ABCs of School Choice produced by the Friedman Foundation for Educational Choice.  All data is from 

the 2012-2013 school year except for Colorado, Maine, and Vermont, which are from 2011-2012. 
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 From a political perspective, it is easy to see that campaigns from the past, such as the 

anti-Catholic movement during the Industrial Revolution, are affecting school stakeholders 

today.  While the anti-Catholic sentiment may not be as pronounced as it was during the 19
th

 

century, the laws that came about as part of that sentiment are still having an effect on schools.   

The Evolution of Indiana’s School Choice and Voucher Programs 

 In July 2008, the state of Indiana instituted tax caps for property taxes.  While these tax 

limits were phased in to eventually allow home owners to pay no more than 1% of assessed 

valuation, rental property owners to pay no more than pay 2% of assessed valuation, and 

commercial businesses no more than 3% of assessed valuation, this law also began a choice 

movement of sorts in the state.  Up until 2008, local education agencies levied their own taxes to 

support their general funds in addition to transportation, capital projects, etc.  Then with Public 

Law 146-2008, the state began funding public schools’ general funds budgets.  When this 

happened, local school districts no longer levied taxes for their general funds budgets.  The state 

paid the schools the districts’ general fund dollars, which were levied through the increased state 

sales tax.  The sales tax went from 6% to 7% at that time. 

 When the state paid for the general funds of local education agencies, the local school 

district’s ability to charge transfer tuition was diminished, thus opening school district 

boundaries to reach students beyond the traditional borders.  Parents who were dissatisfied with 

their local education agency (LEA) no longer had to sell their home and move to send their child 

to a different public school or use a relative’s address to gain access to a perceived better district.  

If the public school had agreed to accept out-of-district transfer students, then disgruntled parents 

could apply for a transfer to the new school, possibly be accepted, and send their child there 

without paying the actual student tuition rate.  Some public schools initially opted to keep their 
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districts closed to transfer students, but as they watched their general funds shrink through the 

non-realized state sales tax revenues, school boards and patrons changed their minds.  Some 

public schools will accept new transfer students to their district as long as the students are 

enrolled by the average daily membership (ADM) date in September.  If students desired to 

transfer after that time, then parents would be eligible to pay the per-child tuition rate that the 

school district would have received from the state.  Once a student attended in August or up to 

the ADM date in September the following school year, the receiving school would no longer 

charge tuition.  Some public schools have charged application fees or a modest transfer fee.  

Needless to say, the advent of HEA 1001 in 2008 made parents realize that they could look for 

and possibly choose other schooling options for their children.  In addition to HEA 1001 creating 

varying schooling opportunities, charter schools, which are also public schools, were another 

selection parents could make.   

 Indiana’s intentional choice law began in 2009 with the legislature passing the 

scholarship tax credit law.  This law allows for donors to give money to scholarship granting 

organizations (SGOs) for substantial tax credits on their Indiana state taxes.  SGOs were formed 

with different non-public schools joining, and then any money given by donors was divided and 

given out to all schools participating in that SGO, less any fees charged by the SGO.  In this first 

iteration of school choice law in Indiana, taxpayers who contributed to SGOs were allowed 50% 

of their donation to be credited to their taxes.  If a donor gave $5,000 to an SGO, the donor was 

able to receive $2,500 as a direct tax credit on his taxes.  

 In 2011 Indiana’s choice law expanded significantly.  Representative Bob Behning of 

Indianapolis, the House’s Education Committee Chairman at that time, authored House Bill 

1003. The bill, once passed into law, created three different pieces of choice legislation: an 
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expanded scholarship tax credit, a voucher, and a tax deduction for parents who paid tuition to 

private schools or for parents who homeschooled their children.  This choice legislation has often 

been touted as the most expansive choice legislation the United States has seen because of the 

voucher being offered to middle income families as well (American Federation of Children, 

2011; Billick et al., 2011).  

 While the expanded scholarship tax credit continued to allow for a 50% tax credit for the 

SGO donor, the rules for the SGO changed, allowing for donors to give to the SGO in the name 

of a specific private school.  With the 2011 law, donors could give to one of five approved SGOs 

in the state of Indiana and in so giving they could designate which private school could receive 

the funds from their donations, less whatever fees the SGO charged.  Many private schools then 

joined SGOs because it was beneficial to their donors and to them now that the law allowed for 

money to be designated to specific private schools. 

 The voucher piece of the 2011 legislation is very detailed and has many layers (see 

Appendix A).  There are pieces of the legislation that apply to students, parents, and the private 

schools.  There are requirements dictating who may participate as students, what parents need to 

do, and also rules dictating what private schools must do to be a part of the voucher program. 

 As defined earlier, the Indiana voucher program is means-tested.  In Indiana, parents 

must qualify on the federal free and reduced lunch income guidelines to be eligible.  This helps 

students who are in poverty, and who are limited in the choices their families can make about 

where to purchase a home to be able to attend a better public school, or who do not have the 

disposable income to pay private school tuition.  In 2011, a family of four making $41,348 or 

less could apply for a voucher and receive either a cap of $4,500 for students in grades two 

through eight or up to 90% of the funds that the state would have sent to the school district of 
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legal residence, whichever is the lesser (House Enrolled Act 1003).  For high school students 

there was no cap, but the 90% of what the state would have sent to the school of legal residence 

still applied.  This guaranteed the state an automatic savings of 10% per student for those who 

chose vouchers because the maximum amount allowed under the law was not the total amount 

that would have been sent to the legal school district of residence.  At the end of the school year 

then, those actualized savings by the state were distributed to the public schools even though 

they had not been required to service the student beyond any special education and child find 

provisions in Indiana’s Article 7.  According to Banta (2013), at the end of the 2011-2012 school 

year, the state’s first year of awarding vouchers to families, over $4,000,000 was returned to 

public schools from the savings.  The 2012-2013 school year saw nearly $5,000,000 being 

returned to public schools (Banta, 2013). 

 Families of four who qualify at 150% of the free and reduced lunch guidelines, or 

$62,000, could qualify for no more than a 50% voucher.  This part of Indiana’s voucher bill 

included families who earned a higher income than several other voucher programs accepted.  

The rationale was that families earning in this income bracket make enough money to most 

likely pay their bills and survive modestly, but school choice, without some type of tuition 

assistance may be impossible.  Indiana’s 2011 voucher law did not require students to be 

assigned to a failing school or a failing school district to be eligible for the program, and families 

are required to submit tax information to verify income or be listed in the direct verification look 

up in Indiana’s Student Testing Number Center.  

 Students also had to be accepted into the non-public school, and families were not 

allowed to complete the voucher paperwork on their own.  Families were required to go through 

the private school’s admissions process (Appendix F represents the admissions process for the 
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school in this study).  Then upon acceptance the private school was asked to submit the required 

application to the Indiana Department of Education (IDOE).  Private schools were allowed to 

continue their current admissions policies according to the voucher law.  If potential voucher 

students were accepted in those school communities, they were admitted. 

 For the state of Indiana, if the voucher dollars that would be received from the state did 

not cover the entire cost of tuition, the private school could charge the difference to the family.  

The law also allows for the student to receive an SGO to help pay the difference, depending on 

the parameters determined by the SGO, or that a private school’s tuition assistance fund could 

also help cover the additional cost.  Not all states have written their voucher laws to be this 

friendly to the private schools.  For example, in Milwaukee, private schools have been limited to 

charging tuition that did not exceed the voucher amount (Walberg & Bast, 1993). 

 For a non-public school to be able to accept vouchers, it had to follow the rules and 

regulations established by the IDOE, thus giving up some of its autonomy.  The first step was to 

submit an application to be a choice school.  This application required basic information about 

the school, and required the school to indicate it would hold a lottery for students if there were 

more students interested in participating in the voucher program than there were seats available 

in classrooms.  Schools were not allowed to service students on a first-come, first-served basis 

only.  They had to establish lottery dates, and if any of their classes were not full on that lottery 

date, then no lottery was required, and classrooms could be filled on a first-come, first-served 

basis after that.  Perhaps a third-grade classroom only had four open seats by the lottery date, but 

there were seven applicants for those seats.  Then, on the lottery date, a traditional lottery was 

held for the remaining four seats.  If on the lottery date there were four open seats and only two 
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approved applicants for the third grade, then those two students would be admitted, and the next 

two third-grade students who were accepted and admitted would fill the class. 

 In addition to the aforementioned requirements, non-public schools were required to give 

the state several assurances about the way they would operate.  These assurances included giving 

the Indiana Statewide Test for Educational Progress (ISTEP+), giving annual teacher 

evaluations, flying United States flags in each classroom, and not promoting the violent 

overthrow of the government.  The assurances were listed on the state’s application to become a 

choice school (see Appendix B).        

 Non-public schools also had to understand that they would become a part of Indiana’s A-

F accountability grading system.  The grading system was included so that parents would be able 

to make informed decisions about the schools of their choice and know how those private 

schools were performing compared to local public schools.  Simplicio (1996) thought this was an 

important part of vouchers.  He indicated that in order for vouchers to be effective, parents would 

need to make informed choices about education options. 

 The third piece to Indiana’s 2011 HEA 1003 included a state tax deduction for families 

who had current private school or home school expenses.  The tax deduction was $1,000 per 

child who attended a private school or who was homeschooled.  It allows for families claiming 

this deduction to reduce their income by $1,000 per eligible child.  While this sounds like a 

significant amount of money, the tax deduction is different than the tax credit.  A tax credit is a 

dollar-for-dollar reduction in the tax bill.  A deduction is not a direct reduction of tax liability.  

Instead it reduces the taxable income.  The $1,000 tax deduction actually equals about $34 per 

child who is enrolled in a non-public school or who is home schooled.  
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 Shortly after Indiana’s voucher law went into effect, a lawsuit was filed in an attempt to 

stop it from moving forward.  The suit challenged the constitutionality of HEA 1003 under 

several provisions, including Indiana’s Blaine Amendment (Meredith v. Daniels, 2011).  The 

provisions that were challenged in the petition for an injunction in Indiana’s Constitution 

included: Article 8, Section 1; Article 1, Section 4; and, Article 1, Section 6. 

 On August 15, 2011, Judge Keele penned the decision regarding the petition for 

injunction and upheld the constitutionality of Indiana’s voucher law.  Judge Keele wrote that the 

plaintiffs would have to “show a likelihood of success on the merits, the threat of irreparable 

harm in the absence of injunction, and the favor of both public policy and a balancing of the 

equities” (Meredith v. Daniels, 2011, p. 5).  Within a short period of time an appeal to the 

Indiana Supreme Court was filed.  In March 2013, the Indiana Supreme Court also upheld 

Indiana’s voucher law.  Chief Justice Dickson wrote that it was under the legislature’s power to 

enact the Choice Scholarship Program and that no articles of the Indiana Constitution were 

violated.  The Indiana Supreme Court affirmed “the grant of summary judgment to the 

defendants” (Meredith v. Pence, 2013, p. 21).  

 Indiana’s 2013 General Assembly again expanded the choice legislation.  New  

portions of the law took effect on July 1, 2013.  However, this study focuses on the earliest 

iteration of Indiana’s voucher law, which was enacted July 1, 2011, primarily because students, 

parents, and faculty and staff who are a part of this research qualified for the voucher under the 

2011 legislation.  Stakeholders who have been a part of the non-public school qualifying on the 

2013 legislation had yet to experience an entire academic year in the private-school setting at the 

time this research was conducted.  There are more pathways to eligibility now than the original 

law had.  Instead of only having the original means-test and the requirement of having spent one 
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year in a public school, at the time of this writing there are seven different pathways to obtain a 

voucher.  

Summary   

 In sum, the history of vouchers in the United States has been tumultuous, and Indiana’s 

young voucher law is already undergoing changes.  Blaine Amendments adopted by 37 different 

states are playing a significant role in a state being able to enact voucher law.  The more 

permissive Blaine Amendments seem to be withstanding legal challenges, while the most 

restrictive ones are preventing vouchers from being a part of the education landscape.   

 The socio-political theory is evidenced in vouchers in different facets.  Coalitions in 

Indiana worked outside the formal system of politics by maximizing a grass-roots effort.  There 

were also those in opposition to HEA 1003, and when HEA 1003 was signed into law on May 

2011, those who disagreed with vouchers were poised to take action.  Those who disagreed were 

often teachers’ unions and teachers, superintendents of local public schools, and local public 

school boards (Walberg & Bast, 1993).  If vouchers were passed, then they were going to take 

action.  And, they did.  On July 1, 2011, the first day the voucher law was in effect, a group of 

individuals comprised of teachers, parents, and religious leaders filed a petition seeking an 

injunction to halt vouchers from going into effect in the 2011-2012 school year. 

 Another facet to consider in the socio-political theory is attributed to the ways in which 

tasks are accomplished.  With most private schools being relatively small in student number, 

especially when compared with public schools in the area, an influx of new students could 

transform the processes, and possibly create culture shifts and/or changes in the private school 

setting.  This facet was allowed for in Indiana’s voucher law in that the school’s admission 

policies remained in place, and that voucher students would have to meet those qualifications to 
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be accepted and a part of the school community.  Non-public schools were also able to limit the 

number of voucher students they would accept, perhaps placing only two or three in each grade 

level. 

 Change theory applies to the voucher law and to the public and non-public schools who 

would lose students and gain students, respectively.  Education law for Indiana had not included 

sending public funds to private schools via the voucher – the funds following the student.  This 

was a radical change to the way funds would be dispersed for Indiana students; the structure of 

public and non-public school financing was shifting, causing public schools to determine how to 

adapt their educational practices to keep students, and causing non-public schools to scramble to 

decide if they would accept voucher students and to meet the state’s requirements to receive the 

voucher dollars. 

School Culture 

 Culture in general is complex, difficult, and yet important to define (Wilkins & Dyer, Jr., 

1988).  Wilkins & Dyer, Jr. (1988) defined culture as, “socially acquired and shared knowledge 

that is embodied in specific and general organizational frames of reference” (p. 523).  A much 

broader and less academic definition of culture comes from Merriam-Webster.com, and is said to 

be “the beliefs, customs, arts, etc., of a particular society, group, place, or time” (2015).  Lee, 

Bryk, and Smith (1993) discussed that “the term school culture may describe any collection of 

values and related activities” (p. 209).  To attempt to define culture at the school level for this 

study may resemble the following statement.   School culture refers to the behaviors, values, and 

beliefs of the students in a school, as well as the faculty and staff and parents; the customs and 

practices of the school are the frames of reference for stakeholders as they examine the activities 

that take place in the school community.  The mission and vision of the school also would be 
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important in helping understand the school environment and the activities that take place within 

it (Boerema, 2006).  MacNeil, Maclin, and Mednick (2006) supported that the school’s vision of 

purpose is best accomplished in a strong school culture.  Studying school culture is also 

important because it gives the tasks that take place within it meaning (Pettigrew, 1979), and it 

“strongly influences achievement, morale, and connectedness in our schools” (Fiore, 2000, p. 

11).  

 According to Morrill (2008), new influences in an organization bring about change.  The 

new influence of vouchers could potentially change a school’s culture, whether it is through 

state-required processes or through the new students and families themselves.  Vouchers could 

become a frame of reference for the school according to Wilkins and Dyer, Jr. (1988), as it may 

be a memorable part of the school’s history as the school is now financially available to many 

more students.  Many factors contribute to school culture, and for this study, the beliefs, 

behaviors, customs, and practices of a specific school will be viewed through the constructs 

(subscales) that make up the survey instrument utilized in this research.  The survey respondents 

were parents, students, and faculty and staff, and it focused on stakeholders answering items 

regarding perceptions of student respect, perceptions of students’ sense of friendship and 

belonging, perceptions of students shaping their environment, perceptions of the support and care 

by and for faculty and staff, and perceptions of the support and care by and for parents.   

Perceptions of Student Respect  

 Respect is an intangible item that may be demonstrated through actions and behaviors. 

How people treat one another, their own property, and the property of someone else are outward 

displays of a person showing respect to self, to others and to property.  Willie (2000) argued that 

respect is the result of confidence and trust, and that “real education occurs in a relationship of 
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exchange” (p. 256).  The faculty and staff display confidence by having high expectations of 

students, authentically praising students and their work, and encouraging students.  Students then 

trust their teachers and want to give their best efforts for their teachers; students know that their 

teachers want the best for them.  Respect is the outcome in this relational exchange between 

faculty and students, according to Willie (2000).  It comes from confidence and trust; Willie goes 

on to state that the absence of respect is a limit in improving public education.   

 Respect, according to Joh (1975) is demonstrated in two types of verbal interactions in 

schools:  casual conversations and serious discussion situations.  The difference is in casual 

conversations respect takes into account a “general moral attitude toward others, treating them 

seriously as masters of their own destiny, not as objects to be manipulated” (p. 273).  This is 

contrasted with respect in serious discussions where there is a concern for “truth, meaningfulness 

as contrasted to nonsense, and reasonableness” (p. 274) of one’s beliefs.  Faculty and staff and 

students may engage in both types of conversations and display respect for one another in these 

different conversations, with the serious discussion situations representing most of what takes 

place in a classroom setting.  The serious discussions relating to respect are more rational and 

concerned with truth; whereas, the casual conversations focus more on recognizing and 

accepting others.   

 Capitalizing on stable and positive discussions and interactions, according to Hallinan 

(2008), is important for “healthy socioemotional development” for students (p. 272).  Teachers 

first demonstrate care for students and secondly instruct students.  If faculty and staff can help 

create healthy development for students, the students become more engaged, and learn more 

about respect and exhibit more respect for all stakeholders.  Hallinan (2008) also continued to 
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say that if students believe they are cared for, not only does respect increase, but so does 

academic achievement.   

 While Hallinan’s (2008) work focused more on how faculty may influence students and 

teach them about respect, Brasof’s (2011) work concentrated more on how students may affect 

their school cultures, if adults will allow them to do so.  Building cultures where students’ input 

is welcomed and expected may increase levels of respect between faculty and staff and students 

because school leadership allows these stakeholder groups to work together to solve problems.  

When students have a representative voice in solving school problems, and when they are not 

merely told what a policy will be or how it will be implemented, they are more likely to engage 

in creative solutions and thereby have buy-in when the new policy is introduced (Brasof, 2011).  

When student voice is listened to and respected, and students get to be a part of the solution, 

faculty are modeling for students, and students may carry those lessons into their future beyond 

the school walls.    

Perceptions of Students’ Sense of Friendship and Belonging   

 It seems to be a part of human nature to desire friends, those we can trust and confide in 

as we walk through the joys and the disappointments of life.  People also desire to have a sense 

of belonging in their families, their homes, their schools, and their jobs.  Students, as well as 

parents and faculty and staff, desire to have a sense of belonging in their schools.  This portion of 

the literature review focuses specifically on the students’ sense of friendship and belonging, and 

the faculty and staff and parents’ sense of belonging is addressed in later sections. 

 A student’s positive perceptions regarding a sense of friendship and belonging are 

important to being a part of a caring school community.  For students to believe they belong to 

are a greater or larger community, many factors need to be examined.  Social cohesion, school 
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size, peer groups, the learning environment, race, and self-esteem contribute to students feeling 

that they are accepted and included in the school environment.  A sense of friendship and 

belonging has also been operationalized as:  attachment to school, the concept of belongingness, 

and school membership. The idea of having a sense of belonging in school is important for 

students to decide to stay in school (Goodenow & Grady, 1993; Osterman, 2000; Meeuwise et 

al., 2010).   

 Social cohesion – belonging in the broader sense.  Keeping Thomas Jefferson’s quote 

in mind regarding our type of government requiring an educated citizenry, Levin (2002) 

presented that democratic societies need to reproduce institutions to ensure freedoms and civic 

behavior, that children are not born with civic knowledge and behaviors.  The idea of social 

cohesion is important in American society, and it is one that voucher opponents indicate will be 

diminished if vouchers are allowed to flourish in the United States.  Belfield and Levin (2005) 

reported that social cohesion is defined as a “common education experience that will orient all 

students to grow to adulthood as full participants in the social, political, and economic 

institutions of our society” (p. 5).  Minow (2010) indicated that the character of the United States 

is at stake if charter schools and private schools do not teach civic education and cultivate respect 

for others.  Indiana’s voucher law has compensated for this possible concern among its citizens.  

The voucher law contains provisions that require non-public schools to teach about political 

elections for at least five lessons, that they cannot promote the violent overthrow of the United 

States government, that they must display a United States flag in each classroom, and that they 

must give students the opportunity to say the Pledge of Allegiance. 

 The division in the voucher debate, according to Belfield and Levin (2005) comes from 

those who see school as an experience that should be guided by private values and goals and 
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from those who see school as an experience that is designed to mold citizens through addressing 

social goals.  Often times if state legislatures want to ensure that certain ideals are promulgated, 

they create laws and demand that public schools meet the need.  Some of examples of these 

include health, safe sex, anti-smoking campaigns, etc.  The courts allow for considerable 

regulation of any school, whether it is public or private, to ensure the idea of social cohesion.  

According to Rouse (1998), voucher detractors stated that vouchers undermine the common 

experiences that help prepare citizens.  Levin (2002) also indicated that vouchers may remove 

common experiences that help prepare students for citizenry.  To address this concern, the 

Indiana legislature is requiring private schools to follow certain criteria that ensure the idea of an 

educated citizenry by setting goals of taking and passing the ISTEP+ exam.  The ISTEP+ exam 

is Indiana’s Statewide Testing for Educational Progress.  Even prior to the introduction of 

vouchers, private schools wishing to have state accreditation with Indiana were expected to meet 

certain requirements of the legislature.  

 It is readily agreed that an education is needed to cultivate moral citizens (Viteritti, 2004).  

For public schools, emphasizing social cohesion and equity reduces freedom of choice and 

efficiency by establishing a variety of regulations and support services.  As more requirements 

are made of schools, whether those schools are traditional public schools, charter schools, or 

private schools, each school does give up some of its freedom to meet the demands of the state.  

The demands are important because of the dollars attached to them in many cases.  From state 

and federal levels, dollars are given only if schools will agree to follow certain rules and 

requirements, much like voucher dollars following students to private schools.  If schools did not 

want the dollars, they would not be required to follow the rules and regulations of the state.  As a 

state then, local education agencies would not have to participate in the programs or follow the 
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rules if the state refused to accept federal dollars.  States and school districts are not always able 

to see clearly what the ramifications will be for accepting federal or state dollars.  Yet public 

schools often feel hamstrung because funding is limited.  When an opportunity becomes 

available that has money tied to it, states and schools often choose to participate in those 

programs so they may increase their revenue streams or try to maintain their revenue streams.  

Private schools are no exception to this in accepting vouchers.  As school choice expanded in 

Indiana, several private schools were reported anecdotally to have accepted the vouchers dollars 

to keep their doors open.  They agreed to follow the state’s rules to be able to survive.   

 Balkanization of public schools is a concern for voucher opponents.  To balkanize 

something is to separate or divide it into smaller factions.  According to Levin (2002), one 

concern vouchers presented was the idea of balkanizing schools instead of providing social 

cohesion.  Levin argued that there will be more factions or splinter groups in public schools if 

families are given the choice to send their students to non-public schools.  Also, it is possible that 

if not all students received a common curriculum, believed to support social cohesion, our 

society may become balkanized.  

 Cream-skimming.  Cream-skimming, defined as private schools only taking the best and 

perhaps even most affluent students, is also a suspicion some have about vouchers (West, 1997; 

McEwan, 2000).  Levin (2002) wrote that vouchers are a way to bring about greater equity for 

students if the voucher program is written and offered for students from lower socio-economic 

backgrounds, students living in poverty, or students with disabilities.  While not all voucher 

programs have been written for these students, Indiana’s program has been written in this way 

(The ABCs of School Choice, 2012) by using the means-test for those qualifying for the free and 

reduced lunches or for those qualifying at 150% of the free and reduced lunch guidelines. 
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Additionally, voucher schools have often been considered to be more elite and known to accept 

the most academically successful students.  If private schools did cream-skim, it would be 

reasonable to believe that their accountability grades would remain high.  If private schools did 

not cream-skim, drops in their accountability grades might occur.   

 School size and peer groups.  Private schools tend to be smaller in size (Chubb & Moe, 

1988; Arum, 1996), and according to Chubb and Moe (1988), school size can be a major factor 

in decisions made by parents.  Arum (1996) indicated that student/teacher ratios are different in 

public and private schools, and that these ratios affect student outcomes.  The smaller class sizes 

in non-public schools may also contribute to higher levels of student achievement.  McEwan 

(2000) supported Arum’s thought by presenting that the outcomes depend on class size.  In the 

push for school consolidation from the 1950s and 1960s with the advent of the space race with 

Sputnik, school sizes began to grow.  The smaller community school or neighborhood school 

began to disappear; those schools now are virtually non-existent and what remains are larger 

schools where students may feel lost.  In the populous schools, it may be difficult for a student to 

believe he is truly accepted and included in the culture; he may only feel that he is a number and 

not a name or a person.  According to Lee, Bryk, and Smith (1993), larger schools increase the 

“formality of social interactions” (p. 185), and thus may limit social interactions that are 

important to a student’s sense of friendship and belonging.  Larger schools may provide greater 

educational opportunities and promote more of a classical organizational theory approach.  

Larger schools may be more included to function as a machine, and thereby increase the 

formality of interactions with stakeholders.  Interactions may become impersonal.  Perhaps this 

is why some public schools are experimenting with magnet schools, creating their own charter 

schools, or developing houses or families within the larger school structure.  The smaller school 
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environment may be a key difference in the success of students and students having a sense of 

friendship and belonging.   

 Not only is the school size different between most public and private schools; peer 

effects, such as student behavior and disciplinary climate create differences in public and private 

schools (Arum, 1996).  These school-level effects come from the organization of the school.  

