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Introduction

The use of choice as a mechanism to improve pueligice delivery is now well
established in the UK. Current policy discourseitaltally considers voice as a
further, user-driven mechanism. Moreover, choicd aaice are considered to be
complementary, as these quotes from a recent Phfmester's Strategy Unit
discussion paper illustrate: “Choice and voice $thamomplement each other.” ....
“Bottom-up pressure through choice and voice cargive everyone, including the
disadvantaged, better quality services” (PMSU 2@2@e 10). This discourse about
choice and voice working together to improve gyaldan be traced back to
Hirschman (1970), who argues that exit (choice) amite are two consumer
responses to deterioration in the quality of a rproduct or service These provide
signals to the firm, which responds by improvingalify, thereby creating a self-
correcting mechanism via which quality standardsmaintained. Hirschman argues
that different combinations of exit and/or voicee auitable in different settings,
depending on which signal(s) the firm is most respee to.

Bottom-up pressure is just one of four elementhefUK government framework for
improving quality in public service delivery (PMSRD06). The model of public
service reform also incorporates top-down perforcean management,
competition/contestability, and increasing the tdlgg and capacity of public
servants. It is recognised that this general madells to be tailored to each service;
in particular “The appropriate mix of top-down pese, competition and bottom-up
choice and voice will therefore vary from casedse’ (PMSU 2006, page 11).

The current English education system provides dear @xample of these different
elements in operatién Parental choice is emphasised as a key drivémprove
guality, with parents also encouraged to make taices heard (via parent councils
and parent governorships, for example). Parentaicehis informed by school
performance tables and Ofsted reports, which forart pf the ‘top-down’
performance management regime in which schools hargets based on published
student outcomes. Schools in England compete fqilgpun order to maintain
numbers and therefore levels of funding, and newyemto the market — by
Academies, for example — is being encouraged. Thwergment’'s commitment to
improving the capability and capacity of the edisratsector workforce can be
illustrated by the formation of the Training andv@mpment Agency for Schools
(TDA) in September 2065 The aim is for all these elements to combinereate a
“self-improving system”, providing high quality ecltion for all pupils.

In this paper | investigate one aspect of this gdmeform programme in the context
of education. Specifically, | scrutinise the asstiompthat choice (exit) and voice do

! In this paper | use the terms exit and choice@fi@ngeably, as does most of the literature. kthin
there are interesting issues regarding whetheratiually exit or entry that is driving choicet lsave
this for future work (see, however, Teske et aB@)J. Also in this paper | do not emphasise the
consequences of considering different types of@xitoice (Dowding and John (2008), nor do |
address the ‘consumer versus citizen’ debate antlgaiscussed by Greener (2007)).

2 The systems are different in each of the countifieébe UK; here | focus only on England.

® The TDA was formed from the merger of the Teadfraining Agency and the National Remodelling
Team; more details atww.tda.gov.uk



complement each other in creating user-driven itiees to increase quality of
education provision for all. 1 do this by going kao Hirschman’s original thesis,
focussing in particular on the implications of thefinitions of ‘quality’ put forward

by him. | apply his analysis to the English edumattontext and show that, while the
current policy discourse evokes the language afdiman, it doesn’t follow through
on the actual implications of his analysis. In gatar, 1 argue that in the current
system, choice and voice may complement each @henly a subset of consumers.

Hirschman'’s exit, voice, loyalty and quality

Hirschman (1970) argues that a process of dectinde quality of a firm’s output
(for whatever reason) activates certain consumspam@ses which in turn act as
endogenous forces of recovery, thereby reversiagnitial decline in quality. This is
a self-correction mechanism, whereby the very m®ca decline activates certain
counterforces and hence generates its own curedistimguishes two contrasting
consumer responses — exit and voice. Exit is “the ef mechanism economics
thrives on” (ibid page 15). It is neat, impersoaadl indirect: subsequent recovery by
the firm comes via the market. Voice, by contr&stnore “messy”, more personal
and more direct, and can cover anything from pexlsoomplaint to collective action.
Hirschman’s particular interest is how, and undbeaicircumstances, exit and voice
may combine to best rectify or reverse a (relatiwv@bsolute) decline in quality of a
firm’s product or service:

.... “how a typical market mechanism and a typicat-nwarket, political mechanism
work side by side, possibly in harmony and mutwgdp®rt, possibly also in such a
fashion that one gets into the other’'s way and touds its effectiveness” (Hirschman
1970, page 18).

