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Preface

The Committee on School Finance and Legislation of the West-
ern New York School Study Council has become increasingly con-
cerned over attempts by various types of school districts to gain
special treatment by adjustments to the State's school aid formula
on the basis of school district size. These requests, strangely enough,
come from small districts, large districts and middle-sized districts.
The empirical evidence produced to justify these requests is conflict-
ing." A study recently published by this Committee, "State Aid and
School Fiscal Policy" by Eugene C. Samter, concluded that the major
source of inequity in the school aid formula was caused by its size
corrections.

These efforts constitute a major threat to the educational politi-
cal coalition. The greatest aid increase is given to the six largest
cities. Their aid is increased by 17.5% over what the formula would
normally make available to them and they are currently requesting
that this be increased to 26.5%. Several school districts which edu-
cate more children than Albany, the smallest of the cities now re-
ceiving an additional 17.5%, do not qualify for the density correc-
tion, but receive instead a less lucrative sparsity correction. These
districts are seeking "justice" as are small and middle-sized districts.

Appalled by these developments, the Committee last year called
upon the Legislature to refrain from making further alternations in
the size corrections in the aid formula until a thorough study could
be made of the whole matter. The Legislature, however, did not
refrain thereby compounding already existing inequities by ex-
tending a modification of the "sparsity" correction to all districts
not receiving a density correction.

The Committee also called upon Austin D. Swanson to review
research on the effect of school district size upon school costs and
his review is the subject of this monograph. While the views ex-
pressed are those of Dr. Swanson and do not necessarily represent
those of the Committee, we are pleased to publish this report in
the hope that it will clarify the issues involved and lead to a com-
prehensive review -of the use of and justification for the various
existing size correction factors. If the integrity of the aid formula
is to be protected, it is perfectly obvious that arbitrary grants of
funds must be replaced with distributiOn based on a rational form-
ula which recognizes both need and financial ability.

John C. Broughton

___71,91..".............,,...r.....,.,

b

Chairman, Committee on School
Finance and Legislation
Western New York School Study Council
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CHAPTER I

The Effect of District Size on School Costs

The size of the pupil population of a school district affects
its unit cost or efficiency. Four decades of studies have substan-
tiated this relationship.

At first the effect was noted on small school districts. In the
days of the one-room schoolhouse it was obvious that the total cost
for a district having but five pupils would approximate those of a
district having twenty-five. In either case, one teacher and ore
classroom were needed, making the per pupil cost of the larger dis-
trict one-fifth of the smaller. As rural districts developed secon-
dary schools, it also became obvious that they could not offer the
variety of instructional programs that were offered by larger schools.
In order to provide even minimal curricular offerings, the small
schools had no choice but to do so in expensive small classes.

State policies were developed to eliminate inadequately organ-
ized districts. For those which could not be eliminated the state
attempted to compensate for the condition of smell size by making
more money available to them through "sparsity corrections" in
state aid formulas.

More recently it has been noted that very large districts also
experience a drop in potential efficiency. Large systems appear to
have a rigidity that defies the forces which are so important in shap-
ing the operation of optimal size systems. This factor has been
compounded by the social revolution which has taken - place since
World War II. These systems have inherited the responsibility for
educating an abnormally large proportion of the culturally and edu-
cationally deprived children of the nation.

The anlysis of the big district problem has not been as com-
plete as for the small district problem. Yet their financial need
has been obvious and even critical. Without objective evidence to
guide their decisions the federal and some state governments, espe-
cially New York State, have recently acted to provide at least tem-
porary financial relief to large districts through special aid provisions.

Optimum Size

Studies of the optimum size of school districts are rare. The
White House Conference on Education in 1955 suggested that the
minimum size of a district should be 40 teachers and 1200 students.

...
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It was claimed that efficiency continued to increase up to 10,000
students. From a study of a national sample of school districts
ranging in community size from 1000 to 1,000,000, Swanson conclud-
ed that "the most favorable conditions for achieving good school
quality exist in communities from 20,000 to 50,000 in population.
Below and above this range, special arrangements are necessary in
order 4.o achieve the best possible quality of education."' Swanson's
hypothesized regression between size and quality is shown in Fig-
tire 1.1.* The two conclusions are compatible.
*Chart B on P. 29 of Effective Administrative Strategy.

Politics and the Size Correction

The effect of district size upon cost is in itself a very complex
matter, but the attempts to solve the problem have been made more
difficult through the use of naked political power to overcome for
selected groups of districts the inadequacies of the general state aid
formula. Whenever such a formula provides insufficient support to
school districts, all sorts of ingenious gimmicks are suggested which
will yield additional revenue to the proponents of the gimmicks,
but which work to destroy the overall equity of the distribution of
state money. The size correction has become a favorite device of
gimmickry. There is no greater threat to the educational coalition
in New York State than that posed by the question of size correction.

In New York State the integrity of the shared cost formula
was destroyed in the year of its adoption with the addition of the
arbitrary 10% density correction and the arbitrary 10% sparsity
correction. Most of the districts which received financial assistance
from these corrections were in need of some kind of help as will be
documented in Chapters III and IV, but the correction given was a
political, not a rational correction. As a result, these corrections are
fraught with inequities and inefficiencies.

In 1965 the financial requests of the large cities of the state
were met, not by the rational means they sought, but by increasing
their density correction from 10 to 17.5%. Sensing the tide of the
times, the large cities have shifted their legislative strategy from
seeking rational changes in the formula (as was their strategy
through 1965) to seeking further increases in the density correction.
Other school districts which educate more children than do some of
the six receiving density correction are seeking an extension of this
lucrative correction to them on the basis of political arguments.

At the other end of the scale, political pressure was sufficient in
1966 to extend the sparsity correction to all districts not receiving a

iswanson, Austin D., Effective Administrative Strategy. New York: Institute
of Administrative Research, Teachers College, Columbia Univ., 1961, Chapter 5,
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density correction. This action would suggest that there is no suchthing as optimum district size; a district is either sparse or it isdense.

