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The material in this article is part of a larger

study of resource inputs and achievement outputs of Philadelphia's
public school students being conducted by the Department of Research
of the Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia. The affects of various
school inputs (teacher quality and equipment, for example),
socioeconomic inputs (family income and race, for example}, and
school climate inputs (the number of disruptive incidents and the
proportion of low-achievers) are being analyzed in relaticn to
changes in pupil achievement over a period of years. Inputs important
to low-achievers will be sorted from inputs important to
high-achievers. Similarly, sorting will be done by race and income
levels. The findings presented here suggest that, in comparison with
the Washington, D.C. public school allocations condemned by the U. S.
District Court in 1967-71, the Philadelphia School District comes out
very well indeed. On the average, where policy dictated equal
distribution, the disadvantaged received resources equal .to those

received by the advantaged. Moreover,

where policy delegated mcre

resources to the advantaged, with the important exception of federal
funds, they received them. The results differed, however, for some
resources, some levels of schooling, and some disadvantaged groups.

(Author/JH)
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Although most reform proposals {or
private pensions zero in on inadequate fund-
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Through the centuries, education has been
regarded as the Link between the individual and
society. Plato and Aristotle saw education as es-
sential to a stable political order. In the Middle
Ages, education was seen to be essential to the

*The major tndings ot this article were presented at the
93rd Annual Meeting of the Citizens' Comnuttee on Public
Education in Philadelphia on fune 13, 1973, at the PSFS
Busiding  This matertal s part ot g larger study ot re-
source siputs and achievemient outputs of Phaladelphig
public schoul students, beaig conducted by the Department
ot Research ot the federal Resenve Bank o1 Philadelphia
The ettects ob vanous school mputs teacher qualty and
equipment, Tor example), so0COCCONOMIC Inputs anuh
income and race tor examples, and school dimate inputs
sthe number ol discuptive ncdents and the proportion
ot Jow -ac huevers) are being analy zed in relation to changes
i puptl achies ement over a penod ot years Inputs important
to low achrevers will be sorted trom inputs important
to hugh-ac hievers Ssmdardy, sorting sl be done by race and
by income levels
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Philadelphia’s
School Resources
And the
Disadvantaged*

By Anita A, Summers and
Barbara L. Wolie

umity of church and state. Al the turn of this
century, aumigrants to Amenica saw education
as the path to assimilation and success. And
today, many citizens regard education as the
most powerful force to reduce the inequities
experienced by mnorities, 1t is not at all surpris-
ing, theretore, that the 1ssue of who gets how
much school resources receives much attentron.

A host of sensitive questions has been un-
leashed. Are Black students in larger classes than
non-Blacks? Du low-income students receive all
or a lion's share of Federal funds¢ Are Spanish-
speaking students taught by the most inexperi-
enced teachers? The list of such questions s
virtually inexhaustible. So are the concerns of
parents and policymakers—the former, because
of therr concern over equality of educational
opportunity and how much that goal costs; the
latter, because their performance record of allo-
cating school resources 15 on the line.
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The tamous Coleman report tfound that within
school distiicts, and even within regions, re-
sources were equally distnbuted Between the
advantaged and the disadvantaged. The ingpor
tant Hobson v, Hansen dedisions i Washing-
ton, D C L which a schoul systen was ordered
1o mahe per pupnl expenditures amuong the
schuols more equal, was based on evidence
that resuurces were unequally distibuted —be-
tween the poor and the rich, betweea Blacks and
Whites, How has the Phuladelphia School Dis-
trict pertorme?

Did Black, Spamish-speaking, and low-
incuine students get more, the same, or less
resources than others in Phifadelphia’s public
schools? The educational report card for 1970-
“ Dindiicates o well-above-passing grade. On the
averasc dor gl three levels ot public education,
the School Disirict s performance i resouree
allocation shows that where policy dictated
ciual distribution, the disadvantaged received
resuure s equdl to those recerved by the advan-
taged Moreaver, where policy delegated more
resuurees to the advantaged, with the important
exception ot Federal tunds, they received them.
The results dittered, huweser, for some re-
sources, sume levels ot sehooling, and some dis
advantaged groups.