To be effective, he argues, the signal used —a@xitoice — should correspond with
that to which the organisation is responsive, whickurn depends on the particular
service/product and/or organisation being consiferele identifies a particular
problem, however: that over-emphasis on less castitymay reduce investment in
(may ‘atrophy’) voice, even in circumstances wheicg may be the most effective
mechanism for improving quality. This is becausesth consumers who care most
about quality — and who would be the most activenég) of voice — are for that very
reason those most likely to exit first when facathva decline in that quality. If the
firm is more responsive to voice, this will make teelf-correction mechanism less
effective at restoring levels of quality. Hirschm@atognises a tension between exit
and voice: consumers’ willingness to develop arelthe voice mechanism is reduced
by exit, but the presence of an exit option incesabe effectiveness of voice.

One way in which exit, particularly by quality-sé&nse consumers, may be delayed is
through what Hirschman calls loyalty: “The importanof loyalty ... is that it can
neutralize within certain limits the tendency oé thnost quality-conscious customers
or members to be the first to exit” (page 79). Ubyas psychological, not
behavioural (Dowding et al 2000), and can be urndedsin terms of a generalised

*| shall argue later that the responsiveness obthanisation to different signals depends at least
partly on the incentives created by the top-dowsiesy within which the organisation operates (Paul
1992).



barrier to exit which may be directly imposed otemally generated. Hirschman
argues that staying within a declining organisatinay in fact be rational if, by
exiting, the quality of the organisation furtherctiees, andhe consumer cares about
the quality of the organisation even after s/hefsit®. This in turn implies s/he does
not fully exit (*voice from within” compared to “voe from without”). Hirschman
introduces the term “quality maker” to describet ituation where a consumer’s exit
causes quality to further decline, a term to wHishall refer in my application of his
analysis to the education confext

Hirschman (1970) identifies two scenarios with relg@ quality. The majority of his
analysis draws on the assumption that a changadlityis felt in the same direction
by all consumers: individuals may be differentiabnsitive to such a change, but all
agree that it is either a decline or an improvemknthe analysis that follows, | will
additionally use the term ‘uni-dimensional’ quality describe this scenario: quality
can improve or decline only along one dimensiond,aas with Hirschman,
individuals all agree on the direction of changengl that dimension. Hirschman
more briefly considers the case when a changeafitgus felt in different directions
by different consumers: individuals may disagreemether an increase in the level
of a particular service is a good or a bad thingeseling on their political affiliations,
for example. | introduce the term ‘multi-dimensibnguality to describe this
scenario, where the preferences of consumers @iffierss alternative dimensions and
hence they may disagree whether changes along meydmnension represent a
decline or improvement in quality. Hirschman’'s duyaldistinction parallels that
between vertical and horizontal product differeintia in the economics literature
(Gaynor 2006). With vertical product differentiatio(‘product quality’), all
consumers have the same preferences and so agtemiie products are better than
others. With horizontal product differentiation ggluct variety’), consumers can
have differing preferences and thus some may lik@ roduct while others prefer
another. In the analysis that follows | will usesk terms interchangeably. Crucially,
Hirschman shows that the operation of exit andkices yields different outcomes
depending on which concept of quality is relevdnbriefly describe the relevant
features of the English education sector befordyapp Hirschman’s concepts of
quality to that context and investigating the resutl predicted outcomes.

The English education sector

Parental choice of school has been a feature oEtigish education system since
1989. This is ‘generalised but differential’ choi(lurgess et al 2007): all parents
express a choice of the preferred school for tbleild, but the extent to which that
preference is realised varies across the couneg @urgess et al (2006) for a
guantitative analysis of the outcomes of the currgystem). The choices — or
preferences — are informed by in-depth Ofsted tspon individual schools, plus
annually published school performance (league)etabUntil 2002 the published
performance measures provided summary informationraw test scores — the

® Francois (2000; 2001) analyses the effects ofiddals placing a value on the quality of service
provided even though they do not directly receigespnal benefit. His focus is on how such ‘care
impacts on employee motivation in the provisiompuoblic services.