An analysis by Samterl of the New York State school aid form-ula adopted in 1962 showed the- the principal source of inequitywas caused by the size correcti,-.3. The 1962 formula had beenallegedly designed to eliminate the privileged treatments receivedby certain classifications of districts under the previous formula. Acontinuation of the present trend of arbitrary corrections will rapidlyreturn the state to the chaotic condition's prior to 1962. The time isripe for a general review of the whole matter.

Measurement of Educational Need
There are at least three distinct elements to the controversy.They are:

1. an adequate definition of. educational need
(discussed in Chapters II and IV);

2. an adequate definition of taxpaying capacity
(discussed in Chapter III);

3. stimulation of programs for special groups.
The first two elements properly belong in the discussion. The thirdelement is irrelevant. It has entered the discussion because themechanics for providing a size correction and the mechanics for pro-viding stimulation of special programs are frequently similar. In eachcase the adjustment may be made through modifying the unit ofeducational need. The rationale for each is quite different, however.

The costs of education, even of similar quality, vary from com-munity to community. This condition has made it necessary to de-velop a quantitive measure of a community's educational task (orneed) so that it can be treated comparably with other communities.A rough measure of a community's need is the number of children tobe educated. However, conditions vary so among communities that itis necessary to consider in the need measure any prevailing conditionwhich affects educational costs appreciably and in differing degrees.2The basic unit is typically the per pupil cost of education in grades1-6.

1Samter, Eugene C., State Aid and School Fiscal Policy. Buffalo: WesternNew York School Study Council, 1966.
2For a thorough treatment of the considerations involved see: Mort, Paul R.and Walter C. Reusser. Public School Finance. Second Edition. "Chapter25, Measures of Educational Need for Use in State-Aid Laws and in Evaluat-ion of Fiscal Policy." NeW York: McGraw-Hill Company, Inc., 1951; andBurke, Arvid J. "A Century and a Half of Financing Locally Operated Func-tions of Government in New York State," Staff Study No. 1, Fiscal Policyfor Public Education in New York State. Albany: The New York State Edu-cational Conference Board, 1948.



One differential condition, the only one fully recognized by the
present formula, is that of the number of high school students. Onthe average in New York State it costs about 25% more. to educate
a child in grades 7-12 than it does a child in grades 1-6. Converting
this fact to units of need, the magnitude of the task to educate an
elementary child is 1.00 while the magnitude %.7. the task to educate
a second child is 1.25. The current state aid formula weights all stu-dents in grades 7-12, 1.25 compared to the 1.00 weighting for studentsin grades 1-6. It is necessary for such a weighting because this factoris of fiscal consequence and because it does not fall evenly on all dis-tricts. An extreme example of the differential effect is the case of the
elementary district having all students in grades 1-6 as compared tothe high school district having all students in grades 7-12. It would be
an unfair distribution of state aid if the elementary district receivedthe same financial considerations as the secondary district because
of the difference in the educational task. By weighting high school
students 1.25, it is possible to more closely relate the quantity of theneed in each community. This is not a special aid. The purpose of theweighting is not to promote high schools. The purpose of the weightis to measure more accurately the educational need faced by eachschool district than can be done through merely nose counting.

This points up the difference between a pupil weighting and aspecial aid.

Weighting elementary pupil units results in an
over all quantitative measure of the educational
tasks of communities. It takes into account differ-
ential educational costs of fiscal consequence.
Special aids are aids designed to promote the
acceptance of specific educational services by the
school districts.

Sparsity is a characteristic of the community. If the same educa-tional offerings are to be provided for the students in sparsely pop-ulated areas; it is necessary to offer them in small classes. This re-quires relatively more staff members per pupil than would be neces-
sary in larger communities. This condition adds to the cost of educa-
tion and should be taken into acc.)unt in quantifying the magnitudeof the educational task. The adjustment to the basic pupil unit isknown as a sparsity correction.

By no stretch of the imagination would one suggest that becausethe state makes additional monies available to small districts that itis attempting to promote or perpetuate the small school. Rather thestate is attempting to provide as good an education for youngsters in
small schonols as if they lived in more optimal communities.

A similar pattern may take place in very large school districts.The large cities of New York have suggested that certain students be
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weighted additionally in computing total community need because
they must be enrolled in especially costly programs. These include
vocational students, non-English speaking students, the handicapped,
and the disturbed. To the extent that such needs have differential
effects of fiscal consequence beyond the control of the administration
they should qualify for special weighting.

Special aids are of a different nature. They do not arise out of
the conditions existing in a community of a particular type, but arise
out of the state's desire to promote the adoption of particular serv-
ices by school districts in general. Aids of this nature would be for
adult education, summer school, sch000l lunches, etc.

At this point it is very easy to see why there is confusion over
the distinction of special aids and measurement of educational need.
Under certain circumstances the weightings requested by the largecities would be considered as necessary corrections in the measure-
ment of educational need and under other circumstances they wouldbe considered as special aids. The cities claim that the need for these
costly programs arises out of the nature of the community over which
they have no discretionary powers. Others would say that the offer-
ing of these special piograms is within the discretionary power of
the school board. Special attention by the state would stimulate thespread of these programs and would interfere with the discretionary
power of the local school board. As such they would be special aids.

In subsequent chapters, an analysis will be made of the impact
of community size upon the measurement of educational need and
upon community ability to meet these needs financially. The concepts
of sparsity and density will be studied separately. Recommendationswill be made whereby the state may undertake policies designed to
compensate communities affected by these extreme conditions.