People on both sides of the voucher argument agreed that a student’s peer group has an 

“independent and significant effect on the student’s academic achievement” (Billick et al., 2011, 

p. 16).   The quality of peer groups may also be altered within schools with the self-selected 

sorting that may take place with the use of vouchers (Carr, 2011).  In other words, Carr was 

concerned that the quality of peer groups would decline in public schools with students who 

were perhaps better influences on peers leaving the school due to the voucher.  The opposite 

could also be true.  Perhaps parents who are dissatisfied with their local public school have 

students who often experience discipline issues.  It is possible that non-public schools may agree 

to accept those students as long as they meet the admissions criteria, and the non-public school 

could be negatively influenced.  Each of these instances could lead to a student having a greater 

or lesser sense of friendship and belonging. 

 Learning environment.  The learning environment may have an effect on students’ 

perceptions of friendship and belonging (Ma, 2003).  The cultural constructs for this research 

include the perceptions of students shaping their environment – that is, being allowed a voice in 

the school, often in the decision making process.  That topic is addressed later in this literature 

review.  However, learning environment was also found in the review of the literature regarding 

the students’ sense of friendship and belonging.  According to Meeuwise, Severiens, and Born 

(2010), if learning environments are activating or cooperative, they help students to feel like they 



INDIANA’S SCHOOL VOUCHERS                                 35 

 

are accepted and included, and thus experience a sense of belonging.  Faculty assist students in 

achieving this sense of belonging or attachment (Hallinan, 2008).  Hallinan discussed the 

importance of teachers setting high expectations as part of the process that promotes respect.  

Hallinan also argued that those expectations generate a sense of belonging for students in the 

school.  Teachers then who set high expectations and encourage their students to give and do 

their best, strengthen a sense of school attachment or a sense of belonging.   

 Meeuwise et al. (2010) continued Hallinan’s (2008) thinking that the climate or culture at 

the school impacts outcomes -- a part of school culture.  These researchers found that if students 

do not feel as if they belong, they are more likely to drop out.  Faculty setting high expectations 

and engaging in “instructional policies and practices that can influence students’ sense of 

community” (Osterman, 2000, p. 360), will boost the students’ desire to stay in school because 

the students believe they belong there and that they can learn.  

 Race.  Two themes emerged in reviewing the literature regarding race and students’ 

perceptions of friendship and belonging.  Different types of relationships foster success for 

students, and same-race peer groups are influential in students experiencing a sense of friendship 

and belonging. 

 Meeuwise et al. (2010), found that if minorities have positive formal relationships with 

faculty and staff, they are more likely to have a sense of belonging within the school community.  

White students, on the other hand, have a favorable sense of belonging when they have informal 

relationships with their peers.  The two are in opposition as schools think about how to connect 

students to the school culture.  As non-public schools consider this aspect of culture, teachers 

will have to be aware of forming those favorable relationships with their minority students in a 
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formal sense if the school desires the potentially incoming minority students to become a 

genuine part of the school as a caring community. 

 Ueno (2009) asserted that students felt a stronger sense of attachment or sense of 

belonging when they are in school with same-race peers.  Ueno purported that same-race peers 

“reduces overall exposure to racial discrimination and allows them to feel at home” (p. 516).  If 

most non-public schools educate fewer minorities, having same-race peers may be important for 

students to want to be a part of the non-public school community or culture.  In contrast, 

Goodenow and Grady (1993) argued the controversial idea that if minorities were trying to 

succeed in school, they were known as acting white, and this was a sign of ethnic disloyalty.  For 

minority students to enter a new school setting, which most likely has some form of academic 

requirement for acceptance, minorities may have to perform differently – be disloyal to their 

ethnicity – to be considered successful in their new non-public school.   

 Self-esteem and household income.  Ma (2003) completed research that established a 

relationship with the students’ sense of belonging and their self-esteem.  In his research self-

esteem was the most important predictor for students having a sense of belonging.  He wrote that 

“students’ attitudes toward themselves are transferable to their attitude about school” (p. 347).  It 

may be possible that students who are members of a smaller school community may more likely 

have a sense of worth because they are known by faculty and staff and students. This sense of 

worth could lead to being more connected within the school, and hence help create a sense of 

belonging and enhancing the idea of the school as a caring community. 

 Ma (2003) also indicated he was able to support the idea that misperceptions exist 

regarding socioeconomic status (SES).  For my research study I am focusing on combined 

household income.  Combined household income and SES are not defined in the same way; SES 
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brings many additional attributes that may include education and occupation.  However, with my 

study focusing on the school as a caring community and vouchers (which are determined based 

on combined household income), I thought the misperception was important to mention.  Ma 

stated that there is a misperception in that students from a lower SES may not value education or 

“misunderstand the values of education” (p. 348).  This could cause students from a lower SES 

to have a negative attitude toward school, and thus reduce their sense of belonging in the school.  

The research by Ma links a student’s sense of belonging more closely to how he feels about 

himself than the environment from which he comes, i.e., his family, or SES.  Ma’s research also 

potentially connects with Goodenow and Grady’s work (1993) in that if minorities make up the 

majority of lower SES homes, students from those homes may think they are being disloyal to 

their ethnic group, and thereby choose to do more poorly in school because of that and not 

because they are incapable students.    

 Goodenow and Grady (1993) also indicated that if adults in the school support students, 

the students believe they count in the school setting; they believe they have a sense of friendship 

and belonging.  Faculty and staff would have to find ways to connect with students and let them 

know that they are important in their classrooms and in the school.  This would allow for more of 

the confidence and trust that build respect as well (Willie, 2000).  

Perceptions of Students Shaping the Environment   

 Following the ideas that students want to feel accepted and included is the idea then that 

students are able to find and use their voices to shape the school environment.  The principle of 

having a voice to shape the environment is long-rooted in the United States, from days of 

taxation without representation to grass-roots movements to express ideas to the appropriate 
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authority.  A democratic school environment is one which may benefit students, as well as other 

stakeholders in the school.   

 A democratic approach to education, according to Mikel (in Joseph, 2011), is about 

“decision making in groups and the conditions of relationships, values, and activity, and 

structures which enable this process to be democratic” (p. 198).  Perceptions of students shaping 

their environment would lend themselves to the relationships the students have in the 

environment, the values they have and how they try to align or not to align to the values of the 

school, and the activities and structures that would move the school to including them more 

frequently in decision-making processes.  Schools, after all, are places where faculty and staff 

desire to train future leaders for communities, states, and the country.  While these ideas are 

valid ones to explore, Mikel (in Joseph, 2011) presented that schools have not traditionally been 

democratic in their operations.  Hence, historically, students have not had a voice in our schools.   

 Cook-Stather (2006) advocated that students have unique perspectives on the education 

process, and that the students “should be afforded opportunities to actively shape their 

education” (p. 360).  Schmuck and Schumck (1990) studied 25 school districts in 21 states, and 

found that democratic participation is at the surface level for most students in those schools.  

There were student government organizations, but they were not organizations that promoted the 

students authentically participating in decision-making for schools, or feeling like they were 

being heard.  By partnering with students to share their beliefs, perspectives, and values about 

their school and their community, adults could engage students in the broader democratic sense 

and allow student voice to be heard. 

 Brasof (2011) wrote of a school in Pennsylvania that has used democratic processes to 

include students in decision-making.  The school structure itself, the governance model for the 
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school, is different than most schools.  This school uses three branches of government, similar to 

the federal government, and includes students as members of the House of Students and the nine-

member supreme court the school has created.  As policies are written, proposed, and shared, 

students are a part of writing and presenting policies, as well as sharing those policies with other 

students in the student body.  This helps facilitate student buy-in when changes occur in the 

school.  Students sometimes are the ones who actually find the solutions to problems in policy as 

well, such as Brasof (2011) shared in his work.  A sophomore solved the problem of the over-

crowded lunch room.  The solution was written, presented, debated, and implemented, all for the 

betterment of the school’s stakeholders.   

 Another example of student voice is shared in Hawkes’ (2011) work.  In his school, the 

school was committed to academics and character development, something to which many 

schools believe they are committed.  With the pressure of high-stakes testing and attempting to 

ensure the necessary passing rates for their own performance reviews, teachers as well as 

administrators may have a difficult time in giving much more than empty words to the ideas of 

developing good citizens.  Hawkes stated that it is essential to fight for the “space, time, and 

funding to tend to the diverse dimensions of a young person’s developing self” (p. 121).  This 

particular school sought to include students in admissions interviews, committee meetings, and 

conferences.  The school worked intentionally to include students in democracy in meaningful 

ways, thus giving students a voice in the school.   

 Bickmore (2001) cautioned, however, against believing that schools may be truly 

democratic and that student voices may be heard to the same extent on every issue.  She asserted 

that citizens in the classroom are not equal.  Students do not have the “opportunity to choose 

their own leaders from among peers in the classroom, nor are they allowed to withdraw from 
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collective activities of which they disapprove” (p. 139).   She reported that elements of 

democracy or student voice may be utilized, but that legality and common sense will not allow 

for a completely democratic experience for students. 

Perceptions of Support and Care by and for Faculty and Staff   

 Schools are not well-run organizations without the support of faculty and staff.  Not only 

is it important for the faculty to support the school, but also for the school to support the faculty.  

The relationship must be reciprocal.  As faculty and staff contribute to the level of caring by the 

school, they also need to be cared for by the school.  This piece of school culture is of ultimate 

importance, as the faculty and staff are the ones who are often the first faces of the school that 

parents and other community stakeholders see.  Examining ways faculty and staff are supported 

and cared for and how they support and care for the school are critical when examining school 

culture.  Areas such as efficiency and effectiveness, collegiality and participatory leadership, and 

confidence and respect assist in defining the importance of this part of the culture. 

 Efficiency and effectiveness.  Traditional public schools are not models for efficiency 

(Jeynes, 2012; Chubb & Moe, 1990; Rouse 1998).  In other words, it may be more important 

how well money is spent instead of how much money is spent in schools for them to be efficient.  

Schools are considered to be more effective if they produce greater or better outcomes among 

similar groups of students (McEwan, 2000).  Additionally, McEwan (2000) indicated that if 

those same schools produce those outcomes at lower costs, then they are more efficient.  

Vouchers may be used as a model of efficiency (Belfield & Levin, 2005).  Husted and Kenny 

(2002) indicated that the state-run or government-run schools make those schools less efficient.  

Local education agency (LEA) decisions become muddied and less efficient as state involvement 

grows in local schools (Husted & Kenney, 2002).  Non-public schools are more inclined to be 
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influenced by constituents and to react more quickly in ways to make those customers or 

constituents happy with the organization.  This may indicate that private school teachers share 

ideas more readily with administration and other stakeholders because of the need to adapt 

quickly to potential changes.  They potentially show care and support for the school by keeping 

the traditional private school administrative figure informed of what they are hearing from the 

community.   

 While vouchers used in non-public schools may be seen as a cost-effective way to 

improve the quality of education (Rouse, 1998), non-public schools according to Walberg and 

Bast (1993), have stronger characteristics of effective schools.  The characteristics include:  

strong educational leadership by the principal, high expectations, parental involvement, and a 

sense of teamwork shared by the teachers and administrators.  They also indicated that when 

parents are able to choose the school for their children this equals better schools and better 

learning environments for students.  Evidence may exist that would indicate that vouchers are 

one choice that could improve educational outcomes for students; however, according to Belfield 

and Levin (2005), voucher opponents are opponents because of ideological differences and not 

because of evidence of effectiveness on the part of the non-public school. 

 Collegiality and participatory leadership.  Collegiality may be similarly related to the 

students’ sense of friendship and belonging as it relates to a “cooperative relationship of 

colleagues” (Merriam-Webster.com).  Just as students desire to belong and be a part of the 

school culture, so do faculty and staff.  According to Osterman (2000), “collegiality is one of the 

most important organizational characteristics influencing teachers’ professional commitment, 

sense of efficacy, and performance” (p. 325).  Osterman continues stated that collegiality meets 

emotional needs and also helps with personal and professional growth and learning.  Just as 
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socioemotional development is important for students, so is it for all people (Hallinan, 2008), 

including teachers.  Faculty and staff desire to know they are committed with other like-minded 

individuals who are growing and learning, and that they are moving forward as a group to better 

their students, the school, the community, and themselves.  Lee et al. (1993) indicated that there 

is also an informal component to collegiality.  This is a social component in which faculty and 

staff spend time together in academic pursuits as well as social ones, thus helping to create a 

friendly atmosphere in the school.    

 Participatory leadership, according to Brasof (2011), helps to build teacher leaders and 

improve morale, as well as job satisfaction.  It also fosters collaboration (Rosenholtz, 1987).  

Faculty and staff are more likely to support policies because they have been a part of evaluating 

the issues and creating the policies.  A school that actively engaged faculty and staff through 

offering collegial and leadership opportunities would possibly become an organization that 

would be a place of connection among those stakeholders.  A connected group of stakeholders 

might more effectively work together to overcome obstacles and impact the culture in a positive 

way through sharing and even celebrating together the values and beliefs that are in the school. 

 Confidence and respect.  According to Willie (2000), confidence and trust work 

together to create respect.  Faculty and staff demonstrate that they support and care for the school 

and the students in the way they act toward others (Hallinan, 2008).  As faculty and staff 

demonstrate care for and belief in students, they demonstrate hope “that their students can 

become all that they are capable of becoming” (p. 261).  Faculty also need to “genuinely 

empathize with them through their adversities and failures and through their victories and 

successes” (p. 261).  This seems to be at the essence of the school as a caring community – that 

stakeholders strive together to help all grow in confidence and respect and to encourage all to 
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achieve their potential through the favorable and unfavorable experiences in life.  This is not 

only true for the teacher-to-student relationship, but may also be true in the administration-to-

teacher relationship, teacher-to-parent relationship, administration-to-student relationship, and 

administration-to-parent relationship.  Willie (2000) said that “where there is respect there is 

care, concern, and consideration for the needs of others” (p. 262).  If all stakeholders then shared 

care, concern, and consideration for other stakeholder groups, schools may be able to make 

greater strides in being a caring community, not only for students (Meeuwise et al., 2010), but 

for all stakeholders.    

Perceptions of Support and Care by and for Parents   

 No less important in the education equation are parents.  While most may think of 

education as involving the students and the teachers, parents are vital to their children’s success 

in school.  Parental satisfaction, their values in selecting religious schools or non-religious 

schools, demographics, segregation and minorities, parental involvement, and income levels 

contribute to parents feeling supported and cared for, as well as parents supporting and caring for 

the school. 

 Parental satisfaction.  Parental satisfaction with schools is an important reason that the 

idea of choice has taken root in the United States.  If parents believe that their students are not 

receiving the education they should receive, they may desire to be able to place their children in 

what they deem a good school.  An important caveat presented with this argument is that parents 

must have adequate and complete information to make the most informed decision they possibly 

can regarding the schools.  Vouchers have changed the way parents view private schools as an 

option.  Many parents, for the first time with vouchers, have been able to realize that they do not 

have to send their children to the local public school (Minow, 2010). 



INDIANA’S SCHOOL VOUCHERS                                 44 

 

 Wolf (2008) stated that he was not sure why parents would be more satisfied with 

voucher school selections, but he did give some possible reasons.  He thought parents might be 

more comfortable with the new school environment because they were able to choose it; he also 

thought that parents might feel more vested in the school of their choice, again, because a choice 

was possible, even if the non-public school was no better than the public school.  Because 

parental involvement is an important influence on student achievement (Walberg & Bast, 1993), 

and because non-public schools tend to promote and receive parental involvement (Coleman et 

al., 1982; Witte, 2000; McEwan, 2000), this could be an important reason why non-public 

schools may experience educational and perhaps relationship success with many of their 

students.  They may better leverage parental involvement.  Simplicio (1996) presented that 

parents who are satisfied with their local public schools do not choose to move their children to a 

different school; he stated that parental choice regarding education would help schools respond 

to “parental preferences and student needs” (p. 214). 

 Religious schools.  The majority of private schools are religious schools, with Catholic 

schools being the largest in number.  According to the National Center for Education Studies 

(2009), 22.2% of private schools are Catholic, and 67.9% of all non-public schools are religious 

in some nature.  It is important to remember that students just over 5 million students are in 

private schools, compared to 53 million students in the United States (McMahan, 2008), thus 

constituting a small percentage of students in private schools.  According to Billick et al. (2011), 

vouchers do not have the effect of advancing religion when they do not favor or disfavor religion 

in the definition of the program, and the funds that end up at the private school are choices 

clearly made by citizens.  McEwan (2000) stated that an individual’s religion does play a role in 

selecting a religious school; however, when the choice is clearly made by a citizen, primarily a 
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parent, advancement of religion does not exist.  The private religious school only receives funds 

through the explicit choice of a parent and not the government.  

 Additionally, private schools meet the demand for religious instruction and the teaching 

of values that the public school is not able to meet (Husted & Kenny, 2002).  Private schools also 

have greater academic freedom to teach the religious content (Bassett, 2008).   

 Demographics.  Several consistent demographic themes were found in the literature that 

relate to parents and to school culture.  Better educated parents, and specifically the level of the 

mother’s education, is important in whether or not a family chooses the voucher option 

(Simplicio, 1996; McEwan, 2000; West & Peterson, 2010).  Walberg and Bast (1993) and West 

and Peterson (2006) found that being on public assistance or receiving public welfare related to 

accepting vouchers.  McEwan (2000) and Walberg and Bast (1993) noted that levels of family 

income also affect whether or not families participate in school choice.  Race was also found to 

be an important variable in determining voucher participants (McEwan, 2000; West & Peterson, 

2006).  Justice Thomas wrote after the Zelman v. Simmons-Harris case that “school choice is 

arguably the best educational opportunity for poor students and students of color in Cleveland” 

(Minow, 2010, p. 831).  Viteritti et al. (2005), indicated that public vouchers and private 

scholarships to schools have targeted disadvantaged students who attend failing public schools; 

however, according to Tovey (1995), while low income families may favor choice, those in the 

bottom third of the low income families are more likely to have no opinion about vouchers or are 

least likely to participate in choice programs. 

 Segregation and minorities.  Boyer (2009) framed the voucher argument from a 

different perspective.  He indicated that those who were against vouchers were demonstrating 

that they did not care or were apathetic towards minority students stuck in substandard schools, 
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and that those who were for vouchers were individuals who would not compromise in advocating 

for religious education.  Many authors have stated that vouchers and private schools will increase 

segregation (Tovey, 1995; Minow, 2010; Carr, 2011; McEwan, 2000; Hsieh & Shen, 2001; 

West, 1997).    Even though increased segregation has been a concern, in Indiana, private schools 

are becoming more diverse with vouchers (The ABCs of School Choice, 2012), as 53% of those 

students utilizing vouchers in 2012 were minorities. 

 While desegregation laws are in place and Indiana’s private schools are becoming more 

diverse instead of becoming more exclusive, it is important to note that in 1991 the United States 

Supreme Court stated that a school district is not held responsible for “segregation that results 

from private choice” (Guthrie & Springer, 2004, p. 23).  Additionally, local education agencies 

(LEAs) or school districts, may be released from court-ordered busing and court oversight if the 

LEAs complied in good faith with the desegregation regulations (Guthrie & Spring, 2004).  

 Parental involvement.  According to Lee et al. (1993), the image of parental 

involvement in school may first come from the idea of parents promoting education at home, i.e., 

ensuring homework is done and reading to children.  Bauch and Golding (1995) indicated that 

parents’ commitment may be higher in private schools because they traditionally have to provide 

transportation for students.  Private schools may also have a greater need for volunteers.  

Volunteers are needed for many different aspects of private-school life because of the smaller 

and more restrictive budgets (personal knowledge).  Parental involvement may be seen beyond 

the traditional parent-teacher organization, and may be demonstrated through parents 

volunteering in the office, making phone calls, participating in service learning days to help 

supervise students, or substituting in classrooms.  The shared values and beliefs of the school can 

engage parents in accomplishing many tasks and goals. While public schools also need 
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volunteers to accomplish goals, Coleman and Hoffer (1987) shared that Catholic schools value 

community more and bring stakeholders together more readily.  Parental involvement gives 

parents the opportunity to show their support and care for the school; moreover, parental 

involvement also gives the school the opportunity to show parents how much they are 

appreciated in the education process. 

Conclusion 

 The socio-political organizational theory is evident in schools; this theory encompasses 

goals and norms, analyzing behaviors, beliefs, expectations, and attitudes (Hanson, 2003).  How 

change is made, whether it is intentional or not, may be evident in schools as an influx of new 

students matriculate into the private school community and bring what their previous beliefs 

about school and expectations for it are.   

 Change theory lends itself to the culture discussion because schools and their 

stakeholders must respond to potential change in school cultures.  With the inevitable changes 

that will come with vouchers, will the core traits of the school remain the same, as discussed by 

Durand and Calori (2006)?  It is possible that some changes may seem to be earthquake changes 

of which Hanson wrote (2003), indicating that quick and swift changes take place, and that the 

timing of the changes must be impeccable to be successful.  Second-order change (Waters, 

Marzano, & McNulty, 2003) would require there to be new approaches or processes.  This could 

be in the practices teachers use to deliver instruction, depending on the academic abilities of the 

incoming students, or it could be new systems that need to be put in place in the offices for 

interviewing and keeping up with the higher volume of students in the private school.  The 

change could be revolutionary or evolutionary according to Wilkins and Dyer, Jr. (1988).  It 

seems that the old adage that change is inevitable is true in the case of private schools accepting 
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vouchers.  However, the degrees of change that may be needed and the timing of those changes 

could benefit a private school in the successful implementation those changes. 

Summary 

 Many factors contribute to the culture of schools, as demonstrated in this review of the 

literature.  These aspects in any school’s culture could cause the culture to change for the better 

or for the worse.  Examining how vouchers are being implemented and impacting the private 

school in context is important.  Hearing stakeholders’ voices regarding vouchers could shed 

important light on vouchers as they are being used in Indiana. 
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CHAPTER THREE:  RESEARCH METHODS 

 

 The purpose of this study was to review the history of school choice or voucher programs 

and to see how Indiana stakeholders are responding to the voucher as it relates to the context of 

the private school culture.  Specifically, this was mixed-methods research that was an 

exploratory study; it focused on current perceptions of the school as a caring community and the 

change process, if any, since the school at which the research took place started accepting the 

voucher.  Vouchers are said to increase educational freedom for parents; school choice advocates 

indicate that voucher programs help improve education offerings to students and families, and 

that ultimately students are experiencing greater academic and social success at non-public 

schools.  This study collected and examined quantitative and qualitative data from a small 

private school in Indiana to see how vouchers were affecting the school culture, and most 

importantly it gave stakeholders a voice in the research regarding vouchers.  Stakeholders for 

this study included voucher and non-voucher students and voucher and non-voucher parents, and 

faculty and staff who were at the school during either one or both of the first two years in which 

vouchers were implemented. 

Research Questions 

The research questions addressed in this study are as follows, when school culture is defined as 

perceptions of student respect, perceptions of friendship and belonging, perceptions of students 

shaping their environment, perceptions of support and care by and for faculty and staff, and 

support and care by and for parents: 



INDIANA’S SCHOOL VOUCHERS                                 50 

 

1. In a small private school in Indiana, how do parents, faculty and staff, and students 

perceive the school culture due to the acceptance of vouchers? 

2. In a small private school in Indiana, how do parents, faculty and staff, and students 

perceive the change in the school culture from before vouchers were implemented until 

two years after their inception? 

Research Design 

 A mixed-methods study was chosen to gather quantitative and qualitative data that would 

help respond to the research questions.  Because it was my desire to glean answers to questions 

from several different stakeholder groups, and because any one quantitative survey found did not 

appear that it would completely answer the research questions, the quantitative and qualitative 

approaches were applied to this study.  Specifically, the mixed-methods approach was used to 

gather, examine, and analyze data through more than one lens.  It provides a multiple perspective 

approach (Johnson, 2009).   I wanted to employ mixed-methods research because it is a 

complementary research method between quantitative and qualitative (Johnson and 

Onwuegbuzie, 2004).  My research questions are such that they did not allow for strictly 

independent quantitative or qualitative methods to attempt to answer them. 

 Quantitative work, best known as research demonstrated through statistical tests based 

upon available data, is described by Gay, Mills, and Airasian (2006), as “research approaches 

that are applied in order to describe current conditions, investigate relationships, and study 

cause-effect phenomena” (p. 11).  For this study, the quantitative comparisons were made among 

three different stakeholder groups or populations.  The stakeholder groups were:  parents, 

students, and faculty and staff.  Parents and students had to be a part of the school community for 

either one or both of the 2011-2012 or 2012-2013 school years or prior to those years.  Faculty 
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and staff had to be a part of the school community since the 2010-2011 school year to 

participate.  These groups were invited to participate in an online survey in Qualtrics.  

Participants from each of these groups were also given the opportunity to be interviewed so 

comparisons could be made among the stakeholder groups using qualitative data as well. 

 Four independent variables were used for quantitative portion of this study.  Two of those 

independent variables are combined household income and voucher/traditional pay parents.  

These two variables were self-reported in the demographic data of the questionnaire for the 

parent group.  Students were assigned codes by the school’s central office that represented 

whether or not the student was a voucher recipient.  The other two independent variables were 

length of time in the school and stakeholders.  Length of time in the school was also self-reported 

by parents and students.  Faculty and staff did not share any demographic information because 

the sample was small.  The demographic data easily would have revealed who the individual 

faculty and staff members were.  Some data were lost by not collecting this from faculty and 

staff, but when that was weighed against the anonymity of faculty and staff, I decided that the 

anonymity was more important for them.  

 Qualitative research, often described as research through words, was also employed for 

this study.  In keeping with typical guidelines for qualitative research, the sample size for 

interviews was smaller than the sample size for the survey.  Qualitative research approaches, 

according to Gay et al. (2006) will involve non-numerical data, such as interviews, and 

potentially provide a deeper understanding about the context in which vouchers are being 

utilized. 