® The concepts of quality maker and taker paratiesé of price maker and taker with regard to
(im)perfect competition.



proportion of pupils gaining at least five ‘goodCSE passes, for example. Currently
these raw outcome measures are still publishedntwt along with information on
the ‘contextual value added’ (CVA) provided by tbehool (Wilson and Piebalga
2008). CVA aims to provide a better measure ofatial impact of the school on
pupil progress, i.e. its effectiveness, by accountior factors that are known to
impact on pupil attainment but which are outside ¢bhool’s control. The aim is that
parental choice acts as a driver for schools taawg ‘quality’; | return to what that
means below.

Alongside choice, parents are encouraged to exevoige in the education system in
a number of ways. At an individual level via thegmnalisation of the curriculum
agenda (PMSU 2006; Strategy Unit 2008) as welleasng involved in the running
of the school through becoming a parent governolaanember of the Parents
Teachers Association (PTA). Parents are also ablemake complaints about the
education their child is receiving, although ingiree it may be difficult for parents to
do this (Vincent and Martin 2002)There are also options for collective voice iis th
system, through parent councils, for example, dsageparents acting together to get
a new school built, or trying to stop an existitg®ol being closed.

| distinguish three key players or agents in thisication ‘market’. First are the
parents, who are the ‘consumers’ of education, &blshow their concern about
quality by exercising choice and/or vdic&econd are the schools, which need to be
responsive to such signals in order that qualitgromes. Finally, the government is
responsible for the top-down system of performanw@magement, which creates
particular incentives for schools via, for examglee targets they face, and within
which the system of parental choice operates (Wiktcal 2006).

So what is ‘quality’ in this context? As Le Grarn2DQ7) discusses, there are many
possible meanings of quality in the context of pubkkrvices. He distinguishes four
alternative means by which quality can be definetputs; process; outputs;
outcomes. While “raising the overall quality of aheol system is perhaps the
principal objective of any such educational poligyiid, page 64), in practice most
empirical attention is usually focused on measuriu@lity through educational
inputs, and/or on one interpretation of outcomés: standards of achievement as
measured by test results. This outcomes interpoatadf quality links to the
definitions of quality | employ in this paper, imfoed by the distinctions made by
Hirschman. Specifically, | distinguish quality aéeetiveness, or ‘value added’, from
guality as the basis for parental choice.

First, quality as effectiveness, or ‘value addddargue that this is closest to the
government aim of improving actual school perforocer the impact schools have
on the progress of all their pupils. | also arglat this corresponds to Hirschman’s
notion of a change in quality being felt in the gadirection by all consumers (what |
call uni-dimensional quality), i.e. that all conser® see an increase in school

" Many parents of course voice their dissatisfaciitien they appeal against their child not getting a
place at their preferred school, which illustratee of the interesting dynamic processes between
choice and voice (Dowding et al 2000; Dowding aodnJ2008).

8 | acknowledge that children are also part of teeislon-making process regarding choice of preterre
school, but abstract from the issues around thdyatpnamics of such processes for the purpose of
this analysis.



effectiveness as an improvement. As Le Grand (28@atgs, however, the emphasis
has not been on value added performance measatiest it has been on outcomes as
measured by test results and proxied, for exanhyléhe 5AC performance measure.
This is still the basis for the headline figuresléague tables; the key measures of
‘quality’ used both in the top-down performance mgement regime and to inform
bottom-up parental choice. How does this link wiiirschman’s analysis? Any
measure of raw output includes information on theils as well as on the school
performance; on its composition as well as its aifeness. In other words such
measures include the pupil as an input as well rasoatput to the education
production process: for example, high ability pspilill produce high scores on raw
output measures, all other things being equal. Tihiss directly to Hirschman’s
concept of a quality maker.