CHAPTER II

Measuring Educational Need in Large Cities
The past twenty years have seen a decline in the pre-eminence

of the great city school systems throughout the nation. These were
the systems which in the 1920's and 30's were the principal inno-
vators in education. They were generally noted for their carefully
planned curricula, and most importantly, they were the systems
which were able to employ the best of the teaching profession. In
those years, many suburban . and most rural areas were training
grounds for urban school systems. This is no longer the case. The
school buildings of. the large cities, hasie fallen into disrepair as their
curricula have become outmoded. Teachers no longer seek out the
large cities, but rather prefer employment in the more educationally-
minded suburbs.

The decline in the pre-eminence of the great city school systems
has been widely proclaimed. The symptoms have been variously diag-
nosed and solutions have been prescribed. While the prescribed solu-
tions have differed greatly, they have at least. one element in com-
mon they would require substantial increases in school expendi-
tures. The ills of the big city schools are not only of a social and poli-
tical nature, but are also of a fiscal nature.

Several studies which attempt to come to grips with school fiscal
problems have been made recently of the six largest New York State
cities. Known as "the Big Six," these cities are Albany, Buffalo, New
York City, Rochester, Syracuse, and Yonkers. From these studies, a
group of insights have been developed which undoubtedly hold impli-
cations for state and local policy concerning the financing of schools.

The evidence derived from recent studies will be examined in this
chapter and the next in the light of two hypothesized ills contribut-
ing to the financial plight of big cities:

1. The nature of the population in the core city of
metropolitan areas requires special educational
programs which are more costly than the pro-
grams required in other communities of the
metropolitan area.

2. The phenomenal growth of municipal costs re-
sulting from the nature of the population, den-
sity of the population and the central position
of the core city in relation to its metropolitan
area has reduced big city ability to meet the fi-

13



nancial requirements of its schools thereby plac-.
ing it in greater need of financial support from
outside the community than present measures
of "ability" would indicate.

The first hypothesis is the subject of this chapter. Hypothesis 2is the subject of Chapter III.

"The Big Six" have about the same value per pupil of taxable
real property as that in their suburbs, however in almost every cate-
gory of expenditure for educational services, they fall far below
suburban per pupil expenditures. Tax rate on full property value for
school support, a measure of community effort, is low in these cities.Total and operating expenses per pupil range from $74 below the
suburban average to over $200 below. Four of the six cities payteachers salaries which are competitive with their suburbs, however.
Paying such salaries from low overall expenditures has made it neces-
sary to restrict severely the numerical adequacy of their professional
staffs (the number of professional personnel per 1000 students).
Debt service and capital outlay costs are .relatively low in these
cities. The amount of assistance received in the form of state aid is
unexpectedly low. The city school boards are politically appointed
and are fiscally dependent upon the municipal government. The
suburban school boards are popularly elected in nonpartisan elections
and have taxing powers.

The first impression this description gives is that the big cityschool districts are districts with average ability whose fiscal per-formance is well below average. Is this really the case? A question
which immediately comes to mind is: Do the traditional units of
measure upon which the description is based adequately take account
of all conditions existing in big cities which have fiscal implications?Do they reflect a suburban-rural bias?

The unit of educational need on which state aid is distributed is.
Weighted Average Daily Attendance. This unit is based upon the as-
sumption that the larger the number of students which attend school,the greater is the financial need of that district. It also recognizesthat in-the case of children attending half-day kindergarten, the costs
should be only half of what they are for a full-day program. There-
fore, the number of pupils in half-day attendance is "weighted" ormultiplied by .5. Likewise, the Weighted Average Daily Attendanceunit also recognizes the additional cost of the secondary and special
programs by weighting children enrolled in these 25% more heavilythan those in the elementary program. The 25% weighting reflects
average state experience in financing all aspects of secondary pro-grams. These are the only weightings in the,- present unit of need.
There are certain subprograms within the secondary program whichare more costly than the weight provided and there are other sub-



programs which are less costly. A study by the Joint Legislative
Committee on School Financing in 1961 of the relationship between
elementary and secondary costs led to its commendation to retain
the 1.25 weighting for secondary students.1 An unpublished study
made by Swanson for the Educational Conference Board in 1961 also
revealed that the 1.25 weighting accurately described the typical
ratio of elementary and secondary costs throughout the state. There
is some evidence, however, that this figure may discriminate against
the large cities.

The Conference of Large City Boards of Education of New York
State would argue that Weighted Average Daily Attendance (i-,.*;
not fairly measure the educational needs of the big six cities.2 The
Board points out that these cities have proportionally larger enroll-
ments in the costly programs for trade and technical education, for
the culturally deprived, for the non-English speaking, and for handi-
capped children. They also point out that there is greater need for
summer and evening programs in the large cities. All of these condi-
tions are excluded from special consideration in the WADA need
measure. The Conference claims that if appropriate weightings were
used for children enrolled in such programs, the computed ability,
Full Value/Resident WADA, for the big six cities would be less, qual-
ifying them for more state assistance. If the weightings for comput-
ing WADA were revised, it would also reduce their computed ex-
penditure levels and staffing adequacy, revealing these provisions to
be even more inadequate.

Table 2.1 reports unpublished data collected by the staff of the
Joint Legislative Committee on School Financing concerning estimat-
ed current expenses of elementary and secondary programs for five
of the six big cities. The second half of the table shows the ratio of
the costs of various program to the cost of an educational program in
grades kindergarten through six. It will be noted that for the aca-
demic program in grades 7-12, the cost in excess of the elementary
cost varies from 11% in New York City to 48% in the city of Albany.
For vocational programs the differential varies from 57 additional
percent in the city of Buffalo to 155 additional percent in the city of
Albany. Costs of special programs for the mentally and physically
handicapped vary from an additional 99 percent in the city of Buffalo
to 277 percent in the city of Yonkers. All programs in grades 7-12
and special -programs receive an additional weighting of 25%. under
present- procedures. Table 2.1 shows that the combined additional
cost of these programs over the cost of an elementary program varies

1Joint Legislative Committee on School Financing. Legislative Document
(1962 No. 10. "New Formula Proposal & Staff Study." Albany: New York
State Legislature, 1962.
2Conference of Large City Boards of Education of New York State. An An-
alysis of the Educational and Financial Needs of Large Cities in New York
State. Buffalo: The Conference, September 1963.
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frcim 18% in the city of New York to 61% in the city of Albany.