RESOURCE DISTRIBUTION AND EQUALITY
OF OPPORTUNITY

Parents and policy makers may think resource
distibution, because it s visible and measur
able, adequately mcasares equahity of vduea-
tivnal upportunaty, But clearly it does not

Plas ground arcas i sehuools with high propor
tions ol Black pupids may be the same as in
schiouls with low jrropurtivns, but that does not
necessandy mean that equal oppuortunity tor

James S Colomana b gl Lgualin ol Fducational Oppor
tarty 2 vols Madungton Government Ponting Oftece
1966

Hobron v Hanan 9t sepp 00D D O 1os™)
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Jearning through play has been achieved. More
resourees are reguired o eduacate blind children
than to educate sighted children. Yet equal
resoutces to the blind and the sighted would
certainly not represent equal educational op-
portunity. Simularly, equal resources to the en-
vironmentally advantaged and disadvantaged
hardly represents equal educational opportu-
mity. Ideally, what is needed s the knowledge
ol what package of school inputs s required for
vach type ot child 1o equip him or her for
educational growth. This package 1s not identii-
able i the present state of the arts, however. So,
parents, courts, and legislators keep looking at
st huul inputs resuurces; o keep tabs on equal
opportunity.

Even it ;ust snputs are studied, should each
student receive the same quantity and quality of
resources? Centaunly not, Even for a school dis-
trict ul a large urban area, such as Philadelphia
whose allutation-ot-resourc e dedisions are basi-
cally made centrally, suurces of nequality
reachily suggest themselves, Many of these are
withun the Schoul Distnict's cuntrol but sume are
not.

Within the administration’s control are re-
sources speaitically designed to go more heavily
to certain categories ot stedents, For example,
expenditures on Federal programs should def-
sutely show up as guing more heavily to schools
with hugher proportions ot low-income students.
If, however, allocation decisions are made from
what has been described as a consprratonal”
maodel, then the  conspirators” the Establish-
ment will determiine who gets more resourges.
it rich taxpay ers who want to send their children
to public schools are the dedision-makers, newer
buldings nught be occupied by student bodies
with higher proportions ot high-income pupals.

i allocation dedisions are made i response
to the most vocal voters, then, n recent years,
more remedial education might be found m
locations with more poor and more Blacks. All
ot these allocauons, which might well end up
less than equal, involve deliberate decision-
making by the school admpustration.

Some allocations are uncontrollable, how-
ever, Expenditures on plant mamntenance are
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annually determined, but obviously the age of
st hool buildings s not. The School District s
saddled, in some way, with aging plant facilities
and the probiems of vandalism. Both of these
burdens add up to something less than an equal
distnbution of plant maintenance expenditures.
Economists cite yet another cause ol less-than-
equal distnibution of school resources—~the
structure ot the teacher's labor market. School
systems in unton-strong aities have a set ot
wages, hours, and benefits tor public school
employees. And Philadelphia’s is no exception
Teachers, on a sentonty basis, may transter from
one school to another, usually trom a “harder””
school to an easter” one. “Better” teachers
mught then be expected to be tound in “better”
thigher income, fewer Blacks) schools.

Scrutiny of the distnbution ot resources cannot
wolate those explanations which 11t Philadel-
phia. Realistically it can and does underscore the
importance ot those political and economic
elements that are adnunistratively controllable
as well as those that are not. The inevitable result
ts some unequal distribution of resources. Fur-
thermore, a close look at whether the disadvan-
taged have larger classes or smaller playgrounds
than the adsantaged will not resolve the gues-
ton ot whether educativnal opportunity s equal
tor both groups becaase it is impossible to know
the relevance ot either o educational achieve-
ment.

But examination ot the distnbution ot re-
sources can reveal what really has been happen-
ing. For one thing, it can show whether a
complaint about relatively inadequate resources
atone schoot is an exception or a pattern tor the
entire Schouol District, For another, it can show
whether the announced allocation policies, such
as Federal tunds tor the poor, are being carried
out. In general, it can show whether the defini-
tions of equity handed to the School District by
the soters, the courts, and the legislature are
bemny translated into resource allocation.

HOW CAN RESOURCE DISTRIBUTION BE
MEASURED?

Exanuming the distriibution of resources to the
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disadvantaged requires more than the anecdotal
ubservations ol public heanings and press clip-
pings. 1t requires scruting ot the resources in
vach and every school in relation to the pro-
purion ot chsadvantaged in each of those
schools.