Second, quality as the basis for parental choickileVacademic standards are
important to parents (West and Pennell 1999; Coldiod Boulton 1991), there is
evidence to suggest that parents do not choose fhefierred school solely on the
basis of league table information (test scoresatmnes added). Rothstein (2004), for
example, finds that school effectiveness is notriemgry determinant of parental
decisiond, while Reay and Lucey (2003) find that it is howigr children perform
at a school that matter more than overall schoetayes. Butler and Robson’s (2003)
study shows that performance tables are not the adliter of the parental choice
decision, and that the ethos of the school alsdemsatBall et al (1995) similarly
discuss the importance of the ‘expressive ordegd sthool. School composition is a
further dimension that matters to parents, possibbjifferent ways. Ball and Vincent
(1998) argue that many parents feel strongly th& important to keep their child
with children from the same social and/or ethnmugr, while Jellison Holme’s (2002)
US study suggests that the most coveted schoolprfeileged parents are those
without low-income or minority ethnic students. 8eal studies show how parental
preferences vary by income, ethnicity and/or s@donomic background (see, for
example, Hastings et al (2005); Gerwitz et al ()9%8eekes-Bernard (2007)). It is
sometimes not clear whether a parent’s stated nerafe represents choice or
constraint (Reay and Lucey 2003); the importancehef location of the school
provides one example of this. The key point froms for the current analysis is that
parents have different preferences across theusaepects of school quality, which
means that individuals may disagree whether chaimgepecific dimensions of this
quality is a good or a bad thing. This links witly multi-dimensional concept of
quality.

Applying Hirschman’s concepts of quality to the edu cation context

(a) A change in quality is felt in the same direotby all: uni-dimensional quality

The assumption that a change in quality is fethnsame direction by all consumers
underlies much of Hirschman’s analysis. In thiseca®nsumers agree on whether a

change is an improvement or a decline in quality they may be differentially
sensitive to such change. If quality declines, ard voice are complementary in the

° Rothstein analyses parental residential locatmnisibns as part of a system of Tiebout choicéén t
us.



sense that they both work to improve quality, agylas the signal used is that to
which the organisation is responsive. There ar8osprs or externalities between
alert and inalert consumers: the latter benefinfithe quality improvement brought
about the exit or voice of the former precisely daexe they all see it as an
improvement.

These results have parallels with the theoreticaldiptions from the economics

literature on vertical product differentiation wherices are regulated (Gaynor 2006).
If prices are regulated, firms compete for consnoer non-price dimensions. Under
the assumption of vertical product differentiatiooompetition unambiguously

increases quality, although not necessarily tostheal welfare maximising level. If

voice works in the same direction as exit, theoehtiction of voice should not alter
this broad finding: an increase in exit and/or eoleads to an increase in ‘product
quality’ if prices are regulated.

As discussed above, however, the presence of etneduce investment in voice:

exit may atrophy voice. The most quality-sensitiamed therefore the potentially most
vocal, are likely to be the first to exit, leavibghind less vocal consumers. This is a
problem if the organisation is more responsive ¢ice, as the signal it needs to
improve quality will be weaker and the self-corf@st mechanism therefore less

effective.

So if a quality change is felt in the same diractxy all consumers, Hirschman argues
that exit and voice are complementary and therespiovers between alert and
inalert consumers, but there is the potential feereemphasis on exit even when the
firm more responsive to voice, which may prevendeay recovery.

Application to the English education sector

Consider quality as school effectiveness, or valdeed, an improvement in which, |
argue, is felt as such by all consuni@rin this case, the Hirschman thesis suggests
that exit and voice will indeed be complementatyatt both these user-driven
mechanisms will work together to provide signalstiie schools to improve their
effectiveness. The actions of the alert will caspilovers for the inalert consumers,
as all benefit from the agreed-upon improvemenis Bounds very much like the
“rising tide that raises all boats” scenario of Hgx2003), which reflects the result
from the economics literature that ‘product qualigreases with competition.