These data indicate that vocational education programs and spe-
cial educational programs in the big cities are indeed more costly than
either the regular academic program in high school or the elementary
school program, and that the incidence of these costs is such as to
raise the total cost ratio between elementary and secondary special
programs above the state recognized 1.25 for four of the districts. The
higher ratio, however, does not necessarily mean that secondary and
special programs pose an abnormally high financial burden upon the
cities. A high ratio can be caused by unusually light costs at the ele-
mentary level. This is the case for most of the large cities in question.

The elementary programs of these cities are particularly starved
financially except in New York City when compared to the state
average expenditure for all districts. For the 1959-60 school year, the
other five districts were below the state average cost of $483 per
pupil with Buffalo being $170 below. When grouped together, expen-
ditures for secondary and special programs including vocational pro-
grams, are also below the state average except for Albany. The state
average cost was $604 per pupil. Once again Buffalo was low, nearly
$200 below the state average.

Table 2.1 describes the situation as it is, not as it should be. Sev-
eral students of the problem claim that school expenditures of big
cities would be at least as high as their suburbs if adequate provisions
were made for culturally deprived and non-English-speaking children
in particular. It is claimed that educational services for these children
are unusually expensive. Special financial assistance has been sought
in New York State and in other states on these grounds, through the
use of additional weightings and other devices.

If weightings are to be extended to factors other than those now
recognized, the question arises as to how far they should be extended.
In addition to vocational and special programs, it has been suggested
from one source or another that weightings be included for non-Eng-
lish-speaking students, culturally deprived students, gifted and tal-
ented students, summer school students and adult education stu-
dents. The list could undoubtedly be expanded.

As far as the large cities are -concerned, the two principal "high
cost" programs, other than vocational and special programs, are for
the non-English-speaking and for the culturally deprived. These
cities claim that students in such programs constitute a particularly
heavy burden on their school districts. Whether these programs are
costly or not depends upon one's point of reference. They are costly,
when compared to the normal program provided by most large cities.
They are not costly when compared to the normal program found
in other metropolitan districts.
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Basically, the laige cities have not improved their educationalservices since 1940. This has been documented fOr New York Citywith particular care by Columbia University's Institute of Adminis-trative Research.' The Western New York School Study Council hasconducted several unpublished studies of Buffalo with nearly identi-cal results. Suburban and rural school districts, on the other hand,have made substantial improvements in their services. What thelarge cities are finding is .that when faced with severe handicaps oflanguage and cultural background, students can be educated onlythrough the best in educational-know-how. Middle-class, English-speaking youngsters still do respond to the traditional large city offer-ings as their parents did a generation ago. The shortcomings of largecity offerings are not as dramatic for the middle-class group.
This is vividly illustrated by a passage in The Puerto RicanStudy, a study of the eduCational needs of Puerto Rican youngstersin New York City:

What helped Alicia to talk? From the viewpointof the observer, not one but many things and manypeople had helped Alicia finally to speak out loudin English. A special period had been set aside tohelp the children who were learning English. Asympathetic school administration assisted theteacher by encouraging a flexible programming
and classroom organization. (Here a second-gradechild profited from the use of traffic signals thatmight otherwise have been considered more suit-able for kindergarten). A coordinator had takentime and effort to find appropriate and attractivematerials. A curriculum writer had set forth sug-gestions for developing a fitting and interest-catch-
ing program. A language teacher had worked lan-guage content to the children's level of attainmentand had indicated common difficulties encountered
in adapting Spanish to English. Good school-com-munity relations had helped to provide the ,friend-ly policeman as an exciting resource person.

All these helped, but none would have beensufficient had the teacher not known how to usethem. The teacher's contact with her children waseasy and unhurried; her glance was calm and re-assuring. Her manner and voice were gentle andshe made comforting physical contacts with thechildren. She was supporting; there was an absence
ivincent, Wm. S. and others. The Fortunes of School Support in New YorkCity. New York: Public Education Association, November 1962.
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of threat in her approach to a timid child. One, felt
that she found it natural" and pleasing to be with
these children.'

The Study goes on to suggest, "Recognize that what is done for
the non - English - speaking, child is, in the long run,. done for all chil-
dren."2 But it is not being done for the handicapped child or the
normal child in most large cities. These cities are providing "mass"
education while modem pedigogical thought acknowledges that in-
struction must be adapted to the peculiar requirements of each indi-
vidual pupil. As the "peculiar requirements" of a child become fur-
ther removed from the "normal," the more critical it becomes that
he have an individualized program. When faced with severe handi-
caps of language and cultural background, children can be educated
only through the best in educational know-how, facilities, and per-
sonnel. Middle-class, English speaking youngsters, however, can be
taught, although inefficiently, with the outmoded techniques of mass
"education, insufficient supplies, facilities, and personnel. Most pupils
in the large cities are educationally deprived; however, the critical
nature of the situation is more apparent for those pupils with severe
handicaps.

The things that helped Alicia talk are the very things that are
being attempted as a matter of course for all children in many subur-
ban New York State school districts: These are not special needs of
a special group of youngsters. They are normal needs of all young-
sters. The class size recommended as maximum (25 ADA in regular
mixed classrooms or 22.5 in bilingual classrooms) by The Puerto
Rican Study would not be considered to.be excessively small in most
school districts outside of the large cities.

Buffalo's School Number 12 is Another case in point. This is an
"experimental" elementary school serving a culturally deprived
neighborhood. The success of this school with its pupils has been
carefully documented.3 The nature of the experiment was not radical.
It consisted principally of adding to its staff more teachers to reduce
class size and specialists such as a librarian, a remedial reading teach-
er, a music teacher, and an art teacher. The cost per pupil of this "spe-
cial" program is about equal to the state average expenditure per
pupil. But it is nearly $200 per pupil above the program provided for
the "normal" Buffalo yOungster. By Buffalo standards, this is a cost-
ly program. By state standards, it is not.