The Numbers. Budgets provide the most
reachly available resource measures for inch-
vidual schools. But these expendhiture tigures do
not distinguish quality vanations trom quantity
vartattons. If some schools spend le<s on science
laboratories per pupil than others, dogs it mean
that the former are more efficient, or that they
have lower quality laboratones, or both? When-
ever possible, using the per pupil size ot the
laboratories or the number ot library books per
pupt clearly v preterable. Both dollar and
physical measures suffer, of course, because
probably important “atlective resources,” such
as the chansma ot teachers, are excluded. But
measuring these objectively 15 dithicult, 1t not
impossible.

The Relationships. The distnbution ot re-
sources has been examined in relation to three
groups ol pupils generally regarded as disadvan-
taged—Blacks, Spanish-spraking, and low-
income. All three levels of public education
have been studied.

The number ot dollars or physical units for
vach resource tor vach school was measured
against the proportions of the disadvantaged
groups. This procedure helps explain what pro-
portions of the ditterences trom one elementary
school to another in Federal tunds per pupil,
tor example, s related o diferences an the
propurtion vt loss-income pupils, I differences
in thuse expenditares are not related to the pro-
portion of low-income students in the schools,
then une must look elsewhere for the eaplana-
ton, perhaps, to the relative strength of ditierent
parent groups. However, it a substantial propor-
tion 1s explained, then the chiferences in Federal
unds espenditures per pupsl nught be “*caused*
by the proportion of low-income students in
thu school. That us, it a higher proportion of
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low-income students s associated with larger
amounts of Federal funds per student, then . ause
and effect are suggested. (See Appendix tables
for details on each of the resources examined.)

Whether or not the relationship s the desired
one depends upon the objectives—compensa-
tory or neutral—ol the school administration
regarding each of the different resources. ! When
the objective 15 compensatory, then the disad-
vantaged will get relatvely more resources—
they wall be compensated tor thesr handicaps.”
Federally tunded expenditures are dlearly in-
tended to be compensatory.

When the objective 1, o be neutral, then
Blacks and Whites and the poor and the rich
will receive equally from the school system.
Most school resources, of course, are intended
10 be neutral in allocation. The interesting point
here s whether they are, in fact, dispensed
neutrally. Are there significantly more pupils per
teacher in schools with hugh proportions of dis-
advantaged? Are the expenditures per pupil on
libranes higher, lower, or the same among
schools with wadely differing proportions of dis-
advantaged?

A neat statistic for sumnung up all ot the
individual findings would simplity the problem
of drawing conclusions. But no such statistic
exists, and the conclusions must tlow from the
statistical significance ot separate calculations
and a judgment about the weight ot evidence.

RESOURCE DISTRIBUTION: THE FACTS

Action usually tollowed edictin the “neutral”
distnbution ot resources at all three levels ot
Philadelphia’s public schools. However, this
was less true with compensatory tunds.

Among Elementary Schools. In elementary
schovols, neutrally intended resources were, on

Some cCharacterishics ot schools —tor example the pro
porton ot pupils below the 16th percendle n the Towa
Achievement tests—are essentrally outade the School [Dis.
ek s control As part of the schoot dimate the distibution
ot these charactenstics has been exannined
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balance, distributed neutrally. Where there were
more Blacks, Spanish-speaking, and low-
income students, there were more vacant teach-
ing postions, tewer experienced teachers, and
amore intensely used school bullding. Offsetting
this, more dollars were spent on each pupil and
classes were smaller. The most significant find-
ing, perhaps, was that Federal funds, compensa-
tory 1n intent, went somewhat more 1o the
schools with more Blacks and low-income
pupils—but barely so. And these students were
in sc hools with tewer high-achievers, more low-
achievers, and more disruptive incidents. (More
detarls are 1n Box | and Table 1 in the
Appendix.)