But what about the problem of exit atrophying vG@iddirschman argues that the
possibility of exit reduces investment in voicegddhat the most vocal exit first which

leaves less scope for effective voice. This isa@roblem, however, if schools are
more responsive to the exit signal than to voidee Tegree of responsiveness of
schools to different user signals is determinedhayincentives they face, i.e. by the
design of the performance management regime withich choice and voice operate
(Paul 1992). There is therefore a fundamental bekveen the bottom-up and top-
down elements of the system. The current systeamgiand, in which school funding

relies directly on pupil numbers, is one in whidh®ol incentives are based more on

19 Consumers may not all feel this improvement tosdime degree: the evidence suggests that schools
exhibit differential effectiveness across the apifiistribution, for example (Wilson and Piebald#08;
Thomas 2001; Goldstein and Thomas 1996).



choice than on voice, so atrophy should not beoalpm: the top-down performance

management system creates the incentive for schooéspond to the choice signal.

One implication of this, however, is that if poliayakers are attempting to introduce
more options for voice as an additional user-driweethanism alongside choice, they
need to also create the incentives for schoolsegpand to that signal, and to respond
by improving their effectiveness

So if all the key players are (only) interested doality as value added or
effectiveness, the Hirschman analysis concurs withrent policy discourse in
predicting that choice and voice should complenogrg another in improving quality
for all. The design of the performance managemgstiem is central to the relative
degree of responsiveness of schools to the twaksign

(b) A change in quality is felt in different direxts by different consumers: quality is
‘multi-dimensional’.

The evidence suggests, however, that parents arenhpinterested in the measures
of school performance that are published in leagisdes (value added or raw test
scores). Parents take account of a much broadee malti-dimensional view of
quality when choosing the preferred school(s) Fairt children. Moreover, different
aspects of the school environment matter to vargigmyees across parents. Again, we
turn to Hirschman and then apply his analysis ¢éodtiucation context.

Hirschman considers the case when a change intyjighot appreciated as such by
all consumers, i.e. when consumers have a diffiaeappreciation of the same
qguality change. He gives the example of differealitigal affiliations leading to
differing views regarding changes in local governtr&pending. | argue that we can
similarly think in terms of quality being multi-diemsional: a change in quality along
one dimension may be appreciated by some but naithwrs. In such a scenario,
Hirschman argues, organisations have the posgilafitchanging quality in such a
way as to please some while displeasing otherschloiute will they take? To whom
will they respond?

It proves useful to first consider the predictioinem the theoretical economics
literature. The relevant scenario is still one efulated prices, but now with
horizontal product differentiation (‘product vag8t In a recent review of this area,
however, Gaynor (2006) does not consider this saertde focuses solely on vertical
product differentiation because “it is well knowathfirms will pursue minimal
product variety in the absence of price competitigpage 9). This result comes
originally from Hotelling (1929) who showed thatnder certain conditions, it is
rational for firms to make their products as simda possible. In particular this result
depends on the assumption of zero elasticity ofasehfor the firms’ products along
the linear market. Under this assumption consumwdrontinue to buy the product
from their nearest firm, regardless of how neas.ifThe incentive for the two profit
maximising firms is therefore to locate at the cent.e. produce the same product,
and thus capture half the market.

" There is a large literature on how public seryioeviders may respond to signals, and targets more
generally, in unintended and potentially undeseathys (see, for example, Smith 1995; Propper and
Wilson 2003).



As Hirschman (1970) points out, however, horizongedduct differentiation with
regulated prices is a common empirical reditfOne explanation may come from
relaxing the assumption that demand is ineladtideinand is elastic each firm would
lose customers at its own end of the market asoiten towards the centre and this
provides the incentive for firms to maintain sonagete of product differentiation (to
stay away from the centre). An alternative explamadffered by Hirschman involves
voice. As he states (1970, page 70, italics inioal) “inelastic demand at the
extremes of the linear market can spell considerafiluencevia voic€. Firms faced
with both exit and voice signals may need to traffeprofit maximisation with
discontent minimisation, which may provide an irtoennot to cluster at the centre
of the linear market.