Essentially what is needed by the large cities to meet the pre-

iGoodman, S. M., K. L. Diamond and D. J. Fox. The Puerto Rican Study.
New York: New York (City) Dept. of Education, 1956, p. 145.

p. 238
3Buffalo Board of Education. "Development of the School 12 Demonstration
School 1961-1962." A Board of Education Monograph, September 1962.
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scriptions which have been made for their school ills is more and morecompetent people:The niagnitude of the shortage of professional staffin New York State's big six is shown in Table 2.2. Based on norma-tive staffing procedures in the adequately organized school districtsof the state, only Albany employs more professionals than would beexpected. Rochester is staffed as expected at the district level al-though its ...ondary schools are 28 per cent understaffed. New YorkCity is the kaost understaffed followed closely by Buffalo, Yonkers,and Syracuse. New York City alone would require nearly 8,000more teachers to bring it to a staffing ratio which is typical for thestate.

The Columbia University Study of New York City showed thatthe City needs not only teachers but also educational specialists.It employs .06 reading specialists per 1000 children compared to anaverage of .58 for its suburbs belonging to the Metropolitan SchoolStudy Council. For other specialists the comparisons are: speech,.08 in the City to .21 in the suburbs; guidance, .48 to 1.01; andlibrarians, .27 to 1.15. Only for psychologists and psychiatrists didNew York City's staffing approach suburban staffing, .41 to .48.1
The line of argument followed in these several paragraphs isnot meant to suggest that the program for the culturally-deprived

and the non-English-speaking should be no different from the pro-gram required for the white, English-speaking, middle-class children.The curricula, the materials used, the division of professional talentwill vary according to the special needs of each group. However,these variations are variations in the allocation of resources. It doesnot follow that a program, because it is different, is necessarily moreexpensive. The cost of providing programs for non-English-speakingand culturally disadvantaged children should not be substantiallygreater than for regular programs in the large cities, if the standardsof general educational services in these cities were on par with thoseof the better metropolitan school districts. Therefore the first hy-pothesis is rejected.

lop. cit., p. 48
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CHAPTER III

Measuring Fiscal Ability of Large, City School Districts
The large city is a relatively new phenomenon to the American

scene and we as a society have not fully learned how to live with it.
As population density increases, the cost of government appears to
increase in a near geometric proportion. As people come closer . and
closer together and interact with one another more frequently, the
need for and the cost of social services appear to increase. The crime
rate spirals; new transportation facilities are needed; more complex
traffic control equipment and more government personnel are re-
quired. The problems of fire protection, waste disposal, garbage and
snow removal, even smoke control are compounded and more costly
to solve. Street maintenance, water supplies, harbors, docks, and air-
ports all become complicated and yet essential requirements of urban
centers. Health centers, educational and religious institutions, gov-
ernment offices, and non-profit social agencies center here, requir-
ing municipal services and yet, for the most part being exempted from
municipal taxation.

The big city services an area much larger than its own political
boundaries. Its tax base must not only provide for services for its own
taxpaying residents but also for persons liv,ing in surrounding suburb-
an and rural areas. The big city contains the employment places for
the outlying areas. It also contains the wholesale warehouses, the
principal retail shopping centers as well as many recreational and
cultural facilities.

Tompkins conducted case.studies of municipal costs in 14 select-
ed communities ranging in population from under 5,000 to New York
City's eight niillion.1 The widest cost disparities were for protection,
and sanitation. For protection, village costs per capita ranged from
$4.45 to $7.06. The cost in New York City was $40.64. (New York
City hires as many policemen and firemen as it does teachers!) Vil-
lage cost for sanitation ranged from nothing to $1.37. The City paid
$14.28. Highway costs were higher in rural areas, ranging from $34
to $52 compared to the City's $12. All other budget categories were
from two to over five times as high per capita in New York City as
in the villages. The justification of these large municipal costs is not
the concern of this chapter; but the effect of these costs upon the
fiscal welfare of the public schools in these cities is a major concern.

1Clarence H. Tompkins: "Nature of the Burgeoning Municipal Government,"A New Approach to School FinanceStaff Studies. Albany: New York State
Educational Conference Board, September 1, 1961.
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These conditions lead to a discussion of the second hypothesis
raised in Chapter II:

The phenomenal growth of municipal costs re-
sulting from the nature of the population, den-
sity of the population and the central position
of the core city in relation to its metropolitan
area has reduced big city ability to meet the fi-
nancial requirements of its schools thereby plac-
ing it in greater need of financial support from
outside the community than present measures
of "ability" would indicate.

Table 3.1 shows the tax levies per capita for school and munici-
pal purposes in the six major cities of New York State and for the
rest of the state. Except for New York City, the total local tax levy
per capita in the Big Six cities is not excessive when compared to.the
rest of the state. In computing the municipal levy, costs of the county
government and of special districts were included as well as costs of
the village, town, and city governments. The total tax levy in Albany
and Buffalo fall slightly below- the state average figure. Rochester,
Syracuse, and Yonkers have total tax levies slightly above the state
figure. The City of New York and by far the largest city in the state
has a tax levy per capita which is 53 per cent greater than that for the
balance of the state.

The school and municipal levies show a totally different picture.
The city of Buffalo has a school levy which is only 54.5 per cent of
the state figure. The city of Rochester comes closest to the state
figure; however, this is still only 80 per cent of it. All of the big cities
have municipal levies which are well above the costs for the rest of
the state. The municipal levies exceed this norm from 26 per cent in
the case of Rochester, to 126 per cent in the case of New York City.