Among Junior High Schools. On balance,
neutrally intended resources, again, were par-
celed out equally to all sonts of junior high
students. Where there were more Spanish-
speaking and low-income students, the condi-
tion ot the school buildings was poorer and the
science laboratories more crowded. Further,
where there were more Blacks and low-income
students, there were more vacant teaching posi-
uons and less expenienced teachers. Offsetting
this, these students were also in schools where
more money was spent per pupil, classes were
smaller, and per pupil counseling and remedial
education expenditures were greater. Federal
tunds, however, designed to be compensatory,
did not flow in larger amounts to the schools
with more disadvantaged than to those with
less. As in the case of the elementary school
students, the disadvantaged were in schools with
more low-achievers and fewer high-achievers,
though they were not, to any real extent, in
schools with more vandalism and physical
violence. {More details are in Box 2 and Table 2
in the Appendix.)

Among Senior High Schools. Among senior
high students, 100, neutrally intended resources
were dispensed equally, on bhalance. Where
there were more Biacks, Spanish-speaking, and
low-income students, there were more vacant
teaching positions and somewhat less experi-
enced teachers. Where there were schools with



FEDERAL RESERVE BANK OF PHILADELPHIA

BOX 1

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL RESOURCES
AND THE DISADVANTAGED

For Black Students. For Black students, the net effect of the distribution of resources intended
to be neutral appear to have been, in fact, neutral. Some neutrally intended items were distri-
buted in a significantly compensatory direction—there were fewer pupils per teacher in
schools with high proportions of Blacks, for example. Some neutrally intended items were dis-
tnbuted in a significantly counter-compensatory direction——there were, for example, higher
proportions of teacher vacancies in school with higher proportions of Blacks. In all instances,
however, the variation in neutrally intended resource outlay from school to school was not
attributable, to any great extent, to the proportion of Blacks in the school. Variability from
school to school did, indeed, exist—but not much of that was attributable to there being a larger
or smaller proportion of Blacks in the school.

Some resource allocations were made, of course, with the deliberate intent to be compensa-
tory. Such items—Federal funds and expenditures on remedial reading, for example—were, in
fact, distributed in such a way that schools with high proportions of Blacks received more than
other schools. Variability from school to school for these compensatory resources was, of
course, intentional. But, here again, most of the variation was attributable to factors other than
the proportion of Blacks—though, in the case of the Federally funded expenditures on an
Educational improvement Program, as much as 25 percent was attributable to the proportion
of Blacks.

For Spanish-Speaking Students. For Spanish-speaking students, also, the net effect of
resources intended to be neutral appear to have been, in fact, neutral. No strong items emerge
where the school-to-school variation had a compensatory or non-compensatory direction
which was explainable, to any large extent, by the proportion of Spanish-speaking students. It
was true, however, that schools with higher proportions of Spanish-speaking students had
significantly less experienced teachers (as measured by longevity salary per teacher), but, even
there, the Spanish-speaking density accounted for only a little more than 7 percent of the
variation in experience from school to school. Resources intended to be distributed in a com-
pensatory fashion went to the Spanish-speaking students in a compensatory way, but barely so.

For Low-Income Students. For low-income students, the neutrally intended items were close
to being neutrally distributed, but with some compensatory bias. Schools with higher propor-
tions of low-income pupils had fewer pupils per teacher and fewer pupils per other professional
staff—though they also had higher proportions of teacher vacancies and higher capacity uti-
lization,

For the low-income students, the analysis of the distributions of compensatory funds re-
vealed a result of particular importance. Federal funds were designed to be allocated to the
poor. The variation from school to school in the amount per pupil of Federal funds should,
therefore, have been almost entirely explainable by the variation in the proportion of low-
income pupils. Something close to 100 percent should be the proportion of variation in
Federal funds distribution attributable to variation in the density of low-income pupils in
schools—rather than the 3.2 percent that emerged from the statistical analysis of elementary
school pupils in 1970-71.
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BOX 2

JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL RESOURCES
AND THE DISADVANTAGED

For Black Students. For these students, the net effect of the distribution of resources
intended to be neutral appear to have been, in fact, neutral. Some neutrally intended
items were distributed in a significantly compensatory direction—there were smaller classes,
for example, in schools with higher percentages of Black students. Some neutrally intended
items were counter-compensatory in their distribution—there were, for example, less
experienced teachers and more vacant teaching positions in schools with proportionately
more Blacks. The nature of the statistical results suggests that, at the junior high school level,
higher proportions of Black students in some schools were an important ‘‘explanation’’ for
these schools having more teacher vacancies, less experienced teachers, and smaller classes.