INDIANA’S SCHOOL VOUCHERS                                 52 

 

The Survey 

 The survey was the School as a Caring Community Profile – II (SCCP – II).  It was 

revised in 2003, and was created by Dr. Tom Lickona and Dr. Matt Davidson as part of the 

Smart and Good Schools framework, and was available through The State University of New 

York (SUNY) Cortland.  The survey was designed to assist schools in examining whether or not 

they were caring communities.  While I initially thought I would use a school-culture survey 

instrument, through much research, I determined that a school-culture survey specifically titled 

with this wording did not assist in answering the research questions.  Most school culture surveys 

contained academic achievement as a caveat, and while that is important to me, it was not at the 

heart of what I wanted to learn.  The SCCP – II (Appendix C) consists of a survey of parents, 

students, and faculty and staff, which is ideal for this research since I wanted to connect with 

each of those stakeholder groups.  The survey focused on perceptions of student respect, 

perceptions of student friendship and belonging, perceptions of students shaping their 

environment, perceptions of support and care by and for faculty and staff, and perceptions of 

support and care by and for parents.  The survey, which may be duplicated without permission of 

the authors and has not been found to be used in voucher research prior to this, is a questionnaire 

consisting of 42 items requiring a five-point Likert-type scale response.  Findings of the 

reliability and validity of this survey reported in prior research indicate that the survey is valid 

and reliable when students answer the first 34 items on the questionnaire and when parents and 

faculty and staff answer all 42 items.  The reliability rating for students in the United States 

ranges across the five constructs from .73 to .86, and for adults it ranges from .73 to .88 

(www2.cortland.edu/dotAssett/289184.pdf).  My reliability findings from my survey 

administration were found to be consistent with these reported data.  The validity of the SCCP-II 
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is greater if the survey is given to various stakeholders in the school community 

(www.mc3edsupport.org/community/kb_files/sccp_II.pdf).  Additionally, several questions in 

the survey were reversed scaled to improve the reliability and validity of the survey.  This caveat 

also helped improve the reliability and the validity of the survey.  The survey construct page also 

presented several item numbers with their statements and an additional bracketed number next to 

them.  Upon contacting Drs. Lickona and Davidson from SUNY, I learned that the bracketed 

numbers represented what those survey questions were on the first School as a Caring 

Community Profile iteration.     

 I, with permission of the school’s superintendent, directed the secondary office staff to 

compile email groups for each of the stakeholder groups who met the inclusion criteria to 

facilitate the survey administration.  The survey was administered to stakeholder groups who 

were a part of the school community in the 2011-2012 and/or 2012-2013 academic years, as long 

as current contact information was available for those stakeholder groups, including students, 

parents, and faculty and staff.  Parental permission was obtained for students who were not 18 

years of age.  The survey was entered into Ball State University’s Qualtrics secure online survey 

program.  Data collected from the survey administration were anonymous.  There were two 

email recruitment letters for each stakeholder group as well as permission slips for students 

under the age of 18.  Introductory and consent information was also presented with the parental 

permission slips and to the remaining stakeholder groups via email distribution.  Once parents 

had given their written permission for their students to participate in the survey, I met with the 

students, informed them about the survey giving the option for them to opt out.  I then received a 

signed consent from those who were willing to participate.  All students who received 

permission to participate from their parents elected to sign the consent form and participated in 

http://www.mc3edsupport.org/community/kb_files/sccp_II.pdf
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the survey.  Additionally, the second email recruitment letter was sent a third time to parents 

seeking permission for their students to participate in the survey in an attempt to gain more 

student participants. 

 The surveys were sent to parents, and parents were asked to self-report several 

demographic variables in additional to responding to the 42 items.  Students also reported 

demographic items and responded to the first 34 items only on the survey.  Students for whom 

signed permission slips and signed consent forms had been obtained participated.  Students were 

assigned codes by the school’s central office based upon whether or not the students received 

vouchers, thus insuring that the voucher and non-voucher student groups were accurately 

reported.  All faculty and staff who met the inclusion criteria received the same survey as the 

parents – 42 questions.    

 After seeking and obtaining the necessary parental permission for students who remained 

a part of the school setting, the school library was reserved to allow students to take the survey 

during their study hall period, lunch period, or immediately before or after school.  For parents, 

the information letter was sent via email, and it let parents know they could use their home 

computers to answer the survey items, or they could come to the school and utilize the school 

library to do so.  No parents used the school library to complete their surveys.  Faculty and staff 

have computer and Internet access at the school; no additional accommodations were extended to 

faculty and staff.  Reminder emails were sent to all stakeholder groups to attempt to increase 

participation.  The reminders were sent after one week.    

 Demographic information was collected from parents; limited demographic information 

was collected from students; as previously indicated no demographic data were collected from 

faculty and staff.  Faculty and staff indicated on a separate form and not the survey if they were 
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willing to be interviewed.  Figure 3 indicates the demographic data collected as well as how that 

data were collected. 

Figure 3 

Demographic Data Collected 
Gender Collected from student and parent survey 

Race Collected from student and parent survey 

Length of time in the private school  Collected from student and parent survey 

Age Collected from student and parent survey 

Level of education Collected from parent survey 

Religion Collected from student and parent survey 

Marital status Collected from parent survey 

 

 Two religion-type questions were utilized in the survey.  The first was, “How strongly do 

you do you agree with the religious philosophy/culture of the school?”  Parents and students 

were asked to give their answers on a Likert-type scale indicating a level of agreement.  The 

second question asked the respondent, “Why did you choose this private school?”  Parents and 

students were asked to share their reasons for selecting this private school by indicating a level of 

agreement on a Likert-type scale for the following:  for academic offerings, for religious 

offerings, for being unhappy with local public school, for safety, and for the ability to associate 

with families who have similar values.   

The Interviews 

 The qualitative portion of this study involved interviewing members from the stakeholder 

groups:  parents, students, and faculty and staff.  Interviews, according to Patton (2002), are one 

of the primary ways qualitative researchers collect their data for analysis.  This research was 

mixed-methods, and according to Gay et al. (2006), a key characteristic of ethnographic research 

involves “face-to-face interactions with participants” (p. 445).  According to Weiss (1994) 

interviews are a qualitative method by which deep and insightful information may be gathered if 

the correct questions are asked to help the researcher learn about his particular topic of interest.   
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 The interview sample was selected from those who had taken the survey.  For 

consistency I wanted to make sure that I did not interview someone who had not taken the 

survey.  Parents were asked in the survey to self-report if they were willing to be interviewed by 

providing a contact telephone number as one of the survey items.  There were 70 parents who 

participated in the survey portion of the study, and 14 of them reported a phone number where 

they could be reached.  From the 14 phone numbers provided, five were randomly selected and 

contacted regarding an interview that would last approximately one hour.  Each interview lasted 

from 15 minutes to 50 minutes.   

 The student interviewees were randomly selected from the list that the school’s central 

office compiled.  For students who were under the age of 18, parental permission was obtained, 

and then the students were offered the opportunity to decline to be interviewed at the beginning 

of the interview session.  All students signed the consent form for the interview, as well as their 

parents (if they were under the age of 18).  Students 18 and over were able to sign their own 

forms.    

 All 19 of the eligible participants from the faculty and staff participated in the survey.  

All 19 were emailed a permission slip to participate in the interview portion of the study and 

were given a deadline to return the permission slip.  My intention was that five names would be 

randomly selected from the returned permission slips.  Five faculty and staff returned their 

permission slips by the deadline (which occurred during the summer months), and because of 

time constraints, those five were interviewed.   

 The interviews were standardized open-ended interviews so that identical questions were 

asked of each interviewee of each stakeholder group (Turner, 2010).  It was important to follow a 

structured interview protocol (Appendix D) to maintain better control of the interview; I was able 
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to ask probing questions where applicable.  Interview responses were and continue to be 

confidential; all responses were kept off the school site.  Stakeholders’ voices in the perceptions 

of the school culture and the perceptions of change in the school culture are seemingly silent, and 

presenting some of their voices was vital to my research design.  

 The interview protocols were designed to gather data of the perceptions of change since 

the school had started accepting vouchers.  The questions were open-ended, and were asked in 

such a way so as not to lead the respondents’ answers to the questions.  Each stakeholder group’s 

protocol consisted of 10 questions, and the last question allowed the respondents to share any 

additional information with me that they chose to share.  I also asked if I had any further 

questions would I be able to contact them.  All responded that I could contact them with follow 

up questions if needed. 

 The interviews took from 15 minutes to 50 minutes to complete, depending on the length 

of answers given by the participants.  Interviews were conducted and recorded at the local public 

library.  Recording the interviews ensured consistency between interviews, and also allowed me 

to have the entire interview recorded to make sure nothing was missed in the data collection.  

After the interviews were conducted, I transcribed them and began reading them to identify 

concepts so the open coding process could begin (Miles, 1984).  Patterns and themes emerged 

from the data (Miles & Huberman, 1984).   

 The coding occurred in three phases.  The first phase involved open coding, which is 

“breaking data apart and delineating concepts to stand for blocks of raw data” (Corbin & Strauss, 

2008, p. 195).  The first phase of open coding was in response to the concepts that became 

apparent from the interview questions.  The second round of data analysis involved inductive 

coding for concepts that emerged from the survey constructs (Miles & Huberman, 1984).  The 
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last time through the interview data involved axial coding (Kendall, 1999).  According to Corbin 

and Strauss (2008), axial coding involves “crosscutting or relating concepts to each other” (p. 

195).  This process allows for the constant comparison of the data through coding, and after 

patterns and themes emerge from the deconstructed and coded data, “the integration and 

interrelationships of the categories . . . form the basis of the grounded theory” (Kendall, 1999, p. 

746).  Grounded theory, as explained by Suddaby (2006), is not a qualitative research term that 

indicates a researcher has taken an anything goes attitude.  Grounded theory involves reviewing 

and analyzing the data to find the relationships of the comments and codes, and is more 

appropriately used when a researcher wants to “make knowledge claims about how individuals 

interpret reality” (Suddaby, 2006, p. 634).  

Site Selection 

 The site selected for this work was important because of what was learned through the 

research.  The site was a small private school in the state of Indiana that accepted the largest 

number of voucher students during the first two years of Indiana’s voucher implementation 

(Indiana Department of Education, 2015).  As this study focused on the stakeholders’ voices in 

the midst of the voucher implementation in Indiana, using the school that had the largest number 

of voucher students gave greater opportunity for there to be students and parents who responded 

to the survey and ultimately were a part of the qualitative interview process.  The same was true 

for faculty and staff.  Conducting the research in this setting allowed faculty and staff to share 

their perceptions of how the voucher was impacting the school culture. 

 The secondary school, which houses grades seven through twelve, had 48 voucher 

students in 2011-2012, and 63 voucher students in 2012-2013.  The secondary and elementary 

combined had 120 and 179 voucher students respectively, making it the school with the largest 
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voucher population in the state during the vouchers first two years of implementation.  Figures 4 

and 5 represent voucher students by grade level at the secondary school.  

 Because I worked in the school, it was relatively easy to obtain permission from parents 

for students to participate in the study.  However, it is also noted that as stated by Marshall 

(2011), it is possible that the researcher’s position may influence the return of the permission 

Figure 4  

Voucher Students at the School in the 2011-2012 School Year 
 

Grade Level 

Number of Voucher 

Students in that Grade 

Percentage of Voucher 

Students in that Grade 

Number of Total Students 

in that grade 

7 14 26% 54 

8 11 31% 36 

9 5 14% 36 

10 9 23% 40 

11 8 15% 52 

12 1 3% 30 

TOTAL 48 19% 248 

 

slips and the potential answers students would give.  I was the principal at the secondary 

building.  Because I was the principal and the principal investigator, I put precautions in place in 

the research design to give anonymity in survey responses.  Additionally, the interviews were 

recorded as a measure for ensuring consistency in the interview process. 

Figure 5 

Voucher Students at the School in the 2012-2013 School Year 
 

Grade Level 

Number of Voucher 

Students in that Grade 

Percentage of Voucher 

Students in that Grade 

Number of Total Students 

in that Grade 

7 17 33% 51 

8 16 26% 61 

9 10 27% 37 

10 8 22% 36 

11 8 22% 36 

12 6 13% 46 

TOTAL 63 24% 267 

  

 Private schools maintain admissions policies.  Many public schools that accept transfer 

students also have admissions policies for students who are not a part of the district boundaries 

(personal knowledge).  The admissions policy for the private school where this research was 
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conducted (Appendix F) is required to be followed for all students in the non-public school.  

Indiana’s voucher law requires that voucher students may not be treated differently than other 

students, i.e., the school cannot charge a greater or lesser application fee; the school cannot 

charge a different amount of tuition.  

 There were concerns to be addressed with conducting this study at my former school 

(Miles & Huberman, 1984).  I was familiar with the environment, the setting, and the people at 

the school.  While I had an excellent relationship in my estimation with my stakeholders, filling 

the role of principal and also being the researcher could have demonstrated an ethical or political 

dilemma.  The relationship I had with my students, parents, and faculty and staff made for a 

unique closeness in which the interactions via the interviews were greatly increased, thus 

potentially improving the quality of the qualitative data collected.  The possibility of collecting 

such rich data and knowing the processes, people, and interactions within the school outweighed 

the possible disadvantages of my bias and possible inability for me to separate myself from the 

research work. 

Data Management and Data Analysis 

 Quantitative data collected from the surveys through Ball State University’s Qualtrics 

program were managed by Ball State University’s Computing Services.  SPSS statistical 

software was used for data analysis.  The quantitative data analysis for this study included both 

descriptive and inferential statistics.  Descriptive statistics are, according to Coladarci et al. 

(2011), used to “organize and summarize data so that the data are more readily comprehended” 

(p. 2).  This study, an exploratory work in a small private school in Indiana, sought to use 

descriptive statistics to review the demographic information that was collected for this study.  
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Inferential statistics were also used in this research.  Inferential statistics allow for conclusions to 

be drawn about a population (Coladarci, 2011).   

 The qualitative data were transcribed, reviewed for concepts, and then coded; I was the 

only one to code the data.  The codes used were related to the interview questions I asked as well 

as the survey constructs.  Additionally, axial coding was conducted to look for more organic 

themes and patterns. 

 By employing the mixed-methods approach, this study provided three different types of 

data sets.  Part one of the data set was the quantitative survey results; part two included the 

qualitative results from the interviews that were conducted.  Part three of the research allowed 

me to compare the responses from the surveys with the themes and patterns from the interviews 

from the various stakeholder categories: parents, students, and faculty and staff.  While measures 

of central tendency were part of the analysis to look at typical answers given by stakeholders, 

analysis of variance (ANOVA), which includes an F ratio were computed.  These tests were used 

for the quantitative data because these types of statistical tests demonstrate if there are significant 

differences in the means given a selected probability level (Gay et al.., 2006).  The Dunnett T3 

test, a post hoc test, was also utilized to determine where the differences in the groups were.  The 

Dunnett T3 was used if unequal variances were assumed.  Another post hoc test that was 

employed was the Tukey test to examine intergroup response differences.   

Limitations 

 One limitation to this study was the inability to run a two-way ANOVA to consider level 

of income and voucher/non-voucher status or add any other variables such as length of time in 

the school due to a relatively small sample size.  The sample size would need to be 175 or higher 

to yield statistically meaningful results.  My sample size was 138. 
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 Parents reported their combined household income.  This is a limitation of the study, in 

that I was not able to control the parents accurately representing their combined household 

income.  Other limitations from parents include correctly reporting their age, voucher status, and 

length of time in the school. 

 An additional limitation is the actual perceptions of the individuals in the stakeholder 

groups.  Perceptions are important, but they do not necessarily represent the reality or the truth in 

a situation or context. 

 The fact that I was the principal at the time the research was conducted and the principal 

researcher in this study is also a limitation.  It is possible that stakeholders may have said what 

they thought I wanted to hear instead of answering as honestly as possible.  Also, because the 

research is an exploratory with a small sample from one school, the results may offer limited 

generalizability to other populations.   

Summary 

 This chapter was written to give a detailed explanation of how the research for this study 

was designed, as well as how the data were managed and analyzed.  Data from this research gave 

stakeholders a voice in Indiana’s school voucher program.  Chapter Four of this research gives 

the detailed results of the data that were obtained from this mixed-methods study. 
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CHAPTER FOUR:  RESULTS 

 

 This exploratory research was conducted regarding school choice scholarships, or 

vouchers, in the state of Indiana.  A mixed-methods research design was proposed and executed.  

The purpose of using mixed-methods was to be able to review quantitative data and then to be 

able to triangulate that data through qualitative interviews.  A mixed-methods design helped in 

gaining a deeper understanding of the perceptions of the school as a caring community as it 

involves vouchers.  For this study, the stakeholder groups participated in a quantitative research 

survey administration that was followed by qualitative research in the form of interviews.  The 

results of the research findings are presented in this chapter. 

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this study was to examine how school choice or voucher programs are 

affecting school culture within the private school context in Indiana.  In addition to increasing 

educational freedom for parents, school choice advocates indicate that voucher programs help 

improve education offerings to students and families, and that ultimately students are 

experiencing greater academic and social success at non-public schools.  This study reviewed 

quantitative and qualitative data from a small private school in Indiana to explore how vouchers 

were affecting the school culture, when school culture is defined as perceptions of student 

respect, perceptions of friendship and belonging, perceptions of students shaping their 

environment, perceptions of support and care by and for faculty, and perceptions of support and 

care by and for parents.  Most importantly, this study gave stakeholders a voice in the research 
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regarding vouchers.  Stakeholders for this study included voucher and non-voucher students and 

parents, and faculty and staff who were at the school during either the first or second years of 

voucher implementation.  The participants may have been at the school for both the first and 

second years of the voucher implementation. 

Research Questions 

 The research questions addressed in this study are as follows, when school culture is 

defined as perceptions of student respect, perceptions of friendship and belonging, perceptions of 

students shaping their environment, perceptions of support and care by and for faculty and staff, 

and support and care by and for parents: 

1. In a small private school in Indiana, how do parents, faculty and staff, and students 

perceive the school culture due to the acceptance of vouchers? 

2. In a small private school in Indiana, how do parents, faculty and staff, and students 

perceive the change in the school culture from before vouchers were implemented until 

two years after their inception? 

Quantitative Results 

Participant Demographics   

 Demographic data for the stakeholder groups including parents and students are 

presented in Table 1.  The table shares demographic data for the following categories:  gender, 

age, race, number of years involved in the school.  In addition, the table also presents the number 

of students who received or did not receive vouchers, based on the codes assigned by the 

school’s central office, and based on how many parents self-reported that their child(ren) receive 

a school choice scholarship.  No demographic data were collected for the faculty and staff due to 

the small sample size.  With 19 faculty and staff members meeting the criteria for taking the 
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survey, it was decided that due to the small and diverse nature of the faculty and staff, I would 

have been able to determine the responses of each of the stakeholders, thus removing their ability 

to remain anonymous in their responses.  I knew that I would sacrifice data by not collecting the 

faculty and staff demographic information, but decided that it was best to do so in order to 

protect the faculty and staff.   

Table 1 

Parent and Student Demographics 

Demographic Parents Students Total 

 n      % n      % n      % 

Gender 

  Male 

  Female 

  % of Total 

 

9 

60 

69 

 

7 

51 

58 

 

28 

21 

49 

 

24 

18 

42 

 

37 

81 

118 

 

31 

69 

100 

Age 

  15 – 17 

  18 – 20 

  30 – 39 

  40 – 49 

  50 – 59 

  60 – 69 

  % of Total 

 

 

  3* 

2 

40 

23 

1 

69 

 

 

3 

2 

34 

19 

1 

59 

 

11 

38 

 

 

 

 

49 

 

9 

32 

 

 

 

 

41 

 

11 

41 

2 

40 

23 

1 

118 

 

9 

35 

2 

34 

19 

1 

100 

Race 

  White 

  African-American 

  Hispanic/Latino 

  Asian 

  % of Total 

 

65 

3 

1 

1 

70 

 

94 

4 

1 

1 

60 

 

42 

2 

0 

2 

49 

 

92 

4 

0 

4 

40 

 

110 

5 

1 

3 

119 

 

93 

4 

.05 

2.5 

100 

# years involved in school 

  2 

  3 

  4 

  5+ 

  % of Total 

 

2 

4 

16 

48 

70 

 

3 

6 

23 

69 

59 

 

2 

5 

12 

30 

49 

 

4 

10 

25 

61 

41 

 

4 

9 

28 

78 

119 

 

3 

7 

24 

66 

100 

# receiving vouchers 

  Yes 

  No 

  % of Total 

 

11 

59 

70 

 

16 

84 

59 

 

7 

42 

49 

 

14 

86 

41 

 

18 

101 

119 

 

15 

85 

100 

Note:  *Not all survey respondents completed demographic information or perhaps responded accurately. 

 

 The survey invitation was sent via email to 139 parents who met the inclusion criteria.  

Seventy parents participated in the survey, which netted a 50% response rate.  Of the 139 parents 

who met the criteria, 31, or 22%, of those were male and 108, or 76%, were female.  The 

parents’ email addresses were obtained from the school’s student information data management 
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software.  The 70 parents who created the sample were 9 males and 60 females; one parent chose 

not to report gender.  

 Parental permission was sought for the students of the parents in the parent population, as 

long as the student was less than 18 years of age.  Students 18 years of age and older signed their 

own permission slips.  Students who were 17 or younger who had received signed parental 

permission had the survey process explained to them, and if they opted to take the survey, they 

signed a consent form.  No students who received parental permission opted out of the survey.  

There were 49 students, or 35%, who participated in the survey, with the two classes of seniors 

who had previously graduated being the least represented.  Of the 49 students who participated, 

28 or 57% were male, and 21 or 43% were female.   

 Parents and students were asked to self-report their ages by typing in their age in the 

demographic collection of the survey.  Ages were then grouped, and those groupings are 

reflected in Table 1.  Three parents indicated that they were either 18, 19, or 20 years of age.  

Since students had to be sophomores or older, it is unlikely that these were accurate ages for 

parents.  Perhaps the age was typed incorrectly, or parents mistakenly provided the age of the 

student.  Racial demographics from the sample include: White, African-American, Asian, and 

Hispanic/Latino.  Parents self-reported the number of years they had been involved in the school, 

as did students.  Income levels for parents were self-reported, and they were also given the 

option not to reveal their combined household income.  The income levels represented on the 

survey are those that were required for the voucher, which were based on free and reduced lunch 

categories at the time the students were admitted to the school.  Parents who participated in the 

survey and provided their combined household income did not all have children who received 

vouchers.  Some families have made lifestyle choices such as driving older cars, not taking 



INDIANA’S SCHOOL VOUCHERS                                 67 

 

vacations, and/or having help paying tuition from relatives so their child(ren) could attend the 

private school, instead of receiving a voucher.  Students who were already enrolled in the private 

school, even if their families would have income qualified, were not eligible to receive the 

voucher in its original iteration.  Table 2 presents cross tabulation to show the number of parents 

who participated in the survey and have children in the private school who do not receive the 

voucher.  Sixty percent of parents who responded indicated that they did not receive a voucher 

and that they made $62,001 or higher annually.   

Table 2 

Cross tab:  Receive a School Choice Scholarship with Combined Household Income 

 Less than 

$41,348 

$41,349 - 

$62,000 

$62,001 or 

higher 

Prefer not to 

respond 

 

Total 

Does your 

child(ren) receive 

a school choice 

scholarship? 

  Yes 

   No 

  Total 

 

 

 

 

7.14% 

7.14% 

14.28% 

 

 

 

 

3.00% 

8.57% 

11.60% 

 

 

 

 

4.3% 

60.0% 

64.3% 

 

 

 

 

1.42% 

8.57% 

9.99% 

 

 

 

 

15.7% 

84.3% 

100.0% 

 

 Parents were also asked to answer items regarding their child receiving a school choice 

scholarship and what was their length of time in the private school.  Table 3 shares the cross  

Table 3 

Cross tab:  Receive a School Choice Scholarship with Length of Time in the School 

 Two Years Three Years Four Years Five+ Years Total 

Does your 

child(ren) receive 

a school choice 

scholarship? 

  Yes 

   No 

  Total 

 

 

 

 

2.9% 

0.0% 

2.9% 

 

 

 

 

5.7% 

0.0% 

5.7% 

 

 

 

 

  4.3%* 

18.6% 

22.9% 

 

 

 

 

3.0%* 

65.7% 

68.7% 

 

 

 

 

15.7% 

84.3% 

100.0% 

*The voucher program was in its third year at the time this survey was administered. 

tabulation for the parents’ responses to these items.  The majority of parents have been at the 

school for five or more years and do not receive a voucher. 
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 Students were given codes based on whether or not they were voucher recipients, and that 

is how combined household income is reported for those students.  It should be noted that the 

codes indicate only if the student received a voucher, and not if they received a 90% voucher or a 

50% voucher.  Parents also answered yes or no as to whether or not their child(ren) received a 

school choice scholarship or voucher. 

 Parents were asked only to report their respective levels of education and their marital 

status.  Table 4 reflects how the respondents answered these two questions.  The level of 

education most frequently reported for the sample was a four-year college degree, with 26 out of 

the 70 respondents selecting this level of education, or 37%.  For the demographic information 

from the city in Indiana where this survey was conducted, 15% have a four-year college degree. 

The sample for this survey reflects a higher education level obtained than the city’s 

demographics (http://quickfacts/census.gov).  