These figures indicate that the total tax burden carried by the
residents of all the big cities, except New York City, is not out of
line with the tax burden carried by the rest of the citizens of New
York State; however, it is clearly evident that this tax burden is di-
vided between the school and municipal governments quite differ-
ently in the big cities than in the rest of the state. Outside of the
big six cities, the total tax levy is divided approximately half and
half between the school levy and the municipal levy. In the large
cities, schools use anywhere from 29.5 per cent of the local taxing
power in New York City, to 40.6 per cent in Rochester.

In the case of New York State's cities, it is entirely possible that
both the levies for school purposes and municipal, purposes are arti-
ficially low because of restrictive tax limitations. The big six cities
have the most stringent property tax limitations of any local govern-
ment or groups of local governments, u is shown in Table 3.2. These
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cities are allowed to raise from the taxation of property only 2% of
their full valuation for municipal and school purposes. For cities otherthan the big six in New York State, a potential 2% is allowed for
school purposes alone. School districts other than those in cities haveno tax limit at all.

New York City is the most severely restricted. It must provideschool, city and county services with a tax limit equal to 2.5% of itsfull property value. Non-property taxes have been made available tocity and county government, however, the property tax base remains
the principal support of local government, even in New York City
which has most fully utilized its non-property sources.

The property tax ceiling has put a lid on governmental expansion
in these six cities. The lid apparently has not affected the support of
municipal government, which is under political control of the tax levy-
ing body; however, it has definitely limited the expansion of school
services, which is removed from the direct control of the municipal
government. The only city which has approached the state averagetax rate for the support of public education is the City of New York.In the case of New York, this has been possible, not by cutting-back
on municipal costs (which are more than double the non-city costs),
but by placing upon its people a substantially greater total tax bur-den through use of authorized non-property taxes.

New York State distributes funds to school districts on an equal-ized basis (i.e., monies are distributed in an inverse ratio to the abil-ity of the district to raise tax revenue). Ability is measured by divid-ing the equalized assessed valuation of a district by its weighted aver-
age daily attendance. An unstated assumption in this procedure is
that the property tax is equally available to all school districts. Sincethe big city school districts do not have access to as large a portion of
this tax base as do other school districts, as shown in Table 3.1, this
procedure overstates their ability and ieduces the amount of state
monies to which they should be entitled by the logic of the equaliza-
tion principle. Thus the second hypothesis is accepted.

One of the first recognitions given to this phenomenon of muni-cipal overburden was in the New York State Educational ConferenceBoard's report of September 1, 1961.1 This report recommended thatthe valuation of a school district be reduced in proportion to the ratioof its municipal cost to a normative cost figure for the state. It rec-ognized that municipal and school governments draw their financialsupport from the same tax base, and that when the demands of one
of these governments becomes excessive, it reduces the ability of the
companion government to draw as freely from the base. The principleof this approach had much appeal; however the proposed formula was
'Paul R. Mort, Director. A New Approach to School Finance. Albany: TheNew York State Educational Conference Board, September 1, 1961.
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abandoned as having several faults; it would have been virtually im-possible to collect the data; it was feared the formula would lead tomanipulation of accounts in the fiscally dependent cities; it made noadjustment for the additional governmental services received by resi-dents of high municipal cost communities; and it did not account forvariation in efficiency' of municipal governments. These shortcomingwould tend to make the Conference Board index an overestimation ofthe actual overburden condition.

A more recent proposal has been put forth by Erick L. Lindmanof the University of California at Los Angeles.1 Lindman, in recog-nizing the shortcomings of the preceding formula, suggests that theoverburden be evaluated on a basis which is not subject to the discre-tion of governmnetal administrators. He reasons that in the case ofschool districts, the per cent of state educational costs borne by a dis-trict should be roughly in proportion to the per cent of the state'spublic school children for which it must provide educational services.Likewise, he suggests that the per cent of the total state's municipalcosts carried by a community should be roughly in proportion to theper cent of the state's population which it has in residence. He goeson to point out that in the typical community the per cent of theschool population and the per cent of the total population which liveswithin a community should be equal. When the proportion of thetotal community population is much higher than the proportion ofschool population, municipal overburden comes into play. This is thecondition in all the big cities in New York State and in nearly allthe big cities in the United States.

To correct for this condition in state aid equalization formulas,Lindman suggests the following index:

2 x % of the state total public
school ADA in school districtPopulation

Correction Factor %of the state total % of the state totalpopulation in the + public school ADAschool district in school district
In a district with a normal population distribution the correction fac-tor is equal to 1.000. If a district has a larger percentage of schoolchildren than it does population, the correction factor will be morethan 1.000 and vice versa. Lindman suggests that the ratio be dis-regarded above 1.000. Lindman's formula measures the relative de-mands of government, not in terms of the cost of the governmentalservices provided but in terms of the number of persons served byeach of these governments. If his formula has a bias, it is a bias of
iErick L Lindman. "School Support and Municipal Government Costs,"Long-Range Planning in School Finance. Washington: National EducationAssociation, Committee on Educational Finance, 1963.
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understating the municipal burden, particularly for the largest
cities.

The correction for New York City would be computed as follows:

2 x 35.2
Population Correction F.= =.863

46.4 + 35.2
Full Value/Res. WADA=$35,200
Corrected Full Value =$35,200 x .863= $30,378

The corrected full value figure would be used to compute state aid.
Figure 3.1 shows schematically how such a correction would

affect New work City. The City would qualify for a population
correction f.- it of .863. This would reduce its full property value
per resident (ghted average daily attendance, the figure on which
state aid is k, ,puted in New York State, from $35,200 to $30,378.
This would serve to increase the amount of state monies distributed
to New York City by approximately 24 per cent (nearly $100,000,000
additional annually). A similar correction factor is produced by the
formula for Boston, Philadelphia, Pitstburgh, Cleveland, Detroit,
Chicago, St. Louis, Denver, San Francisco, Los Angeles, and most
other large ciites.1 For other New York State cities the correction
factors would be: Albany, .769; Buffalo, .897; Rochester, .914;
Syracuse, .917; Yonkers, .900.