Remedial education expenditures, designed to be compensatory, did go more to densely
Black schools—but the distribution of Federal funds did not indicate that any more went, on a
per pupil basis, to schools with proportionately more Blacks.

For Spanish-Speaking Students. For these students, neutrally-intended resources appear to
have been distributed essentially that way. Most of these items had a slightly compensatory
direction, but barely so. However, schools with proportionately higher numbers of Spanish-
speaking students were, on the average, rated in somewhat poorer condition and were older.
Compensatory funds did not appear to go in larger amounts to schools with more Spanish-
speaking students.

For Low-Income Students. For low-income students, the neutrally intended items were close
to being neutrally distributed, with some counter-compensatory bias. Schools with higher
proportions of low-income pupils had more money spent per pupil, but, in these schools, more
vacant teacher positions existed and science labs were more crowded.

A somewhat unexpected conclusion emerged when the distribution of Federal funds was
analyzed. The total of these funds, (designed, of course, to go to the poor) did not go to schools
with many more poor than to schools with fewer poor--though one component, ex-
penditures on counselor aides, did. Essentially, none of the variation from school to school,
at the junior high level, in the distribution of Federal funds per pupil can be “explained” by
variations in the proportion of low-income pupils!

more Blacks and low-income pupils, the condi-
tion of the school buildings was clearly inferior.
Offsetting this, schools with these pupil charac -
teristics also spent more dollars per pupil, had
smaller classes, and used a smaller proportion
ot the school capacity. Compensatory-designed
tunds—remedial education and Federal money
—were distnbuted as intended among the high
schools. Unlike those dispensed to elementary
and junior high <chools, Federal funds went

10 those schools with higher proportions of low-
income and Black pupils. School climate con-
ditions (vandalism, the proportion of low-
achieving pupils) militated against all three
groups of disadvantaged pupils. But Black- and
low-income-donunated schools bore the brunt
ot most of the adversiies—older school build-
ings, poorer attendance, and more prevalent
violence. (More details are i Box 3 and Table
3 in the Appendix.)
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BOX 3

SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL RESOURCES
AND THE DISADVANTAGED

For Black Students. Overall, those high school resources which were intended to be
distributed neutrally were, with respect to Black students, distributed in such manner.
There were more teacher vacancies and buildings in somewhat poorer condition in senior high
schools with a proportionately higher Black pupil population, but many other resources
tended to be somewhat favorable to this group. Federal and School District funds, which
were intended to be compensatory, were clearly distributed in that way. Over 38 percent of
the school-to-school variation in remedial education expenditures, 17 percent in counseling
expenditures, and over 36 percent in Federal fund expenditures can be “explained” by
school-to-school variation in the proportion of Black students. This distribution pattern
differs considerably from that in the elementary and junior high s~hools.

For Spanish-Speaking Students. The distribution of neutrally intended school resources
among schools, with respect to the distribution of Spanish-speaking pupils, was remarkably
neutral. More items were in a compensatory direction than in a counter-compensatory one—
but, not significantly so, with the one exception that capacity utilization declined as the
proportion of Spanish-speaking pupils increased. Much of the variation in Federal funds among
schools was directly related to the variation in the proportion of Spanish-speaking students.
Other compensatory funds—remedial education, for example—were also distributed to these
students in a compensatory manner. Again, this pattern differs from the compensatory funds
distribution in the lower levels of schooling.

For Lower-Income Students. For low-income students, a study of the distribution of
neutrally-intended resources indicates that the intentions were realized. Some items had a
slightly compensatory characteristic, some had a counter-compensatory characteristic.
Schools with higher proportions of low-income pupils had more teacher vacancies and were
in poorer condition—but somewhat more money was spent per pupil. Compensatory funds on
remedial education went more to schools with a poorer student population, and Federal
funds were very strongly pointed in that direction. In elementary schools, only 3.2 percent of
the school-to-school variation in Federal funds could be *‘explained” by the variation in the
proportion of low-income pupils; in junior high schools, no portion could be so “‘explained’’;
but, at the senior high level, 45.7 percent can be “‘explained” in terms of the distribution
of low-income students.