Table 4 

Parent Only Collected Demographic Data 

Demographic Male Female Total 

 n          % n          % n          % 

Marital Status 

 Single, never married 

 Married 

 Separated 

 Divorced 

 Widowed 

 % of Total 

 

 

8      12 

0        0 

1        1 

0        0 

9      13 

 

 

51      74 

1      1 

6      9 

2      3 

60      87 

 

 

59      86 

1      1 

7      10 

2      3 

69      100 

Level of Education 

 High school/GED 

 Some college 

 2-year college degree 

 4-year college degree 

 Master’s degree 

Doctoral degree 

 Professional degree (MD, 

JD) 

 % of Total 

 

0      0 

1      1 

0      0 

3      4 

2      3 

3      4 

0      0 

 

9      13 

 

5      7 

12      17 

14      20 

23      33 

4      6 

0      0 

2      3 

 

60      87 

 

5      7 

13      19 

14      20 

26      38 

6      9 

3      4 

2      3 

 

69      100 
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Quantitative Analysis with Survey Constructs by Respondents   

 My exploratory research sought to determine the perceptions of stakeholders regarding a 

small private school as a caring community.  The survey used for this study was the School as a 

Caring Community – Profile II.  The survey constructs, also labeled as subscales on the survey 

instrument, included:  perceptions of student respect, perceptions of students having a sense of 

belonging, perceptions of students shaping the environment, perceptions of support and care by 

and for faculty and staff, and perceptions of support and care by and for parents.  Table 5 

presents the means and standard deviations among the stakeholder groups based on the five 

aforementioned survey subscales, which are also labeled as the survey constructs.  The means  

Table 5 

Stakeholder Groups’ Survey Item Responses by Subscale/Construct 

Sub-scale N Mean Standard Deviation 

Sub-scale IA:  Sense of 

respect 

  Parents 

  Students 

  Faculty and Staff 

 

 

68 

49 

19 

 

 

4.2551 

4.0907 

4.1696 

 

 

.51615 

.54841 

.39781 

Sub-scale IB:  Sense of 

friendship and belonging 

  Parents 

  Students 

  Faculty and Staff 

 

 

68 

49 

19 

 

 

4.0497 

4.0884 

4.1053 

 

 

.62912 

.56153 

.50847 

Sub-scale IC:  Students 

shaping environment 

  Parents 

  Students 

  Faculty and Staff 

 

 

68 

49 

18 

 

 

3.8354 

3.8484 

3.6812 

 

 

.67415 

.64048 

.47852 

Sub-scale IIA:  Support 

and care by and for 

faculty and staff 

  Parents 

  Students 

  Faculty and Staff 

 

 

 

68 

49 

18 

 

 

 

4.4528 

4.6898 

4.6222 

 

 

 

.51652 

.35370 

.22895 

Sub-scale IIB:  Support 

and care by and for 

parents 

  Parents 

  Students 

  Faculty and Staff 

 

 

68 

49 

18 

 

 

4.4046 

4.4473 

4.3492 

 

 

.52150 

.54398 

.25092 
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and standard deviations are included in Table 5.  The Likert-type scale was a five-point scale, 

with one indicating strongly disagree and with five representing strongly agree. 

 An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was run to determine if there were significant 

differences in the survey constructs across stakeholder groups:  parents, students, and faculty and 

staff.  Prior to running ANOVA, the equality of variances between the stakeholder groups was 

examined using Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances.  Levene’s Test confirmed 

homogeneity of variances, or equal variances, for Subscale IA (p=.348), IB (p=.290), and IC 

(p=.273).   

 Levene’s Test did not indicate homogeneity of variance for Subcales IIA and IIB, the 

support and care by and for faculty and staff, and the support and care by and for parents, 

respectively.  In this case Welch and Brown-Forsythe’s robust methods were then conducted to 

investigate the equality of the means.  Table 6 shows the results of the robust tests of the means.  

The robust tests of equality of means demonstrated significant differences for Construct IIA, 

indicating that respondents perceived this item differently. 

Table 6 

Robust Tests of Equality of Means:  Subscale IIA and Subscale IIB 

Construct Test Statistic df1 df2 Sig 

IIA:  Support 

and care by and 

for faculty 

Welch 

Brown-Forsythe 

4.367 

6.511 

2 

2 

65.151 

128.685 

.017 

.002 

 

IIB:  Support 

and care by and 

for parents 

Welch 

Brown-Forsythe 

.530 

.359 

2 

2 

68.396 

120.366 

.591 

.699 

Note:  Significant at the p<.05 level 

 An ANOVA was completed for each subscale or construct as shown in Table 7.  The 

results for support and care by and for faculty and staff were statistically significant at p = .013.  

All other subscales indicated no significant differences among participant group response means. 

 The ANOVA demonstrated significant differences for Construct IIA, the support and care 

by and for faculty and staff, but it did not indicate in which groups the differences occurred.  The 
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Dunnett T3 post hoc test was employed next to examine pair-wise differences between the 

groups. 

Table 7 

Construct Analysis of Variance 

Construct SS Df MS F Significance 

Construct IA: 

Student Respect 

  Between Groups 

  Within Groups 

 

 

.774 

35.134 

 

 

2 

133 

 

 

.387 

.264 

 

 

1.465 

 

 

.235 

Construct IB: 

Friendship and 

Belonging 

  Between Groups 

  Within Groups 

 

 

 

.068 

46.307 

 

 

 

2 

133 

 

 

 

.034 

.348 

 

 

 

.098 

 

 

 

.907 

Construct IC: 

Students Shaping 

Their 

Environment 

  Between Groups 

  Within Groups 

 

 

 

 

.402 

54.033 

 

 

 

 

2 

133 

 

 

 

 

.201 

.409 

 

 

 

 

.491 

 

 

 

 

.613 

Construct IIA:  

Support and 

Care by and for 

Faculty and Staff 

  Between Groups 

  Within Groups 

 

 

 

 

1.677 

24.771 

 

 

 

 

2 

132 

 

 

 

 

.838 

.188 

 

 

 

 

4.467 

 

 

 

 

.013 

Construct IIB:  

Support and 

Care by and for 

Parents 

  Between Groups 

  Within Groups 

 

 

 

 

.136 

33.496 

 

 

 

 

2 

132 

 

 

 

 

.068 

.254 

 

 

 

 

.267 

 

 

 

 

.766 

Note:  Significant at the p<.05 level 

 

Given unequal variances, the Dunnett T3 was chosen in light of the relatively small and unequal 

sample sizes.  Table 8 presents more information concerning these differences.    

 Statistically significant differences are demonstrated between the parents and students 

stakeholder groups at a level of significance of p = .012, with student stakeholders (mean = 

4.6898) more strongly perceiving support and care by and for faculty and staff than parents 

(mean = 4.4528).  No statistically significant differences were indicated in the faculty and staff 

stakeholder group.  Survey items included for this construct were: students being able to talk to 
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their teachers about problems; teachers going out of their way to help students; stakeholders 

being able to count on adults trying to make sure students are safe; teachers being unfair in 

Table 8 

Dunnett T3 Test:  Construct IIA (Support and Care by and for Faculty and Staff) Data Set 

 

(I) Respondent 

 

(J) Respondent 

Mean 

Difference 

 

SE 

 

Sig. 

95% CI 

LL 

 

UL 

Parents Students 

Faculty and Staff 

-2.3702 

-1.6944 

.08048 

.08268 

.012 

.127 

-.4319 

-.3719 

-.0421 

.0331 

Students Parents 

Faculty and Staff 

.23702 

.06757 

.08048 

.07393 

.012 

.740 

.0421 

-1.152 

.4319 

.2503 

Faculty and Staff 

 

Parents 

Students 

.16944 

-.06757 

.08268 

.07393 

 

.127 

.740 

-.0331 

-.2503 

.3719 

.1152 

Note:  Significant at the p<.05 level 

 

their treatment of students (this question was asked in the reverse); parents showing respect for 

teachers; students and teachers acting in ways that demonstrate the character qualities the school 

is trying to teach; all school staff acting in ways that demonstrate the character qualities the 

school is trying to teach; faculty and staff treating each other with respect; faculty and staff being 

involved in helping make school decisions; and, the school showing appreciation for the efforts 

of the faculty and staff. 

Quantitative Analysis by Survey Item by Respondents   

 The survey contained 42 items, and all stakeholder groups completed items 1 – 34.  The 

parents and faculty and staff stakeholder groups completed survey items 35 – 42.  It should be 

noted that even though students did not answer all 42 items, they still answered items that were 

in each of the five survey constructs (Appendix E).   

 Using the same method as was used for analyzing the survey constructs, the Levene 

Statistic for homogeneity of variance was conducted, as well as Welch and Brown-Forsythe.  

Table 9 represents the survey items that were found to be statistically significant using ANOVA 

when all stakeholder groups were treated as the independent variable.  Of these five items, three 

of these are items from Construct IIA:  Support and Care by and for Faculty and Staff. 
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Table 9 

Survey Items Analysis of Variance 

Survey Item Groups SS df MS F Sig. 

Students are involved 

in helping to solve 

school problems. 

Between 

 

Within 

6.225 

 

110.451 

2 

 

130 

3.113 

 

.850 

3.664 .028 

Students can talk to 

their teachers about 

problems that are 

bothering them. 

Between 

 

Within 

5.589 

 

78.011 

2 

 

132 

2.795 

 

.591 

4.729 .010 

Teachers go out of 

their way to help 

students who need 

extra help. 

Between 

 

Within 

3.190 

 

55.743 

2 

 

132 

1.595 

 

.422 

3.777 .025 

Faculty and staff treat 

each other with 

respect (are caring, 

supportive, etc.). 

Between 

 

Within 

1.958 

 

33.577 

1 

 

84 

1.958 

 

.400 

4.899 .030 

Students exclude those 

who are different (e.g., 

belong to a different 

race, religion, or 

culture).  (Reversed) 

Between 

 

Within 

4.538 

 

89.580 

2 

 

133 

2.269 

 

.674 

3.369 

 

 

.037 

Note:  Significant with p<.05 level. 

 

 While I now knew which survey items were statistically significant, I did not know which 

groups represented the differences.  Therefore, the Dunnett T3 was employed as a post hoc test 

to indicate the differences for the first three survey items that were deemed statistically 

significant because unequal variances were assumed.  Table 10 presents the differences among 

the groups.  For the item regarding students helping solve school problems, there are significant 

differences between students and parents.  Students (mean = 3.92) find more than parents (mean 

= 3.50) that they help solve school problems.  The item that asks if students can talk to their 

teachers about problems indicated a statistical significance between students and parents 

stakeholder groups.  Students (mean = 4.67) perceive that they are able to talk to their teachers 

more than their parents believe (mean = 4.26).  The survey item regarding teachers going out of 

their way to help students had statistical significance again between the students and parents, but 

also this time there is a difference between faculty and staff and parents.  Students (mean = 4.71) 
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find that their teachers go out of their way to help those who need help more than parents (mean 

= 4.43) indicate.  Faculty and staff (mean = 4.78) also identify with this survey item more readily 

than parents (mean = 4.43).   

 The fourth survey item asking if faculty and staff treated each other with respect was 

statistically significant, but no post hoc test was conducted because the item was only answered 

by two stakeholder groups:  faculty and staff and parents.  Faculty and staff (mean = 4.94) 

recognize that they treat one another with respect, while parents (mean = 4.57) recognize this 

less.   

Table 10 

Dunnett T3 Test:  Survey Items 

 

Survey Item 

 

(I) Respondent 

 

(J) Respondent 

Mean 

Difference 

 

SE 

 

Sig. 

95% CI 

       LL              UL 

Students are 

involved in 

helping to 

solve school 

problems. 

Students 

 

 

Parents 

 

 

Faculty and Staff 

Parents 

Faculty and Staff 

 

Students 

Faculty and Staff 

 

Students 

Parents 

.418 

.529 

 

-.418 

.111 

 

-.529 

-.111 

.161 

.278 

 

.161 

.285 

 

.278 

.285 

.032 

.189 

 

.032 

.972 

 

.189 

.972 

.03 

-.18 

 

-.81 

-.62 

 

-1.24 

-.84 

.81 

1.24 

 

-.03 

.84 

 

.18 

.62 

Students can 

talk to their 

teachers 

about 

problems 

that are 

bothering 

them. 

Students 

 

 

Parents 

 

 

Faculty and Staff 

Parents 

Faculty and Staff 

 

Students 

Faculty and Staff 

 

Students 

Parents 

.409 

.007 

 

-.409 

-.402 

 

-.007 

.402 

.137 

.202 

 

.137 

.209 

 

.202 

.209 

.010 

1.000 

 

.010 

.176 

 

1.000 

.176 

.08 

-.51 

 

-.74 

-.93 

 

-.52 

-.12 

.74 

.52 

 

-.08 

.12 

 

.51 

.93 

Teachers go 

out of their 

way to help 

students who 

need extra 

help. 

Students 

 

 

Parents 

 

 

Faculty and Staff 

Parents 

Faculty and Staff 

 

Students 

Faculty and Staff 

 

Students 

Parents 

.288 

-.063 

 

-.288 

-.351 

 

.063 

.351 

.117 

.120 

 

.117 

.140 

 

.120 

.140 

.045 

.934 

 

.045 

.044 

 

.934 

.044 

.01 

-.37 

 

-.57 

-.70 

 

-.24 

.01 

.57 

.24 

 

-.01 

-.01 

 

.37 

.70 

Note:  Significant with p<.05 level. 

 

 Table 11 presents the Tukey test for the last survey item that was statistically significant 

when answered by all stakeholders.  The Tukey test was used because the variances were equal 
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for the groups regarding this survey item.  Tukey works best in this case because of its ability to 

consider “the differences among all pairs of means” (https://onlinecourses.science.psu.edu).  

Table 11 indicates that the differences for the stakeholder groups are between the parents and 

faculty and staff.  Parents (mean = 4.5) agree more so with students excluding those who are 

different than faculty and staff (mean = 4.38) agree.  Students (mean = 4.39) were closer in their 

responses to faculty and staff. 

Table 11 

Tukey All Stakeholders for Survey Item 2 (Reversed) 
 

Survey Item 

 

(I)Respondent 

 

(J)Respondent 

 

Mean 

Difference 

 

SE 

 

Sig. 

 

95% CI 

   LL            UL 

Students 

exclude those 

who are 

different (e.g., 

belong to a 

different race, 

religion, or 

culture.) 

Students 

 

 

Parents 

 

 

Faculty and Staff 

Parents 

Faculty and Staff 

 

Students 

Faculty and Staff 

 

Students 

Parents 

-.112 

.440 

 

.112 

.553 

 

-.440 

-.553 

.154 

.222 

 

.154 

.213 

 

.222 

.213 

.764 

.120 

 

.746 

.028 

 

.120 

.028 

-.49 

-.10 

 

-.26 

.04 

 

-.98 

-1.07 

.26 

.98 

 

.49 

1.07 

 

.10 

-.04 

Note:  Significant with p<.05 level. 

 

Quantitative Analysis with Reasons Stakeholders Chose the School   

 Parent and student stakeholder groups were also asked why they had chosen this private 

school, and if they agreed with the religious philosophy/culture of the school.  Table 12 presents 

the information.  While variances were equal for these items, no post hoc tests could be 

conducted because only two groups answered these items.  Parents agreed with the religious 

philosophy/culture of the school (mean = 5.53), and students agreed to a lesser degree (mean = 

4.49).  Parents (mean = 3.85) expressed that they were more unhappy with the local public 

school that students (mean = 3.45) did.  Choosing the private school to feel safer at school was 

more highly perceived by parents (mean = 4.28) than students (mean = 3.69). 
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Table 12 

ANOVA by Reasons for Agreeing with/Choosing the Private School by Respondents 

Statement SS df MS F Significance 

I agree with the 

religious 

philosophy/culture 

of the school. 

  Between Groups 

  Within Groups 

 

 

 

 

30.780 

43.186 

 

 

 

 

1 

115 

 

 

 

 

30.780 

.376 

 

 

 

 

81.963 

 

 

 

 

.000 

I chose this 

private school 

because I was 

unhappy with my 

public school. 

  Between Groups 

  Within Groups 

 

 

 

 

 

4.488 

114.607 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

113 

 

 

 

 

 

4.488 

1.014 

 

 

 

 

 

4.425 

 

 

 

 

 

.038 

I chose this 

private school to 

feel safe at school. 

  Between Groups 

  Within Groups 

 

 

 

9.688 

74.176 

 

 

 

1 

116 

 

 

 

9.688 

.639 

 

 

 

15.151 

 

 

 

 

.000 

 

Note:  Significant with p<.05 level. 

Quantitative Analysis with Survey Constructs by Length of Time in the School   

 Equal variances were found in the five survey constructs for the length of time the 

stakeholders had spent in the school.  However, no statistical differences were found when 

running the ANOVA for length of time in the school. 

Quantitative Analysis with Survey Items by Length of Time in the School   

 The length of time in the school by survey items was the next independent variable to be 

explored.  The robust tests of Welch and Brown-Forsythe were launched to further determine if 

there was homogeneity of variance for those items that were rejected by Levene’s test.  The 

ANOVA was run for the survey items by length of time, and Table 13 represents the three items 

that were found to be statistically significant.   
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Table 13 

Survey Items by Length of Time Analysis of Variance 

Survey Item SS df MS F Significance 

Students behave 

respectfully toward 

all school staff 

(including 

secretaries, 

custodians, aides, 

and bus drivers). 

  Between Groups 

  Within Groups 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

9.239 

60.511 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3 

112 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.080 

.540 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.700 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

.001 

Students are 

involved in helping 

to solve the school 

problems. 

  Between Groups 

  Within Groups 

 

 

 

 

9.114 

85.982 

 

 

 

 

3 

111 

 

 

 

 

3.038 

.775 

 

 

 

 

.3922 

 

 

 

 

.011 

Students are 

disrespectful toward 

their parents in the 

school environment.  

(Reversed) 

  Between Groups 

  Within Groups 

 

 

 

 

 

5.004 

61.475 

 

 

 

 

 

3 

113 

 

 

 

 

 

1.668 

.544 

 

 

 

 

 

3.066 

 

 

 

 

 

.031 

Note:  Significant at the p<.05 level. 

 

 Because the variances for the groups for the first and last items in Table 13 were equal, 

the Tukey Post Hoc Test was used to examine pair-wise differences.  Table 14 represents these 

data.  Parents and students who have been a part of the school community for two years (mean = 

2.67) observe that students are not as respectful toward all school staff as those who have been a 

part of the school community for three years, four years, and five years or more (means = 3.67, 

4.32, 4.24, respectively).  For the survey item asking if students were disrespectful to their 

parents in the school environment, parents and students who had been a part of the school for 

two years (mean = 3.33) observed potential disrespect less than those who had been in the school 

for three, four, or five or more years (means = 4.67, 4.68, and 4.58 respectively). 
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Table 14 

Tukey for Length of Time in the School 

Dependent 

Variable 

 

(I) Respondent 

 

(J) Respondent 

Mean 

Difference 

 

SE 

 

Sig. 

95% CI 

  LL            UL 

Students behave 

respectfully 

toward all 

school staff 

(including 

secretaries, 

custodians, 

aides, and bus 

drivers. 

Two years 

 

 

 

Three years 

 

 

 

Four years 

 

 

 

Five+ years 

Three years 

Four years 

Five+ years 

 

Two years 

Four years 

Five + years 

 

Two years 

Three years 

Five+ years 

 

Two years 

Three years 

Four years 

-2.00 

-1.655 

-1.570 

 

2.00 

.345 

.430 

 

1.655 

-.345 

.085 

 

1.570 

-.430 

-.085 

.490 

.447 

.433 

 

.490 

.282 

.259 

 

.447 

.282 

.162 

 

.433 

.259 

.162 

.000 

.002 

.002 

 

.000 

.612 

.350 

 

.002 

.612 

.954 

 

.002 

.350 

.954 

-3.28 

-2.82 

-2.70 

 

.72 

-.39 

-.25 

 

.49 

-1.08 

-.35 

 

.44 

-1.11 

-.51 

-.72 

-.49 

-.44 

 

3.28 

1.08 

1.11 

 

2.82 

.39 

.51 

 

2.70 

.25 

.34 

Students are 

disrespectful 

toward their 

parents in the 

school 

environment.  

(Reversed) 

Two years 

 

 

 

Three years 

 

 

 

Four years 

 

 

 

Five+ years 

Three years 

Four years 

Five+ years 

 

Two years 

Four years 

Five+ years 

 

Two years 

Three years 

Five+ years 

 

Two years 

Three years 

Four years 

-1.333 

-1.345 

-1.251 

 

1.333 

-.012 

.082 

 

1.345 

.012 

.094 

 

1.251 

-.082 

-.094 

.492 

.448 

.434 

 

.492 

.283 

.260 

 

.448 

.283 

.163 

 

.434 

.260 

.163 

.038 

.017 

.024 

 

.038 

1.000 

.989 

 

.017 

1.000 

.938 

 

.024 

.989 

.938 

-2.62 

-2.51 

-2.38 

 

.05 

-.77 

-.60 

 

.18 

-.73 

-.33 

 

.12 

-.76 

-.52 

-.05 

-.18 

-.12 

 

2.62 

.73 

.76 

 

2.51 

.75 

.52 

 

2.38 

.60 

.33 

Note:  Significant at the p<.05 level 

 

 The second item had an unequal variance.  The Dunnett T3 was used to examine pair-

wise differences.  Table 15 represents this information.  Parents and students who have been a 

part of the school for three years (mean = 4.44) identify more with students being involved to 

help solve school problems that those who have been at the school for five years or more (mean 

= 3.51). 
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Table 15 

Dunnett T3 for Length of Time in the School 

Dependent 

Variable 

 

(I) Respondent 

 

(J) Respondent 

Mean 

Difference 

 

SE 

 

Sig. 

95% CI 

  LL            UL 

Students are 

involved in 

helping to solve 

school 

problems. 

Two years 

 

 

 

Three years 

 

 

 

Four years 

 

 

 

Five+ years 

Three years 

Four years 

Five+ years 

 

Two years 

Four years 

Five+ years 

 

Two years 

Three years 

Five+ years 

 

Two years 

Three years 

Four years 

-.778 

-.256 

.160 

 

.778 

.521 

.938 

 

.256 

-.521 

.417 

 

-.160 

-.938 

-.417 

.412 

.392 

.347 

 

.412 

.319 

.260 

 

.392 

.319 

.228 

 

.347 

.260 

.228 

.438 

.975 

.994 

 

.438 

.498 

.024 

 

.975 

.498 

.364 

 

.994 

.024 

.364 

-.250 

-2.02 

-2.08 

 

-.94 

-.40 

.12 

 

-1.51 

-1.44 

-.22 

 

-2.40 

-1.76 

-1.05 

.94 

1.51 

2.40 

 

2.50 

1.44 

1.76 

 

2.02 

.40 

1.05 

 

2.08 

-.12 

.22 

Note:  Significant at the p<.05 level 

 

 

Quantitative Analysis with Reasons the School was Chosen by the Length of Time 

Stakeholders had Spent in the School   

 Parents and students were asked why they had chosen this private school and if they 

agreed with the religious philosophy/culture of the school.  These reasons were run with the 

independent variable of length of time in the school.  Table 16 shares the data from this part of 

the analysis.   

Table 16 

ANOVA by Reasons for Agreeing with/Choosing the Private School by Length of Time in the 

School 

Statement SS df MS F Significance 

I chose this 

private school 

because I was 

unhappy with my 

public school. 

  Between Groups 

  Within Groups 

 

 

 

 

 

14.795 

104.301 

 

 

 

 

 

3 

111 

 

 

 

 

 

4.932 

.940 

 

 

 

 

 

5.240 

 

 

 

 

 

.002 

Note:  Significant at the p<.05 level 
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 Because there was an unequal variance when the Levene, Welch, and Brown-Forsythe 

tests were run, the Dunnett T3 Post Hoc Test was used to determine between which groups there 

were differences.  Table 17 presents this data.  Significant differences were observed between the 

four and five or more years in the school respondents.  Those who had been at the school longest 

(mean = 3.43) identified less with this reason than those who had been there four years (mean = 

4.04). 

Table 17 

Dunnett T3 for Reasons for Choosing the School and Length of Time in the School 

Dependent 

Variable 

 

(I) Respondent 

 

(J) Respondent 

Mean 

Difference 

 

SE 

 

Sig. 

95% CI 

  LL            UL 

I chose this 

private school 

because I was 

unhappy with my 

public school. 

Two years 

 

 

 

Three years 

 

 

 

Four years 

 

 

 

Five+ years 

Three years 

Four years 

Five+ years 

 

Two years 

Four years 

Five+ years 

 

Two years 

Three years 

Five+ years 

 

Two years 

Three years 

Four years 

.333 

.630 

1.232 

 

-.333 

.296 

.899 

 

-.630 

-.296 

.603 

 

-1.232 

-.899 

-.603 

.441 

.379 

.352 

 

.441 

.341 

.311 

 

.379 

.341 

.214 

 

.352 

.311 

.214 

.958 

.558 

.169 

 

.958 

.937 

.078 

 

.558 

.937 

.041 

 

.169 

.078 

.041 

-1.35 

-1.22 

-.91 

 

-2.02 

-.73 

-.08 

 

-2.48 

-1.32 

.02 

 

-3.37 

-1.88 

-1.19 

2.02 

2.48 

3.37 

 

1.35 

1.32 

1.88 

 

1.22 

.73 

1.19 

 

.91 

.08 

-.02 

Note:  Significant at the p<.05 level 

 

Quantitative Analysis with Survey Constructs by Voucher/Non-Voucher Responses   

 The Levene Statistic was used to test for homogeneity of variance for the constructs 

involving the voucher and non-voucher responses.  The Levene Statistic was confirmed that each 

construct had equal variances among stakeholder responses. 