Table 3.3 shows estimates of what the population correction
factor adjustments would do to increase both state operating and
building aid for these districts. Under provisions of the present
formula, the special fiscal difficulties of the large city are recognized
through an arbitrary additional 17.5% in operating aid. Larger
increases than this would be justified under the Lindman formula
for Albany and New York City and smaller increases would be
justiffied for the four other cities.

The Lindman correction holds several advantages over the
existing density correction or the previously proposed correction.
Unlike the present 17.5% 'correction, it is based on a reasonable
rationale. Unlike the 1961 Conference Board proposal, it is not
subject to municipal manipulation; the efficiency of municipal or
school government is not an issue; the extent of services rendered
by local government is not involved.

As conditions change in the state, the formula automatically will
change to meet the new conditions. If the abnormal social conditions
in cities are resolved either through urban renewal or redefinition of

of California, Los Angeles, 1964, pp. 118-130.

lErick Lindman. "State School Support and Municipal Government Costs,"Cooperative Research Project No. 2123. Los Angeles: monograph, University
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Figure 3.1. Assumed and Actual Distribution of School and
Municipal Governments Burdens for New York City
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political boundaries, the need for the correction would disappearand so would the correction. One disadvantage remains. That is,there would be no guarantee that the additional state aid wouldgo for the support of schools rather than for tax reductions or forincreasing municipal services. This could be handled in one of thefollowing ways. The state could depend upon the integrity of themunicipal fathers; or, it could decrease any aid received under thisprovision by the amount of reduction, if any, in local levy for schoolsor by the decline in the percentage local revenues for schoolpurposes are of total revenues for all purposes, whichever producesthe greater penalty.

This discussion of the Lindman recommendations has centeredaround the big six cities. There is no reason why this correctioncould not be applied to any district for which federal census figuresare available. The correction would be 1.000 or less, thus disregard-ed, for most other districts. In a study of the effects of such acorrection on New York State counties and cities over 50,000 popu-lation, Burke found that of the cities between 50,000 and 125,000only Troy would be substantially affected.'
The Lindman formula would provide some financial relief tothe big city school systems on a more rational basis than is pres-ently the case. It will not provide all the funds needed. To fullymeet their needs, it will be necessary to combine the effects of apopulation correction factor with increased local revenue throughalleviating existing local tax restrictions.

'Erick L. Lindman. "School Support and Municipal Government Costs."Long-Range Planning School Finance. Washington: National EducationAssociation, Committee on Educational Finance, 1963.
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CHAPTER IV

Measuring Educational Need in Rural Areas

The earliest recognition in state school aid formulae that char-
acteristics of a community influence the cost of its educational
program came in the form of sparsity corrections. Prior to 1962
this was the only type of size correction in the New York State
formula.

The rationale for such a correction was readily apparent during
the pre-eminence of the one room school. Obviously, the expense
for such a district would be approximately the same whether it en-
rolled one child or forty. The major costs were determined, not by
the number of pupils, but by the staff and facilities required.

The rationale became less obvious as districts consolidated. By
combining smaller units, it was possible to staff more efficiently; but
in order to staff more efficiently a new cost was incurred, transporta-
tion. Originally, state aid for transportation was looked upon as
a type of sparsity correction.

Despite considerable progress in school district reorganization,
a sizeable number of districts which do not have enrollments large
enough to promote economical fiscal or curricular operation still
exist in New York State. In the more remote areas of the state
conditions of sparsity cannot be eliminated in the foreseeable future
by reorganization. For these districts, the excessive costs caused by
small enrollment should continue to be recognized in the state aid
program if the educational programs for the children of these districts
are not to suffer unduly. The total cost of sparsity corrections is
insignificant when compared to the total monies appropriated for
education in New York State. To those districts requiring such aid,
however, it often means the difference between an adequate educa-
tional program and a highly inadequate one.

The classical approach in analyzing sparsity effects is to examine
the distributions of all districts on the total number of professional
staff members employed (ordinate) and the total number of students
in average daily attendance at the elementary level and at the
secondary level (abscissa). A line of central tendency is determined
for each distribution. The portion of this line passing through the
distribution of the adequately organized districts (known as the
normative line) is a straight line, which if extended downward passes
through the origin of the distribution. The portion of the line of
central tendency passing through the area of the smaller districts
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Table 4.1. Procedure for Correcting Average Daily Attendance forthe Effects of Small Enrollments Upon Staffing Requirements inGrades K-6 and Grades 7-12.

Ito

ADA Group Correction

Elementary

1 to 120 Add 30 to ADA

150 and up No cone ction

121 to 150 Add 1 to ADA for each
ADA is short of 150

Secondary

0 to 100 Add 30% of ADA to ADA
101 to 700 , Add 1 for each 20 ADA

is short of 700
700 and up No correction
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will tend to fall above the normative line, indicating that a propor-tionately larger number of professional staff members is requiredby these districts. The sparsity correction is a quantification, interms of pupil equivalents, of the additional staffing burden carriedby these smaller districts. Figure 4.1 shows the distribution andthe line of central tendency for these variables at the elementarylevel for the 1962-3 school year. Figure 4.2 shows the distribution
and the line of central tendency for the secondary level. Table -4.1shows the recommended sparsity corrections for both levels.