RESOURCE DISTRIBUTION: THE REASONS

In 1970-71, neutrally intended resources
were, on the average {and for all three levels
of schooling), distnbuted in a neutral fashion.
While there were discermible tendencies for
some resources to be consistently distributed 1n

one direction or another, on balance all groups
appear to have received remarkably neutral
treatment.

While overall resources were distributed in
such a way that schools with higher proportions
of disadvantaged received no more than others,
some nonneutral allocations emerge. Certain



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

BUSINESS REVIEW

inequalities, not necessandy “evil ™ ones, consis-
tently surtaced.

For example, disadvantaged students, at all
levels, tended to be at schools with ugher
percentages of vacant teacher positions, Is this
evidenee ot a conspiratonal intent to provide a
better education tor the advantaged? Quite the
contrary. Most likely, it retlects the state ot the
teachers” labor markel. With wages identical at
all sehools and with teachess enjoying semonty
exercising thear right to transter, inevitably many
teachers move from “less desirable” schools
to ‘more desirable’ ones.? For the samie reasons,
schools with more disadvantaged pupils have
less expernienced teachers,

Oisadvantaged students tended to be in
sthools of poorer concdibion, Was this because
otanntent to have advantaged students in better
schools because of an Establishment domina-
tion? Some vestiges of this might have existed,
but the School Board membership and onenta-
tion of the admimistration lends Iittle suppont to
this explanation. Maost likely, the relative shabin-
ness ot the buildings reflected the {act that
disadvantaged diizens tended, tor econonic
reasuns, to be concentrated in the oldest parts ot
the Gity, where the oldest school buildings were.
The school buldding program ot the past tew
years will most likely alter this binding,

Disadvantaged students tended o be al
schools where more money was spent per pupil
and where Classes were smaller. Undoubtedly,
tus inequahity retlects the eitorts ot the school
adminsstration to respond to the strongly artic us
lated demands ot the disadvantaged. Where
more learning dithicultios existed, more remedial
measures were taken

Mote recent data retlecting teadcher surpluses rather than
tegcher <hortages mght well show less dor non diterence
m the propothios of teacher vacancees i schooh sth high
proputiions of disadvantaged and in schookl with fow
proporhons

10

MARCH 1974

Finally, disadvantaged students were al
schools which received more compensatory
funds. These, ot course, were consciously allo-
cated. Counseling and remedial education re-
sources went more Lo the Black and Tow-
incume pupil concentrations. This deliberate
unequal distribution ot resources was not carned
out as conscientiously with Federal funds, how-
ever.

In short, school resourees were not equally
distnbuted among Philadelphia schools tor a
number of reasons, For one thing, some funds
wereintentionally not distzibuted in this way, For
another, there were longstanding conditions
related to the urban population distribution
about which the School Distnict can do little,
Not to be overluoked, oo, were the medha-
nisms by whith teachers chouse their schools
and their salaries.

CONCLUSIONS

In comparnson with the Washington, D. C.
public school allocations, condemned by the
U. S District Court an the Hobson v Hansen
cases ot 1967, 1969, and 1971, the Philadelphia
School District, then, comes out very well -
deed. There was, on balance, equality in the
distnibution of neutrally intended resources,
School District administrators would not have
been toun I wanting in terms ot this major legal
yardstiek tor determiming intradistnet equality.

The absenceor presence of equality, however,
is hardly synonymous with the absence or
presence ot equity. The just” distnbution is for
the atizens, the courts, and the legislators to
decide. Clearly, an absolutely equal distribution
ot resources to students of varying soctological
and cconomic backgrounds would not provide
this Presumably, the “just” distnbution s the
one which results inan equal opportunity to
achieve an educated state tor all.
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Appendix

BACKGROUND OF TABLES

The major detailed conclusions about the relationship between the distribution of resources and
the distribution of the disadvantaged among the Philadelphia public schools are summarized in the
three boxes in the body of the article. They derive from statistical calculations made for each
level of schooling, the results of which are given in more detail in Tables 1, 2, and 3. The results use these
particular data, classification of resources, and statistical procedures:

Data: For each elementary, junicr high, and senior high school in the Philadelphia School District,
data were compiled for many resources-—instructional salary per pupil, condition of school buildings,
Federal funds per pupil, for example. For each of the schools, data on the proportion of Black
students, the proportion of Spanish-speaking students, and the proportion of low-income students—the
disadvantaged—were put together. This was the data base for comparing the distribution of re-
sources with the distribution of the disadvantaged.