 ANOVA was next conducted to determine if there was any statistical significance among 

the voucher and non-voucher responses regarding the survey constructs.  Table 18 illustrates 

those findings.  Since there were only two groups involved in this portion of the research, no 

further testing was needed to determine differences among the groups.  Construct IB contained 
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items pertaining to students excluding those who were different, students trying to comfort peers 

who have experienced sadness, students helping each other, even if they are not friends, students 

Table 18 

Construct Analysis of Variance by Voucher/Non-Voucher Responses 

Construct SS df MS F Significance 

Construct IA: 

Student Respect 

  Between Groups 

  Within Groups 

 

 

.589 

31.065 

 

 

1 

111 

 

 

.589 

.280 

 

 

2.104 

 

 

.150 

 

Construct IB: 

Friendship and 

Belonging 

  Between Groups 

  Within Groups 

 

 

 

1.480 

39.571 

 

 

 

1 

111 

 

 

 

1.480 

.356 

 

 

 

4.151 

 

 

 

.044 

Construct IC: 

Students Shaping 

Their 

Environment 

  Between Groups 

  Within Groups 

 

 

 

 

2.302 

45.478 

 

 

 

 

1 

111 

 

 

 

 

2.302 

.410 

 

 

 

 

5.619 

 

 

 

 

.019 

 

Construct IIA:  

Support and 

Care by and for 

Faculty and Staff 

  Between Groups 

  Within Groups 

 

 

 

 

.301 

24.702 

 

 

 

 

1 

111 

 

 

 

 

.301 

.223 

 

 

 

 

1.351 

 

 

 

 

 

.248 

 

Construct IIB:  

Support and 

Care by and for 

Parents 

  Between Groups 

  Within Groups 

 

 

 

 

.160 

30.792 

 

 

 

 

1 

111 

 

 

 

 

.160 

.277 

 

 

 

 

.578 

 

 

 

 

.449 

 

Note:  Significant at the p<.05 level 

 

working well together, students helping new students feel accepted, students being willing to 

forgive each other, students being patient with each other, students listening to each other in 

class discussions, and students sharing what they have with others.  Non-voucher respondents 

(mean = 4.0132) identified to a lesser degree with students’ perceptions about friendship and 

belonging than voucher respondents did (mean = 4.333).  Construct IC reflected survey items 

that focused on students shaping their environment, such as students trying to make up for 

something hurtful they have done, students trying to get other students to follow school rules, 

students helping improve the school, students having a positive influence on the behavior of 
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other students, students resolving conflicts without fighting, students trying to stop other students 

from picking on someone, and students being involved in helping to solve school problems.  

Voucher respondents (mean = 4.3333) distinguished more that students shape the environment 

than non-voucher respondents (mean = 3.7688) did. 

Quantitative Analysis with Survey Items by Voucher/Non-Voucher Responses   

 An analysis was performed for each survey item as it was framed through the 

independent variable of voucher and non-voucher responses.  The Levene Test and the Welch 

and Brown-Forsythe Tests were employed to test for equality variances.  Equal variances were 

found. 

 An ANOVA was next run to determine if there was statistical significance between the 

voucher and non-voucher groups in how they responded to the survey items.  Table 19 reports 

these findings.  Of the eight survey items that were found to be statistically significant when run 

with the voucher/non-voucher independent variable, five of those items fall within the constructs 

that were also significant for the voucher/non-voucher groups.  Students being patient with one 

another and listening to each other in class are items in Construct 1B; students making up for 

doing something hurtful, helping to improve the school, and trying to have a positive influence 

on the behavior of other students are items in Construct IC. 

 Voucher and non-voucher respondents perceived significant different in the private 

school culture on eight survey items.  Voucher respondents (mean = 4.06) were more likely to 

observe that when students do something hurtful they try to make up for it than non-voucher 

respondents (mean = 3.62).  Voucher respondents (mean = 4.71) also identified more with 

students showing respect for school property than non-voucher respondents (mean = 4.11) did.   

 

 



INDIANA’S SCHOOL VOUCHERS                                 83 

 

Table 19 

Survey Items by Voucher/Non-Voucher Analysis of Variance 

Survey Item SS df MS F Significance 

When students do 

something hurtful, 

they try to make up 

for it (for example, 

they apologize or 

they do something 

nice). 

  Between Groups 

  Within Groups 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.810 

75.154 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

109 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.810 

.689 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.076 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

.046 

 

Students show 

respect for school 

property (such as 

desks, walls, 

bathrooms, busses, 

buildings, and 

grounds.) 

  Between Groups 

  Within Groups 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.050 

75.269 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

111 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.050 

.678 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7.447 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

.007 

Students help to 

improve the school. 

  Between Groups 

  Within Groups 

 

 

3.547 

69.444 

 

 

1 

110 

 

 

3.547 

.631 

 

 

5.619 

 

 

 

.020 

Students try to have 

a positive influence 

on the behavior of 

other students. 

  Between Groups 

  Within Groups 

 

 

 

 

4.508 

70.054 

 

 

 

 

1 

110 

 

 

 

 

4.508 

.637 

 

 

 

 

7.079 

 

 

 

 

.009 

Students are patient 

with each other. 

  Between Groups 

  Within Groups 

 

 

5.499 

76.519 

 

 

1 

111 

 

 

5.499 

.689 

 

 

7.977 

 

 

.006 

Students listen to 

each other in class 

discussions. 

  Between Groups 

  Within Groups 

 

 

 

3.188 

60.235 

 

 

 

1 

109 

 

 

 

3.188 

.553 

 

 

 

5.769 

 

 

 

.018 

Parents show that 

they care about 

their child’s 

education and 

school behavior. 

  Between Groups 

  Within Groups 

 

 

 

 

 

2.091 

54.233 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

109 

 

 

 

 

 

2.091 

.498 

 

 

 

 

 

4.202 

 

 

 

 

 

.043 

Faculty and staff are 

involved in helping 

to make school 

decisions. 

  Between Groups 

  Within Groups  

 

 

 

 

8.182 

59.609 

 

 

 

 

1 

65 

 

 

 

 

8.182 

.917 

 

 

 

 

8.922 

 

 

 

 

.004 

Note:  Significant at the p<.05 level. 
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Non-voucher respondents (mean = 3.92) observe less frequently that students help to improve the 

school, while voucher respondents (mean = 4.41) observe so more.  Voucher respondents (mean 

= 4.41) also believed that students try to have a positive influence on the behavior of other 

students more than non-voucher respondents (mean = 3.85) do.  Non-voucher respondents (mean 

= 3.68) are less likely to find that students are patient with each other.  Voucher respondents 

(mean = 4.29) find that students are more patient with each other.  Voucher respondents (mean 

4.47) also support more that students listen to each other in class discussions than non-voucher 

respondents (mean = 4.0) do.  Parents showing they care about their child’s education and school 

behavior is perceived most by voucher respondents (mean = 4.65). Non-voucher respondents 

(mean = 4.27) identify with this to a lesser degree.  Voucher respondents (mean = 4.70) also 

agree more with faculty and staff being involved in helping the school to make decisions than 

non-voucher respondents (mean = 3.72). 

Quantitative Analysis with Reasons the School was Chosen by Voucher/Non-Voucher 

Responses   

 Students and parents were asked why they had chosen the private school, and these 

reasons were run through an ANOVA by voucher/non-voucher responses; Table 20 represents 

this analysis.  Equal variances were assumed with Levene’s Test.  Voucher and non-voucher 

respondents believe differently in choosing the private school because they were unhappy with 

their public school, with voucher respondents (mean = 4.53) perceiving this more than non-

voucher respondents (mean = 3.56).  Because there were only two groups answering these items, 

no post hoc tests were performed.  
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Table 20 

ANOVA by Reasons for Agreeing with/Choosing the Private School by Voucher/Non-Voucher 

Responses 

Statement SS df MS F Significance 

I chose this 

private school 

because I was 

unhappy with my 

public school. 

  Between Groups 

  Within Groups 

 

 

 

 

 

13.422 

101.352 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

109 

 

 

 

 

 

13.422 

.930 

 

 

 

 

 

14.435 

 

 

 

 

 

.000 

Note:  Significant at the p<.05 level 

 

Quantitative Analysis for Survey Constructs by Income Level   

 The final independent variable to be run was combined household income level.  In 

performing the Levene and the Welch and Brown-Forsythe Tests, the conditions were satisfied 

for equal variances among the groups.  An ANOVA was next conducted, and no constructs were 

found to have statistical significance when using the levels of combined household income. 

Quantitative Analysis for Survey Items by Income Level   

 The tests that were conducted to determine if there was homogeneity of variance were the 

Levene, Welch, and Brown-Forsythe.  Using the level of income as the independent variable, the 

conditions were satisfied for equal variances in the stakeholder groups. 

 The next step in the process examined the statistical significance among the levels of 

income in the parent stakeholder group by running an ANOVA test.  One survey item was found 

to be statistically significant when using the ANOVA.  It was, “Students pick on other students,” 

and it was at a significance at p = .025.  This item was asked in the reverse.  The Tukey statistic 

was run next to examine differences in the levels of income.  Table 21 presents this information.  

The difference exists between the income levels of $62,001 or higher and Prefer not to respond.  

Those with an income of $62,001 or higher (mean = 4.41) more readily identify with this survey 

item than those who Preferred not to respond (mean = 3.57).  
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Quantitative analysis with reasons the school was chosen by level of income   

 Parents were asked why they had chosen the private school, and these reasons were run 

through an ANOVA by the level of combined household income independent variable.  No data 

were statistically significant when using level of combined household income. 

Table 21 

Tukey and Combined Level of Income for Survey Item 15 (Reversed) 
 

Survey Item 

 

(I)Respondent 

 

(J)Respondent 

 

Mean 

Difference 

 

SE 

 

Sig. 

 

95% CI 

   LL            UL 

Students pick 

on other 

students. 

(Reversed) 

Less than $41,348 

 

 

 

$41,348-$62,000 

 

 

 

$62,001 or higher 

 

 

 

Prefer not to respond 

$41,349-$62,000 

$62,201 or higher 

Prefer not to respond 

 

Less than $41,348 

$62,001 or higher 

Prefer not to respond 

 

Less than $41,348 

$41,349-$62,000 

Prefer not to respond 

 

Less than $41,348 

$41,349-$62,000 

$62,001 or higher 

-.139 

-.298 

.540 

 

.139 

-.159 

.679 

 

.298 

.159 

.838 

 

-.540 

-.679 

-.838 

.326 

.245 

.338 

 

.326 

.258 

.347 

 

.245 

.258 

.273 

 

.338 

.347 

.273 

.974 

.619 

.387 

 

.947 

.926 

.215 

 

.619 

.926 

.016 

 

.387 

.215 

.016 

-1.00 

-.94 

-.35 

 

-.72 

-.84 

-.24 

 

-.35 

-.52 

.12 

 

-1.43 

-1.59 

-1.56 

.72 

.35 

1.43 

 

1.00 

.52 

1.59 

 

.94 

.84 

1.56 

 

.35 

.24 

-.12 

Note:  Significant with p<.05 level. 

Summary   

 Three out of the five survey constructs’ means showed statistically significant differences 

when using the independent variables.  Construct IIA, the support and care by and for faculty and 

staff, had statistical significance when run with stakeholders; Constructs IB (friendship and 

belonging) and IC (students shaping their environment) had statistical significance when run 

with voucher/non-voucher respondents as the independent variable.  

 Sixteen survey items showed statistical significance when run with the different 

independent variables.  One survey item was found to be significant when run with two different 

independent variables.  The item, “Students are involved in helping to solve school problems,” 

was significant when run with stakeholders and when run with length of time in the school. 



INDIANA’S SCHOOL VOUCHERS                                 87 

 

I was surprised not to find any construct significance for length of time in the school and level of 

combined household income, even though there were survey items that achieved significance 

with these independent variables.   

 The reasons why the small private school was chosen as well as if stakeholders agreed 

with the religious philosophy/culture of the school were also asked of appropriate respondents.  

Being unhappy with the public school was statistically significant in three of the four 

independent variables:  stakeholders, length of time in the school, and voucher/non-voucher 

responses.  Additionally, agreeing with the religious philosophy/culture of the school was 

statistically significant when respondents was the independent variable, as was choosing the 

school so students would feel safe.   

 Research question one asks, “In a small private school in Indiana, how do parents, 

teachers and staff, and students perceive the school culture due to the acceptance of vouchers?”  

The independent variable of voucher/non-voucher responses had the highest number of survey 

constructs (two) and survey items (eight) that achieved statistical significance, indicating that the 

perceptions of the school as a caring community from voucher and non-voucher parents and 

students are different with voucher respondents finding the school community to be more caring 

and accepting than non-voucher respondents.  When using the independent variable of all 

stakeholders, which includes faculty and staff, there was one survey construct and five survey 

items that were statistically significant; these findings would support that the perceptions of the 

school as a caring community differ among the stakeholder groups, with students and faculty and 

staff being more united in their responses than the parents with either students or faculty and 

staff.  While there is no clear answer to the first research question, it appears that the school 

culture is perceived differently by stakeholder groups.  The biggest differences were found 
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between voucher and non-voucher parents’ and students’ responses, in that voucher respondents 

perceive the community to be more caring than non-voucher respondents.  The surprising and the 

expected results from this research will be discussed in chapter 5. 

Qualitative Data Analysis 

The Interview Sample   

 The interview sample was selected from those who had taken the survey.  I wanted to 

make sure that I did not interview someone who had not taken the survey.  Parents were asked on 

the survey to self-report if they or their students were willing to be interviewed by providing a 

contact telephone number as one of the survey items.  There were 70 parents who participated in 

the survey portion of the study, and 14 of them reported a phone number where they could be 

reached.  From the 14 phone numbers provided, five were randomly selected and contacted 

regarding an interview that would last approximately one hour.  Four of the five selected agreed 

to participate in an interview, and a time was scheduled for the participants to meet me at the 

local public library.  The fifth stakeholder in the parent group was not able to meet at any of the 

available times offered, so a sixth parent was randomly selected, and that parent participated in 

the interview process.  Each interview lasted from 15 minutes to 50 minutes.   

 The student interviewees were randomly selected from the list that the school’s central 

office compiled.  Three of the five selected students for interviews were able to make and keep 

their appointment for the interview.  The fourth student opted out even though parental 

permission was obtained.  The fifth student became ill and was not able to reschedule due to the 

beginning of that student’s freshman year of college.  Two more students’ names were randomly 

selected, and those students were able to meet for the interview.  For students who were under 

the age of 18, parental permission was obtained, and then the students were offered the 
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opportunity to decline to be interviewed at the beginning of the interview session.  All students 

signed the consent form for the interview, as well as their parents (if they were under the age of 

18).  Students 18 and over were able to sign their own forms.    

 All 19 of the eligible participants from the faculty and staff participated in the survey.  

All 19 were emailed a permission slip to participate in the interview portion of the study and 

were given a deadline to return the permission slip.  My intention was that five names would be 

randomly selected from the returned permission slips.  Five faculty and staff returned their 

permission slips by the deadline (which occurred during the summer months), and those five 

were interviewed.   

Qualitative Analysis by Concepts from Interview Questions   

 The first time I read the transcribed interviews, I read for concepts that were directly 

related to the questions I had asked.  This open coding (Corbin & Strauss, 2008) allowed me to 

develop codes from the concepts for thoughts and ideas that were shared with me relating to 

vouchers, positive and negative influences in the school, things stakeholders would change, if 

stakeholders believed had a voice in the school, etc., from the raw data.  Table 22 presents the 

codes that were ascertained from the marked concepts.   

Table 22 

Coded Comments Relating to Interview Questions Asked 

Concept Code 

Ideas/thoughts shared about the voucher program/students VCR 

Why this private school was selected (criteria for selection) CRI 

Favorite thing about the school or what respondent liked the most MOST 

What is least liked about the school LST 

What respondents would change about the school CHG 

Parents have a voice in the school PRV 

Positive influences that were shared about the school PTI 

Negative influences that were shared about the school NGI 

Students have a voice in the school STV 

Faculty and staff have a voice in the school TRV 

Ideas/thoughts shared about school finances/condition of facility FIN 
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 Table 23 presents data from the stakeholder groups from the patterns that emerged from 

the concepts. 

Table 23 

Comments supporting most common concepts and coding of data from interview questions 

Data From Coded 

Categories 

Parents Students Faculty and Staff 

Most (MOST) “the Christian atmosphere” 

 

“getting a good education, 

smaller classes, and more 

attention” 

 

“excellence of teachers, 

choice of curriculum, dual 

credit” 

 

“the foundation upon 

which teachers were 

bringing the excellence” 

“the family atmosphere” 

 

“knowing everyone in my 

class” 

 

“it is a Christian venue” 

 

“We can talk about God in 

class.” 

 

“We get to pray just about 

before every class starts.” 

 

“how loving everyone 

was” 

“the rich flavor of love and 

support and 

encouragement” 

 

“the Christian 

environment” 

 

“We all seem liked-

minded – there is 

consistency.” 

 

“academic freedom” 

 

“We are the real deal.” 

 

Positive influence (PTI) “the Christian atmosphere” 

 

“other parents and students 

making good decisions” 

 

“this school has done 

wonders for her” 

 

“the family will continue 

on with what I am trying 

to do at home” (another 

family from the school’s 

influence) 

“We have solid teachers 

who really care about 

students.” 

 

“A good influence was the 

teachers.” 

 

“The staff are good 

influence.” 

 

“People told me they were 

praying for me.” 

“the foundation of the 

school” 

 

“some very positive 

teachers” 

 

 

“Liberty is a ministry and 

a family.” 

 

“members of the faculty 

and staff who have been 

here for 10+ years” 

  

 Because I was principal at the time the interviews were conducted, and I was the 

instrument in the qualitative research, the comments regarding what stakeholders liked most 

about the school and what the positive influences were may have been the easiest ones for them 

to make, thus resulting in these concepts being shared much more frequently.  Several themes 

emerged from what stakeholders liked the most about the school and what they perceived the 

positive influences to be.  The Christian atmosphere and the family atmosphere are well-liked 

and positive.  All stakeholders like praying and talking about God in the school setting.  The 
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influence the school has had on students, and the influences of other families in the school on 

students, are important to parents and students.  Students, parents, and faculty and staff believe 

that the teachers are good influences in the lives of students.     

Qualitative Analysis by Survey Constructs   

 The second time I analyzed the transcribed interviews, I specifically reviewed the data for 

the concepts that related to the five survey constructs, and inductively coded those data 

accordingly.  The constructs included perceptions of student respect, perceptions of students’ 

sense of friendship and belonging, perceptions of students shaping their environment, 

perceptions of support and care by and for faculty and staff, and perceptions of support and care 

by and for parents.  Table 24 indicates how the constructs were coded.  By looking for concepts 

from the interviews that were also a part of the quantitative survey, this would allow for 

triangulation in the mixed-methods research.  The concepts that were found most often were 

Table 24 

Coded comments from survey constructs 

Concepts for survey constructs Code 

Students sense of respect RES 

Students sense of friendship and belonging FRB 

Students shaping their environment SSP 

Support and care by and for faculty and staff SCFS 

Support and care by and for parents SCP 

 

those relating to the support and care by and for faculty and staff and the students’ sense of 

friendship and belonging.   Table 25 presents this information.   
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Table 25 

Concepts and codes from interview items relating to survey constructs 

Data from coded 

categories 

Parents Students Faculty and Staff 

Support and care by and 

for faculty and staff 

(SCFS) 

“Teachers want [my 

daughter] to reach her 

potential.” 

 

“My son could go to a 

teacher and say here’s 

what I am going through.” 

 

“The teachers make sure 

[my daughter] is not just a 

number.” 

 

“[The teachers] want to 

develop relationships with 

kids that go beyond being 

a teacher, and having even 

more influence.” 

 

“The teachers truly cared 

about the development of 

my children.” 

“Teachers will listen to 

you and let you be your 

own person at the school.” 

 

“Even if we didn’t agree 

with our teachers, we 

could give our opinion; it 

was not just about them.” 

 

“I can to [teachers] about 

things, and they can tell 

me what they are thinking, 

and I can tell them what I 

am thinking.” 

 

“I have been able to talk 

with [my teachers] about 

anything.” 

 

“I need to have that [good] 

relationship with the adult 

in the household because 

they need to trust me with 

their child.” 

 

“Faculty are always open 

to me sharing with them, 

praying with them.” 

 

“My relationship with 

parents was mostly 

supportive and beneficial.” 

 

“We rarely have 

disgruntled people who 

call or come in.” 

 

“A good thing about life in 

[this school] is the 

relationships you build 

with students.” 

Students sense of 

friendship and belonging 

(FRB) 

“[My daughter is still] 

going to church, youth 

meetings, and small 

groups [with her friends 

from the school.]” 

 

“My son has developed 

relationships in 

kindergarten that he still 

has today; he has made 

those a priority.” 

 

“It’s not just two or three 

kids, it is five, six, seven 

kids getting together.” 

“When you need to say 

something, it is okay to 

say it.” 

 

“People share the same 

views.” 

 

“I made most of my best 

friends at [the school.]” 

 

“I tried to do my best and 

help out others who 

weren’t doing too good.” 

 

“I couldn’t say I’ve made 

any better friends.” 

 

“You have a good 

relationship with 

everyone.” 

 

 

 As indicated in Table 25, all stakeholders believe that there is support and care by and for 

faculty and staff.  From these comments parents demonstrate that they believe the faculty will 

push their students to reach their potential and be able to influence their children beyond 
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academics.  Students support the idea that they are able to talk with faculty and staff about issues 

beyond academics, and that students are able to speak freely with their teachers.  Faculty and 

staff like the relationships they get to build with students and with parents.  Faculty view positive 

relationships with parents as important, and faculty are collegial with one another.  

 While no faculty and staff commented on the students’ sense of friendship and belonging, 

the parents and students made numerous comments about the friendships their students have 

made and about the comfort level the students have with peers in the school.  Students indicate 

that they have made good friends, and parents support that those friendships go beyond high 

school graduation.  Students are able to express themselves and help others in the school 

environment. 

Qualitative Analysis by Axial Coding   

 The axial coding of interview data, which allows for the deconstruction of the interview 

data and for it to be reviewed for interrelationships by the concepts and codes (Kendall, 1999; 

Suddaby, 2006), was completed last.  The “integration and interrelationships of the categories … 

form the basis of grounded theory” (Kendall, 1999, p. 746).  While completing the axial coding, 

I found myself consistently reviewing comments in the data that related to (a) the family-

like/Christian atmosphere of the school, (b) the finances of the school, and (c) the voucher.  

Tables 26, 27, and 28, display several of the axial coding concepts for the family-like/Christian 

atmosphere, finances, and vouchers, respectfully.  All stakeholders made comments relating to 

the liked and expected atmosphere of the school.  Parent and faculty and staff stakeholders also 

commented on their perceived changes in the atmosphere because of different kinds of 

influences in the school – new students – and the board losing its focus on the foundation of the 

school from its inception.  Parents expect negative influences from outside the school 
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environment, but they do not expect or want them to come from inside the school walls.  Faculty 

and staff enjoy the environment, but caution against the school losing its identity and that this 

particular school is different from other school options in the community. 

Table 26 

Axial Coding Emerging Themes:  Family-like/Christian Atmosphere 

Theme Parents Students Faculty and Staff 

Family-like/Christian 

atmosphere 

“the Christian atmosphere” 

 

“the family atmosphere” 

 

“I think we need to keep it 

the Christian school we 

want it to be and that it is 

supposed to be.” 

 

“We need to stick to our 

standards and our beliefs.” 

 

“I loved the values that 

[the school] instilled.” 

 

“Accepting everybody 

could lead to negative 

influence from the inside.” 

 

“I don’t feel it’s the same 

school today as it was 13 

years ago.” 

 

“[New] families don’t 

have the same priorities as 

I do.” 

 

“This one program puts so 

much pressure [on the 

school.]” 

“the environment” 

 

“It is a Christian venue.” 

 

“The school was small, 

and it was a big family.” 

 

“the quiet environment” 

 

“I am more relaxed here.” 

 

“the small environment” 

 

“I liked the Christian 

atmosphere.” 

 

“Everyone was so loving.” 

 

“All of school was nice.  I 

was very comfortable.” 

“This is a ministry and a 

family.” 

 

“Christian environment” 

 

“The school is not focused 

on its biblical principles 

anymore.” 

 

“We are different for a 

good reason.  I would not 

like us to become like, A, 

B, C, or D.” 

 

“I don’t want us to lose 

our identity.” 

 

“I loved the atmosphere; it 

became home.” 

 

“That idea of family and 

belonging and being an 

active participant in the 

school is important.” 

 

 

 Finance themes present a dichotomy; all stakeholders acknowledge that there are several 

needs in the school ranging from a better facility to more pay.  Parents and faculty and staff, 

though, shared that the school has changed, and that the focus, the environment, is not what it 

used to be in the school.  Parent and faculty and staff stakeholders believe that the school is too 

focused on numbers and money instead of the biblical principles upon which the school was 
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founded.  Even if the school needs money, parents do not want the values and the beliefs of the 

school to change. 

Table 27 

Axial Coding Emerging Themes:  Finances 

Theme Parents Students Faculty and Staff 

Finances “I don’t want the 

environment to change 

because we need the 

money, or we need 

students, or we are trying 

to fill seats.” 

 

“When you start weighing 

what you are paying and 

what you are sacrificing to 

pay the tuition, the reasons 

are dwindling.” 

 

“better buildings, salaries” 

 

“We need air conditioning 

in the halls and gym.” 

 

“I don’t want to vilify the 

voucher, because at the 

time, it was almost a 

necessity.” 

 

“I can’t fault the school for 

accepting the voucher; it 

was a way to survive.” 

“I would change the 

secondary building 

because it’s kind of run 

down.” 

 

“The secondary building is 

old.” 

 

“I would change the 

building to a newer 

building that was more 

equipped to hold a 

school.” 

“I would love to see us 

have a better facility.” 

 

“I would love to see us 

have more money.” 

 

“I’d like to pay our 

teachers better.” 

 

“It became all about the 

numbers.” 

 

“We needed numbers to 

survive.” 

 

“We have limited 

resources.” 

 

“The board has focused 

primarily on the financial 

and numerical success.” 

 

“The school is focused on 

doing what is best for the 

physical survival of the 

school.” 

 

“I wish we had more 

money.” 

 

“I would like a better 

facility.” 

 

“I wish we had a huge 

endowment every year so 

people could afford to 

come.” 