There are no specific predictions, however, aridiragm the Hirschman analysis
regarding the outcomes with horizontal producteddhtiation and regulated prices in
the presence of both exit and voice. Rather, Hmaghdiscusses in general terms the
‘quality path’ of the organisation, and how thidlpdepends on its responsiveness to
exit and/or voice. For example, if it is more reaspwe to exit than voice, the
organisation is more likely to correct deviation®ni normal quality that are
‘obnoxious’ to its exit-prone customers. This may be seen as an improvement by
its vocal customers. Alternatively, if the orgatiea is more responsive to voice, it
may work to minimise discontent among its vocalteosers by changing quality in
ways that are not appreciated by those who arepexite. The quality path of the
organisation can therefore be predicted in differeontexts, or under different
assumptions regarding the relative responsiveniefgemrganisation to the different
signals. A key point for the purposes of the curaaralysis is that, if quality is multi-
dimensional, exit and voice do not necessarily dempnt each other because exit-
prone and more vocal consumers may view the saraegehin quality differently
from one another. Moreover, there will be no spiis between alert or inalert
consumers if they value different aspects of quafpillovers may be possible in a
multi-dimensional quality setting, but only if aleand inalert similarly value quality
changes along the same dimension. They are norigugeanteed.

Application to the English education sector

The notion of multi-dimensional quality seems indgwvith the actual basis for choice
of parents. As discussed above, the evidence sisggest the basis for choice is
indeed multi-dimensional; that parents have difierpreferences across different
dimensions of school ‘quality’: test scores, schoomposition, ethos, ‘expressive
order’, location. In this case the Hirschman analgsedicts that there is no guarantee
that choice and voice will complement each other, that there will be spillovers
between alert and inalert consumers if they valtferdnt aspects of quality. There is
no longer any guarantee of that ‘rising tide’.

Can we say anything about the likely outcome, abloeitquality path’ schools have
the incentive to take in this case? | argue thatribtion of the pupil as a quality
maker, and the fact that a centrally published qgathnce measure of quality
incorporates this, proves useful in predicting thaetcome. While measures of
(contextual) value added are now routinely publisirethe secondary school league

12 Hirschman, for example, discusses the two-partigigal system in the US in this context.



tables, it is still the performance measures basedaw test scores that continue to
provide the headline figures (Wilson and Piebalf§@8). The notion of consumers as
guality makers proves relevant to these ‘headlimeasures of quality. More
generally, any measure of educational outcomeshndioes not explicitly account for
input includes some notion of the pupil as a quatiaker>.

These raw output measures have been — and contirhes— the key indicator in the
English school league tables. School rankings enléague tables matter to all key
players in the education system (Wilson et al 20@@hools have the incentive to
care about outcomes as measured by these sumrmdargtors of raw test scores and
therefore have the incentive to care about — fpaed to signals from — pupils of high
ability whose exit would reduce (or entry would anbe) quality as measured by
such indicators, which directly relates to Hirscimwsanotion of consumer as a quality
maker. Specifically, they have the incentive tgpmasl to the parents of high ability
children. Given the positive association betweeroime and attainment, these are
going to be, broadly speaking, middle class parentghe education context, the
middle class parents are likely to be the mostgrane andhe most vocal (Le Grand
2007). Contrary to Hirschman, therefore, there nmay be a conflict between
responding to (the threat of) exit or respondingvtace in the multi-dimensional
guality setting. Instead, schools currently have thcentive to respond teither
signal from the parents whose children will boosteésured) quality. And this
incentive comes from the design of the PM systed) anparticular, the importance
of performance measures that incorporate pupitgialty makers.

So choice and voice do complement each other, élengh quality is multi-
dimensionalbut only for one type of consumer. And schools hawe ititentive to
focus on the elements of quality preferred by thia¢ of consumer. This provides one
way of thinking about how to predict the resultaptality path followed by the
school. For example, one aspect or dimension ofityuahich the school may
subsequently have the incentive to change is coitngsThis provides potential
links with the debates on (covert) selection byosth (Le Grand 2007). There has
been recent evidence that some schools in Englane being breaking admissions
laws in ways which, according to Schools Ministen Xnight, penalised poorer
families*. Similarly, a recent government inquiry found thBI% of the 570
secondary schools checked in three local authsritiere breaking the admissions
rules, for example by asking parents banned questabout marital status and
finanigal background, or by not giving due prioritychildren in care or with special
needs’.