Table 4.2 compares these sparsity recommendations with threeprevious studies using New York State data. An interesting trendis evident. At the elementary level there has been a decline in theneeded correction for school districts of 200 Average Daily Attend-ance and over. At the secondary level there has been a generaldecline in the needed correction for all Average Daily Attendancecategories. Historically it has been found necessary to hire more
professional personnel proportionately in small districts than wastrue in adequately organized districts. The fact that the differenceis decreasing does not mean that the smaller districts have reducedtheir staffing requirements. It indicates that the general staffingprovisions of adequately organized districts have increased over theyeirs as they have improved their services while the provisions inthe small schools and their services have remained relatively stable.A difference in staffing patterns still remains, however. In the smallschools, professional personnel are almost exclusively classroomteachers. In more adequately organized districts, the new personnelare not necessarily classroom teachers, but are more likely specialistssuch as reading teachers, librarians, guidance counselors, ysycholo-gists, music teachers, art teachers, science consultants, etc: Whilethe actual numbers of people employed per unit are becoming pro-portionately similar regardless of size, there is serious question as towhether the educational benefits received by children in the smalldistricts approach those in the more adequately organized districts.This, however, is a factor which money, at least in reasonableamounts, will not solve. This latter problem can be most satisfac-torily resolved through district reorganization.

The "Small School Correction" in the present New York Stateaid formula cannot be rationally justified other thah to say thatit is a crude attempt to compensate for the costly effects of sparsity.The correction consists of a 10% increase in operating aid for thefirst 1500 students in districts. Under any condition, the maximum
correction allowed for sparsity is 10%. It will be noted from therecommended adjustments that 10% is totally inadequate for someof the very small districts and that 10% is quite generous for someof the districts at the upper end of the sparsity correction range.
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A sparsity correction cannot be justified for districts with more than
1500 WADA.

Interestingly enough, the effects of sparsity cannot be judged,
and should not be judged, in terms of expenditure as is done in the
current correction. Figure 4.3 shows the distribution and the line
of central tendency between Approved Operating Expenditures and
Total Average Daily Attendance. It will be noted .that only the
districts with fewer than 276 students in Total Average Daily At-
tendance experience appreciably higher operating costs despite the
fact that heavier staffing requirements are needed in school districts
three times this size. It might seem that if a district had to hire
more teachers, its costs would necessarily be higher. This w;..uld be
true if all Other conditions were equal. However, most districts
requiring a sparsity correction are rural districts; many are low
wealth districts; and many are populated with a preponderance of
people having educational expectations below those of a more typical
community in the state. As a result, even though they hire more
teachers, the pattern is for them to pay lower salaries which bring
their over-all costs in line with those of other districts. The loiver
salaries, however, attract poorer quality teachers further limiting
the educational opportunities of the children in these areas. If ad-
justments continue to be based on operating expenditures. the nega-
tive factors operating in these districts will be compounded. The
state has a leadership responsibility to prevent this from happening.

The classical treatment of sparsity is adequate for meeting the
additional monetary needs of most standard elementary and academ-
ic secondary programs. However, as; society itself has become more
complex, so have the pupil personnel services and the curricular
offerings of the schools (especially at the secondary level). These
new services and offerings (such as vocational education, education
of the exceptional child, curriculum development, inservice teacher
training) cannot be provided efficiently by districts previously con-
sidered as adequately organized. To overcome the handicaps of this
new type of "sparsity," the intermediate district concept is emerging
in the form of Boards of Cooperative Educational Services and Area
Centers. This type of district holds great promise for keeping school
operation a local function while at the same time giving schools
those program advantages to be gained from bigness.

The difficulties caused by phenomenon of sparsity of population
may be overcome by using modern technology, new district struc-tures and supplementary money.
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CHAPTER V

Summaiy and Recommendations
Based on the evidence presented in the preceding chapters the

following conclusions are drawn:
1. The size of a school district's population has a

direct bearing upon its potential efficiency.
2. Some school districts must operate at a sub-optimal

level of efficiency because of the size of their student
body. Size has a negative effect upon very small
'districts and upon very large districts. This is a
condition over which the school district adminis-
tration has no control.

3. Some school districts do not suffer from negative
effects of size. These appear to be districts with a
total population between 20,000 and 50,000 persons.

4. The arbitrary size corrections in the New York
State general aid formula constitute a major source
of inequity. These need to be replaced with ration-
ally derived corrections.

5. The effect of size upon small districts can best be
corrected through adjustments in the need measure
(weighted average daily attendance).

6. The effect of size upon very large districts can best
be corrected through adjustments in the ability
measure (full property value per resident weighted
average daily attendance).

It is recommended that the following guidelines be observedas New York State grapples with the problem of handling its size
corrections on a more rational basis.

1. Changes in the general state aid formula should be
kept within the shared cost philosophy. If the
major restriction of the formula, the ceiling on ap--
proved operating expenditures, were ameliorated, it
would not be necessary for districts to seek special
advantage through arbitrary corrections. In the
words of Samter:
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Conceptually and mechanically, the size
corrections were subject to criticism. As
reprehensible as they were, however, they
only reflected the real source of the in-
equitythe $500 [now $660] per pupil
ceiling on operating expenditures for state
sharing. For it was indeed the imposition
of this severely restrictive barrier that in-
vited attempts to breach it with rational-
ized expedients. In a very real sense it
may be said that inadequacy led to in-
equity.1

2. Where practical, inadequately organized districtsshould be eliminated through consolidation.
3. Where it is necessary for inadequately organized

districts to remain, these should receive supple-
mentary state assistance as prescribed in Table 4.1.

4. The development of intermediate districts shouldbe encouraged.

5. The artificial property tax limits in cities should beremoved or enlarged so that these cities may have
access to their own wealth.

6. The existing density correction should be removedand replaced with the Lindman population correc-tion factor as described in Chapter III.
7. The high school weighting factor of 1.25 should be

examined periodically to see if it continues to reflectthe average state-wide difference in cost between
elementary and secondary programs.

8. Weightings or special aids at 100% of program cost
should be applied to pupils enrolled in state man-dated high cost programs such as for the mentally
and physically handicapped.

9. Weightings should not be given to pupils enrolledin discretionary programs unless the state wishes
to promote the expansion of such programs.

1Samter, Eugene C., State Aid and School Fiscal Policy. Buffalo: WesternNew York School Study Council, 1966, p. 17.
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