 

 Table 28 presents the data regarding voucher comments.  No student stakeholders 

commented on the voucher, only parents and faculty and staff.  One parent commented that she 

was glad her family had received the scholarship.  Most all comments regarding the voucher 
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were negative in regard to the effect the vouchers have had on the school and its culture.  While 

more students from lower income homes have been able to attend the school due to the voucher, 

parents are not sure they like the influences the lower combined household incomes bring to the 

environment, and caution that the school should be careful in who it admits.  Faculty and staff  

 Table 28 

Axial Coding Emerging Themes:  Voucher 

Theme Parents Students Faculty and Staff 

Voucher “I think we have to think 

about the voucher program 

. . . it has changed the 

socioeconomic status of 

the school, and it worries 

me.” 

 

“I am so glad we got that 

scholarship.” 

 

“The first thing that comes 

to mind, and I’m not 

against the voucher 

program because I think 

there have been a lot of 

positive things to come out 

of that, but I think we have 

to be careful.” 

 

“[We have never had the 

attitude of] let’s work less 

so we can send our child to 

a private school.” 

 

“[The school] should not 

have implemented the 

voucher.” 

 “Certainly allowing 

students in with the 

voucher has changed.  I 

am still very on the fence 

about how I feel about 

that.” 

 

“The balance of our 

current students being 

influences instead of being 

the influencers can be 

tricky.” 

 

“When we went to the 

voucher, it was like we 

dove into the deep end of 

the pool with our eyes 

closed.” 

 

“We are not a great fit for 

every student just because 

they don’t want to be in a 

public school.” 

 

“The voucher has brought 

the attitude that parents are 

purchasing a service, and I 

don’t want us to be that.” 

 

acknowledge that the voucher has changed the school environment and are concerned that 

students who may not be a good fit for the environment are being admitted into the school.  One 

faculty member stated that families must be on board and actively participate in the school for 

there to be success for their students.       
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Summary   

 The 15 interviews were conducted, transcribed, and coded through two rounds of open 

coding and one round of axial coding.  The codes assigned to these concepts helped establish 

themes and patterns in what stakeholders shared about the school.  It is from this portion of the 

research that data is triangulated in an attempt to answer research question one and perceptions 

of change in the school culture are identified to help answer research question two.  

 Research question two asks, “In a small private school in Indiana, how do parents, 

teachers and staff, and students perceive the change in the school culture from before vouchers 

were implemented until two years after their inception?  The qualitative data suggest that 

vouchers either have changed or are threatening to change the school culture through their effect 

on finances and the family-like atmosphere.  Chapter 5 will explore not only the quantitative 

research results, but also the information gathered in the interview process. 
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CHAPTER FIVE:  CONCLUSIONS 

 

 A summary of the study is presented in Chapter 5.  Findings related to the literature 

review, conclusions from the data presented in Chapter 4, and recommendations for further 

research will also be discussed. 

Summary of the Study 

 This research was conducted in an attempt to examine if a small private school in Indiana 

was a caring community since the school started accepting vouchers and what the perceptions of 

change were since the school started accepting voucher dollars.  Quantitative and qualitative 

research methods were employed.  

Overview of the Problem   

 For years affluent families have been able to select the school their children have 

attended, either through paying tuition for a private-school education or by purchasing a home in 

the school district of their choice (Thernstrom, 1991).  Students and families began using the 

Indiana school choice scholarship, also known as the voucher, in July 2011.  The private-school 

culture, which has traditionally been considered to be more elite, began to receive students who 

were from homes with lower combined household incomes; this potentially changed the private 

school culture.  

Purpose of the Study   

 The purpose of this mixed-methods study was to examine how a voucher program was 

affecting school culture in the private-school context.  This study explored the perceptions of the 
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school as a caring community in a small private school in Indiana regarding the school culture 

and the implementation of vouchers.  Stakeholders for this research included parents, students, 

and faculty and staff.  I also wanted to give stakeholders a voice in this research, as much of the 

literature has limited stakeholder voices, especially those of students and faculty and staff.   

Research Questions   

 The research questions addressed in this study are as follows, when school culture is 

defined as perceptions of student respect, perceptions of friendship and belonging, perceptions of 

students shaping their environment, perceptions of support and care by and for faculty and staff, 

and support and care by and for parents: 

1. In a small private school in Indiana, how do parents, faculty and staff, and students 

perceive the school culture due to the acceptance of vouchers? 

2. In a small private school in Indiana, how do parents, faculty and staff, and students 

perceive the change in the school culture from before vouchers were implemented until 

two years after their inception? 

Review of the Research Methods   

 This study was conducted in two parts.  The first part was quantitative; a survey was used 

to gather the quantitative data.  The survey used was the School as a Caring Community Profile - 

II (SCCP-II), which contained five subscales or constructs.  The SCPP-II contained 42 items that 

were answered by parents and faculty and staff.  Students answered the first 34 items, which 

contained questions from each of the five subscales or constructs.  The constructs were:  

perceptions of student respect, perceptions of friendship and belonging, perceptions of students 

shaping their environment, perceptions of support and care by and for faculty and staff, and 

perceptions of support and care by and for parents.  These constructs were used to define the 
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school culture for this study.  There were four independent variables:  combined household 

income, length of time in the school, voucher and non-voucher responses, and stakeholders.  

After determining if there were equal or unequal variances in the groups’ means, an analysis of 

variance was run to determine if survey constructs and/or survey items achieved statistical 

significance.  Post hoc tests were also employed, if applicable, to determine where differences in 

the groups were. 

 The second portion of the study was qualitative.  I gathered and analyzed data through 

interviews.  The interviews were transcribed, reviewed for concepts and then coded through 

open, inductive, and axial coding, and analyzed; themes and patterns were sought from the 

interview data.  The interviews received three cycles of coding.  The first time analyzing the 

data, I read for concepts and then used open coding for interview responses that were directly 

related to the interview questions I asked; additional concepts also emerged, such as finance.  

The second time I analyzed the data, I reviewed for concepts and inductively coded interview 

responses that supported the survey constructs.  The third time was axial coding.  During this 

coding cycle, I sought patterns and themes that emerged from the deconstructed and coded data.  

“The integration and interrelationships of the categories . . . form the basis of the grounded 

theory” (Kendall, 1999, p. 746).  The grounded themes that resulted from this research are also 

shared in this chapter.    

Findings   

 Varied findings are supported in the research. 

 Parents and students have different perceptions regarding the support and care by 

and for faculty and staff.  Students perceived there is more support and care by 

and for faculty and staff than parents did.  
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 Parents and students have different perceptions regarding students being involved 

in the school to help solve school problems, with students believing more so that 

they do get to help solve school problems.  Students also identify more with 

being able to talk with their teachers about problems that are bothering them 

more than the parents do.  Students agree more than their parents that their 

teachers go out of their way to help students who need extra help. 

 Parents and faculty and staff have different perceptions about faculty and staff 

treating each other with respect, whereas faculty and staff grasp that they do treat 

one another with respect more than parents grasp. 

 Parent and student respondents who had been in the school for three years and 

parent and student respondents who had been in the school for five or more years 

have different perceptions about students helping to solve school problems.  

Parents who have been there the lesser amount of time note that students are 

involved in helping solve school problems more than those who have been there 

for five years or more. 

 Parents who had been in the school for two years had different perceptions than 

those who had been in the school for three years, four years, and five or more 

years regarding students behaving respectfully toward all school staff.  Those in 

the school for two years perceive less that students behave respectfully toward 

all school staff than those who have been there longer.  Students being 

disrespectful toward their parents in the school environment was perceived less 

by those who had been in the school for two years as compared to those who had 

been in the school for three years or more.  
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 Voucher and non-voucher respondents perceive the students’ sense of friendship 

and belonging and students shaping their environment differently.  Voucher 

respondents feel that students do have a better sense of friendship and belonging 

and that they are able to help shape their environment more than non-voucher 

respondents do. 

 Voucher and non-voucher respondents have different perceptions for the 

following items, with voucher respondents consistently observing more 

frequently these behaviors than non-voucher respondents:  when students do 

something hurtful, they try to make up for it; students show respect for school 

property; students help to improve the school; students try to have a positive 

influence on the behavior of other students; students are patient with each other; 

students listen to each other in class discussions; parents show that they care 

about their child’s education and school behavior; and, faculty and staff are 

involved in helping to make school decisions. 

 Parents who have a combined household income of $62,001 or higher and parents 

who preferred not to respond regarding the range of their income perceive that 

students pick on other students. 

 The family-like/Christian atmosphere is well-liked and positive by all parents, 

students, and faculty and staff.  They also all like being able to pray and talk 

about God in the school setting. 

 Students have a sense of friendship and belonging.   

 All stakeholder groups believe that there is support and care by and for faculty 

and staff. 
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 Parents and faculty and staff perceive that the school needed money, and thus 

accepted vouchers.  However, the money that has come in from the vouchers has 

not provided the financial gain that was anticipated.  This has also given the 

parents and faculty and staff the perception that the school has become all about 

the money. 

 Vouchers are perceived to threaten the family atmosphere of the school. 

Findings Related to the Literature 

 The findings outlined above bring me back to the review of the literature; some of what I 

found was substantiated in the literature review, and some of it was not.  Statistical significance 

was achieved for three survey constructs and several individual survey items for the small private 

school in Indiana, indicating there were differences in perception from the stakeholder groups.  

The qualitative data assisted in triangulating those findings, and enhanced the conclusions I was 

able to draw about the school.  Axial coding pushed me to find deeper grounded themes.  Since 

this was an exploratory mixed-methods study, my findings are not as generalizable to other small 

private schools in Indiana, but the findings do contribute to responding to the research questions 

and to suggesting ideas for further research. 

Research Question One   

 Research question one sought to find out how the parents, students, and faculty and staff 

perceived the school culture from before the school accepted vouchers to two years after their 

acceptance.  The following sections relate the findings to the literature review and to research 

question one. 

 Perceptions of student respect.  Findings supported differences in results for survey 

items in this construct.  There were nine survey items that related to this construct.  Three of 
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those items were found to be statistically significant.  Students showing respect for school 

property was perceived differently between the voucher and non-voucher respondents, with non-

voucher respondents (mean = 4.11) perceiving that students show less respect for school property 

than voucher respondents (mean = 4.71).  Wolf (2008) argued a possible reason why at least 

voucher parents might perceive the private school environment and the students within it more 

positively.  He shared that parents like their new environment better perhaps because they were 

able to choose it.  Therefore, perhaps voucher parents believe students have higher levels of 

respect for the property because they were able to choose that particular school.   

 Those who made $62,001 and higher had different perceptions than those who preferred 

not to report their income level regarding students picking on other students.  Those parents 

reporting the highest income levels offered on the survey (mean = 4.41) think students pick on 

other students more than those parents who preferred not to respond (mean = 3.57).  Students 

picking on other students is another aspect of student respect in the survey.  Students not 

expressing respect toward one another in casual conversations, as Joh (1975) indicated, would 

potentially devalue others.  Picking on students would be a natural extension of having a lack of 

respect for others.  Willie (2000) argued that respect is a relational exchange and is a product of 

confidence and trust.  Perhaps the confidence and trust are not in place among all stakeholders in 

this school.  It is difficult to draw conclusions about this survey item and relate it to the research 

because I do not know what the income levels are of those who preferred not to respond.   

 Students behaving respectfully toward all school staff was viewed differently between the 

parent and student stakeholders who had been at the school for three years and five years or 

more.  Parents and students who had been a part of the school for three years, which could 

include voucher and traditional pay stakeholders (mean = 4.67), perceived more strongly that 
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students behaved respectfully than those who had been at the school for five or more years (mean 

= 4.24).  Perhaps parents who had chosen the school prior to the voucher have a different sense 

of what respect is.  According to Husted and Kenny (2002), private schools are more able to 

freely teach values than public schools.  Perhaps traditional paying parents, which would be 

indicated by the five or more year category, possess a different set of values than those who have 

more recently become a part of the school community. 

 When looking at these three survey items, there is a possible division among stakeholders 

regarding perceptions of student respect.  Non-voucher respondents, who would be expected to 

have higher household incomes and to have been at the school longer, find there to be less 

respect for school property and fewer incidences of students behaving respectfully toward all 

school staff.  They also more strongly support the survey item that students pick on other 

students.  Voucher stakeholders who have been at the school for lesser amounts of time find 

perceptions of student respect toward property, one another, and all school staff to be higher.   

 Perceptions of students’ sense of friendship and belonging.  The second construct 

from the survey was the perceptions of students’ sense of friendship and belonging.  Non-

voucher stakeholders (mean = 4.0132) perceive that students do have a lesser sense of friendship 

and belonging while voucher respondents (mean = 4.333) identify more with students having a 

sense of friendship and belonging.  This construct had nine items that included:  students exclude 

those who are different; students try to comfort peers who have experienced sadness; students 

help each other, even if they are not friends; students work well together; students help new 

students feel accepted; students are willing to forgive each other; students are patient with each 

other; students listen to each other in class discussions; and, students share what they have with 

others.   
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 Friendship and belonging is important for students to feel connected in the school and, it 

contributes to their academic success (Goodenow & Grady, 1993; Osterman, 2000; Meeuwise et 

al., 2010).  Why do non-voucher respondents discern to a lesser degree that students do not 

perceive a sense of friendship and belonging?  Levin (2002) supported that vouchers may bring 

about greater equity for students from homes with lower incomes.  It is possible that voucher 

stakeholders in the private school have a greater sense of friendship and belonging because they 

believe there is more equity for their lower-income student.  McEwan indicated that outcomes 

depend on class size, and perhaps the smaller class sizes at the private school lead to a higher 

sense of friendship and belonging to voucher respondents because they have not experienced that 

before.  Also to be considered is the work of Meeuwise et al. (2010), in which it was indicated 

that if minorities have positive formal relationships with their teachers they will have a stronger 

sense of belonging. 

    Viteritti (2004) indicated that social cohesion helps to cultivate moral citizens; however, 

as time goes by, public schools are more limited in what they are able to do and say in helping 

make this occur.  The private school culture can be different.  Currently, private schools do not 

have the same limitations placed on them regarding teaching morals and values to students.  

Faculty and staff may be more vocal in promoting the elements of good citizenship as they are 

more free to integrate morals and values into their teaching and interactions with students.  For 

many students who have been in the public school setting for many years, coming into the 

private school could be a drastic change.  However, the change is not necessarily unwelcomed.  

Students appear to enjoy the school environment and thus feel comfortable in it.  This could be 

because of the smaller school size (Chubb & Moe, 1988; Arum, 1996) and students being known 

in the school by virtually all students and faculty and staff.    
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 Survey items from within the construct regarding students’ perceptions of friendship and 

belonging that were statistically significant include:  students exclude those who are different; 

students are patient with each other; and, students listen to each other in class discussions.  All 

stakeholders thought students excluded those who are different; parents (mean = 4.5) observe 

this more than the other stakeholder groups, with faculty and staff (mean = 4.38) perceiving it the 

least.  Notable here as well is that students (mean = 4.39) agreed closely with faculty and staff.  

Those who are in the school environment daily grasp that there is more inclusion than those who 

are outside of it.  Indiana private schools are becoming more diverse (The ABCs of School 

Choice, 2012), and students and faculty and staff appear to be managing the differences more 

effectively than the parent stakeholder groups.   

 Those stakeholders who are inside the walls of the school on a daily basis agree more in 

how the school functions as a caring community than those who are not a part of the school each 

day.  The stakeholder groups of students and faculty and staff are more intimately involved in 

what occurs each day at school than perhaps the parents are, and the similarity of their responses 

may demonstrate this.  Additionally, Buchar (2004) found that perceptions of students and 

faculty and staff are closer to one another than that of parents.  Buchar’s study focused on the 

perceptions of bullying and compared responses from parents, students, and faculty and staff.  

Parents perceived bullying to occur less often than students and faculty and staff.  The 

stakeholders who are walking the school halls each day agree more with one another regarding 

what occurs in the school culture than those who are not.   

 Voucher and non-voucher respondents did not agree with students being patient with 

each other and students listening to each other in class discussions, as non-voucher respondents 

(mean = 3.68) think students are less patient with each other than voucher respondents (mean = 
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4.29).  Additionally, non-voucher respondents (mean = 4.0) were less likely to believe that 

students listened to one another in classroom discussions than voucher respondents (mean = 

4.47).  Again, voucher respondents perceive the school culture more positively in relationship to 

these values of patience and listening than the non-voucher respondents.  This could be attributed 

to parental choice (Wolf, 2008) and a potentially more conservative view of non-voucher 

respondents regarding values (McEwan, 2000).     

 Perceptions of students shaping their environment.  The third survey construct dealt 

with students shaping their environment.  Differences are perceived between voucher and non-

voucher respondents, with voucher respondents (mean = 4.3333) discerning that students do help 

shape the school environment and the non-voucher respondents (mean = 3.7688) believing less 

so.  Since voucher respondents have spent less time in the private school environment, perhaps 

they again perceive that there are more opportunities for their students to generate an impact on 

the school.  Simplicio (1996) indicated that parents who are dissatisfied with their local public 

schools will be more inclined to move their students.  Perhaps parents and students are pleased 

with the possibilities that exist for them in the private school, whereas non-voucher respondents 

find that they have less of a voice in the school.   

 Mikel (in Joseph, 2011) indicated that schools have not been democratic in their 

operations traditionally.  Perhaps this includes the private school, too, and is an important 

practice for the school to consider implementing.  As in the work of Brasof (2011) and Hawkes 

(2011), allowing students to authentically be a part of solving schools’ problems improves the 

ownership the students have in the school as well as the valuable lessons it teaches students for 

their futures.  Brasof (2011) and Hawkes (2000) supported the idea that students should be a part 



INDIANA’S SCHOOL VOUCHERS                                 109 

 

of helping to improve the school, and again may give the private school the impetus to consider 

more obvious student voice in the school setting, whether they are voucher recipients or not. 

 In addition to the construct of students shaping their environment being found significant, 

one survey item within the construct was found to be significant by stakeholders, also.  It was 

that when students do something hurtful they try to make up for it.  The perceived difference was 

between the voucher and non-voucher respondents, with voucher respondents (mean = 4.06) 

believing more positively that students do try to make up for doing something hurtful more than 

non-voucher respondents (mean = 3.62) do.  Hawkes (2011) argued that it is necessary to fight 

for the “space, time, and funding to tend to the diverse dimensions of a young person’s 

developing self” (p. 121).   

 As students develop into young adults and eventually adults in our communities, it is 

important that schools take the time and funding to help the young person develop into a 

contributing citizen.  Teaching students to treat others well, and when they make mistakes, 

teaching them the value of apologizing will help promote the ideal of good citizenship within the 

democracy.  Students should try to have a positive influence on the behavior of other students.  If 

student voices may be genuinely heard and engaged in the school setting, it would seem a natural 

progression that students would positively influence the behaviors of other students because 

students and their input are being valued (Hawkes, 2011; Brasof, 2011). 

 Additionally, within this item, I must look back again at the idea of values being taught in 

the private school, and that being one of the primary reasons parents choose private education 

(Husted and Kenny, 2002).  Do non-voucher respondents have a more conservative scale when it 

comes to assessing where students are on a values scale?  Does this support some of the 

differences between voucher and non-voucher respondents?  While Indiana’s voucher was 
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written to more readily assist families with lower household incomes and minority families (The 

ABCs of School Choice, 2012), it does not necessarily mean that voucher respondents less 

frequently desire values to be taught to their students.     

 Perceptions of support and care by and for faculty and staff.  The fourth survey 

construct addressed how faculty and staff are supported and cared for and how they support and 

care for the school in return.  This construct was found to be statistically significant, with parent 

and student stakeholder groups perceiving differently the support and care by and for faculty and 

staff.  Students (mean = 4.6898) regarded faculty and staff as being supporting and caring, and 

parents (mean = 4.4528) believed this to a lesser degree.  (Faculty and staff had a mean of 

4.6222.)  This construct had 10 survey items that included:  students can talk to their teachers 

about problems that are bothering them; teachers go out of their way to help students who need 

extra help; in this school you can count on adults to try and make sure students are safe; teachers 

are unfair in their treatment of students; parents show respect for teachers; in their interactions 

with students, teachers act in ways that demonstrate the character qualities the school is trying to 

teach; faculty and staff treat each other with respect; faculty and staff are involved in helping 

make school decisions; and this school shows appreciation for the efforts of faculty and staff.  

While it would not be a surprise for parent and student perceptions to be different, interview data 

suggest that all three stakeholder groups express support and care by and for faculty and staff.  

Perhaps the anonymity of the survey instrument allowed for more honest responses as compared 

to those shared in the interviews.   

 For faculty and staff to perceive they are supported and cared for, collegiality (Osterman, 

2000) and participatory leadership (Brasof, 2011) are required, in addition to confidence and 

respect (Willie, 2000).  Faculty and staff, though they would like more pay for their work, 



INDIANA’S SCHOOL VOUCHERS                                 111 

 

believe that they are respected and treated well.  Faculty and staff did indicate in interviews that 

they receive support and care, and thus I was able to triangulate that with the survey construct.  

Faculty and staff also desire relationships with parents and students.  This demonstrates a sense 

of efficacy (Osterman, 2000), and it sets an expectation (Rouse, 1998) of a partnership between 

the school and the home. 

 I was able to triangulate student interview responses with survey data that they are 

supported and cared for by faculty and staff, and parents suggested that faculty helped push 

students “to reach their potential” (Hallinan, 2008).  Alignment did not occur with the parent 

survey responses and the parent interview responses.  This is potentially a limitation since I was 

the principal at the time and the research instrument in the qualitative work.       

 Digging deeper into the support and care by and for faculty and staff found perception 

differences in the following survey items:  students can talk to their teachers about problems that 

are bothering them; teachers go out of their way to help students who need extra help; faculty 

and staff treat each other with respect; and, faculty and staff are involved in helping make school 

decisions.  Students (mean = 4.67) perceive that they can talk to their teachers about problems; 

parents (mean = 4.26) believe this less.  Perhaps parents have not had the opportunity to develop 

the confidence (Willie, 2000) in the teachers to know that the faculty will listen to and assist their 

students.   

 The students and faculty and staff perceived that teachers are willing to go out of their 

way to give extra help to students who need it.  Students (mean = 4.71) and parents (mean = 

4.43) did not agree, nor did parents (mean = 4.43) and faculty and staff (mean = 4.78).  It seems 

that students believe they can rely on teachers for additional help, but parents do not think that 

students can to as much of a degree.  According to Hallinan (2008), faculty and staff strive to 
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express “unconditional hope that their students can become all that they are capable of 

becoming” (p. 216).  Faculty and staff and students seem to agree that faculty and staff would 

commit the necessary time to see students succeed. 

 Parents and faculty and staff have differing perceptions regarding the faculty and staff 

treating each other with respect, with parents (mean = 4.57) supporting that there is a lesser 

amount of respect than the faculty and staff (mean = 4.94) believe.  Adults then do not hold the 

same view that faculty and staff treat each other with respect.  Confidence and trust would be 

important factors in generating respect (Willie, 2000).  Perhaps the faculty and staff perceive 

they have that confidence and respect with one another – that they are collegial – while parents 

perhaps do not know or understand that relationship among faculty and staff members. 

  Voucher and non-voucher parents perceived differently that faculty and staff are involved 

in helping make school decisions.  Non-voucher parents (mean = 3.72) observed that faculty and 

staff are not as involved as voucher parents (mean = 4.70) believe.  Participatory leadership, 

according to Brasof (2011), helps improve morale and job satisfaction.  The private school needs 

to demonstrate to all parent stakeholders that their teachers are valued, and that they are a part of 

decision-making at the school.  It is possible that those who have been school stakeholders 

longer, i.e., non-voucher parents, have witnessed more history in the school and may know that 

faculty and staff are not included as much as they would like to see.  With time, voucher parents 

may come to observe the same.  

 Perceptions of support and care by and for parents.  The final construct regards 

perceptions of support and care by and for parents.  Stakeholders responded so that there are two 

survey items to discuss in this construct:  parents show they care about their child’s education 

and school behavior, and students are disrespectful toward parents in the school environment.   
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Voucher and non-voucher respondents have differences of perception about parents showing 

they care about their child’s education and school behavior.  Non-voucher respondents (mean = 

4.27) identified less with this survey item than voucher parents only (mean = 4.65) did.   

 These differences between voucher and non-voucher respondents could exist because of a 

difference in defining how parents show they care about their child’s education and school 

behavior.  For voucher families, perhaps because they were able to choose a different school, 

they observe more that parents care about their child’s education and behavior (Wolf, 2008).  

Non-voucher respondents may define this differently and include items such as volunteering in 

how they determine parents demonstrate care.   

 Differences about perceptions of students being disrespectful toward their parents in the 

school depended upon how long parents and students had been a part of the school.  Parents who 

were in the school community for two years (mean = 3.33) had responses that were different at a 

significant level from those who had been in the school three years, four years, or five years or 

more (means = 4.67, 4.68, and 4.58, respectively).  Part of the attraction to religious schooling is 

the religious instruction and the teaching of values, according to Husted and Kenney (2002).  

Stakeholders who have been a part of the school for a lesser amount of time found there to be 

more respect displayed to parents in the school environment than those who have been at the 

school longer than two years.  Perhaps families who are newer to the school are pleased with the 

amount of respect they see being displayed.  Respect is something parents desire for children to 

exhibit.  The desire for values instruction is important to stakeholders. 

 Reasons for choosing the private school.  When researching reasons for choosing a 

private school, choosing it for religious offerings and the values taught were the reasons 

consistently found in literature (McEwan, 2000; Husted & Kenney, 2002; Bassett, 2008).  
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Inherent in these reasons are parents being unhappy with the local public school because it is not 

able to teach religiously, and/or it lacks the ability to teach values to the degree that parents may 

desire.  School safety was not found in the research to be a reason for choosing a private school. 

Class sizes were noted as being important.  Arum (1996) argued that the student/teacher ratio is 

different in private and public schools, and that ratio affects student outcomes.    

  Parents and students indicated that the reason they most selected the small private school 

was for the religious offerings it had.  According to McEwan (2000), a person’s religion does 

play a role in selecting a school.  Husted and Kenney (2002) maintained that the private religious 

school is able to teach values along with religious content that the public school is not able to do.  