The way in which ‘quality’ is measured, and theormhation subsequently published,
thus provides a central link between the top-domah laottom-up elements of reform;
between the incentives created by the former aadnfiormation on which parents at
least partly base their choice.

13 propper and Wilson (2003) discuss a similar paigarding general differences between alternative
performance measures.

14 Seehttp://news.bbc.co.uk/go/pr/fr/-/1/hi/education/3082.stm(story published 17/01/2008;
accessed 26/06/2008).

15 Seehttp://news.bbc.co.uk/go/pr/fr/-/1/hi/education/B327.stm(story published 03/04/2008;
accessed 26/06/2008).
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Conclusion

The purpose of this paper was to go back to thginai Hirschman (1970) thesis to
relate the policy discourse of choice and voicehits exit-voice distinction. In
particular, | scrutinised the assumption that ch@ad voice complement each other
to increase the quality of education provision falf. A careful analysis of
Hirschman’s arguments shows that the outcomes cf siser-driven mechanisms
fundamentally depend on how quality is defined. Kmg his findings to the English
education sector suggests the following. If we ktoh quality as school effectiveness
or value added, a change in that quality is fethim same direction by all. The use of
choice and/or voice by alert consumers improveditguar all, provided schools are
responsive to the signal(s) employed. This is ngéo necessarily the case if we
think in terms of a multi-dimensional concept ofafjity. If the most exit prone and
the most vocal are different consumers, choice aride may work in different
directions. If, however, the same consumers aret xi$ proneand most vocal,
choice and voice may complement each other to ivgquality along the dimension
valued (possibly only) by that group. | argue ttia latter is more likely to be the
case in the education context; that it is the neddass parents who are seen as most
likely to exercise both choice and voice. The goesthen is whether schools have
the incentive to respond to either signal from gubset of parents. | argue that they
do so, given the incentives created by the leaghbkes and in particular the fact that
the headline figures, based on raw test scoresrpocate the notion of the pupil as
guality maker. This suggests that the current UKcpaliscourse may be misleading
in the education context: choice and voice can wogdether to improve quality, but
maybe only for a subset of consumers. The discoersikes the language of
Hirschman but not the actual implications of hialgsis.

This analysis further shows that these alternativecepts of ‘quality’ provide a
useful framework for thinking about potential outtes from combinations of the
bottom-up and top-down elements of reform acrofferént areas of public service
delivery. These different concepts will be applieain varying degrees across these
different areas. Following from this, the currentlysis represents a starting point for
a broader research programme, both with regardxiiv@ce in different public
services, and with regard to the other elementshef reform program (trust,
capability, for example). This analysis also hights the need for more empirical
evidence on the basis for parental choice of s¢chmolthe correlations — positive
and/or negative — between the different dimensiohsschool quality and, in
particular, between the preferences of differemepis across those dimensions. This
will inform the extent to which schools respondiegone group of consumers (here,
for example, the middle class parents) are alsorampg quality along the
dimensions valued by other groups, which will imtprovide evidence on the extent
to which spillovers may in fact be possible withimulti-dimensional quality setting.

My analysis has further implications for policyr$i it provides a further argument
against the publication of school performance wkhat focus on measures of quality
based on raw outcomes, i.e. that incorporate themof the pupil as a quality maker.
Removing such measures would both counteract fignhesation of associating high
ability intake with high quality school, and woudtso reduce the incentive of schools
to only respond to the signals from that subsetooisumers. This could be supported
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by adjustments to the funding formula for schoalsch that per capita levels are
explicitly adjusted across broad pupil types (Lea@ 2007). Second, if the
government wants to introduce more options for @réo exercise voice it needs to
ensure that the performance management systenporabes incentives for schools
to respond to that signal from all consumers (aodréspond by improving
effectiveness). More generally, it reinforces timportance of considering the design
of the top-down elements of reform in conjunctioithwthe bottom-up elements, in
order to achieve consistency between user-driveeniives and those created by the
performance management system.
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