Classification of Resources: Resources were classified in three ways:

1. Intended to be neutral. These are resources which are intended to be distributed in a manner
unrelated to the proportion of disadvantaged pupsls. The School District does not intend that the
number of pupils per teacher, or the average experience of teachers, or the expenditures per pupil
on kindergarten in different schools be, in any way, determined by the proportion of Black, low-
income, or Spanish-speaking pupils.

B4

. Intended to be compensatory. These are resources which are intended to go to particular groups of
students to “‘compensate”’ them for their socioeconomic handicaps. Federal funds, for example, are
intended to go to the poor, remedial education 1s intended to go to the groups disadvantaged by
minimal preschool motivation and education.

3. The world as it is. There are many charactenstics of the school environment, over which the
School District has little contro! and impact. The proportion of low-achieving pupils, the number of
disruptive incidents, and average daily attendance are examples.

Statistical Procedures: For each resource, tor each level of schooling, the amount in each school was
related to the percentage of Blacks, the percent of Spanish-speaking, and the percent oi low-income by
simple linear regressions. In each case several calculations were made:

1. Percentage of variability explained. How much ot the elementary school-to-school vanation in, for
example, number of pupils per teacher was attributable to the school-to-school vanation In
the proportion of Black pupils? If all of it was, the statistical measure would yield a result
of 100 percent (r* would equal 1). In fact, the result was 10.5 percent.

2. Statistical significance of results. An index (the T-ralio} was calculated 1n each case. All those
results which were determined to be statistically significant are presented in the tables.
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INTERPRETING THE TABLES

Each table has two types of classifications—one relating to resources, one relating to the dis-
advantaged. Resources are classified as to whether the School District’s intent was to distribute them
neutrally or to distibute them 1n a compensatory manner—or as to whether the School District has to
accept “the world as 1t 15.” If, an item intended to be neutrally distnibuted, is found to go more to the
disadvantaged, than it 1s listed under a column headed compensatory, if it 1s found to go less to the
disadvantaged, then 1t 15 listed under counter-compensatory. in Table 1, for example, the capacity
utihzat:on of elementary schools 1s Classified as an item not intended to be affected by the proportion of
disadvantaged. Was 1t, in fact, unrelated to the proportion of Blacks? The answer, since it is hsted in
the counter-compensatory column, 1s no—capacity utilization was higher in schools with higher
proportions of Blacks. In Table 2, the number of attending pupils per laboratory in junior high
schools—again, a “neutral”’ resource—was found to be counter-compensatory for the low-income
students. Schools with higher proportion of low-income pupils had more pupils in each lab.

The second sections of each table, labeled *'intended to be compensatory,” contain the information
about whether resources which were intended to go more to the disadvantaged, did in fact do so. Thus,
expenditures on remedial education went in the direction of the 8lacks and the low income at the
elementary school level (Table 1),'but not to the Spanish-speaking, At the junior high level, they went to
the Blacks, but not to the Spanish-speaking and low-income (Table 2). And, at the senior high level, they
went to all three groups (Table 3),

In the third section of the tables, one can see how some school environmental charactenstics (“'the
world as it 15"} relate to the percentage of disadvantaged. In all three levels of schooling, things
are worse off in schools with higher proportions of disadvantaged—there are fewer pupils above the
85th percentile, more disruptive incidents and more pupils below the 16th percentile. They are
counter-compensatory in direction.

The tables contain information, not only on the direction of the distribution of resources to the
disadvantaged—compensatory of counter-compensatory—but, on how much school-to-school variation
in the distunbution of resources 15 attributable to the proportion of disadvantaged. Thus, while
instructional salary cost per pupil is higher in elementary schools with higher proportions of Blacks, this
tactor—the proportion of Blacks-only explains 3 percent of the school-to-school variation (Table 1). At
the senior high school level (Table 3), 21.1 percent of the difference in the condition of the
buildings 1s related to the difference in the proportion of Black pupils—to the disadvantage of the Blacks.
Again, in Table 3, 41.8 percent of the school differences in average daily attendance s related to
differences in the proportion of low-income pupils—where there are more low-income pupils, there is
much lower average daily attendance.

- *
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