Parents and students chose the religious school for religious reasons more than any other reason.  

The second choice each stakeholder group made was that it agreed with the values the school 

taught, which again supports the findings in the literature.     

 Section summary.  The biggest differences about the school culture lie in the perceptions 

between voucher and non-voucher respondents as demonstrated in quantitative and qualitative 

data.  It is almost as if each of those groups attends and interacts in a different school; sadly, they 

do not.  While it is not possible to definitively answer research question one if the school is 

perceived as a caring community or not, this study provides evidence that there are differences in 

perceptions of the school as a caring community mostly between voucher and non-voucher 

respondents.   

 Voucher and non-voucher respondents have significant differences in the perceptions of 

two survey constructs:  perceptions of students’ sense of friendship and belonging, and 

perceptions of students shaping their environment.  They also perceive differently the following 

survey items:  when students do something hurtful, they try to make up for it; students show 
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respect for school property; students help to improve the school; students try to have a positive 

influence on the behavior of other students; students are patient with each other; students listen 

to each other in class discussions; parents show that they care about their child’s education and 

school behavior; and, faculty and staff are involved in helping to make school decisions.  The 

conclusion of these apparent differences is that voucher respondents generally find the private 

school to be more positive than the non-voucher respondents. 

 Conceptual framework.  Norms, values, and behaviors of schools are parts of the 

sociopolitical organizational theory (Arum, 1996).  Hanson (2003) stated that conflict is 

inevitable in the sociopolitical context, and that it can be constructive.  Reviewing the data for 

this research indicates that the perceptions of the school as a caring community are different, and 

that there may be potential conflict ahead for the school and its stakeholders as it strives to 

involve and please all stakeholders in the choices the stakeholders have made.  

 The change process does seem to be occurring at the small private school in which this 

research took place.  Durand and Calori (2006) discussed the importance of an organization 

knowing its history and past culture as it exists and moves into the future.  If longer-term and 

traditionally paying parents find the school to be less of a caring community, the school needs to 

investigate ways to strengthen that relationship.  It is possible that the responses of non-voucher 

stakeholders have recently developed these different perceptions of the school because of 

accepting voucher families.  Since there was no survey or interviews completed prior to voucher 

acceptance, there is no baseline evidence.  During interviews, parents indicated that “we need to 

stick to our standards and beliefs.”  This comment indicated a perceived change that the school 

was in some way doing something differently.  One faculty member shared, “I don’t want us to 

lose our identity.”  This could indicate a change in the character or personality of the school.    A 
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parent indicated that “accepting everybody could lead to a negative influence from the inside.”  

This parent was sharing his concern that perhaps admission standards had changed for the school 

– that students who traditionally would not have been admitted were now being admitted into the 

school.  It is possible that the acceptance of vouchers will become a frame of reference (Wilkins 

& Dyer, Jr, 1988) for the school; it could be, or may have already been, a turning point.    

Research Question Two   

 Research question two asked about the perceptions of change that had occurred in the 

school culture due to the small private school accepting vouchers.  While the answer to research 

question one supports that varying stakeholder groups view the school culture differently, 

research question two focuses on the perceptions of change that have occurred in the school from 

before vouchers were accepted until two years after their inception.    

 It is not possible to indicate if non-voucher families and faculty and staff had the same 

view of the school culture before vouchers were accepted because there was no previous survey 

or interview data collection.  However, data from parents and faculty and staff collected during 

the interviews for this study suggested that the school culture is changing and perhaps has 

already changed.  The work of Lee, Bryk, and Smith (1993) indicated that culture for schools can 

be found in a collection of values.  Parents and faculty and staff believed that the values of the 

small private school are being threatened.  The perceived culture is a reason that parents choose 

particular schools (McEwan, 2000), and if the culture is shifting, parents and faculty and staff 

may ultimately end up choosing a different school in which to be a part.  Parents indicated that 

they want the values and beliefs of the school to remain what they were, and they articulated that 

they believe vouchers have made shifts occur.  Those shifts may have occurred from the new 

students being admitted to the school or from a perceived difference in focus for the school by 
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the school board.  While a lower combined household income is required for a student to receive 

a voucher (West and Peterson, 2006), it does not indicate that those with lower combined 

household incomes are lesser people with lower standards.  However, predominately negative 

views were shared regarding the voucher from the small interview sample, and more negative 

views of the school culture were shared by non-voucher stakeholders. 

 A few of the shared perceptions about the voucher were positive, and in most cases 

survey data supported that the perceptions of the school being a caring community were 

frequently observed.  One parent interviewed said that she was glad to have received the 

scholarship for her child.  A faculty and staff member shared that she could name students who 

could not have come to the school any other way than the voucher, and she thinks those students 

will be different people (for the better) when they graduate because they were able to attend the 

school.     

 Most perceptions shared about the voucher were negative, and non-voucher survey 

respondents also viewed the school culture more negatively.  Maintaining an appropriate balance 

of strong moral students to be influencers instead of those students being negatively influenced 

by the influx of new students is a concern for parents and faculty and staff as they see the school 

culture shifting.  Parents and faculty and staff fear that the cultural norms may be changing, thus 

changing the behaviors and beliefs of the school.  Interviews supported the idea that the school 

focus changed to being about numbers and finance when the voucher was introduced.   

 Grounded themes.  Two themes emerged from the interviews regarding perceptions of 

change in the school culture due to vouchers.  The first was lengthy.   The school needed money; 

it was “dying on the vine” says one interviewee, and thus accepted vouchers.  However, the 

money that has come in from vouchers has not provided the financial stability or gain that was 



INDIANA’S SCHOOL VOUCHERS                                 118 

 

anticipated.  This has also given parent and faculty and staff stakeholders the, perhaps, 

misperception that the school has become all about money.  A potential new hypothesis to test 

may be, “Private school boards are shifting their focus from core values to finance due to the 

voucher.”  While there is anecdotal evidence to support this, finding research-based evidence is 

difficult to find.   

 There is literature that supports that voucher programs take funds away from public 

schools (Levin, 2002; West, 1997; Belfield & Levin, 2005).  The funds that would have gone to 

the public schools are then allotted to the private school.  While the aforementioned literature 

supports public school funds go to the private school, it does not provide evidence that private 

school boards have become focused on money.  Levin (2002) noted that vouchers would serve to 

create profits for private schools, thus perhaps foreshadowing the perceived shift in values for 

some private school boards.  

 According to Deal and Peterson (1990), when conflicts arise leaders need to be able to 

face and deal with them.  Stakeholders at the small private school do not find that the school 

leadership is working to resolve the conflicts in a manner that honors stakeholders.  Parents and 

faculty and staff stakeholder groups have concerns for the future regarding potential shifts in the 

school’s culture with an increased emphasis on money and not on the school’s original core 

values.  For agreement to occur, the school’s leaders need to listen to stakeholders’ voices and 

take steps to assure them that the core values, the mission, and the vision of the school remain 

the same and that the leaders are committed to them.     

 The second theme that evolved was that vouchers are perceived to threaten the family-

like/Christian atmosphere and the values and beliefs of the private school.  Perhaps a hypothesis 

to further test would be, “Vouchers threaten change in private school culture.”  These findings 



INDIANA’S SCHOOL VOUCHERS                                 119 

 

appear to be ground-breaking for school culture combined with voucher research.  There is a 

plethora of research that discusses vouchers and how they improve educational options for 

students (Wolf, 2008; 2012; Wolf et al., 2010; Carr, 2011; Walberg & Bast, 1993; Rouse, 1998; 

Miller, 2001).  There is considerable research discussing the differences between public and 

private school cultures (Tovey, 1995; Walberg & Bast, 1993; Arum, 1996; Simplicio, 1996; 

Chubb & Moe, 1988; 1990; Minow, 2010; Wolf, 2008; Carr, 2011).  However, finding research 

that supports how vouchers are being implemented and affecting private school cultures appears 

to be virtually nonexistent and/or very difficult to find. 

 It appears that the small private school culture is changing, and that many of the 

comments shared by interviewed stakeholders point toward the voucher as being the frame of 

reference for change.  Deal and Peterson (1990) indicated that, “All organizational change is 

difficult” (p. 3).  Even if the school is viewed as a relatively caring community, the changes that 

are taking place are difficult.  Non-voucher respondents find the school generally less caring than 

voucher respondents.  If vouchers become a frame of reference for the school, then the non-

voucher respondents may view vouchers and those who receive them negatively.    

 Section summary.  The qualitative analyses from this study helped shed light on 

research question two.  The school culture appears to be changing based on the perceptions of 

stakeholders; the finances that were anticipated to improve the school’s viability have helped 

keep the school open, but have not given the school the desired stability.  At this point, some 

stakeholders perceive that the board is more focused on about money, and it is sacrificing the 

values and beliefs that have been in the school for decades.  A faculty member shared that, “the 

board has focused primarily on the financial and numerical success.” 



INDIANA’S SCHOOL VOUCHERS                                 120 

 

 The theme that vouchers are shifting the school culture is triangulated in this research.  

Voucher and non-voucher responses seem to indicate that the school is currently servicing two 

entities.  The qualitative work takes this evidence further in sharing that stakeholders perceive 

that vouchers are indeed changing the private school culture.  

 Conceptual framework.  Sociopolitical organizational theory is revealed through 

informal groups in organizations (Hanson, 2003).  This theory is recognized in school culture as 

the informal groups in the small private school and that they are in apparent conflict over beliefs, 

values, and norms of conduct.  As new influences enter an organization, the response and/or 

adaptation to those potential changes is important in the school context.  The culture of the 

organization ultimately will undergo a process of adaptation or change.  Waters et al. (2003) 

argued that different levels or orders of change are required for organizations to adapt to new 

situations.  The school studied in this research will need to decide on and commit to what its 

beliefs, values, and norms of conduct are, and then institute incremental changes to move the 

stakeholders forward in unison.  

Surprises   

 Surprises are exciting parts of research in that something the researcher did not expect to 

find was found.  Learning that the school was being perceived in a dichotomous way in which 

voucher respondents found the culture more caring was a surprise to me.  I had believed that the 

school would be found to be a caring community by all stakeholders because the school was 

perceived, at least by me, to be a place where everyone seemed to develop, there were no fights 

between students, and faculty and staff went out of their way to welcome students and families.  

It did have a special appeal to me.  Overall, the school was found to be a caring community; it 

was found to be more caring by voucher survey respondents.  However, the differences in 
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responses between voucher and non-voucher respondents may be explained through the 

anonymity of the survey responses.  Perhaps stakeholders were more inclined to answer survey 

items honestly since I would not know who they were.  It also means that stakeholders may voice 

to others that they strongly believe in and are committed to the school, but when the school is 

viewed through the lens of voucher and non-voucher respondents, the school is perceived 

differently.  I would be remiss if I did not indicate my bias toward the school as well.  Certainly, 

my bias toward the school led me to believe that it was a caring community; consequently, 

seeing the school through the stakeholders’ eyes has been difficult for me, especially knowing 

that I no longer hold any power to help change it.    

 The second surprise was found in the grounded themes from the qualitative work.  The 

perception that vouchers are threatening the family-like/Christian atmosphere including the 

values and beliefs of the school was a theme I did not think would find.  I did think I would find 

that when stakeholders were given open-ended questions about negative influences and desired 

change in the school that the voucher would be mentioned by some, particularly traditional pay 

parents.  I thought those comments from traditional-pay parents would include that they did not 

like relying on state funds nor having to meet additional requirements by the state for those 

funds.  Perhaps these strong and non-favorable perceptions were formed during the first year of 

voucher implementation when approximately 25 students who came to the secondary school left, 

either because they decided they did not like the school environment or because I asked them to 

leave due to disciplinary issues.  Perhaps as students who have been in the school for several 

years went home and shared their days’ experiences with their parents, parents formed opinions 

about what was happening in and to the school culture.  Although stakeholders indicated that the 



INDIANA’S SCHOOL VOUCHERS                                 122 

 

situation has improved since the voucher implementation in the secondary school, this 

improvement perhaps was not enough to erase the previously formed perceptions.   

Conclusions 

Implications for Action   

 There are three things I would do differently if I were to conduct this study again.  The 

first thing would be to make sure that I was able to gather data for the interviews that would 

indicate if students and parents received vouchers or not, without the stakeholders having to 

reveal the data, perhaps accidentally, in the interview.  The quantitative portion of the research 

was anonymous, and therefore, individuals could answer the demographic information and 

survey items without me knowing who they were and if they were necessarily telling the truth.   

Because I did not work in the business office of the small private school, and the school had 

made it a practice not to reveal to all stakeholders who received vouchers and who did not, I do 

not know with 100% certainty the voucher or non-voucher status of the students and parents I 

interviewed.  Therefore, I was unable to analyze the qualitative data by comparing voucher and 

non-voucher responses, unless the interviewees self-disclosed that they received vouchers or not.   

 The second thing I would do differently would be to delay the interviews.  By postponing 

the interviews until the survey data had been thoroughly analyzed, I would have known my 

quantitative data better and would have probed more deeply during the interviews. 

 The third thing I would change would be the scope of my research venue.  I would 

conduct the research in a particular region or other logical grouping, perhaps looking at different 

sized private schools, and not only religious schools.  This approach would add more stakeholder 

voices, and it would also allow for results to be generalizable to similar populations. 
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Recommendations for Further Research   

 When I first started exploring dissertation topics, I thought about writing regarding some 

aspect of finance.  I think a finance dissertation on the topic of vouchers and how they are 

impacting public and private schools in the state of Indiana would add to the body of voucher 

knowledge.  Perhaps quantitative research in the form of survey research that sought information 

regarding money private schools are receiving and money that public schools are losing would 

be relevant. 

 Another recommendation would be to have a larger sample size in the study.  A larger 

sample size was needed (175) to be able to conduct the Two-Way ANOVA.  Being able to 

compare survey items with more than one independent variable at a time may add additional 

findings.  For example, with a larger sample size, the Two-Way ANOVA could be calculated for 

the survey items and voucher/non-voucher responses as well as length of time in the school 

simultaneously. 

 Another recommendation would be to conduct this research in more than one school.  

Maybe all public and private schools in an education service region could be surveyed and/or 

interviewed, thus allowing for more generalizable findings, as well as allowing for various 

unique items regarding each school’s culture to be discovered.  Additional patterns and themes 

may also emerge from a larger study. 

 A fourth recommendation, a longitudinal study, is an alternative research design to 

consider.  Now that the voucher is in its fourth year, perhaps another round of survey 

administration and interviews could shed more light on what is happening in the small private 

school’s culture. 
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 Lastly, and certainly not least, I would create my own survey that dealt specifically with 

vouchers and the school culture.  It could include perceptions regarding administration and the 

board, since interview data suggested that there are perceived issues at those leadership levels. 

These recommendations would be beneficial in sharing how vouchers are impacting schools, 

both public and private, both financially and culturally, in the state of Indiana. 

Summary   

 Vouchers have implications for school culture in a small private school in Indiana.  As 

data were reviewed it appeared that there is a dichotomy between voucher and non-voucher 

respondents in the school culture.  It almost seems that there are two separate schools found in 

the data, whether it was quantitative or qualitative.  Voucher stakeholders found the school 

culture to be more positive, and they were thankful for the scholarship opportunity.  Non-

voucher stakeholders found the school culture to be less positive, and several negative comments 

about the voucher were shared in the interviews. 

 The grounded theories involve finance and a potential shift in the school due to vouchers.  

Parents and faculty and staff shared that the school was in a financial crisis and that it needed to 

find a new revenue stream; however, the voucher dollars that came into the school did not 

advance the school financially, due to the additional expenses required for more students, i.e., 

textbooks, teachers, facility work to increase the number of classrooms.  Many stakeholders 

seem to think the school led by its board has become focused on money and has strayed from its 

original foundation on biblical principles.  While this could not be ascertained from the survey 

research, non-voucher stakeholders and those stakeholders who have been at the school longer 

viewed the school culture more negatively than voucher stakeholders and those stakeholders who 

had been there for fewer years.   
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 The small private school is also known and perceived to have a family-like/Christian 

atmosphere, and the introduction of vouchers may be threatening that family-like/Christian feel 

because of the organizational changes that have had to be made to support the student growth as 

well as the perception that voucher students themselves are changing the school culture due to a 

different set of values and beliefs.    
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APPENDIX A 

Indiana’s Voucher Law 2011 

First Regular Session 117th General Assembly (2011)  

 

PRINTING CODE. Amendments: Whenever an existing statute (or a section of the Indiana 

Constitution) is being amended, the text of the existing provision will appear in this style type, 

additions will appear in this style type, and deletions will appear in this style type. 

Additions: Whenever a new statutory provision is being enacted (or a new constitutional 

provision adopted), the text of the new provision will appear in this style type. Also, the word 

NEW will appear in that style type in the introductory clause of each SECTION that adds a new 

provision to the Indiana Code or the Indiana Constitution. 

Conflict reconciliation: Text in a statute in this style type or this style type reconciles conflicts 

between statutes enacted by the 2010 Regular Session of the General Assembly. 

 

HOUSE ENROLLED ACT No. 1003  

 
 

AN ACT to amend the Indiana Code concerning education.  

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of Indiana: 

 

SOURCE: IC 6-3-2-22; (11)HE1003.1.1. -->  

SECTION 1. IC 6-3-2-22 IS ADDED TO THE INDIANA CODE AS A NEW SECTION TO 

READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2011 (RETROACTIVE)]: Sec. 22. (a) The 

following definitions apply throughout this section: 

(1) "Dependent child" means an individual who: 

(A) is eligible to receive a free elementary or high school education in an Indiana school 

corporation; 

(B) qualifies as a dependent (as defined in Section 152 of the Internal Revenue Code) of the 

taxpayer; and 

(C) is the natural or adopted child or the taxpayer or, if custody of the child has been 

awarded in a court proceeding to someone other than the mother or father, the court 

appointed guardian or custodian of the child. 

If the parents of a child are divorced, the term refers to the parent who is eligible to take 

the exemption for the child under Section 151 of the Internal Revenue Code. 

(2) "Education expenditure" refers to any expenditures made in connection with 

enrollment, attendance, or participation of the taxpayer's dependent child in a private 

elementary or high school education program. The term includes tuition, fees, computer 

software, textbooks, workbooks, curricula, school  

supplies (other than personal computers), and other written materials used primarily for 

academic instruction or for academic tutoring, or both. 

(3) "Private elementary or high school education program" means: 
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(A) home schooling; or 

(B) attendance at a private school; 

in Indiana that satisfies a child's obligation under IC 20-33-2 for compulsory attendance at 

a school. The term does not include the delivery of instructional service in a home setting to 

a dependent child who is enrolled in a school corporation or a charter school. 

(b) This section applies to taxable years beginning after December 31, 2010. 

(c) A taxpayer who makes an unreimbursed education expenditure during the taxpayer's 

taxable year is entitled to a deduction against the taxpayer's adjusted gross income in the 

taxable year. 

(d) The amount of the deduction is: 

(1) one thousand dollars ($1,000); multiplied by 

(2) the number of the taxpayer's dependent children for whom the taxpayer made 

education expenditures in the taxable year. 

A husband and wife are entitled to only one (1) deduction under this section. 

(e) To receive the deduction provided by this section, a taxpayer must claim the deduction 

on the taxpayer's annual state tax return or returns in the manner prescribed by the 

department. 
 

SOURCE: IC 6-3.1-30.5-3; (11)HE1003.1.2. --> SECTION 2. IC 6-3.1-30.5-3, AS ADDED BY 

P.L.182-2009(ss), SECTION 205, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE 

JULY 1, 2011]: Sec. 3. As used in this chapter, "scholarship granting organization" refers to an 

organization that: 

(1) is exempt from federal income taxation under Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue 

Code; and 

(2) conducts a school scholarship program without limiting the availability of scholarships to 

students of only one (1) participating school (as defined in IC 20-51-1-6). 
 

SOURCE: IC 6-3.1-30.5-12; (11)HE1003.1.3. --> SECTION 3. IC 6-3.1-30.5-12, AS ADDED 

BY P.L.182-2009(ss), SECTION 205, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE 

JULY 1, 2011]: Sec. 12. A contribution to a scholarship granting organization shall be treated 

as having been made for use in a school scholarship program if: 

(1) the contribution is made directly to a scholarship granting  

organization; and 

(2) either: 

(A) not later than the date of the contribution, the taxpayer designates in writing to the 

scholarship granting organization that the contribution is to be used only for a school scholarship 

program; or 

(B) the scholarship granting organization provides the taxpayer with written confirmation that 

the contribution will be dedicated solely for use in a school scholarship program. 

 

SOURCE: IC 6-3.1-30.5-13; (11)HE1003.1.4. --> SECTION 4. IC 6-3.1-30.5-13, AS ADDED 

BY P.L.182-2009(ss), SECTION 205, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE 

JULY 1, 2011]: Sec. 13. The total amount of tax credits awarded under this chapter may not 
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exceed two million five hundred thousand dollars ($2,500,000) five million dollars ($5,000,000) 

in any a state fiscal year. 

 

SOURCE: IC 20-51-1-4.5; (11)HE1003.1.5. --> SECTION 5. IC 20-51-1-4.5 IS ADDED TO 

THE INDIANA CODE AS A NEW SECTION TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 

1, 2011]: Sec. 4.5. "Eligible individual" refers to an individual who: 

(1) has legal settlement in Indiana; 

(2) is at least five (5) years of age and less than twenty-two (22) years of age on the date in 

the school year specified in IC 20-33-2-7; 

(3) either has been or is currently enrolled in an accredited school; 

(4) is a member of a household with an annual income of not more than one hundred fifty 

percent (150%) of the amount required for the individual to qualify for the federal free or 

reduced price lunch program; and 

(5) either: 

(A) was enrolled in grade 1 through 12 in a school corporation that did not charge the 

individual transfer tuition for at least two (2) semesters immediately preceding the first 

semester for which the individual receives a choice scholarship under IC 20-51-4; or 

(B) received a scholarship from a scholarship granting organization under IC 20-51-3 or a 

choice scholarship under IC 20-51-4 in a preceding school year, including a school year 

that does not immediately precede a school year in which the individual receives a 

scholarship from a scholarship granting organization under IC 20-51-3 or a choice 

scholarship under IC 20-51-4. 
 

SOURCE: IC 20-51-1-4.7; (11)HE1003.1.6. --> SECTION 6. IC 20-51-1-4.7 IS ADDED TO 

THE INDIANA CODE  

AS A NEW SECTION TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec. 4.7. 

"Eligible school" refers to a public or nonpublic elementary school or high school that: 

(1) is located in Indiana; 

(2) requires an eligible individual to pay tuition or transfer tuition to attend; 

(3) voluntarily agrees to enroll an eligible individual; 

(4) is accredited by either the state board or a national or regional accreditation agency 

that is recognized by the state board; 

(5) administers the Indiana statewide testing for educational progress (ISTEP) program 

under IC 20-32-5; 

(6) is not a charter school or the school corporation in which an eligible individual has legal 

settlement under IC 20-26-11; and 

(7) submits to the department data required for a category designation under IC 20-31-8-3. 

SOURCE: IC 20-51-1-7; (11)HE1003.1.7. --> SECTION 7. IC 20-51-1-7, AS ADDED BY 

P.L.182-2009(ss), SECTION 364, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE 

JULY 1, 2011]: Sec. 7. "Scholarship granting organization" refers to an organization that: 

(1) is exempt from federal income taxation under Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue 

Code; and 

(2) is organized at least in part to grant school scholarships without limiting the availability of 
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scholarships to students of only one (1) participating school. 
 

SOURCE: IC 20-51-3-1; (11)HE1003.1.8. --> SECTION 8. IC 20-51-3-1, AS ADDED BY 

P.L.182-2009(ss), SECTION 364, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE 

JULY 1, 2011]: Sec. 1. (a) A program qualifies for certification as a school scholarship program 

if: 

(1) the program: 

(A) is administered by a scholarship granting organization; and 

(B) has the primary purpose of providing school scholarships to eligible students; and 

(2) the scholarship granting organization administering the program: 

(A) applies to the department on the form and in the manner prescribed by the department; and 

(B) enters into an agreement with the department to comply with this article. 

(b) A program may not be certified as a school scholarship program  

if the program: 

(1) limits a recipient of a school scholarship to attending specific participating schools; or 

(2) limits the ability of a recipient of a school scholarship to  

change attendance from one (1) participating school to another participating school. 

 

SOURCE: IC 20-51-3-5; (11)HE1003.1.9. --> SECTION 9. IC 20-51-3-5, AS ADDED BY 

P.L.182-2009(ss), SECTION 364, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE 

JULY 1, 2011]: Sec. 5. (a) An agreement entered into under section 1 of this chapter must 

prohibit a scholarship granting organization from distributing school scholarships for use by an 

eligible student to: 

(1) enroll in a school that has: 

(A) paid staff or board members; or 

(B) relatives of paid staff or board members; 

in common with the scholarship granting support organization; 

(2) enroll in a school that the scholarship granting organization knows does not qualify as a 

participating school; or 

(3) pay for the cost of education for a public school where the eligible student is entitled to enroll 

without the payment of tuition. 

(b) An agreement entered into under section 1 of this chapter must prohibit a scholarship 

granting organization from limiting the availability of scholarships to students of only one 

(1) participating school. An agreement entered into under section 1 of this chapter before 

July 1, 2011, must be amended to include the requirement specified in this subsection. 
 

SOURCE: IC 20-51-4; (11)HE1003.1.10. --> SECTION 10. IC 20-51-4 IS ADDED TO THE 

INDIANA CODE AS A NEW CHAPTER TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 

2011]: 

Chapter 4. Choice Scholarship 

Sec. 1. (a) Except as provided under subsections (b) through (h), it is the intent of the 

general assembly to honor the autonomy of nonpublic schools that choose to become 

eligible schools under this chapter. A nonpublic eligible school is not an agent of the state 

or federal government, and therefore: 
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(1) the department or any other state agency may not in any way regulate the educational 

program of a nonpublic eligible school that accepts a choice scholarship under this chapter, 

including the regulation of curriculum content, religious instruction or activities, classroom 

teaching, teacher and staff hiring requirements, and other activities carried out by the 

eligible school;  

 
(2) the creation of the choice scholarship program does not expand the regulatory authority 

of the state, the state's officers, or a school corporation to impose additional regulation of 

nonpublic schools beyond those necessary to enforce the requirements of the choice 

scholarship program in place on July 1, 2011; and 

(3) a nonpublic eligible school shall be given the freedom to provide for the educational 

needs of students without governmental control. 

(b) This section applies to the following writings, documents, and records: 

(1) The Constitution of the United States. 

(2) The national motto. 

(3) The national anthem. 

(4) The Pledge of Allegiance. 

(5) The Constitution of the State of Indiana. 

(6) The Declaration of Independence. 

(7) The Mayflower Compact. 

(8) The Federalist Papers. 

(9) "Common Sense" by Thomas Paine. 

(10) The writings, speeches, documents, and proclamations of the founding fathers and 

presidents of the United States. 

(11) United States Supreme Court decisions. 

(12) Executive orders of the presidents of the United States. 

(13) Frederick Douglas' Speech at Rochester, New York, on July 5, 1852, entitled "What to 

a Slave is the Fourth of July?". 

(14) Appeal by David Walker. 

(15) Chief Seattle's letter to the United States government in 1852 in response to the United 

States government's inquiry regarding the purchase of tribal lands. 

(c) An eligible school may allow a principal or teacher in the eligible school to read or post 

in the school building or classroom or at a school event any excerpt or part of a writing, 

document, or record listed in subsection (b). 

(d) An eligible school may not permit the content based censorship of American history or 

heritage based on religious references in a writing, document, or record listed in subsection 

(b). 

(e) A library, a media center, or an equivalent facility that an eligible school maintains for 

student use must contain in the facility's permanent collection at least one (1) copy of each 

writing or document listed in subsection (b)(1) through (b)(9).  

 
(f) An eligible school shall do the following: 

(1) Allow a student to include a reference to a writing, document, or record listed in 

subsection (b) in a report or other work product. 

(2) May not punish the student in any way, including a reduction in grade, for using the 

reference. 
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(3) Display the United States flag in each classroom. 

(4) Provide a daily opportunity for students to voluntarily recite the Pledge of Allegiance in 

each classroom or on school grounds. A student is exempt from participation in the Pledge 

of Allegiance and may not be required to participate in the Pledge of Allegiance if: 

(A) the student chooses to not participate; or 

(B) the student's parent chooses to have the student not participate. 

(5) Provide instruction on the constitutions of: 

(A) Indiana; and 

(B) the United States. 

(6) For an eligible school that enrolls students in grades 6 through 12, provide within the 

two (2) weeks preceding a general election five (5) full recitation periods of class discussion 

concerning: 

(A) the system of government in Indiana and in the United States; 

(B) methods of voting; 

(C) party structures; 

(D) election laws; and 

(E) the responsibilities of citizen participation in government and in elections. 

(7) Require that each teacher employed by the eligible school present instruction with 

special emphasis on: 

(A) honesty; 

(B) morality; 

(C) courtesy; 

(D) obedience to law; 

(E) respect for the national flag and the Constitution of the State of Indiana and the 

Constitution of the United States; 

(F) respect for parents and the home; 

(G) the dignity and necessity of honest labor; and 

(H) other lessons of a steadying influence that tend to promote and develop an upright and 

desirable citizenry. 

(8) Provide good citizenship instruction that stresses the  

nature and importance of the following: 

(A) Being honest and truthful. 

(B) Respecting authority. 

(C) Respecting the property of others. 

(D) Always doing the student's personal best. 

(E) Not stealing. 

(F) Possessing the skills (including methods of conflict resolution) necessary to live 

peaceably in society and not resorting to violence to settle disputes. 

(G) Taking personal responsibility for obligations to family and community. 

(H) Taking personal responsibility for earning a livelihood. 

(I) Treating others the way the student would want to be treated. 

(J) Respecting the national flag, the Constitution of the United States, and the Constitution 

of the State of Indiana. 

(K) Respecting the student's parents and home. 

(L) Respecting the student's self. 



INDIANA’S SCHOOL VOUCHERS                                 140 

 

(M) Respecting the rights of others to have their own views and religious beliefs. 

(9) Provide instruction in the following studies: 

(A) Language arts, including: 

(i) English; 

(ii) grammar; 

(iii) composition; 

(iv) speech; and 

(v) second languages. 

(B) Mathematics. 

(C) Social studies and citizenship, including the: 

(i) constitutions; 

(ii) governmental systems; and 

(iii) histories; 

of Indiana and the United States, including a study of the Holocaust and the role religious 

extremism played in the events of September 11, 2001, in each high school United States 

history course. 

(D) Sciences. 

(E) Fine arts, including music and art. 

(F) Health education, physical fitness, safety, and the effects of alcohol, tobacco, drugs, and 

other substances on the human body. 

(g) An eligible school, charter school, or public school shall not  

teach the violent overthrow of the government of the United States. 

(h) Nothing in this section shall be construed to limit the requirements of IC 20-30-5. 

Sec. 2. (a) Subject to subsection (b), an eligible individual is entitled to a choice scholarship 

under this chapter for each school year beginning after June 30, 2011, that the eligible 

student enrolls in an eligible school. 

(b) The department may not award more than: 

(1) seven thousand five hundred (7,500) choice scholarships for the school year beginning 

July 1, 2011, and ending June 30, 2012; and 

(2) fifteen thousand (15,000) choice scholarships for the school year beginning July 1, 2012, 

and ending June 30, 2013. 

The department shall establish the standards used to allocate choice scholarships among 

eligible students. 

Sec. 3. (a) An eligible school may not discriminate on the basis of race, color, or national 

origin. 

(b) An eligible school shall abide by the school's written admission policy fairly and without 

discrimination with regard to students who: 

(1) apply for; or 

(2) are awarded; 

scholarships under this chapter. 

(c) If the number of applicants for enrollment in an eligible school under a choice 

scholarship exceeds the number of choice scholarships available to the eligible school, the 

eligible school must draw at random in a public meeting the applications of applicants who 

are entitled to a choice scholarship from among the applicants who meet the requirements 

for admission to the eligible school. 



INDIANA’S SCHOOL VOUCHERS                                 141 

 

(d) The department shall, at a minimum, annually visit each eligible school and charter 

school to verify that the eligible school or charter school complies with the provisions of IC 

20-51-4, the Constitutions of the state of Indiana and the United States. 

(e) Each eligible school, public school, and charter school shall grant the department full 

access to its premises, including access to any points of ingress to and egress from the 

school's grounds, buildings, and property for observing classroom instruction and 

reviewing any instructional materials and curriculum. 

Sec. 4. The maximum amount to which an eligible individual is entitled under this chapter 

for a school year is equal to the least of the following: 

(1) The sum of the tuition, transfer tuition, and fees required  

for enrollment or attendance of the eligible student at the eligible school selected by the 

eligible individual for a school year that the eligible individual (or the parent of the eligible 

individual) would otherwise be obligated to pay to the eligible school. 

(2) An amount equal to: 

(A) ninety percent (90%) of the state tuition support amount determined under section 5 of 

this chapter if the eligible individual is a member of a household with an annual income of 

not more than the amount required for the individual to qualify for the federal free or 

reduced price lunch program; and 

(B) fifty percent (50%) of the state tuition support amount determined under section 5 of 

this chapter if the eligible individual is a member of a household with an annual income of 

not more than one hundred fifty percent (150%) of the amount required for the individual 

to qualify for the federal free or reduced price lunch program. 

(3) If the eligible individual is enrolled in grade 1 through 8, the maximum choice 

scholarship that the eligible individual may receive for a school year is four thousand five 

hundred dollars ($4,500). 

Sec. 5. The state tuition support amount to be used in section 3(2) of this chapter for an 

eligible individual is the amount determined under the last STEP of the following formula: 

STEP ONE: Determine the school corporation in which the eligible individual has legal 

settlement. 

STEP TWO: Determine the amount of state tuition support that the school corporation 

identified under STEP ONE is eligible to receive under IC 20-43 for the calendar year in 

which the current school year begins, excluding amounts provided for special education 

grants under IC 20-43-7 and career and technical education grants under IC 20-43-8. 

STEP THREE: Determine the result of: 

(A) the STEP TWO amount; divided by 

(B) the current ADM (as defined in IC 20-43-1-10) for the school corporation identified 

under STEP ONE for the calendar year used in STEP TWO. 

Sec. 6. (a) If an eligible individual enrolls in an eligible school for less than an entire school 

year, the choice scholarship provided under this chapter for that school year shall be 

reduced on a prorated basis to reflect the shorter school term.  

(b) An eligible individual is entitled to only one (1) choice scholarship for each school year. 

If the eligible individual leaves the eligible school for which the eligible individual was 

awarded a choice scholarship and enrolls in another eligible school, the eligible individual 

is responsible for the payment of any tuition required for the remainder of that school year. 
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Sec. 7. (a) The department shall administer this chapter. 

(b) The department shall adopt rules under IC 4-22-2 to implement this chapter. 

(c) The department may adopt emergency rules under IC 4-22-2-37.1 to implement this 

chapter. 

Sec. 8. The department may prescribe forms and methods for demonstrating eligibility for 

a choice scholarship under this chapter. 

Sec. 9. (a) The department shall enforce the following consequences for an eligible school 

that is nonpublic: 

(1) If the school is placed in either of the lowest two (2) categories or designations under IC 

20-31-8-3 for two (2) consecutive years, the department shall suspend choice scholarship 

payments for one (1) year for new students who would otherwise use a choice scholarship 

to attend the school. 

(2) If the school is placed in either of the lowest two (2) categories or designations under IC 

20-31-8-3 for three (3) consecutive years, the department shall suspend choice scholarship 

payments for new students who would otherwise use a choice scholarship to attend the 

school until the school is placed in the middle category or higher category or designation, 

for two (2) consecutive years. 

(3) If the school is placed in the lowest category or designation under IC 20-31-8-3 for three 

(3) consecutive years, the department shall suspend choice scholarship payments for new 

students who would otherwise use a choice scholarship to attend the school until the school 

is placed in the middle category or higher category or designation, for three (3) consecutive 

years. 

(4) Students who: 

(A) are currently enrolled at a school described in subdivision (1), (2), or (3); and 

(B) qualify for a choice scholarship for the upcoming school year; 

may continue to receive a choice scholarship at the school. 

(b) This section may not be construed to prevent a student  

enrolled in a school subject to this section from applying for a choice scholarship in the 

future at another participating school. 

Sec. 10. The department may distribute any part of a choice scholarship to the eligible 

individual (or the parent of the eligible individual) for the purpose of paying the 

educational costs described in section 4(1) of this chapter. For the distribution to be valid, 

the distribution must be endorsed by both the eligible individual (or the parent of the 

eligible individual) and the eligible school providing educational services to the eligible 

individual. 

Sec. 11. The amount of a choice scholarship provided to an eligible individual shall not be 

treated as income or a resource for the purposes of qualifying for any other federal or state 

grant or program administered by the state or a political subdivision. 

SOURCE: ; (11)HE1003.1.11. --> SECTION 11. An emergency is declared for this act.  

 
HEA 1003 _ Concur 
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APPENDIX B 

Copy of Application to be a Choice School 
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APPENDIX C 

Survey Instrument: School as a Caring Community Profile – II (SCCP – II) revised in 2003  
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APPENDIX D 

Interview Protocols for All Stakeholder Groups 

 

Interview Protocol – Student 

Interview Protocol: 

Thank you for the opportunity to meet with you to talk about your experiences in our school.  As 

you answer the following questions, please respond openly and honestly with me.  I really want 

to learn about you and your time in your this school.  The information that is collected from this 

interview will be used in my dissertation (that is like a book I have to write to become Dr.). You 

and your answers will remain confidential and anonymous in the reporting. 

 

Thank you for sharing your ideas and answers to the following questions. Please know that if I 

ask a question that you would prefer not to answer for any reason, let me know, and we will 

move on to the next question. Any questions? Let’s get started . . . 

 

1. Tell me a little bit about yourself. 

 

2. Have you attended a school other than this one?  Tell me about it.   

 

3. Did you want to come to this school?  Why or why not? 

 

4. What do you like most about this school?  Is anything a favorite for you? 

 

5. What do you like least about this school?   

 

6. Do you have a voice in this school?  Do people listen to you?  Did you have a voice in your 

old school? 

 

7. Tell me about the influences you find here.  Do you think they positive or negative influences?  

Tell me a little bit about them. 

 

8.  Have you made friends in this school? 

 

9.  If you could change one thing about this school, what would you change and why? 

 

10.  What else should I know about you being in school here? 

 

 

Thank you for your time today; you are greatly appreciated! Do you have anything else you 

would like to add? Is it okay if I follow up with you if I have additional questions? 
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Interview Protocol – Parent 

Interview Protocol: 

Thank you for the opportunity to meet with you to talk about your experiences in our school.  As 

you answer the following questions, please respond openly and honestly with me.  I really want 

to learn about you and your time in your this school.  The information that is collected from this 

interview will be used in my dissertation. You and your answers will remain confidential and 

anonymous in the reporting. 

 

Thank you for sharing your ideas and answers to the following questions. Please know that if I 

ask a question that you would prefer not to answer for any reason, let me know, and we will 

move on to the next question. Any questions? Let’s get started . . . 

 

1. Tell me a little bit about yourself. 

 

2. Did your child attend a school other than this one?  Tell me about it. 

 

3. Why did you want your child to come to this school?   

 

4. What do you like most about this school?  Is anything a favorite for you? 

 

5. What do you like least about this school?   

 

6. Do you have a voice in this school?  Do people listen to you?  Did you have a voice in your 

child’s former school, if applicable? 

 

7. Tell me about the influences you find here.  Do you think they good or bad influences?  Tell 

me a little bit about them. 

 

8.  Has your child made friends in this school? 

 

9.  If you could change one thing about this school, what would you change and why? 

 

10.  What else should I know about you being in school here? 

 

 

Thank you for your time today; you are greatly appreciated! Do you have anything else you 

would like to add? Is it okay if I follow up with you if I have additional questions? 
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Interview Protocol – Faculty and Staff 

Interview Protocol: 

Thank you for the opportunity to meet with you to talk about your experiences in our school.  As 

you answer the following questions, please respond openly and honestly with me.  I really want 

to learn from you.  The information that is collected from this interview will be used in my 

dissertation. You and your answers will remain confidential and anonymous in the reporting. 

 

Thank you for sharing your ideas and answers to the following questions. Please know that if I 

ask a question that you would prefer not to answer for any reason, let me know, and we will 

move on to the next question. Any questions? Let’s get started . . . 

 

1. Tell me a little bit about yourself. 

 

2. Did your child attend a school other than this one?  Tell me about it. 

 

3. Why did you want to work in this school? 

 

4. What do you like most about this school?  Is anything a favorite for you? 

 

5. What do you like least about this school?   

 

6. Do you have a voice in this school?  Do people listen to you?   

 

7. Tell me about the influences you find here.  Do you think they good or bad influences?  Tell 

me a little bit about them. 

 

8.  Tell me about the relationship you have with parents in this school? 

 

9.  If you could change one thing about this school, what would you change and why? 

 

10.  What else should I know? 

 

 

Thank you for your time today; you are greatly appreciated! Do you have anything else you 

would like to add? Is it okay if I follow up with you if I have additional questions? 

 



INDIANA’S SCHOOL VOUCHERS                                 150 

 

APPENDIX E 

Survey Scale Descriptions 

 

SCHOOL AS A CARING COMMUNITY PROFILE—II (SCCP-II) 

A Survey of Students, Staff, and Parents  

Scale Descriptions 

 

This questionnaire is designed to assess stakeholder perceptions of the school as a caring 

community and contains 42 items in a 5-point Likert format. The entire 42-item survey may be 

completed by both students and adults. However, validation analysis indicates stronger validity 

and reliability when students complete the first 34 items only and adults complete all 42 items. 

Confirmatory factor analysis supports the hypothesized break-down into 5 scales as shown 

below. Reliability alphas in U.S. samples range from .73 to .86 for youth and from .73 to .88 for 

adults. The three student scales were also administered to a national sample of 5
th

 and 8
th

 grade 

students in Taiwan and demonstrated reliabilities from .72 to .79.  

 

Sub-scale IA: Perceptions of Student Respect (9 Items)  
1 Students treat classmates with respect.  

4 Students respect the personal property of others.  

7 Students show respect for school property.  

9[10] Students behave respectfully toward all school staff  

12[13] Students are disrespectful toward their teachers. (Reverse)  

15[16] Students pick on other students. (Reverse)  

17[18] Students show poor sportsmanship. (Reverse)  

20[21] Students are disrespectful toward their schoolmates. (Reverse)  

23[24] Students refrain from put-downs (negative, hurtful comments).  

 

 Whole sample alpha=.8388; youth sample alpha=.7533; adult sample  alpha=.8844.  

 

 Sub-scale IB: Perceptions of Student Friendship and Belonging (9 items)  
2 Students exclude those who are different. (Reverse)  

3 Students try to comfort peers who have experienced sadness.  

5 Students help each other, even if they are not friends.  

10[11] Students work well together.  

13[14] Students help new students feel accepted.  

16[17] Students are willing to forgive each other.  

18[19] Students are patient with each other.  

21[22] Students listen to each other in class discussions.  

24[25] Students share what they have with others.  

 

Whole sample alpha=.8541; youth sample alpha=.8144; adult sample 

alpha=.8754.  

 

Sub-scale IC: Perceptions of Students’ Shaping of Their Environment (7 items)  
6 When students do something hurtful, they try to make up for it.  

8[9] Students try to get other students to follow school rules.  

11[12] Students help to improve the school.  

14[15] Students try to have a positive influence on the behavior of other students.  

19[20] Students resolve conflicts without fighting, insults, or threats.  
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22[23] When students see another student being picked on, they try to stop it.  

25[26] Students are involved in helping to solve school problems.  

 

Whole sample alpha=.8742; youth sample alpha=.8590; adult sample 

alpha=.8801.  

 

Overall Scale I Alpha=.9424 

 

Sub-scale IIA: Perceptions of Support and Care By and For Faculty/Staff (10 items)  
26[27] Students can talk to their teachers about problems that are bothering them.  

29[31] Teachers go out of their way to help students who need extra help.  

31[33] In this school you can count on adults to try to make sure students are safe.  

32[37] Teachers are unfair in their treatment of students. (Reverse)  

34[41] Parents show respect for teachers.  

35[36] In their interactions with students, teachers act in ways that demonstrate the 

 character qualities the school is trying to teach.  

36[29] In their interactions with students, all school staff (the principal, other 

administrators, counselors, coaches, secretaries, aides, custodians, bus 

drivers, etc.) act in ways that demonstrate the character qualities the 

school is trying to teach.  

38[35] Faculty and staff treat each other with respect (are caring, supportive, etc.).  

39[39] Faculty and staff are involved in helping to make school decisions.  

40[43] This school shows appreciation for the efforts of faculty and staff.  

 

Whole sample alpha=.8026; youth sample alpha=.7990 (standardized 

alpha=.8359); adult sample alpha=.7313.  

 

Sub-scale IIB: Perceptions of Support and Care By and For Parents (7 items)  
27[28] Parents show that they care about their child’s education and school 

behavior.  

28[30] Students are disrespectful toward their parents in the school environment. 

(Reverse)  

30[32] Teachers treat parents with respect.  

33[40] In this school, parents treat other parents with respect.  

37[42] In their interactions with children, parents display the character qualities the 

school is trying to teach.  

41[34] This school treats parents with respect.  

42[38?] Parents are actively involved in this school.  

 

Whole sample alpha=.7049 (standardized alpha=.7334); youth sample 

alpha=.6988 (standardized alpha=.7300); adult sample alpha=.7091 

(standardized alpha=.7259).  

 

The SCCP-II was developed by T. Lickona and M. Davidson at the Center for the 4
th 

and 5
th 

Rs, 

SUNY Cortland, P.O. Box 2000, Cortland, NY 13045; (607) 753-2455. It may be duplicated 

without permission of the authors (last revised January, 2003).  
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APPENDIX F 

Admissions Policy 

 

4.02.000 Admissions 
 

4.02.025 Admission Procedures 

1.  Each student applying for Pre-School–Grade 12 must submit:      

Application For Admission 

Tuition Payment Form & Non-refundable Enrollment Fee (If a student is 

denied enrollment, fee will be returned.)  

Parent/Guardian Commitment Form 

Pastoral Recommendation Form 

Emergency Medical Form 

Student Technology Permission Form (Grades K-12) 

Health and Learning  Information Form 

A copy of the applicant’s Birth Certificate 

A copy of the applicant’s Immunization Record 

Kindergarten Pupil Health Record (Kdg. Applicants Only) 

Custodial Documentation, if applicable 

Individualized Learning Plan (IEP), 504, ILP, Service Plan, if applicable 

2.  Each student applying for Grades 1-12 must also submit:     

Teacher/Principal Recommendation Form 

Request for Records Form 

3.  Each student applying for Grades 7-12 must also submit:     

Hand-written Middle School/High School Student Questionnaire 

Secondary Student Commitment Form 
 

4.  Interview:  All pieces of the admissions application listed above as well as all academic & 

discipline records must be received before an interview will be scheduled.  Qualified 

applicants for grades 7-12 and their parents will interview with the building-level principal.  

Parents of qualified early education and elementary applicants will interview with the 

building-level principal.   

5.  Each student must complete placement testing. 

6.  A final decision regarding admission will be made by the LCS Administrative Team.  The 

prospective student/parents will be notified as soon as possible. 
 

1. Upon acceptance, an acceptance packet will be available for pick up.  

2. For enrollment to be finalized, arrangements for tuition payment must be 

completed with the Business Office.  This may include paying for tuition in full, paying for 

the 1
st
 semester tuition, setting up monthly payments through FACTS Tuition Management, 

and/or completing and submitting all financial assistance requirements.   
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4.02.050 Admission Policies  

 

1.The Admissions Committee  is given authority to admit or deny applicants.  

2.The Admissions Committee is given authority to make exceptions to the 

stated policies and/or procedures. 

3.Parents must subscribe to the Statement of Faith and desire to cooperate with 

the school in pursuing our mission of developing their child so that he/she 

will become an effective Christian, living according to Biblical standards. 

4.Liberty Christian School does not discriminate on the basis of race, color, 

gender, national or ethnic origin in its admission policies and practices.   

5.Liberty Christian School strives to meet the needs of every student entrusted 

to its care.  Liberty Christian School may not possess the resources to 

provide for students who have: 

· A low academic performance as indicated by report cards and 

standardized testing. 

· Failed the most recent grade level prior to application. 

· Displayed significant emotional or disciplinary problems 

(including suspension or expulsion) at current school. 

· A police, court, or criminal record. 

· A physical handicap, which would impair the learning process 

under normal educational conditions. 

· A learning disability for which our program is not staffed. 

6.Pre-School students must be at least 3 years old before August 1 and must be 

fully toilet trained.  Pre-Kindergarten students must by at least 4 years old 

by August 1.   

7.Kindergarten students must be 5 years old before August 1.  Kindergarten 

applicants are interviewed and given a developmental placement test which 

includes evaluation of their academic, physical, emotional, and social 

maturity.  Applicants for kindergarten must also submit a Kindergarten 

Health Form which has been completed by their attending physician. 

8.All students entering Liberty Christian School for the first time will be given 

an entrance assessment to assist in determining academic and overall 

readiness for the grade level for which they have applied.   

9.All students entering grades 7-12 must submit a Student Commitment Form 

stating their level of commitment to Christ. 

10.All new students are accepted on a probationary status for the first year. 

11.Applications will be processed in the order in which they are received, only 

after all paperwork has been submitted. 

 

4.02.075 Parent Agreement and Commitment 

No students will be accepted to Liberty Christian School unless their parents/legal guardians 

sign, without reservation, the agreement as written below. 

 

I, the parent/guardian, do hereby state that I have read the Statement of Faith, Mission, Vision, 

Core Values, and Student Handbook of Liberty Christian School and am willing to abide by and 
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be supportive of them for the training of my child.  I understand that enrollment at Liberty 

Christian School is a privilege, not a right. 

 

I understand that the Christ-centered education of my children is the responsibility of the 

Christian home, church, and school.  Liberty Christian School is an extension of the home and 

church in this endeavor.   

 

I realize that a Christian school is not a substitute for the local church.  Therefore, I will do my 

best to regularly attend my local church. I also agree to pray for the ministry of the school, staff 

members, school board, and fellow families as I join in partnership with Liberty Christian 

School in the Christ-centered education of my child. 

 

I agree to do my part to keep sectarian and denominationalism out of the school at all times, 

understanding the school's non-denominational position toward doctrines that are divisive. 

 

I agree to support the school's standards of conduct, discipline, and dress code and will 

cooperate with the school to see that my child meets the standards of appearance and conduct. 

 

I agree to follow the Matthew 18 Principle regarding complaints relating to school rules, 

procedures, or a disagreement with a teacher, the administration, or any other member of the 

school community.  If I have not reached reconciliation, I will involve the administration to help 

resolve the conflict.  

 

I agree to be active in the school's programs, attend meetings as requested by the teacher, 

administration, or school board, and have my child participate in extra-curricular activities in 

accordance with school policy, within reason and unless providentially hindered from doing so.  

 

I agree to support the high academic standards of the school by providing a place at home for 

my child to study and by giving my child encouragement in the completion of homework and 

assignments.    

 

I further agree that, should it be necessary to remove my child from the school (whether it be my 

desire or the school's request), I will cooperate with the administration to make the withdrawal 

as appropriately as possible, avoiding discussion with those not involved, so as to avert a spirit 

of dissension and division which would be to the detriment of either the child or the school. 

 

 

 

  

 


